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ABSTRACT 

This report is the first to comprehensively analyze commercial 
security and the effectiveness of burglar and fire alarms. It 
explains the patterns of burglaries and identifies the decision 
process of burglars in their choice of a co~~ercial target. 

The study reveals why alarm owner~ buy, and why other similar 
businesses choose not to buy alarms. 'Ehe study explains how an 
installer is chosen, how prices for install~riQr and monitoring are 
established at the market place, and whether alarms are beneficial 
to the community and to insurers. 

The report demonstrates that alarms are effective in deterring 
intruders. The chance of burglary is 4.57 times higher for non 
alarmed properties and that the yard sign serves as a deterrent. 
The effectiveness of alarms differ for the various types of 
commercial establishments depending upon their nature, location, 
and other physical attributes. Other precautions which are used by 
businesses, short of exterior and interior lights, provide limited 
additional security. Unlike residences, the alarm 1S the major 
source of security to businesses. The report offers directior;.s on 
how to control false activations and shows that higher fines will 
have long term limited effect in solving the problem. 

The study provides public relations, marketing; and development 
directions to dealers. It presents challenges to the alarm 
associations which are aimed at strengthening their influence, 
improving services to their members. and consequently becoming 
attractive for non members. The results could provide for improved 
service by police departments and reduced loss exposure to 
insurers. 

The study is important to end users. It outlines the chances of 
becoming burglary victims depending upon location, type and age of 
business 1 and wealt'~l of the neighborhood. It further discusses 
choosing dealers, types of sensors and effective security 
precautions. This advice is based on the experiences and 
recommendations of other alarmed businesses. Finally, the report 
shows how alarms benefit individual users and their communities . 
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COMMERCIAL SECURITY: 

BURGLARY PATTERNS AND SECURITY MEASURES 

Chapter 1 
Introduction 

This report addresses the spatial and temporal patterns of 
commercial burglaries I alarm ownership I and the effectiveness of 
alarms for commercial establisp..ments by type. It reveals the 
decision process of burglars, why businesses choose to install 
alarms and satisfaction levels of alarm owners. Recommendations 
that alarm owners have for businesses that do not own alarms are 
also presented. The survey included businesses that do not own 
alarms. Their views are highlighted as well. This group I s 
perception of alarms is crucial because it is a potential market to 
alallTI installers. 

This study is the second major effort by our group. Our first 
study on residential burglaries and alarm ownership has earned us 
a strong reputation in the security industry and in the national 
press. Articles about our findings appeared in all security 
magazines I in over 200 newspapers and magazines l including leading 
media outlets I in the United States. We have appeared on numerous 
TV programs in the U. S . I Canada and in several European countries. 
The first report included comparisons of our findings with other 
major research projects which dealt with residential burglaries. 
However I it is important to state that the study's primary 
objective was to address the various facets of burglar and fire 
alarm ownership and effectiveness. 

This study is innovative in some other respects. A careful 
review of other studies on commercial burglary and effective 
commercial security precautions revealed few previous efforts in 
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the field. 1 A conputer search of the National Institute of Justice 
Reference Service, University libraries, and the Library of • 

( 

Congress revealed less than a handful of comprehensive studies. 
Thus, this study is a milestone effort in understanding the 
patterns of conunercial burglaries, effective precautions and issues 
relat3d to alarm ownership and effectiveness. 

1.1 The Importance of the Study 

Security professionals often ask, IIWhy is such a study at all 

necessary, and how can the results of such a study affect the 

business conduct of security conpanies?" The significance of this 
and forthcoming studies to current and future business conduct is 
crucial to understand. 

Marketing strategies-- targets, methods and resources. 
Security conpanies often maintain "traditional!! targets and 

marketing methods to promote business. Sometimes, different types 
of promotion or advertisement are tried and maintained when 
successful. A "trial and error" method is not efficient and may be 
quite costly. If one wishes to learn about effective means of 
promoting alarm sales, then why not learn how and why alarm o~mers 

bought their system? Also, questioning non-owners may provide us 

with information about ineffective measures to sell alarms. Our 

analysis of 387 conunercial establishments in three Philadelphia 

suburbs, which differ in their attributes and represent many u.S. 
suburbs, provides statistically reliable results. 

The study provides information on the chances of burglary for 
alarmed and unalarmed properties with respect to proximity to 

arterial roads, schools/ convenience stores, parks arld woods. It 
further provides the chances of burglary with respect to property 
value, size and other attributes which are relevant to burglars. 

1 Gibbs, John J. and Shelley, Peggy L., Xenon (New Jersey) Ccmrercial Burglary Data, 1979-1981, 
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research. 

Nasar, Jack L., "Envircrmental Factors and Ccmrercial Burglary," Journal of Environrrental Systems, 
Vol. 11(1), 1981-82. 

Pearson, Dermis A., "Evaluation of Multnanah County's Ccmrerc:ial Burglary Prevention Prc:gram," u.S. 
Department of Justice, 1980. 
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Such information can be used by salespeople in their efforts to 
sell systems. 

Development strategies-- Alann company executives are usually 
heavily involved in the day to day operations of the firm. The 

industry is characterized as highly competitive with a large number 

of small finns. This level of competition requires the full 

attention of managers to solve immediate problems and to remain 

competitive. It leaves no time or resources to cope with long term 
issues. However, changes in the technological and economic 

environment may require a reorientation by the firm to face new 

challenges and opportunities. Only detailed industry studies like 
this one can provide such information to alarm company managers. 

This information can help managers foresee trends which may 

necessitate organizational reorientation or reorganization. 
Industry strategies-- Some alarm installers are members of 

state and national associations. The participation rate in trade 

associations is higher among manufacturers and central station 

companies. One of the important missions of the trade associations 

should be promoting the industry as a whole.. Associations should 

strive to promote the reliability of its members and the value of 

industry products and services. The association should establish 
ties with other industries that share similar interests. Our 
studies suggest that the alarm associations raise public awareness 

about the benefits of alanns. This, in turn, will increase alarm 

sales in the long:run. The general public and businesses 
interested in purchasing alarm systems do not consider using 

industry trade associations for information. Further I our research 

suggests that insurers benefit from alanns beyond the dollar amount 
of policy discounts they provide. Thus I cooperation between these 

two industries could prove to be productive to both. 

Police patrol-- Intensity of police patrol in a cormnunity is 

based upon the expected number of ~ncidents in each neighborhood. 
If, indeed, nonalarmed properties experience four times the 

burglary rate of alarmed properties, then a neighborhood which has 

fewer alarmed properties should enjoy a higher frequency of police 
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patrol. At th~ same time, if patrol is conducted less frequently 
in alarm dense areas, then equity considerations suggest that alarm 
owners should not be charged for response£ to false activations. 
This is true as long as the designated number of responses to alarm 

trips is less than the number of patrols eliminated in that 

neighborhood. 
False activations-- This is most significant problem facing 

the alarm industry. Police" records show that, on average, each 

system activates 1.4 times a year. 98 percent of all activations 

are false; user errors are the leading cause at 75 percent and 

equipment errors account for another 10 percent. Police department 
budgets are increasing at a rate of just 4 percent a year while the 
number of alarm systems is rising at an annual rate of 11 percent. 

This rate is expected to accelerate due to the introduction of 
inexpensive standardized systems by several large alarm companies. 

Several big city police departments have stopped responding to 

activations other than those by government agencies and special 

facilities. Thus, if police departments continue to lack adequate 

funding as the number of alarm systems rises, it is expected that 
nonresponse policies will spread to other' cities and suburbs unless 

there is a significant decrease in the number of false activations. 

The alarm industry recognizes the problem and numerous committees 

were established to suggest solutions. A variety of solutions are 

offered to deal with the false alarm problem. Very few studies 

have collected sufficient data to understand the exact causes of 
false activations. Our studies, which are based upon large surveys 
of businesses and households, address the issue and may suggest 
viable solutions. 

1.2 Description of the Study's Topics 

Three suburban cormnunities in three different counties of 

Philadelphia's metropolitan area are analyzed in detail using data 

from a two and a half year time period. These localities display 

different demographic profiles, locational attributes I and land -use 
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mixes, making them somewhat representative of many middle class, 
• predominantly white North American suburbs. Thus, our analysis may 

address some issues that can be extrapolated to North AmericaIl 

suburbs in general. However, it is important to note that in order 
to generalize these findings, it is necessary to analyze more 
prototype localities across the u.s. 

• 

• 

We mailed questionnaire? to all commercial burglary victims, 
a sample of alarm owners and members of a control group, who were 
neither burglary victims nor alarm owners. We matched the data 
obtained via the survey with data on these properties from relevcmt 
police departments and municipal governments. The result is a very 
accurate picture of commercial burglaries and alarm ownership in 
the three localities. 

The research questions that motivated the study are: 
1. What are the characteristics of commercial properties that 
make them most susceptible to burglaries? 
2. What can commercial property owners do to reduce their 
chances of burglary? 
3. Do burglar alarms deter? 

4. Are there target-hardening complements to burglar alarms? 
5. What are the locational attributes of commercial burglary 
victims? 

6. What are the characteristics of commercial alarm o~!.ners 
and why do they buy alarms? 
7. Why don't other commercial property owners with similar 
characteristics buy alarms? 
8. Do fines for activations imposed on commercial 
establishments reduce alarm system use? 
9. Does the presence of burglar alarms provide a "net 
benefit" to the corrunun.ity? 
The information in the following pages addresses all of these 

issues. An essential message is. that alarms do have deterrent 
value. Our current study in Greenwich, Connecticut addresses some 
of these issues and more on the underlying motives for alarm 

purchase I causes of false activations, and on the incidence of 
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burglary. State alarm associations or individual companies may be 

interested in all..alyzing a particular area for some specific __ 
questions. Now that our instruments are validated in four 
comrmmities and our methods of analysis established, we may conduct 
similar studies at a relatively low cost. 

1.3 Description of the Study Areas 

In order to obtain statistica.lly robust results, we selected 

localities that differ among themselves in many ways, but are 
similar to the main features of many other North American suburbs. 
All three localities--upper Merion Township in Montgomery County, 

Tredyffrin Township in Chester County, and Springfield Township in 
Delaware County--are part of the 'Pennsylvania portion of 

Philadelphia's metropolitan area. 
Of the three, upper Merion TOTfJIlship has the strongest 

commuting ties with Philadelphia and the rest of the region. It is 

served by two major limited access routes { Interstate 76 (the 

Schuylkill Expressway) and u.s. 202. Upper Merion attracts • 
shoppers to one of the largest indoor malls in the U. S . Many of 

its residents work in Philadelphia. It also has a sizeable 
corrnnercial base which attracts transient commuters to the township. 

Tredyffrin Township is also located along two major routes, 
u.S. 30 and U.S. 202. It also has access to the Pennsylvania 

Turnpike. Unlike upper Merion, however, Tredyffrin is not a target 
for non-resident retail shoppers. Most residents don't commut.e to 

Center City, but work in the general vicinity instead. Recent 
growth has made Tredyffrin a center for service and high tech 
industries. 

Springfield Township is located to the south of U.S. I, a 
major thoroughfare which extends from Maine to Florida. Although 

it has some Center City corrnnuters and a rather large shopping 
district and mall, it is not considered a major attraction for 

either shoppers or corrnnuters when the entire metropolitan area is 

fc:ctored in. Traditionally, the township has been viewed as having 
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its antecedents in the working class. 
The residents of Tredyffrin Township are the most affluent of 

the three. It is followed by upper Merion Township. Springfield 
Township, which can be best characterized as a blue-collar suburb, 
is the least affluent of the three. upper Merion includes many 
commercial and industrial establishments. King of P:russia, one of 
the largest volume shopping .areas in the world is located there. 
Of the three, Tredyffrin Township has the most area allocated 
toward parks and open space. Table 1. 3.1 provides more detail 
about the three localities. 

The reason we chose three localities that differ in 
population, locational attributes I type of housing, and corrrrnercial 
and manufacturing mix is to capture the variety of opportunities 
for burglars. This large sample allows us to cover the gamut of 
alarm owners, who differ in their ownership mati w_tions and 
experiences. We assume that our s~~le represents a wide 
population of suburban burglaries and alarm owners, so that we may 
generalize our findings and conclusions to many areas which are 
comprised of similar features, but are ~ot included in this study. 
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Table 1.3.11 
Description of the Three Study Areas 

Population (1990) 
Density per sq. mi. 

Tredyffrin 

28,028 

% white 
% pop. change 1980-1990 
Median age 

1,415 
94.0 
21.8 
37.7 

Median Family Income(1989) 
No. of Housing units (1990) 

$75,571 
11,953 

70 % owner occupied 

Median home value 
Ave.home sale price 

Retail 
Establishments 
Sales 
Employment 

Wholesale 
Establishments 
Sales 
Employment 

Services 
Establishments 
Receipts 
Employment 

Manufacturing 
Establishments 
Sales 
Employment 

Area (sq. mi.) 

Land Use (%") 
Residential 
Conunercial 
Industrial 
Parks & Educational 
Streets 
Vacant 
Other 

$231,200 
$175,000 

{1987} 

172 
$279 million 

2597 

148 
$1.8 billion 

2190 

407 
$611 million 

6026 

49 
$228 million 

5,800 

19.8 

31.3 
1.4 
1.8 
9.2 

13.0 
39.1 
4.2 

Upper Merion 

26{138 
1,476 

94.0 
10.3 
35.4 

55,663 
9,271 

71 

$64,100 
$135,000 

(1987) 

432 
$601 million 

8710 

216 
$2.8 billion 

4,284 

411 
$492 million 

11127 

67 
$631 million 

9,800 

17.7 

31.1 
3.8 

18.1 
17.9 
15.6 

9.9 
3.7 

Springfield 

24,160 
4,026 
98.4 

- 5.0 
38.4 

53,302 
8,604 
92.2 

152,400 
144,000 

(1989) 

301 
$643 million 

6449 

13 
$228 million 

182 

489 
$73 million 

1,825 

15 
unavail 
unavail 

6.29 

48.4 
3.4 
0.9 

13.8 
14.0 
18.0 
1.5 

1 Sources: J.990 Census of Pcpulation and lbusing, Townships ane' J;>-,Uce Departtrents Annual 
Reports, Chamber of Ccmrerce Data. 
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Table 1.3.1 
Description of the Three Study Areas (continued) 

Tredyffrin upper Merion Springfi&ld 

1989 Total taxes 
1989 Total oper.expns. 
1989 taxes per ca. 
1989 oper.expen.per ca. 

Police (1990) 
Officers 
Civilians 
Budget (1989) 

Officers per 1000 pop 

$4,603,676 
$11,168,828 

$199.99 
$485.20 

47 
8 

$2,849,626 

2.04 

Officers per sq. mi. 2.22 
Police oper.exp. per ca. $123.79 
police exp.*100/loc.budget 25.51 

9 

$7,309,714 
$13,845,007 

$279.69 
$529.69 

53 
17 

$3,366520 

2.03 

2.99 
$128.80 

24.30 

$4,937,359 
$9,540,180 

$194.95 
$376.69 

32 
2 

$1,853,606 

1.26 

5.09 
$73.19 
19.43 

.--------~------- --- --



1.4 The Research Methods 

We studied four exhaustive and nru.tually exclusive subgroups of 

the population in each community: commercial burglary victims with 

and without alarms, and alarmed and unalarmed commercial 

establishments that were not burglarized. 

The initial phase of the study was built on individual 
observations of burglaries. °The information on each incident was 

assembled from police data files, surveys of the victims and 

relevant county real estate data. The database includes all 

properties burglarized in the localities in the two and a half year 

period pre~eding the study's inception. Of course, some burglary 
victims owned alarms at the time of the incident. Thus, the 

victimized properties in the database are comprised of two of the 

subgroups of interest. 

The alarm cases were selected randomly from alarm owner files 

at the police departments. This sample, like the burglary sample, 

includes a large number of cases. Thus, it is correct to assume 

that the analyzed sample of alarm owners represents its entire 

population. 

The same survey and real estate info:r:mation was collected for 

nonburgled, nonalarn~d commercial establishments. Inclusion in 

this pa.rt of the sa.mple was based on two criteria: a matching 

criteria and a random sample. On the first pass we chose 

commercial establishments that were adjacent to burglary victims. 

We then chose an additional group that were adjacent to 

nonvictimized, alarrned commercial establishments. A group of 

randomly selected establishments was also chosen. 

By including the four subgroups (burgled and alarmed, burgled 

and not alarmed, not burgled and alarmed, not burgled and not 

alarmed) I/lIe are, in effect, using a quasi-experimental design.l 

For example, in order to analyze whether accessibility to major 

1 A ~i-experirrental survey design is one in \>/hich non-affected pcpulations are used as a baseline 
against wiuch alann ownership and bUl:glary victimization can be ccnparedo 
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thoroughfares is important in e~laining burglaries, we need to 
compare victimized properties against similarly situated non­
victimized properties. In so doing, we can identify the factors 
which led the former properties to be burgled. 

OUr thinking behind the matching procedure was that the 

database would include the same set of choices the burglar 

confronts. The model of the criminal as an expected income 

maximizer is received by both economists and criminologists as a 

reasonable description of average behavior. The burglar is thought 

to choose that property which will result in the greatest 
transportable, liquidatable loot and the least chance of 

apprehension. By including a victimized comnercial establishment 

and an 'adjacent non-victim, we hope to discover the factors that 

attracted the burglar's interest in the first property. 

Detailed questionnaires were mailed using listings of victims 

and alann owners provided by the police departments involved in the 
study. Table 1.3.1 lists the number of questionnaires mailed to 

each gr~up in each township and the number of responses. We 
attribute our high 42.23 percent respons~ rate to the fact that the 

questionnaires were accompanied by cover letters sent on police 

department letterhead with the appropriate police chief signature 

and franked return envelopes addressed to the police 

departments. 

Questionnaires were mailed to both residential and commercial 
establishments. In Tredyffrin Township, which is primarily 

residential, the same burglary and alarm questionnaires were mailed 

to both households and businesses. In Upper Merion and Springfield 
Townships we differentiated commercial @ld residential 

questionnaires. In all three townships, questionnaires were 

differentiated for non-burgled, non-alarmed businesses and 

households1
• The commercial questionnaires used in this study are 

1 Tredyffrin was = survey test narket. We learned a great deal fran the initial survey. Most 
inportantly, the sarre questions were not rreaningful for both households and firrrs. We also learned that the 
residents were eager to provide inforrmtion, but were not necessarily kncmled;eable. This necessitated 
limiting the technical kncmledge necessary to answer questions about insurance policies and/or alann 
systems. 

11 



Table 1.4.1 
Structure of Survey Mailing 

Mailings Responses . . .------"'-. 
Total Resid Corrm 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Tredyffrin Township Questionnaires 

Burglary Victims 429 195 144 51 
Alarm Owners 300 187 108 79 
Non-burgled-- non-alarm 300 110 85 25 

upper Merion Township Questionnaires 
Burglary Victims 283 99 47 52 
Alarm OWners 460 136 92 44 
Non-burgled--non-alarm 300 74 49 25 

Springfield Township Questionnaires 
Burglary Victims 128 55 32 23 
Alarm Owners 350 187 121 66 
Non-burgled--non-alarrn 189 110 88 22 

TOTAL 2730 1153 766 387 

Response Rate 42.23% 
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included in Appendix A . 

Data on burglaries were not available in computer files for 

all localities for the same time period. We attempted, however, to 

collect data on as long a time period as possible and to mail out 
as many questionnaires as possible to burglary victims. Thus, for 

Tredyffrin we mailed to all those victimized between June 1986 and 

June 1989, for upper Merion the study period turned out to be from 

January 1988 through February 1990, and for Springfield from 
January 1988 through June 1990. 

Information about the burglaries, including date, time, point 

of entry, and comments by the investigating officer were gathered 

from police department files1
• Alarm registration information was 

also collected from police record~. In recent years all three 

localities have just started to require the registration of alarm 

systems. Hence, it is unclear whether all installed alann systems 
in these townships are registered. For example, mailings to 

establishments that were presumed to be non-burgled and non-alanned 

revealed unregistered alanns in all three localities. Incomplete 

alarm ownership files would cause us to underestimate the number 

of alarms in each community. This could have the effect of 

yielding higher probabilities of burglary among alann equipped 

properties (see Chapter 5) . 
Real estate data on all analyzed properties were extracted 

from appropriate county assessment boards. These data included 
assessed value, market value, frontage feet on the street, land and 

structure size, year the current owner moved to the address, and 

price at last sale. 

1.5 Structure of the Report 

In chapter 2 we describe the characteristics of burglary--

specifically, where, when, and wp.y they occur. The burglar's 

1 We regard this availability of files and addresses of victims to be a key feature of the study. 
There was a ~t deal of trust in the part of everyone. Nothing in our report can be used to identify 
individual v~ctilTS or respondents . 
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process of choosing a target and the physical attributes of ~~e 
ffiLvironment which entices burglars are presented. 

In chapter 3, we concentrate on alarm owners and non. owners. 
Specifically, why businesses buyalanns, why other businesses with 
similar attributes do not buy alarms, whether insurance premium 
discounts promote alann purchase, whether the fire detection 
feature plays a role in the purchase decision, how the installer is 
chosen, the physical attributes of commercial alarms, and alarm 
owner satisfaction. 

Chapter 4 concentrates on the structure of the industry. A 
detailed analysis is provided on the three segments of the 
industry--manufacturing, installation, and monitoring. The chapter 
includes an analysis of prices--how they are established, and 
whether large companies enjoy market power. It includes a 
discussion of the role of the trade associations. It further 
discusses whether and how associations can increase their influence 
to benefit their members. 

In chapter 5 we introduce the major question of this study--
are alarms effective in deterring burglaries. A special errphasis • 
is given here to retail establishments, which have distinctly 
special features. The effectiveness is considered in various 
dimensions-- satisfaction with the system, !nlrglary rate with and 
without alarms, effectiveness of other security precautions with 
and without alarms. 

Chapter 6 provides very important information to dealers who 
need to fight undesired local ordinances, and is a powerful tool to 
promote public recognition of the benefits ala~~ grant to local 
conmunities. Currently, the problem of false activations is 
painful to the industry and overshadows the fact that, overall, 
alarms provide net benefits to the locality. 'Ihis chapter 
illustrates a very careful calculation of the costs and benefits 
for both residential and commercial alarms. 

Chapter 7 touches the complex 'issue of false activations. It 
shows the causes of activations in commercial establishments, who 
dre responsible for most activations in any community. Development 
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of effective measures to deal with the problem requires detailed 
tit data analysis. A general methodology to investigate false 

• 

• 

activations in order to reach effective prescriptions is offered. 
Chapter 8 concludes the report. It lists the major findings 

and suggests policy implications to the various segments of the 
industry, trade associations, and police. 

Not all data is available for all localities. Hence, when 
data is only available for one or two localities we still employ 
it, even though the database is smaller. Whenever identical data 
is available on all three localities we report it in aggregate 
form. 

Throughout the text we have relied heavily on graphic 
presentations. A few notational conventions that we have adopted 
are that B indicates a burglary victim, A indicates an alarm owner, 
and n denotes sample size. The sample sizes are sometimes small. 
In these cases there may be small random errors in the horizontal 
summation of the probabilities . 
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Chapter 2 

Predicting Commercial Burglaries 

The analysis of commercial burglaries over a period of time 
reveals patterns about where, when and why burglaries occur. These 
patterns provide us with· the characteristics of corrrrnercial 

properties which make them susceptible to burglary. Knowing those 

patterns and characteristics can help business owners secure their 
properties more effectively, assist police in designing patrol, aid 

the alarm industry in targeting commercial customers and guide the 
insurance industry in developing effective protection requirements 

and discount policies for commercial properties. 

2.1 Where Commercial Burglaries Occur 

Criminology literature and experienced police officers tell us 
much abou~ Lhe locational choice of residential burglaries. The 

residential study confirmed that locational choices of residential 

burgla"" .. i..es are made in decision stages in sequentially descending 

order: the neighborhood, the street in that neighborhood, the 
property on the street and the point of entry to the property. 
This chapter shows that the decision process also applies to 

commercial burglaries. However, the considerations of corrrrnercial 
targets differ from that of residential targets. This chapter 

shows the target decisions at each stage, tells why such choices 

are made I and provides statistics about the choices corrrrnercial 
burglars make at each level, 

This section also analyzes timing of commercial burglary on 
two levels. The first looks at a commercial establishment's length 

of time in business when burgled. The second determines the time 

of day that corrrrnercial burglaries occur. These variables help 

businesses determine when they are most susceptible to burglary. 

Choice of the neighborhood: The burglar's choice of 
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neighborhood depends primarily on market values although 
familiarity and concentration of businesses the burglar's choice. ~ 
The decision process begins with the major thoroughfares the 

burglar often travels for work or social purposes. 1 Criminals 
prefer to work in areas with which they are familiar. McIver 
(1981) found that criminals typically committed crimes at a mean 

distance of .4 miles from their homes. 2 However, because locations 
that are better mown to people are perceived to be closer, 

perceived distance may be more important than actual distance. 3 

Familiar areas provide a sense of security because the burglar is 

aware of traffic flows and escape routes. This rule is generally 

true for all but professional burglars who "hand pick" their 
targets and plan access and escape routes after picking the target. 

The burglar's choice at each level depends on accessibility. 
Burglars prefer to work where they can. approach a property and 

escape with as little intervention as possible from passersby, 
neighboring properties and police. Being noticed as not belonging 

is an obvious concern of the burglar because it may lead to 

apprehension or conviction. However, in the case of commercial 

burglary, it is difficult to mow who belongs and who doesn't. 
Therefore, access to commercial properties may be easier than for 
residential properties. 

Perceived market values play an important role in the 

burglar's decision process for obvious reasons. The perception of 

wealth leads the burglar to believe that there are valuable goods 
to be taken. Using revenues and property size, figures 2.1.1 and 

2 .1.2 show the relationship between perceived market value and risk 
of burglary. Of the three comnunities, Tredyffrin has the highest 
average commercial revenues and, consequentially, 'the highest 

probability of burglary. Upper Merion follows in average revenues 

1 Rengert, George and Wasilchick, Jclm, Suburban 'fUBlary, Charles C. 'Iharas, Springfield, IL, 1985. 

2 Jclm P. McIver, "Criminal Mobility: A Review of Ehpirical Studies," Crirre Spillover, eds. sim::n 
Hakim and George R.engert (Beverly Hilla, CA: Sage, 1981). 

3 Brantingham, Paul and Brantingham, Patricia Pattarns in CriJoo, Maanillan Publishing Carpany, New 
York, 1984. 
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and burglary risk. Springfield businesses ea:rn. the least average 
revenues and exhibit a significantly lower risk of burglary than 
the other two townships. 

Figure 2.1.2 compares the sizes of burgled and non burgled 
properties. A large proportion (37 percent) of burgled businesses 
have more than 150 feet in front of their properties, while only 21 

percent of non victimized· businesses are this large. The 

commercial results are consistent with criminology literature on 

residential and conmercial burglaries f which show that the risk of 
burglary increases with market value. 1 

A particular community's chance of burglary is also related to 
the concentration of businesses. The more commercial 

establishments there are in a given area, t.he more targets a 

burglar has to choose from. 1\ particular community's risk of 
burglary is calculated by dividing the total number of burglaries 

by the total number of establishments and, therefore, reflects 
business concentration. Tredyffrin has 776 businesses, while Upper 

Merion has, 1,126. But, Tredyffri.n has a higher rate of commercial 
burglary; the number of burglaries per establishment is .0706 in 

Tredyffrin and .0618 in Upper Merion. Tredyffrin has higher 
revenues per establishment, is a wealthier community, and 

businesses have more expensive merchandise on their premises. 
Thus, wealth is a stronger attractor for the burglar. 

Choice of the Street: OUr first study found proximity to 
major thoroughfares increases the risk of burglary to households. 2 

However, commerci.al burglaries generally occur away from major 

thoroughfares. Figure 2 .1.3 shows that a larger proportion of 

commercial properties located within three blocks of a major 
thoroughfare were not burgled than were burgled. This is true for 

both alarmed and unalarmed properties. But particular 

thoroughfares within the three townships eXhibited an opposite 

1 Buck, Andrew, Hakim, Sinon and SEiegel, Uriel, "casince, Crirre and Real Estate Values: Do they 
Relate?" Journal of Research in Crirre ana Delinguens;y, Vol. 25, No.3, August 1991, pp. 288-303. 

Hakim, s:im:n, "The Attraction of Prcperty Crirre to Suburban Localities: A Revised Eccnanic Model," 
Urban Studies, Vol. 17, No.3, October, 1980. 

2 The Hakim-Buck study on Residential Security, April, 1991, pp. 15-23. 
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trend. By splitting the tharaughfares inta two categaries, we 
fatmd same camron characteristics which explained the difference in • 
burglary rates far the different types .of tharaughfares. 

Roads with high pedestrian and auta traffic .or limited access 
are shawn in figure 2.1.4. Mare businesses lacated within three 
blacks .of these thoraughfares are nat burgled than are burgled. 

Except far the PA Turnpike, .all .of the raads that appear in this 

figure have high corrnnercial cancentrations. Business cancentration 

offers enviranmental security precautions. The rautes all tend to 

be well lit and have cansistent traffic patterns at all times. 
Thus, it is difficult far a burglar to ga unnaticed near .one of 
these raads. 

Figure 2 .1.5 shaws thase tl10raughfares near which more 

businesses are burgled. These raads tend ta have a smaller 

concentratian .of corrrnercial praperties in the general area. Either 
the firms are spread out .or they are nat surraunded by ather 
commercial praperties. Althaugh Raute 202 in upper Merian has a 
fairly large concentratian .of businesses, there are areas in the 

tawnship with higher business cancentratians. It alsa has very 

little pedestrian traffic; access ta businesses an 202 in upper 

Merian requires an autamobile. Automobile traffic is not as 

consistent as it is an the first categary .of raads. This 

atmosphere can pravide burglars with concealed access and escape 
rautes. 

These findings are supported by an earlier study .of cammercial 
burglaries Nasar (1981). ~ It fatmd that the risk .of burglary on 

majar tharaughfares is related ta the concentratian .of businesses. 
The more businesses there are an a majar thoraughfare, the lower is 
the risk .of burglaries to properties an that raad. 

Property an the Street: A corrnnercial praperty's lacatian on 

the street affects its risk .of burglary. Although this study did 
not analyze the probabilities .of Rurglary by lacatian an the 

1 Nasar, Jack L., ItEnvirc:nrental Factors and ccmrercial Burglary, It JOU%nal of EI:xvirc::u:Izotal SyateJrB, 
Vol. 11 (1), 198~-82. 

22 

•• 

• 



• Major Thoroughfares 

• 

Burgled 

Limited Access Roads and 
High Auto/Pedestrian Traffic 

Frequency 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
Tpk Sproul 23 ,CB Pk Gulph Bltmr 

[J 5% 15% 14.6% 15% 29.3% 45% 

Clot Burgled D 8% 20% 24% 27% 32% 47% 

23 

Figure 2.1.4 

, 

,. 

30 

38% 

55% 

-- ._------_ ..... 



Major Thoroughfares 
Low businesses, pedestrian • 

and auto traffic 

Frequency 

70% 

60% 

50% :.: 

40% 
.~ 

#' , •• '" .' ••• 

30% -- ,. 

20% 

10% 

O%~·--~~~~~-~~--~~~~ 

202(Tr) 202(UM) 252 State Springfield 

Burgled D 67% 39% 33% 24% 18% 

Not Burgled D 63% 28% 30% 15% 14% 
24 • 

I 

Figure 2.1 .5 

I 

l 



• 

• 

• 

street, other studies have. Properties on corner lots have a 
higher risk of burglary than other locations. While only one-third 
of properties in the study were located on the corner, their share 
in the burgled population was 74 percent. Thus, corner properties 
are 1.7 times more likely to be burgled than other locations. 1 

Commercial burglary risk depends also on the type of 
commercial establishment. Suites in office parks bear the highest 
proportion of burglary. Accounting for 46.5 percent of commercial 
burglaries, they are burgled almost two and a half times more often 
than single office buildings. Figure 2.1.6 depicts burglary rates 
by type of commercial establishment. The probability of burglary 
for unalarmed office suites is 6.45. An alarm reduces the 
probability 14.2 times to .454 .. Because office parks are new, the 
office equipment in a suite tends to be newer and more easily 
fenced. Office suites are vulnerable to burglary because the parks 
in which they locate are large and secluded and offer concealed 

access to the burt::)ar. They are attractive and inviting in order 
to attract customers, so little attention is given to security. 
Suites are well insured, another reason less attention is given to 
security measures by owners and lessees. Office parks are also 
located on roads that are poorly lit and lightly traveled after 
business hours. The burglar is, therefore, afforded concealed 

access and ample entry/escape time. 
Retail establishments rank second in the proportion of burgled 

establishments. Twenty-four percent of the burg led establishments 
were retail stores. Of those, 56 percent were located in shopping 
centers and the remaining 44 percent were in strip malls. 

Uhalarmed retail stores in shopping centers have a probability of 

burglary of 1. 72 . Alarms reduce the risk one and a half times to 
1.136. Alarmed and unalarmed retail stores in strip malls have a 
lower chance of burglary than those in enclosed shopping centers. 
The probability of burglary for UIlQ.larmed stores is 1.43, while it 
is .305 for their alarmed counterparts. Hence, the chance of 

1 ibid. 
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burglary is 4.7 times higher for unalarmed than it is for alarmed 

stores. 
Stores typically locate in high traffic areas near major 

thoroughfares to attract shoppers. These roads are well traveled 
during the day as well as the night and are very well lit. Thus, 
the burglar does not have the luxury of concealed access and has a 
much smaller time frame in which to work before being noticed. 

Despite all the factors that should protect stores from 
burglary, retail establishments represent a substantial proportion 
of burglaries. But, retail burglaries are similar in nature. 
Usually, a window or door is broken, and only a few valuable items 
that are visible from the outside are taken. Since the burglar 

lmows exactly what and where his "take" is, he needs very little 
time to execute the crime. 

Almost 20 percent of all burglaries occur at single office 
buildings. For unalanned suites, the probability of burglary at a 
single office building is 2.57. Alarms reduce the probability by 

more than two times to 1.136. These structures are often located 

close to shopping centers so burglars are familiar with them. They 
offer concealed access, have no one on the premises during off work 
hours and have no security. The burglar looks for easily fenceable 
office equipment and petty cash. 

Sole occupant manufacturing, wholesale and service buildings 
are least often burgled. Their share of burglary is just under 10 
percent. Tne rate for unalanned buildings is 1.35. Alarms reduce 

the probability to just .277. The type of business and the 
exterior appearance are unappealing to the burg lars. Merchandise 
available at these locations is usually difficult to fence or has 
low resale "value. Burglars will typically break into fenced 
storage areas that are not protected by an alarm and are poorly 
illuminated at these establishments. Electronic protection is 
expensive relative to the value qf the property stored in these 

areas . 
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Newman (1972)1 has written about the higher burglary 
victimization rates of pr.operties close to schools, gathering spots 
for juveniles (e.g. convenience stores) or treatment centers for 
drug addicts based on an urban study in Cleveland, Ohio. It is 
suspected that these facilities are sources of criminals or that 
these facilities can provide a backdrop into which the burglar can 
blend with many varied faces~ The study found that proximity to 
these locations increased the risk of burglary in urban settings. 

From figure 2.1.7, it is clear that locating close to anyone 
of these places increases a firm's exposure to burglary. 
Businesses that locate within three blocks of woods or parks 
increase their exposure to burglary by a factor of two. Woods and 
parks can provide concealme~t and cover for both entry ~~d escape 
to corrnnercial properties, especially at nighttime. Locating within 
three blocks of a school or convenience store increases exposure to 

. burglary by 1.66 and 1.44 respectively. These places provide 
burglars with camouflage. A burglar can blend in with the many 
varied faces near schools and stores and appear as belonging. _ 
Thus, proximity to schools, convenience stores and gathering spots 
for juveniles increases a business' chance of burglary in both 
urban and suburban settings. Interestingly, our findings for 
residential burglaries showed that the burglary rate is low near 
such places. 

In the case of residential burglaries, security precautions 
other than alarms reduce a property's risk of burglary. However, 
in the case of conunercial burglary I precautions, other than 
lighting, do little to deter burglars. Deterrence measures serve 
to give the illusion that someone is on the premises, but burglars 
know that nighttime and weekends are safe for break in at a 
conunercial property. Lighting deters burglars because it reduces 
the time frame in which the burglar can break in without being 
noticed. It also make identific;:ation more likely. However, 
lighting in remote areas with low traffic patterns will be less 

1 N~, 0., Defensible Space: Crime Prevention Through Urban Design, MacMillan, New York, 1972. 
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effective. Thus, an alarm is the most important security measure 
4It for commercial establishments, while exterior and interior lights 

are marginally effective. For a more complete discussion of 
security precautions see chapter 5. 

4It 

4It 

Point of Entry: Like residential burglars, commercial 
burglars typically enter through the front door. Figure 2.1.8 
shows that 51 percent of all break ins occurred through the front 
door of the establishment. Only 10 percent of the properties were 
entered through a sliding rear door, while 34 percent were entered 
through a window. The finalS percent of break. ins occurred to 
outer structures, such as storage facilities. Only 5 percent, a 
similar rate to residential reporting, stated that no force was 
used to enter the property. 

2.2 Timing of Commercial Burglaries 

with respect to commercial burglaries, we examined timing from 
two perspectives. The first is the length of time the firm has 
been in business. From this we can determine if businesses become 
vulnerable to burglary at any point in their course of operation. 
The study also looked at the time of day that burglaries occur. 
This will tell business owners when their property most needs to be 
protected. 

Businesses are most susceptible to burglary in their first 
years of operation. Figure 2.2. 1 shows that 53 percent, more than 
half, were burgled in their first five years. Of those in their 
first five years, 55 percent were in their first year of business. 
Each year thereafter, the percentage slowly decreases. Beyond the 
first five years, the burglary rate decreases for the remaining 
five year 
findings. 
that have 

increments. This result is consistent with residential 
New residents are more likely to be burgled than those 

resided in their homes for a long time. 
New businesses ax-e attractive 'to burglars for several reasons. 

First, the buildings arc aesthetically appealing and well cared for 
to attract customers. Not only does this attract customers, it 
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also attracts burglars. New retail stores also tend to display new 
valuable merchandise in their windows, while their more experienced 

counterparts may display sale and clearance items in their windows. 
This merchandising philosophy will attract burglars to newer 
stores. It is much easier for a burglar to take merchandise 
sitting in a 'window, then to go inside and look for something of 

value to take. Finally, many businesses may not think to install 

an alarm until they've become a victim of burglary. 

Common belief is that most conunercial burglaries occur at 
night. National statistics confirm this belief. Figure 2.2.2 

shows the time of over one million nonresidential burglaries 

committed in 1992. For all cases, almost half happened at night, 
while 28 percent were unknown and the remaining 26 percent occurred 

during the day. However, removing the unknown cases shows that 
almost two out of three, or 64 percent of all corcunercial burglaries 

occur at night. 

Corcunercial burglaries happen at night for obvious reasons. 

More often than not, conunercial properties are unoccupied at night . 
So, the burglar does not have to be concerned with being caught by 

someone on the premises. Also, since corcunercial properties are 
geographically concentrated, the surrounding area is inactive 

during off work hours. Night hours provide burglars wj th the cover 

of darkness. This maximizes the burglar's entry time, while 

minimizing the risk of being noticed by passers by. 

Figure 2.2.3 shows the trend of burglary timing for the past 

six years. The nighttime burglary rate has remained fairly 

consistent although it has decreased slightly from 49.4 to 46.7 
percent. The urucnown cases have also moved in a downward trend 

during this time period from 30. 7 to 27.6 percent. Daytime 

burglaries, however, have fluctuated during this time period. 
Residential burglaries, on the other hand, ey,hibit an opposite 

trend. Figure 2.2.4 shows that most residential burglaries occur 

during the daytime. Percentages of daytime burglaries have 
increased over time, mainly due to women working as opposed to 
staying home. Nighttime residential burglaries have remained 
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consistent at around 31 percent during this time period. This is 
when most family members are home and a burglar is most likely to • 
be caught. Not surprisingly, the residential unknown cases are 
lower than they are for conunercial. People do not always know when 
an intruder has entered their work premises, especially on 
weekends-tvhen nobody has been there fo~ two days I but they do know 
when an intruder has entered their homes. 

2.3 Summary and Policy Implications 

Conunercial burglaries occur on the corridor of major 
thoroughfares. The vicinity of familiarity routes often traveled 
by burglars is highly exposed to burglaries. The decision process 
leading to target selction begins here. Burglars prefer 
neighborhoods with high market values, high business concentrations 
and areas that are highly familiar. Within these neighborhoods, 
the chance of burglary increases with distance from major 
thoroughfares. However, some major arteries exhibit high burglary 
probabilities. Those roads tend to have lower business • 
concentratioris than other major arteries and have less consistent 
pedestrian and auto traffic patterns. Corner properties are 1.7 
times more likely to be burgled than properties in the middle of a 
block. Proximity to schools, parks, woods and convenience stores 
also increases a firm's risk of burglary. 

Office parks bear the highest proportion of burglaries. 
Retail stores, single office buildings and sole occupant buildings 
follow in that order. In all cases, alarms reduce the risk of 
burglary from one and a half to fourteen times. Burglars entered 
85 percent of all commercial properties through the front door or 
a window. 

Younger businesses are the most likely targets of burglary. 
Fifty three percent of all burgled businesses were in their first 
five years of operation. The greatest share of those are in their 
first year of business. As the age of the business increases, the 
burglary shares decrease. This is consistent with earlier findings 
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on residential burglaries. The reason is that young businesses 
4It offer newer merchandise and/or equipment with high fence value. 

New businesses are also more attractive and appealing, suggesting 
that more attractive loot is available. 

Finally, the majority of nonresida.11.tial burglaries occur 

during the nighttime. Between 49 and 64 percent of burglaries were 

corranitted at night, while ir?- 30, the times are unJrnown. 
The information contained in this chapter is important to 

industry associations I businesses and police. Statistical data can 

be used by industry associations to increase visibili ty and 

credibility with police and the general public. Associations 

should be used as a source of information. They should frequently 
provide the media and consumers with balanced information about 

burglary patterns and security measures. The evidence is clear 
that alarms protect. Sharing such information provides a great 
service to association members. 

Industry associations can also use the information in this 

report to promote alarms through other industries, including the 

4It insurance and locksmith industries. The insUrance industry, for 
example, serves as a potential advocate of alarms. Through 

alliances that will be mutually beneficial to the insurance and 

security industries, alarms and security measures could further be 

promoted. Information sharing could help the insurance industry 
better understand a business I burglary risk factor and, thus, make 

suggestions that will protect itself as well as its clients. 

• 

Tensions between police and alarm associations could also be 
reduced through infonnation sharing. Police would benefit from the 

statistics presented within this report. The information may aid 
in preparing budget and manpower requests or in designing effective 

patrol patterns. Industry information sharing efforts aimed toward 
police will lay a foundation for a more cooperative relationship. 

The information provided in this chapter could guide . 
installers I and dealers I marketing efforts. We have shown the high 

risk businesses to be new businesses, suites in office parks, 

businesses on low traffic thoroughfares and establishments located 
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near parks, woods, schools arid convenience stores. Information 
provided in chapters 3 and 6 will ~elp to overcome sales objections 4ID 
to these businesses. 

Finally, the data provided on points of entry may help 
manufacturers and installers design simple but effective systems 
for cormnercial customers. As most break ins occur through the 
front door or a first flooF window, these are the zones toward 
which protection should be focused. Simplicity will offer the best 
mix of protection and satisfaction. 
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Chapter 3 

Canmercial Alann Owners 

This chapter intends to aid dealers in their sales efforts. 
The findings are based upon the questionnaires sent to commercial 
alarm owners and the control group of non-owners. The chapter will 
trace the buyer's decision process: the reasons why alarm owners 
buy a system and why non-owners do not. Once the decision to buy 
an alarm is made, then the installer must be selected. Related 
issues include alarm system features and perceptions about alarm 
prices. Finally, it is important to mow whether owners are 
satisfied with their purchase decision after alarm installation. 
System satisfaction is an marketing concern since referral is an 
important source of new business. 

Successful marketing depends largely on the nature of the 
product or service. An alarm system is an electronic device with 
features with which most consumers are unfamiliar. Consumers are 
usually aware of household electronic equipment features. But, 
when tpey need more help or information, they can refer to the 
Consumer Reports Annual Buying &~ide. Burglar alarms differ from 
these products for two reasons; they are custom designed and have 
a very strong service component attached. No two installers will 
design the same system for an individual st:ructure. The number I 
type and location of sensors, number of zones and key pads will 
differ from one installer to the next. When a business acquires an 
alarm system, it also acquires other services including long term 
monitoring, education on Bystem use, false activation related 
services and maintenance and repair services. 

The nature of alarm systems requires marketing methods that 
stress the significance of the service aspect and the importance of 
the company's long term and reliable record. Alarm ownership and 
installation require more than ~dware, so the best price isn't 
always th8 best deal. If the installer is unreliable or goes out 
of business, the system may become non-functional after a short 
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time. In long term public relations efforts, associations should 
etT\Phasize the itT\Portance of alarm related services to the public. • 
It is better for the industry to educate customers and provide 
information about reliable service providers tD~ for the state to 
license alarm cOtT\Panies. 

3.1 Why Businesses Purchas~ Alar.ms 

Alarm owners were questioned about the event(s) which led to 
the purchase decision. In addition to the five explicit choices 
provided in the questionnaire, respondents were given space to 
write in other reasons. Most respondents stated property 
protection, rather than personal protection, as the motivation for 
purchase. Figure 3 .1.1 shows that 25 percent of respondents stated 
that the insurance c0tT\Pany requirement prompted alarm installation, 
24 percent installed after experiencing a burglary, and 23 percent 
stated that they could afford better security for their property. 
Two basic comments appeared among the open ended responses; the 
head offi~e requires alarm installation and the company carries 
merchandise that is highly valued on the street. Interestingly, 
many stated that the widespread use of drugs motivated them to 
install an alarm. 

Commercial managers need one reason to install an alarm while 
homeowners need 1.43 reasons, clearly making the 
easier. Figure 3.1.2 shows that the majority of 
percent, installed an alarm for only one reason. 
of the respondents needed two or more reasons. 

commercial sale 
respondents, 44 
Only 17 percent 

It is itT\Portant to understand why some businesses choose not 
to install alarm systems. Such information may aid installers and 
dealers with efficient marketing. Installers can put many 
resources and a great deal of effort into marketing methods which 
may be unproductive. Question 9, asked non-owners to rank the 
reasons they don't own an alarm. The respondents were offered 
eight alternatives plus the option to write in answers we may not 
have considered. The results reveal the many reasons businesses 
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don't own alarms and their relative importance. Figure 3 .1.3 shows 
• that 30 percent of respondents felt that they have adequate 

security, 22 percent claimed that an alarm would be too expensive, 
16 percent never thought about it while another 16 percent felt 
that false activations would be a nuisance. 

Retailers who do not own alarms gave three reasons. The most 
frequent reason given is th.qt only small amounts of cash are kept 
at these locations. Another reason was that these stores have 
nothing worth stealing. Lastly, some retailers feel that because 
the store is open 24 hours a day, 365 days a year they don't need 

an alarm. Non-owners perceive the alarm mainly as a deterrent or 
detector for when a store is closed. They are unaware of or 
unconcerned with the personal safety which panic alarms may provide 
their employees. This probably stems from the business owners' 
basic concenl for property, rather than personal, protection. The 
availability of a panic alarms, which are aimed toward personal 
protection, is rarely considered in the commercial alarm purchase 
decision. 

• Offices use alarms for reasons similar to retailers, i . e . 

I 

I. 

protection of property with little regard for personal safety. Our 

study area includes many office parks and single standing office 
buildings. The most common reason stated for alarm installation in 
offices was the presence of expensive computer equipment. But, 
more importantly, the alarms are installed to prevent the possible 
loss of programs and data files, which are difficult and expensive 
to replace. Insurance payments do not cover the replacement costs 
of such flIes. 

Comparing the results of figures 3.1.1 and 3.1.3, expense and 
affordability stand out as important factors in the alarm purchase 
decision. Even though installation prices have declined in recent 

years and monthly monitoring fees can be low, the public still 

perceives alarms as luxury goods~ Alarm associations can alter 
this inaccurate perception through public relations. Such a 
campaign should focus on alarm affordability and can be 
complemented by appropriate dealer advertising. Effective public 
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relations should also discuss insurance discounts and the benefits 

~ of alarms. 

~ 

~ 

Alarm owners were requested to elaborate on reasons that 
prompted the purchase. Over 80 percent of alarm equipped businesses 
installed alarms solely to protect property, while the majority of 

households purchased a system for personal protection. Remoteness 
and proximity to shopping malls, concealed entrances I and vacancy 
after work hours were the main reasons businesses bought alarms. 
Indeed, the empirical evidence depicted in sections 2.1 and 6.1 

confirm that the higher the concentration of businesses in an area 
and the further businesses are located from arterial roads, the 
higher the chance for break. ins. Thus, business owners correct I y 
sense their vulnerability to burglary and decide to install an 
alarm. 

Retailers purchase alarms if they carry expensive merchandise 
or expect to occasionally stock valuables that are not fully 
recovered by their insurer in case of a break in. Retailers that 
don it own alarms stated that audible alarms often sound in the mall 
or in the retail district and nobody pays attention. Many 

retailers are unfamiliar with connection to a central station and 

panic buttons, and the benefits that stem from both. Marketing 
efforts aimed toward retailers should stress the various features 
of alarms and the benefits each can yield to the protection of the 
store. 

The survey showed that chain stores, corporate subsidiaries, 
bank branches, and government offices are required by their 

respective home offices to install an alarm. More often than not, 
the system specifications and the installers are chosen by the home 

office. 
Turning back to figure 3.1.2, we find that it is easier to 

sell alarms to businesses than to households. Businesses need only 
one mati ve to purchase an ala:qn, while residences need two. 

Documented statistical evidence from this report is expected to aid 
dealers and installers persuade businesses to in'\'.;st in systems and 

to overcome sales objections. For example, the main objection to 
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an alarm system purchase is the expense involved (figure 3.1.3) . 

By showing that savings on insurance premiums can cover much of the 
cost while increasing protection to the property, that objection 
may be overcome. However, the salesperson must first establish 
that the insurance disCOlll1.t is applicable as the current discount 
st~~cture for protective devices is inconsistent from one insurer 
to the next. Insurance discounts are discussed in more detail in 
the following section. 

When a burglary occurs to a neighboring business it appears 
that businesses, like households, choose to buy alarms. Figure 
3.1.4 demonstrates that when burglary does not occur, businesses do 
not feel the urgency to purchase alarms. Indeed 79 percent of 
businesses which do not own alarms are unfamiliar with burglary 
victims and therefore did not purchase a system. It suggests that 
businesses which neighbor other victimized businesses are likely to 
purchase systems. 

Understanding business I motives in the alarm purchase decision 
may pr-ovide marketing insight and aid to installers and to the 
inq.ustry as a whole. One finding addresses business owners 
motives, Figure 3.1.5 shows that 70 percent of businesses install 
alarms just for the burglar detection attribute. Indeed, public 
perception is that the role of alarms is to protect against 
burglars. Our research has shown that homeowners mainly purchase 
alarms for personal protection while businesses do so for property 
protection. Protection from fire is considered a byproduct of 
alarms even though the chance of fire is appreciable. Further, 
personal injuries ffi~d fatalities from fires are devastating and 
property damage is much larger from fire than from burglary. In 
1990; fire departments responded to a fire every 16 seconds and 
there was a structural fire every 50 seconds. 156,000, or 25 

percent of all structttral fires were in commercial establishments. 
The highest fire incidence rate" 10.2 fires per 1,000 people, 
occurs in the South. Promoting the importance of all alarm 
features may help to change public perceptions and attitudes about 
alarms. Changing attitudes through appropriate industry public 
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relations efforts and individual installers' marketin.g efforts 
could increase alarm sales. 1 

3.2 Insurance Discounts 

The insurance industry I as well as insurance discounts, could 
be powerful vehicles for alarm sales. Alarms reduce commercial 
loss exposure to fire and burglary while insurance discounts 
effectively lower the cost of alarms. However, a lack of 
communication exists between the two industries. As a result, 
insurance discount policies are erratic from one company to the 
next and the insurance indust:r:y does little to promote alarm 
installation. 

Table 3.2.1 is a sampling of premium discounts offered by a 

number of insurance companies. Discounts range from two to 25 

percent depending on the company and the level of protection. But 
the protection. requirements also differ from company to company. 

The current premium discO'lmt structure is not only erratic, 
but it is also ineffective. In another study we showed that 
discounts are cost effective to insurers.2 The amount sacrificed 
on discounts is less than the savings on claims that would have 
been paid for burglaries prevented by alarms and fires which were 
controlled. But, in order for insurers to decide whether premium 
discounts are worthwhile, the following questions need to be 

addressed: 

1. Are alarms effective in deterring intruders or preventing break 
ins and spread of fires? 

2 . Were alarm owners aware of discounts and take them iuto account 
when purchasing their systems? A related question i8 ~hether non 
owners are aware of the discounts. 

1 Source: Naticca1 Fire Protecticn Aasociatien, Fize E:Kperience Survey, Fire Loss in the United. States 
IXlring 1990. 

2 See Andrew Buck, Sim:n Hakim, and Mary An!l Gaffney (1993), "Are Discamts en Hareowners' Premi1.JlTa for 
Burglar and Fire Alanre Cost Effective for Insurers?". CPCU Jc:w:nal, Vol. 46, No.2, (June): !?p. 107- 111-
Also, A. Buck, S. Hakim and M.A. Gaffney (1993), "The Residential Security System / Hareowners' Insurance 
Discamt C=ectien", Se=ity Dealer, (April): pp. 28-33 . 
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Company 

Aetna 

Allstate 

Nationwide 

Prudential 

State Farm 

Travellers 

zurich-American 

Table 3.2.1 
Insurance Discounts 

Discotmt 

25% Max 

15% Max 

15% Max 

5% 

20% Max 

15% 

5% 

10% 
5% 

2% 

5% 

2% 
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Protection Requirements 

Central Station or Direct Fire 
Central Station or Direct 
Burglar 

Central Station or Direct Fire 
Central Station or Direct 
Burglar 

Central Station or Direct Fire 
and/ or Burglar 
Locally Audible and Smoke 
Detectors 

Central Station Fire and/or 
Burglar 

Central Station or Direct Fire 
and/or Direct Burglar 
For any of the following: 
smoke detectors, dead bolt 
locks, fire extinguisher 

24 hour private monitoring 
Alarm connected to police or 
private guard service 
Locally audible alarm 

Fire and/or Burglar Central 
Station 
Smoke Detectors 

e. 
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3. Do alarms provide net return to insurers? Or, in other words, 
is the total amount sacrificed on discounts less than the avoided 
payments on burglaries and fires to victims? 

A negative answer to anyone of the three questions suggests that 
it is not worthwhile for insurers to offer discounts. Clearly, the 
rationale is that net return is the insurers' primary objective 
when offering discounts. 

In response to the first question, chapter 5 demonstrates that 
the chance of burglary is 4.57 times higher for unalarmed 
commercial establishments. The answer to the second question is 
intriguing. In figure 3.1.1 we saw that 25 percent of businesses 
installed alarms because their insurers' required them to do so. 
Figure 3.2.1 shows that only 9 percent of businesses took the 
discount into account when they had free choice in the purchase 
decision. Of non owners, only two percent know that their insurer 
offers a discount for alarm ownership. These findings are 
consistent with the residential findings. Homeowners did not 
consider insurance discounts in their decision to buy alarms and 
non owners were unfamiliar with the discount policies of their 
insurer. 

Finally, alarms can deter burglars and prevent the spread of 
fire. However, if the loss in premiums due to discounts is greater 
than the claims from burglary and fire, then insurers are better 
off not providing discounts. The benefits and costs to insurers 
were calculated for all properties in Tredyffrin Township.1 There 
is one structural fire in the U.S. every 50 seconds. Total fire 
losses to commercial establishments in 1990 was $2.53 billion. In 
our survey, 2.5 percent stated that the alarm detected fire. From 
Table 1.3. 1 we learned that the total number of businesses in 
tredyffrin was 776 in 1990. The average loss due to fire is $6,786 

which brings total avoided damages to $131,648. Now let's 
determine whether alarms are beneficial to insurers. If we . 
subtract the average business participation at a cost of $250 per 

1 See Andrew Buck, Sirrcn Hakim and Mary linn Gaffney (1993), "Are Discounts on H::rre<::Mners' Premiurre for 
Burglar and Fire Alarrrs Cost Effective for Insurers?" CPCU Jow:na.l, Vol. 46, No.2, June, pp. 107-111. 
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incident from the total damage I then the cost to insurers is 
$126, 798 . The average discount insurers should offer for the 
savings on nonmaterialized fires is $163.40. Since the average 
business discount for commercial establishments for both fire and 

burglar alarms is $80, then insurers definitely save on both 
burglar and fire alarm ownership. 

The results of this st~dy prove that alarms deter intruders 

and detect fires. Discounts are proven to yield a monetary benefit 
to insurers. What can we learn from these findings? At present, 

insurers waste money by offering discounts. Premium discounts are 
meant to promote alarm ownership to reduce insurance company claims 

and losses. However, discounts are not considered in alarm 

purchase decisions. Non owners aren't even aware of the possible 
savings from alarm ownership. Insurers should encourage alarm 

purchase because it significantly reduces their loss exposure. 
And what are the policy implications drawn from these 

findings? The alarm industry should join forces with the insurance 

industry to encourage the purchase of alarms. Joint seminars and 
brochures should be developed by the two' industries. Methods of 

promoting alarm sales, establishing hardware standards that 'to'.'a.rrant 
premium discounts, and listings of installers who provide accepted 
hardware and adequate service are some of the issues which could be 
addressed by the industries. 

3.3 How Installers are Chosen 

The first section of this chapter described what motivates 

businesses to buy alarms. In this section we concentrate on how 

installers are chosen. It is important to realize that buying an 
alarm is not an easy task for consumers. Alarms are complicated 

electronic devices with which consumers are unfamiliar. Very 

little unbiased information is a~ilable to the public on alarm 

features and reliable hardware. Thus, potential alarm buyers are 

forced to rely on partial information available from existing alarm 
owners . 
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In the survey, several questions directly and indirectly 
addressed alann owners' installer choices. Most of the interesting 

responses were to the question, "What recorrrnendation would you make 

to those who are considering alann installation?" The most common 
answer was to choose an installer who is reliable, comes well 
recommended, has been in business for a long time and provides 
prompt service. 

The following question was asked of commercial alarm owners in 

the three communities: "When buying your alarm system did you seek 
the advice of: the police department, other businesses,· the 

Pennsylvania Burglar and Fire Alann Association, other? Explain." 
Figure 3.3.1 shows that 82 percent sought no advice. Of the 18 
percent which did seek advice, 61 percent sought it from other 

businesses. The alarm association plays a negligible role in 

providing such crucial information to its public. 

Another related question is whether businesses are affected by 

the same company protecting other firms in the vicinity. This 

indirect question may indicate that a particular dealer was chosen 

be~ause of the visibility of its signs in the area. Or, it could 
be that the business owner consulted with other local businesses 
about alann installation and became familiar with a popular dealer. 

The left chart of Figure 3 .3 .2 indicates that, indeed, a 

geographical concentration of alarm companies exists. 49 percent 

of respondents indicated that the same company has few or many 
other subscribers in the irrmediate vicinity. 

Businesses which were neither burgled nor alarmed. were 

surveyed as well. They were questioned about how many businesses 

in their neighborhood are alarm equipped. Figu.re 3.3.2 illustrates 

that 82 percent of all respondents didn't know. Thus, the fact 

that businesses in a restricted geographical area have alarms does 

not drive unalanned firms to purchase alann systems. 

Now let's tUTIl to the same tW? questions addressed to the same 
two groups of retail establishments. Figure 3.3.3 shows that when 

retail establishments are concerned then dealers do not acquire new 

customers just because they have several existing customers in that 
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limited geographical area. 

The findings indicate that businesses understand the • 
importance of se:rvice over hardware. A good reputation which 

results from reliable and persistent se:rvice yields more 
subscribers. Installers should not view their job as complete when 
a system is installed, but should maintain regular contact with 

customers especially when false alarms and/or system malfunctions 

occur. 
Indeed, dealers are popular geographically and, therefore, are 

mown by businesses interested in installing systems. Businesses 

appear to consult other businesses in their search for an 

installer. On the other hand, non owners are not driven to buy 

sys~ems just because other businesses in the geographical area have 

alarms. 

3.4 Alarm Features 

Burgled commercial properties had similar features to their 

counterparts in residential properties. Figure 3.4.1 shows that •. 
the most corranon sensors in commercial are the same as in 

residential properties - - magnet and motion sensors. In commercial 
properties, as in residential, the average is approximately two 

types of sensors (figure 3.4.2). 

An interesting question is whether a yard sign should be 
posted to indicate the presence of an alarm. One argument says 

that announcing alarm ownership suggests that valuable merchandise 

or equipment is available and, therefore, may attract burglars. On 

the other hand, an advertised alarm may deter burglars who wish to 

minimize their risks. Considering the fact that over 90 percent of 

burglaries are drug related indicates that the expected loot is 

usually small and aimed at satisfying immediate drug needs. Thus, 

alarms should have a deterri~g effect on nonprofessional, 

opportunistic burglars. But what about professional burglars? 

Conversations with detectives in various police departments suggest 

that very few burglaries are committed by professional burglars . 
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For example, a detective in Greenwich, Connecticut told us that in 
his fifteen years 'II,ith the department he came across two ( ! ) 
professional burglars who operated in the community. Research 
elsewhere suggests that such burglars choose a target and pursue 

the burglary regardless of the alarm. 
The Figgie Report 1 (19BB) surveyed inmates in order to 

understand crime motives. Burglar alarms connected to central 
stations, electronic window sensors, closed circuit TV, and private 

security were ra.ted the most effective security measures by the 
inmates. The report further revealed that drugs and alcohol were 

the most often cited reasons for committing crimes. 41.1 percent 
of the inmates reacted to security measures by shifting to another 

target in the same area, while another 32.4 percent would shift to 
another area altogether . Only 26. 7 percent would "score" the same 

target. 
Now, let's tun1 to our survey's findings. Figure 3.4 . 3 

indicates that 51 percent of commercial alarm owners who were not 
victimized had no ala::m sign posted. Of the victimized alarmed 
properties, 64 percent had no sign. Therefore, it is apparent that 

the sign indeed deters burglars. 
What can we learn from these findings. The power of alarms is 

in their deterring effect. The burglar has no idea how elaborate 
the alarm system is at a particular property. For most burglars, 

the mere existence of an alarm is sufficient to make them chQ8:?c 
another target. Audible alarms not connected to a central stat:iul1 

are ineffective. In most cases burglars will not travel far to 

choose another target. Alarms are not effective when professional 

burglars are concerned. The professional chooses a target, plans 

the assault, and can overcome the alarm. However, since most 

burglars are opportunistic myopics, security measures should be 

directed at them and not toward the infrequent professional 
burglar. Finally, alarm signs should be visible, and could be 

1 Figgie Inte:rnaticnal (1988) ,'lM Figgie Report Part VI: 'lM Business of Crime: The Criminal 
Perspective, Ric:hm:xld, Virginia . 
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further modified to show central station connection. Commercial 
properties, particularly retail stores and warehouses, should also 
install components that operate flashing lights outside the 
facility to warn burglars before they actually break in. 

The objective of i.ndividual businesses differs from that of 
the police department or the community as a whole. The latter 
group's obj ecti ve is to reduce the "inventory" of burglars who 
operate in the area. Thus, 'an alarm with silent connection to a 
central station is desired. Clearly, silent alarms are more likely 
to yield an arrest than a warning alarm, which in most cases only 
shifts the burglar~ s attention to another target. Individual 
businesses interests are to prevent and/or deter a burglar's entry 
to the premises or to shorten bis stay if entry is successful. 
Thus, an individual business' interest is to install an audible 
alarm with central station hookup, flashing lights, visible alarm 
signs and visible indicators that deter burglars from attempting to 
break in . 

3.5 Satisfaction with Alarms 

The major indication of alarm benefits is whether alarm owners 
are satisfied with their decision to install the system. Satisfied 
customers are the main source of new referrals in this industry. 
Further, the most important element is the perceived feeling of 
security alarms yield for businesses. Figure 3.5.1 depicts that 77 
percent of business alarm owners are satisfied with their decision 
to acquire a system f compared with 94 percent for households. In 
the verbal responses, many stated that "an Qunce of prevention is 
greater than a pound of cure." 

The questionnaire provided the following possible options to 
businesses that indicated satisfaction with their alarms (see 
fi~"'lre 3.5.1): D= It has already prevented break-ins; NE= Other 
businesses in the vicinity have an'alarm so I feel it is important 
for me to own one; S= Makes me/my employees feel safer. 

The main reason for their satisfaction is the feeling of 

64 



t 

System Satisfaction 
-----------------------------------------. 

. . .. - . . .. ..... . .... ....... . 

No 
23% 

Yes 
77% 

S 56
°/ ....... . 
/0 .. '::::':: 

Satisfied? 
n=146 

Figure ~.5.1 

S == Feel Safer 
D== Detected Intrusion 
NE==Neighbor Effect 

65 

~~t'l_jNE 5% 

EjS. 

NE 2% DjS 18% 

Why? 

• 



safety the alarm provides. It is important to note that the 

~ feeling of safety pertains to property protection unlike 
homeowners I perception of personal security. 56 percent of 
respondents stated that safety is the only reason for their 
satisfaction. Another 27 percent included safety with one other 

reason. 

~ 

~ 

Alarm owners made other" valuable suggestions which will raise 
satisfaction gained from alarm systems. Technical suggestions 

include educating the new owner on how to use the alarm, installing 

simple and flexible systems so that the regular activities of 
employees are not disrupted, testing the system four times a year, 
and separately zoning each sensor to be able to identify which one 

tripped the alarm. Many suggested that if passive motion sensors 
are used, infrared with microwave should be considered. Some have 

indicated their dissatisfaction with foil tapes. 

Another helpful suggestion is to have the phone line monitored 
by the local telephone company if the line is accessible to a 

potential burglar. Such a service adds ten to twenty dollars to 
the monthly cost of monitoring and is not "as yet available in all 

states. Commercial properties with valuable merchandise, such as 

jewelry stores, or businesses that have irreplaceable data on their 

computers should consider this additional service in lieu of 

private lines. 
The suggestion made most often by businesses is similar to the 

one made by residential alarm owners. That is to choose a 

reputable, reliable I and well known installer who uses UL approved 

units and is current on new components. Some commercial alarm 

owners report that installers mistakenly perceive their business as 
hardware installers and neglect to follow-up with customers. Those 

installers seem to believe continuity of the relationship occurs 
with the central station while they enjoy the recurring revenues. 

This perception does little to promote business for the firm or for . 
the industry. The installer must view his business as a service, 

not as a hardware supply. Because personal referral is the major 

source of new business, the only way to increase sales is to 
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improve service and satisfaction. 
A service orientation includes educating new customers. 

Education should occur in all phases of the installer-customer 
relationship. Initially, consumers must be made aware of alarm 
features that are available and how each feature will benefit them. 
Once the ala~ has been installed, the user must be taught how to 
properly operate the system and how to get the most protection from 
it. This may involve second and third visits to the business to 
make sure that all relevant employees understand the system. 

A service oriented company also provides customer support. 
For example, installers should track users' false activations mld 
contact tJ:?ose users to discuss any problems. Vector, formerly 
Westec, currently visits all Cl.lstomers whose alarms have been 
activated in the Philadelphia Metropolitan area to make sure the 
system is working properly and that the customer is using the 
hardware properly. Also, because technological advances occur so 
rapidly in this industry, installers can improve service by 
offering the option to periodically upgrade the system. 

4It 

To conclude, this section concentrates on the satisfaction of 4It 
corrunercial alarm owners with their systems and provides 
respondents' suggestions to raise satisfaction. The responses 
showed that alarm owners are satisfied with their decision to 
install a system. The main reason for purchasing the alarm is to 
protect property during hours when the prop ~rty is not open for 
business. Little knowledge or interest was expressed in improving 
employee safety through the installation of panic alarms. 

A most effective marketing campaign for the industry and for 
installers is to improve in the area of personal service. Higher 
service levels increase customer satisfaction, which produces more 
referrals and sales. Service should be improved by focusing on 
communication and education. Customers should receive immediate 
response to inquiries and alarm activations. Customers should be 
individually educated on system use. In addition, installers and 
alarm companies should provide information to customers about 
additional precautions they can take to minimize their risk of 
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burglary. 

"Have it installed without a doubt! It is the best insura..."1ce 
you have, II is a testimony to alarm owner satisfaction. Let IS 

enhance their feeling by providing better and more valuable 

services with alarms . 
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Chapter 4 

The Structure of the Industry-

Total 1992 alarm sales in the U.S. are estimated at $9.50 
billion or 1.9 million systems with an armual growth rate of 5 

percent. Total stock of alarms is 17 million, of which 42 percent 

are systems installed in cQITlffiercial establishments. National 

statistics show there are a total of 8.84 million residential 

alarms and 91,947,410 households in the U. S. Thus, ten percent of 
, 

households own alarms. Penetration of cOITlffiercial alarms is 

estimated at 14 percent. In this chapter we will discuss the 

competitive level in the three segments of the industry, 

manufacturing I installation, and monitoring. Then we will exhibit 

how prices are established in the market place 

4.1 Industry Segments 

The alarm industry is composed of four parts- - manufacturers, 

distributors, installers, and monitoring companies. Only the 

largest firms are integrated from manufacturing through to 

monitoring and response. 

Manufacturing: On the national level, substantial competition 

exists in alarm component manufacturing. In 1987, there were 92 

establishments principally engaged in manufacturing alarm systems. 2 

Most manufacturers are relatively small. In 1987, the average 

number of production workers per establishment was only 72. Forty­

nine percent of firms had 25 workers or less, and an additional 29 

percent of manufacturers have 26 to 100 workers. For comparison 

purposes, the average size of a manufacturer in the telephone and 

telegraph industry is 125. 

Concentration by manufacturers, or the share of the market 

1 This chapter was co-authored with Erwin A. Blac~tcne and Andrew J. Buck fran the Departrrent of 
Econanics at Tercple University. 

2 Unless otherwise noted, aggregate industry statistics are fran the Census of Manufacturers, U.S. 
Depa.rt:rrent of Canrerce, Washingtcn, D.C., 1987. . 
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controlled by the largest firms, is not high and market shares are 
fairly evenly distributed among the various sizes. The largest 
manufacturer has about 10 to 15 percent of the market, and the top 
10 have no more tP.an 80 percent. There are many small, specialized 
firms that serve to constrain the leading manufacturers. Moreover, 
concentration declined between 1982 and 1990 I suggesting that 
smaller firms are no less efficient than larger ones1

; the 
efficient level of production is quite low. Twenty-three percent 
of manufacturers had less than one million in gross revenues and 
another 32 percent earned between one and five million in 1992-­
quite a modest size business. 2 Furthe; there is no cost savings 
if a manufacturer is engaged in providing services in other 
segments of the alarm industry. Thus, there is no incentive for 
vertical integration. This also implies that entry into alarm 
manufacturing is easy since existing manufacturers enjoy no cost 
advantages in providing other alarm services. 

Other conceivable barriers to entry include patents, ownership 
of key inputs, cost of capital, and product differentiation. As 

sensor equipment uses essentially "off the shelf" infrared, 
microwave, and electronics technology, patents do not play an 
important role in preventing market entry by new firms. Product 
development expense has been modest in the industry. New products 
take an average of nine months to develop and require an average 
investment of $150,000. 3 

There are no unique inputs that can be controlled by a single 
firm. The small scale of incumbent firms limits the extent to 
which capital requirements could serve as a barrier to entry. The 
fact that there are very few publicly traded alarm manufacturing 
companies suggests that the capital needs of the industry are 

1 This a.rgurrent is based on the sw:vivor principle first articulated by George Stigler, "The 

Econanies of Scale", Journal of Law and Econanics, Vol. 1, October 1958, pp. 54 -71. 

2 See Security Sales, Vol. 15, No. 13, page 20. 

3 Staff, "Products take Average of Nine Mentha", Se=ity Sales, Vol. 14, No.3, March 1992, pp. 54-
58. 
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in all parts of the electronic security equipment manufacturing 
market is minimal and is geared toward industry insiders. The 
majority of advertising occurs through the major trade journals and 

the major industry conventions. 
In addition, knowledgeable buyers can use their substantial 

purchasing power to ensure competitive behavior of manufacturers. 

Approximately 40 percent o.f alarm equipment is sold through 

wholesalers1
, while another 45 percent is sold directly to 

installers. The rest is sold abroad. Evidence of the potential to 

induce competitiveness among manufacturers is offered by the fact 
that the average installer bought alarm equipment from four 

suppliers in 1986. Moreover, if prices exceed the competitive 

level, other electron~cs firms could easily enter. Vertically 
integrated manufacturers that install only their own equipment 

could also expand into sales to wholesalers if prices at that level 
of the industry became attractive. 

Further proof of competitive price in the industry is the 

elasticity, which shows the change in demand from an incremental 

change in price. In 1987, price exceeded variable cost by oniy 60 
percent for alarm hardware, implying a high price elasticity of 

-2.7. This shows that a small change in price yields a large 

change in the demand for hardware, or that a 1 percent price 
increase will cause the demand for hardware to decrease by 2. 7 

percent. Such a value for the industry price elasticity is 

consistent with highly competitive pricing among manufacturing 

firms. 
Installation: Alarm system installation is also highly 

competitive. In 1992 it was estimated that there were 12,000 

installers nationwide2 • The top 25 were estimated to account for 

40 to 50 percent of the industry's total sales. In local markets, 

1 This statistic is fran "1987 Nati<XJal Survey of Dealers and Installers of Se=ity and Fire 
Protectic:n Equi~t", SRI Research Center, Inc. for the, Se=ity Equiprent Industry Association and 
"Natic:nal Survey of Dealers and Installers of Se=ity and Fire Protectic:n Equiprent" , 1983, STAT Resources, 
Inc. for the Security F.quiprent Industry Association. 

2 The reported nurmer of installers varies fran 8000 to 12,000 depending en the source used. See 
footnote 5 for two exarrples, and John Keller, "Se=ity Catpanies Are Alanred by Baby Bells' Threat", '!he 
Wall Street Journal, July 1, 1992, P. B4 for three exarrples . 
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the relevant locus of competition, there are also many firms. For 
example, Lower Bucks County, Pennsylvania had at least 88 firms 
advertising burglar alarm installation1 in 1988. 'Thus a small area 
like Lower Bucks has a substantial number of firms. Lower Merion 
Township, with about 19,000 dwelling units, reported that 332 
installers were doing business within its borders in 1989. This 

was an increase of 68 firms over the previous year2. In addition, 

electricians, locksmiths and other contractors install alarm 

systems, and self-installation is also feasible3
• Not only are 

there many firms, but entry into the market is easy; entry and exit 

barriers can both be described as negligible. Entry costs include 
a modest advertising expense and, perhaps, membership in a state or 
national alarm association to receive training and education. 
Since alarm installation involves low voltage electrical work there 

are no significant institutional barriers4 • The requisite 

knowledge and skills are also easily acquired. Many start-up 
owners have their origins in previous employment with an 
incumbent. Many locksmiths have neglected their original trade and 

chosen to concentrate in alarm installation. Easy entry and e~it 
has resulted in an industry in which 12 percent of the firms are 

less than two years old and 32 percent are less than five years 

old. 5 

Most installers are of moderate size and have been so through 
the industry's 100 year history, suggesting insignificant economies 

1 I.ower Bucks borders en Philadelphia. It encatpasses ten tOWllBhips. It had a pcpulation of 
Cl!?Proxinately 310,000 in 1984. We obtained our count for the nUl'Ci:ler of firrre fran the YellCM P~es. Thus, 
SlIlce firrre fran other areas could cperate there, 88 is a lower lxlund for the nUl'Ci:ler of fitm3 wtuch can do 
business in Bucks County. 

2 The statistics were catpiled fran police departrrent data and are reported in "The Hakim-Buck Study: 
Deterrence of suburban Burglar", 1991, by Metrica, Inc. for the Alarm Industry Research and Education 
Foundatien and the Pennsylvania Burglar and Fire Alarm Associatien. 

3 Expander Technolc:gies in Canada and Quorum in the u.s. are now selling do-it-ycJUrSelf systerre via 
net~rk marketing. There is virtually no invest:trent capital required to begin as a sales representative. 
Patricia M. Padilla, "Net~rking Benefits Everycne with Quality sales Leads", Security Sales, July 1992, 
pps. 50-61. 

4 Many localities require that installers have a J,ow voltage electricians pennit. There usually is no 
licens~ test and the fees are invariabl¥ less than $100. AlthOugh many local security catpany trade 
associatl.C%lS are lol:bying for statewide hcensing to replace licensing at the m.micipal level, such 
legislatien would not pose a signif~cant barrier. 

5 Staff, "Dealer Survey", Security Sales, Vol. 14, No.3, March 1992, P. 10. 
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of scale. A dealer survey revealed that the average number of 
~ burglar alarm installations per dealer was 146 in 1991 and 172 in 

1992.1 Table 4.1.1 provides further information; 33 percent of all 
installers annual revenues are between $100,000 and $249 ,000. 

Ninety-eight percent of installers employ less than 10 people and 
earn revenues of less than one million annually. Small size and 
low capital requirements for ~ntry explain why new installers enter 
as demand for alarms rises. Thus, the stiff competition causes 
moderate profit ma:t'gins for installation, and small price 
variations for monitoring. 

~ 

• 

Now, let I s turn to our study area of three suburban 
communities in the vicinity of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Here, 
we checked the number of systems installed by size of installers on 
a geographical basis. We analyzed market share of large and small 
installers by their concentration in each community. The results 
exhibi'ed in table 4.1.2 were similar to the national figures with 
respect to market structure. 
installed 68.5 percent of 

Overall, 8.1 percent of installers 
the systems. The large dealers 

installed, on the average, 123 systems while small firms installed 
only 5 systems. Such a differen.ce between installers suggests 
possible price dictation by the large players in the marketplace. 
later in this chapter we will discuss how prices are determined for 
alarm installation and monitoring. 

Easy entry and a large number of competitors means that no 
more than normal economic profits should be earned in the long run. 
Moreover, easy entry means that if profits exceed normal levels, 
new firms would quickly enter, eliminating profits. Indicative of 
the low level of profitability is this statement: 

A lot of dealers believe that they 
have to make a substantial cash 
investment in a system, so they 
constantly lose money up front on 
new business with the intention 

1 Security Sales, Vol. 15, No. 13, page 14 . 
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Table 4.1.l. 
Market Concentration: Systems and Installers by Township 

Township Tredyffrin Lower Upper Total 
(1989) Merion Merion 

(1989) (1989) 
Totals 

Number of Systems 930 6508 308 7746 

Number of Units 11045 19302 12458 42805 

Systems/1000 Units 84.2 337.1 169.5 

Number of Installers 120 332 82 534 

Systems per Installer 7.7 19.6 3.7 14.5 

Large Companies 2 

Number of Systems 606 4512 186 5304 

% of all Systems 65.2 69.3 60.4 68 

Number of Installers 14 16 13 43 

% of large Installers 1l. 7 4.8 15.8 8.1 

Systems Per Installer . 43 282 14 123 

Small Companies 

Number of Systems 324 1996 122 2442 

% of all Systems 34.8 30.7 39.6 32 

Number of Installers 106 316 69 491 

% of small Installers 88.3 95.2 84.2 9l.9 

Systems per Installer 3 6 2 5.0 

1. The data for Upper Merion is only for the sample included in our 
survey. 
2. In Tredyffrin a large installer is one with 20 or more accounts. 
A small installer in Tredyffrin is one with fewer than 20 accounts. 
In Upper Merion a large installer is one with 7 or more accounts, 
and in Lower Merion with 100 or mQre. 
Source: Alarm Industry Research and Education Foundation, 
Residential Security: The Hakim-Buck Study, 1991. 
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of making it up down the road 
on the monthly service fee. 1 

The notion of recurring revenues is the operative phrase in 

the ~ndustry, but the industry authority quoted above added that 
the low-initial price strategy was often unsuccessful. The 

strategy has proven unsuccessful because a large dealer can expect 
his subscriber list to turn over every five or six years, thus 

limiting the ability to recapture the loss on installation. 2 

Monitoring: The final retail level of the industry also has 

a considerable number of firms in relevant local markets. For 
example, in 1987 Philadelphia had 17 establisbments monitoring 
alarm systems and Montgomery County , Pennsylvania had 12. The 

average annual sales in Philadelphia were $1,359,824 and in 

Montgomery County $1·, 719 1000 I suggesting the modest size of the 

operations. In 1987, for the u.s. as a whole, there were 2451 
monitoring establisbments with an average revenue of $904,781. 

Although vendors use geographic proximity to the client as a sales 
ploy, the monitoring market is actually national by virtue of 

modern telecommunications and computer soft~are. 

Labor costs accounted for a large portion of these firms' 

expenses. In Montgomery County, labor costs were equal to about 45 

percent of the revenues and in Philadelphia they amounted to 38 
percent. For the nation, labor costs amount to 35 percent of firm 
revenues. Moreover, entry barriers are quite low in monitoring. 3 

Indeed, only about 1000 subscribers are required to cover all 

costs. Adding to the competitive pressures on local monitoring 
firms is the existence of national and super-regional firms. These 
firms can enter a new market through acquisition of a small 

1 Lisa Spocner, "Pricing for Profit Now, Not Later", Security Distributing and Marketing (July 1990), 
P. 67. 

2 There is not industry unanimity en this point. For cppoeing views on the success of !l'aSS rrarketing 
see Staff, "Mass Marketing: Pros and Ccns Arouse Centroll'ersy", Security Sales, Vol. 14, No.1, January 1992, 
pp. 43-49. • 

3 Although the Supre:re Court used UL certificatien to define the rrarket in the Grinnell case, we 
do not believe this to be apprcpriate. L'l the years since Grinnell the proportien of certificated central 
staticns has not changed. Such certificatien plays little role for either entry or success. 
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installer I dealer. Because of their size they are able to economize 
on the use of labor for the production of a somewhat reduced level 
of service to the consumer. 

Adding to the competitive pressures exerted by the national 
and super-regional firms is the potential entry by the RBOCs. A 
number of them have been offering a derived channel se~ice that 
surveys the phone subscriber's circuit for integrity. The 
monitoring central stations ·are already value added resellers of 
this service element. US West, NYNEX and Bell Atlantic have not 
found much of a market for this service since it is typically 
priced at 50 percent of current residential monitoring fees. More 
importantly, US West has proposed a rule change to the FCC that 
would allow it to enter monitoring per se. 1 

To conclude, the entire electronic security industry is highly 
competitive. 2 Competition exists among manufacturers, distributors 
and installers, and among firms monitoring alarm systems. National 
and regional market concentration indicates price control by the 
few large companies. Small installers can not charge more than the 

e, 

leaders in the industry unless they can offer special products or • 
services. Since most alarm products are available to all 
installers, it is unlikely that small installers can offer 
differentiated products that will allow them to charge higher 
prices. Vertically integrated firms like ADT ensure that prices 
are competitive at every level and that prices reflect any savings 
from vertical integration. These companies produce, install m~d 
monitor equipment their own equipment. Should any level become 
more profitable, the vertically integrated firm could then serve 
other firms, as well as its own downstream unit. 

One could argue that even if competition exists, short-run 

1 Staff, "RB:C J\sks FCC to Waive Rules to Mcnitor Alame", Securitv Sales, Vol. 14, No.5, May 1992, 
p. 13. 

2 The findings in U.S. v. Grinnell Corp. (236 F. StIpp. 244, 384 U.S. 563) are at variance with our 
CCtlclusicne. The najority cpinico famd that all segrrents of the indust:z:y cperate naticoally. OUr evidence 
suggests the ccntrary. The najority cpinic::n also definea the I?roduct narket to be accreditea and 
certificated central static::ns and security systene. This distmctic::n is really c::nly relevant to ccmrercial 
users of alann services, a errall part of the total narket. Correctly, the court cbServed that fringe firrrs 
had not been adversely affected nor driven fran the narket by the behavior of Grinnell and the firrrs in 
which it ~ed stock. OUr interpretatic::n of JlDl"s cperatic::n of deficit offices was a reccgniticn of the 
catpetitive tenacity of local installer/dealers. 
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profit may be ea:r:ned because of x-apid growth. But growth has not 
been rapid. For example, between 1982 and 1987, shipments of alarm 
systems grew by aJ:x::>ut 52 percent f an annual rate of 8. 7 percent, 
while shipments of telephone equipment grew by about 65 percent, an 
annual rate of 10.5 percent. 

4.2 Price Structure 

The fragmented structure of the industry dictates the price of 
both installation and moni toring . STAT Resources Inc. 1 has 

reported that the average installation price of conunercial systems 
is $1500, 20 percent higher than residential, while the monitoring 
price is $22 .50, 12 .5 percent higher than residential 
establishments. Both prices have been dropping' in recent years. 

OUr survey of conmercial establishments is a sample drawn from 
SLUJarban communities in the Philadelphia area while the previous 
data is a national sample includivg urban communities. It is 
apparent that suburban commercial establishments, like residences I 
pay more for installation than do establishments in urban areas. 
Figure 4.2.1 which is based upon our suburban sample shows that the 
average installation price is $4,102 and monitoring is $104.31. 
The magnitudes are biased upward due to large alarmed department 

stores in Upper Merion's large shopping malls. However lit is 
evident that the wealthier is the cormrunity, the more expensive are 
the cornnercial establishments, and the more sophisticated and more 
expensive are the alann systems. When the installation and 
monitoring costs of large commercial establishments with extensive 
securi ty requirements are extracted from Upper Merion's sample, its 
average installation cost decreases to $1725 and monitoring goes 

down to $55.48. 
Both figures 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 show how much non-alarmed 

businesses are willing to pay fo~ a system, their perception of 
system costs and the amount alarmed businesses actually paid for 

1 Security Sales, Vol. 15, No.13, 1994, Page 14 • 
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their systems. It shows again· that the price of alarms plays 
acrucial role in the purchase decision. Non-owners are willing to • 
pay only 30-56 percent of the actual cost of installation. 

The figures show that the perceptions about alarm system 

prices are always lower than reality. However, it is irrportant to 
note that the perceived price and willingness increase with 
cormrunity wealth. Thus, tl!.e wealthier a community is the more 
businesses are willing to pay for an alarm. 

Now let1s turn to figures 4.2.3 and 4.2.4 which show 
jnstallation and monitoring fees by size of installer. Size of 
installer is determined by the number of systems installed in each 
locality. The results show that larger installers charge, on the 
average, 28.6 percent rrore for installation and 19 percent more for 
monitoring than small installers. Reputation allows dealers with 
a proven track record to charge up to 30 percent higher prices on 
installation and still maintain market share. Reputation and 
reliability playa crucial role in attracting business in this 
industry, where referrals are the most irrportant source for new 

business. 

4.3 Lessons for alar.m industry 

The discussion in sections 4 . 1 and 4 .2 provides policy 
irrplications for both individual firms and for the alarm industry 
as a whole. The industry is corrposed of a large number of firms at 
the levels of manufacturing, installation and monitoring. There 
are no apparent economies of scale or scope in the industry, firms 
are privately owned, initiation costs are low1 and entry and exit 
are easy. OVer the long run th~ share of small firms did not 
decrease. All this suggests a very competitive industry with 

merely normal profits. 
The structure of the indus~ry suggests no incentive for 

vertical integration. There are fe'i.V' vertically integrated firms 

which need to maintain prices at no higher level than smaller 
firms. The advantage of large companies such as ADT, Brinks, or 
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Westinghouse is financial power. They can afford to install 
inexpensive systems at losses of $300-$400 for future recurring 
revenues. Installation losses are recovered in two years. 

There is no incentive for large companies like the Bell 
Operating Companies, the cable TV companies or any other large 
players to enter the industry. These companies require industries 
with high entrance thresholds, which is not characteristic of the 
alann industry. Stiff competition will deter entry by such large 
players. This highly labor intensive industry is unattractive to 
large unionized companies which can not compete on labor costs with 
small firms. Further, little differentiation can be offered with 
respect to hardware. Differentiation, which leads to the ability 
to price higher, can only be achieved through reputation and 
service. Once regional companies establish a reputation of 
reliable and durable service, they can charge a premium on that 
reputation. Installation prices may enjoy premiums of up to 30 
percent while the premium on monitoring is about 20 percent. 
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Chapter 5 
Effectiveness of Commercial Alar.ms 

The effectiveness of alarms can be measured on various scales. 

In the previous section 3.4 we saw that alarm owners are satisfied 

with their decision to install a system. An effective measure of 
the benefits of a product or a service is whether its customers are 

satisfied and whether the product continues to sell. Indeed it has 
been demonstrated that owners of alarms are satisfied. Revenues 
from alarm sales have risen 4.8 percent between 1991 and 1992 and 
4.7 percent between 1992 and 1993. System sales have risen 5.6 

percent and 6.8 percent in the same two years i respectively.1 

5.1 Overall Alar.m Effectiveness 

Probability of burglary was computed for alarmed and unalarmed 

properties. The probability of commercial burglary with an alarm 

is equal to the number of alarmed properties burgled in the course 

of a year divided by the total number of alarmed properties in the 

three communities. This calculation reflects the chances an 
alarmed commercial property has of being burgled. The probability 
of a non-alarmed commercial property becoming a burglary victim is 

the ratio of non alarmed burgled properties to the total number of 
non alarmed properties in the three corranunities. Dividing the 
second number by the first indicates how much greater the chance a 

non alarmed property has to be burgled than that of an alarmed 

property. 
The information provided here has important uses for the alarm 

industry. First, it offers a marketing tool for dealers who try to 

tna.l<e a convincing sale. Statistical figures which show that alarms 

are effective speak louder than words. These figures, in 

conjunction with those provided in our earlier study on residential 

1 Source: STAT Resources, Security Sales (1994). Vol. 15, No.D, page 10. 
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security, are also important to the industry's current public 
relations campaign, and its lobbying efforts with state and federal ef 
legislat;,i ve and government bodies. These results are iff!POrtant in 
establishing relations and increasing cooperation with the 
h"'1Surance industry, which has greater financial resources that can 
help promote rmltual interests with the two branches of government. 
If the industry chooses to pursue installer licensing, then 
cooperation with the insl~ance industry's strong lobbies will be 

important. Once insurers are convinced that alarms reduce their 
loss exposure they should be interested in increasing alarm use as 

well as ensuring that technically high standard systems are 

installed. Dealer licensing will then become in the insurers' 

interests. 
Figure 5.1.1 illustrates the overall deterring factor of both 

residential and commercial alarms. It shows that non alarmed 
residential properties are 2.71 times, and non alarmed commercial 
properties are 4.57 times, more likely to be burgled than their 
corresponding alarmed properties. 
deter burglars. 

Indeed, alarms significantly 

Now let I s turn to differences in alarm effectiveness for 
businesses in the three communities. F'igure 5.1.2 illustrates that 
the chances of burglaxy for non-alarmed businesses is the highest 

in Tredyffrin, the wealthiest of the three communities and where 
the value of merchandise at stores and businesses is the greatest. 
Alarms are most effective in deterring burglars in upper Merion 
where the concentration of businesses is the highest. Springfield, 

a working class suburb where most businesses serve the local 
population, has the lowest chance of burglary due to low expected 

loot. 
In figure 5.1.3, which shows the aggregate for two 

communities, we see that over the two and a half year period, 14.6 
percent of businesses detected some evidence of a burglary attempt 
that the alarm prevented. Another 2.6 percent of alarm owners 
stated that the alarm prevented the spread of fire. Observing the 

same data separately for the ~wo localities reveals that 13.5 
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percent of businesses in Upper Merion and 5.5 percent in 
Springfield claimed to have witnessed burglary signs. 3 percent • 
and 2 l?ercent claimed that a fire was prevented in the two 
conmunities, respectively. To annualize these figures the numbers 
need to be divided by two and a half. These figures are self 
reported by businesses and offer higher effectiveness measures than 

police records. It is attr~buted to under reporting of incidents 
.by businesses, a very corrunon phenomenon. However, figure 5.1.3 

shows that alarms are more effective than they are believed to be. 

Figure 5.1.4 also shows that alann effectiveness is higher in Upper 
Merion than it is in Sprlllgfield. The greater the concentration of 
businesses in an area, the more burglaries and burglary attempts 

are made and the more effective alarms become. It is also evident 

that a small percentage of businesses reported the prevention of 

fire in their facilities. The figure seems unimpressive on the 
surface. However, one should bear in mind that fires have more 
devastating effects to both lives and property damage than 
burglary. Section 5.3 provides monetary measures on fire costs. 

The effectiveness of burglar alarms is also measured by the • 

value of property stolen. Figure 5.2.4 demonstrates that the value 

of property stolen from non alanned businesses is 35.2 percent 

higher than that of al.anned establishments. 42.1 percent of break-
ins to alanned pr;')perties end with no theft compared with 33.9 

percent in non alanned establishments. This result is consistent 
with the residential findings. The average loss is $1,275 in an 

alanned home and in $1,674 in a non alanned home, again 31.3 

percent higher in the latter. The reason is obvious; burglars who 

unJmowingly enter alanned establishments1 become aware of the 
alann I s presence once inside when the audible alann sounds. 

Burglars are aware of the fact that a typical police response takes 

15 to 20 minutes. Thus, the time that they spend on the premises 

is limited and so is the loot taken . . 
1 In secticn 3.5, figure 3.5.3 we saw that 64 percent of victimized alanred establishrrents had no 

external sign which warns ~t the alarm. Thus, troEIt ~lara (64%-) \</ho bL-eak into cc:mrercial 
establishments which are alanred do not knCM it before thel.r act. 
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5.2 Precautions Taken 

The residential study showed that an effective precaution 
package includes burglar alanns in conjunction with other less 
costly precautions. The findings suggested a package that will 
significantly reduce burglary attempts. 

The survey in the three localities iI::.cluded all burgled 
properties in the two years which preceded the study I a sample of 
alanned properties, and a control group of properties which neither 
owned alarmed nor were burgled. All respondents were questioned 
about the precautions they took against burglary. The results of 
the surveys suggested the possible package of precautions which may 
significantly redu~e the chances of becoming a burglary target. 

An effective package of precautions should address three 
criteria: deterrence, prevention, and detection. Deterrence 
measures include precautions which will make the burglar eliminate 
the property as a potential target. These precautions produce the 
impression that somebody is at the property and that a break in 
will be physically difficult. Another deterring factor is the 
perception by potential intruders that little can be found in cash 
or easily fenceable equipment/merchandise. Preventive measures are 
those that make the actual break-in difficult and time consuming. 
Detection measures are those which detect intruders and notify the 
police and/or owners abo'..lt the burglary in progress. 

Preventive measures are less likely to be used at retail 
establishments. Most retailers maintain attractive entrances that 
make intrusion easy. Retailers are less apt to install deterrent 
and preventive measures because they are unattractive and may 
produce an impression that the place is unsafe. Such measures may 
adversely affect business. Measures which aid in identifying the 
thief/intruder' replace necessary deterring measures for retail and 
many wholesale establishments. D~terring measures are irrelevant 
for retail and wholesale establishments since they are always 
occupied during business hours and vacant during off hours. 

• Preventive measures are employed only when the retail/wholesale 
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establishment is closed. Since customers do not visit these 

establishments during off business hours , preventive measures can 

still be employed without adversely affecting business image. It 
is very easy for burglars to actually observe whether anyone is at 

the establishment. Where residences are concerned, the burglar can 
not tell the last name of the occupants from the outside, and 

therefore; can not call to. check whether anyone is home. Many 

house.holds keep their telephone number unlisted. Thus, deterring 

faccors are crucial in deterring potential residential burglars. 

For businesses, deterring measures are 

During work hours, the most 

"traditional" alarm is the panic 

irrelevant. 

effective feature of a 

button. Well noticed 

identification measures like video devices can also be effective. 

After work hours the detection measures of the alarm take over. It 

has also been advised that two way voice alarms or the new systems 

which take snap photos are most sui ted for commercial 

establishments. The three most important categories of precautions 

retailers and wholesalers need to address to adequately protect 

their premises are pre~ention, detection and identification. 

Now, let's analyze the probability of burglary depending upon 

the number of precautions taken. Figure 5.2.1 shows that only 4.08 

percent of establishments with alarms and three or more other 
precautions are burglarized. If an alarm is present and less than 

three other precautions are taken, then the chance of burglary 

rises just slightly to 4.17 percent. The two right hand side bars 
show that regardless of the number of precautions, non-alarmed 

establishments have approximately four times greater the chance 

of burglary than alarmed establishments. If the establishment is 

not protected lY/ an alarm, the chance of burglary" significantly 

rise by 15.4 to 18.15 times regardless of whether other security 

measures are taken. Alarms reduce the chance of burglary by 

approximately four times. 

Figures 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 shed light on the precaution issue. 

Calculating the percentage of businesses with three or more 

precautions shows the following: 

93 

{ 



--------

Table 5.2.1 
Percent of businesses with three or more precautions 

Alarmed 

Not Alarmed 

percent 

49 

21 

Burgled 

Mean # cases 

2.40 35 

1.40 39 

Non Burgled 

Percent Mean 

43 1.88 

31 1.70 

# cases 
146 

76 

Burgled establishments take significantly fewer precautions 

than non-burgled establishments. Managers of alarmed properties 

appear to be more security conscious than non alarmed property 

managers. 
These results differ from those \A/e saw for alarm effectiveness 

in residential properties. Effective residential security includes 

both an alarm and other security precautions. In the commercial 

case, a burglar alarm on its own is the most important measure to 

deter burglars regardless of the number of other precautions. This 

finding makes intuitive sense; very seldom is somebody on the 

premises during off work hours, so deterring measures are 

• 

senseless. For aesthetic and appeal reasons most businesses • 

refrain from maintaining effective prevention measures. So, 

actually only an alarm is used as a precaution, and due to the 

nature of commercial establishments is first and most effective in 

deterring burglars. 

Interesting findings were observed on the preventive measures. 

Sixty nine percent of burgled, non-alarmed properties had deadbolt 

locks while only fifty one percent of all alarmed properties had 

deadbolt locks. Thus, deadbolt locks may be ineffective if not 

accompanied by an alarm. The same is true for bars on windows; 

they appear to be effective only when accompanied by an alarm 

system. Figure 5.2.4 shows that there is no significant difference 

between burgled and non burgled establishments disregarding alarms. 

Non burgled properties do not. use more of anyone of the 

precautions. Indeed, as seen in figures 5.1.1 and 5.2.1, an alarm 

is the one precaution that significantly reduces the probability of 

burglary. Deadbolt locks are the most often used precaution by 

94 • 



.Number of Precautions 

• 
Three 
20% 

Burglary Victims 

One 
20% One 

None 
9% 

Two Three 
18% 13% 

Alarmed No Alarm 
mean=2.4 mean=1.4 

Figure 5.2.2 

• 
Alarmed n=35 

95 

No Alarm n=39 

None 
23% 

Four 
8% 



t 

Number of Precautions 
Not Victinnized e 

Two 
14% 

One 

Three 
23% 

Alarmed 
mean=1.s·a 

Five 
4% 

Two 
18% 

Figure 5.2.3 

Alarmed n= 146 
No Alarm n=76 

96 

......... 

None 
19% 

Three 
25% 

No Alarm 
mean=1.7 

• 



.... Precautions Adopted 

Frequency 
70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% ~/ i 

10% 

0% 
Deadbolt ExtLight IntLight Check Guard Bars TnWatch 

Not Burgled I72l 54.3% 49.7% 22.3% 13.7% 5.3% 4.9% 1 .3% 
5.5% 5.5% 3.4% Burgled D 60.5% 44.5% 20.2% 19.5% 

Figure 5.2.4 

Burgled n = 7 4 

Not Burl n=218 • • 

l' 
0"1 



l 

businesses. However, of all the precautions, short of alanns, the 
most effective measure is exterior lighting. Interior lights are ~ 
another modestly effective measure in deterring intruders. Thus, 
as a package of prec&utions I alarms play the primary role. Adding 
exterior and interior lights does marginally enhance business 
security. 

What are the policy implications for individual dealers and 
for the alarm associations from these findings? First, such 
findings should be well publicized to enhance alarm sales. The 
diagrams clearly support the notion that alanns deter commercial 
burglars and that the role of other precautions is minimal. In the 
residential report we recommended that installers provide 
additional secur~ty measures to households. Commercial installers 
should concentrate in alarms and provide the various features of 
alarms including access control, video, sound sensors, monitoring 
of telephone lines, etc. Also, advanced technology can be applied 
to commercial establishments who are more likely to spend more than 

households on new alarm features. Also, due to differences between 
commercial and residential customers' needs and price 
sensitivities, marketing styles should be distinguished between 
residential and commercial markets. 

The effectiveness of alanns and the role other precautions 
play in securing commercial establishments are important to police 
departments in their patrol design. Further 1 many business owners 
call the police seeking security checks and advice on to better 
securing their establishments. No other studies so far have dealt 
with commercial security. It is recommended that the state 
associations conduct appreciation nights with local police chiefs 
to outline such findings and suggest measures to better protect 
commercial establishments. Such meetings will also enhance the 
relationship between the police and the associations and may 
establish the association as the information source for businesses , 

that seek to purchase alarms. 
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Chapter 6 

Costs and Benefits of Alanns to the Carm:rrunityt 

This chapter is aimed at testing whether alarms provide net 
benefits to the comrmmity, including police departments, given the 
existing levels of false activations. Obviously, even if alarms do 
produce net benefits to the locality, it does not preclude current 
efforts to control and decrease false activations. This analysis 
will be beneficial to alarm associations and installers who attempt 
to prevent or alter local ordinances which impose restraints on 
businesses and residents who own alarms. Revealing the benefits 
and costs to local communities and to the police provides a 
comprehensive understanding of the net effects of alarm systems. 
It redirects the attention of local policy makers from the mere 
cost considerations of false activations to the overall costs and 
benefits effects. 

Tredyffrin Township in Pennsylvania is a prototype east coast 
affluent suburban locality. It is plausible to assume that ,similar 
results will be obtained for other suburban localities, however at 
different magnitudes. The analysis is conducted conservatively; in 
case of uncertainty, costs are overestimated and benefits are 
underestimated or even assumed away. The effects on the community 
are often termed social or real costs and benefits2. These effects 
can accrue to alarm users and nonusers, installers, police and fire 
departments and insurers. We begin with the cost variables, first 
for the residential units and then for the commercial structures. 

6.1 Cost Variables 
Residential Costs Variables: 

The first cost to be considered is residential installation 

1. This chapter \'IaS =-authored by George Rengert frOn Tat)?le University, ~t of Crittrlnal 
Justice, and Joharman ShaChllllrOVe fran University of J?ennsylvarua and Bar Ilan University, Departtrent of 
Econcmi.cs • 

2 NatiCX1al. Crirre Prevention Institute, 1.986, Understanding Crilra Pravent:ion, But:t:erworth Publisher, 
Bost:on Mass. 
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outlays. The average cost of a residential system in Tredyffrin 
Township has been calculated by Hakim and Buck (1991, p. 78) to be 

$2244. There were 1818 residential alarm owners in the township. 

We estimate the life span of a system to be fifteen years and the 
capital recovery rate at six percent. Thus, the armual cost to all 

residential alarm owners in Tredyffrin Towr...ship is: 

cost of one unit: $2244.00 

* residential units: 1818 
* capital recovery rate: 0.10296 
= $420,035. 

Next, we consider the monthly service charges. The average 

service charge has been determined to be $26.00 per month. Eighty 
percent of all residential alarm owners in the Township are 
connected to a central station. Thus, the annual cost of the 

service charges is: 

monthly charge: $26 

* months: 12 
* residential owners paying the charge: 0.8 

* residential alarm owners 1818 

= $453,773. 

Nm., we come to the costs accrued 

through response to residential false 

budget for 1990 was $2,849,626.00. 

to the police department 

activations. The police 

Operating costs include 

officers' wages, maintenance of facilities and cruisers, fees to 

the dispatching service, equipment replacement, cost of support 
personnel, heat and electricity. The number of officers in the 

department totalled 47. We assume that seven officers and the 
eight civilians are part of the overhead costs, leaving 40 officers 

available for direct crime prevention. In addition, we assume that 

the officers actually work at their basic job only 230 working days 
annually. This calculation allows 'for days off, vacation and sick 

time, holidays I and in-service training. Thus, the cost per hour 
per officer is: 
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yearly police budget: $2,849,626.00 
divided by: (40 officers * 230 days * 8 hours) 

= $38.71. 
Since we have used the total operating budget to calculate the cost 
per man per hour, this figure represents the fully loaded cost of 
one hour of an officer's time. Two officers respond to each 
activation with two cars, and the average response time is nine 

tenths of an hour. This is the average time needed to clear an 
alarm activation from initial call to response and subsequent 
follow-up. Since an ordinance was enacted to fine owners for false 
activations, the number of activations were significantly down from 
previous years. The police in Tredyffrin Township have stated that 
the officers on regular patrol are diverted from public service and 
routine patrol to respond to alarm activations. However I in the 

absence of alarm response, manpower would not have diminished. In 

order to be conservative on the cost, we assumed that actual cost 
would have diminished at their average cost. Clearly, the real 
cost of responding to alarm activations in the community is lower 

than the average cost we used. Therefore I the cost imposed on the 
police department for each activation is calculated as: 

$38.71 per hour 

* 2 officers 
* 9/10 hour = $69.68. 

There were 1996 residential false activations in Tredyffrin 
Township in 1990 which yield total cost of response for both 
manpower and automobiles of $139,081. This figure includes 

response for both residential burglary and fire. That figure 
indicates that the alternative benefits accruing to the community 

from other denied patrol activities when the officers respond to 
alarms are equal to the real cost. 

The total cost to Tredyffrin Township of residential alarms is 

the sum of residential installation costs, monthly 

and the costs of responding to false activations. 
total to $1,012,889 per year. 
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Commercial Cost Variables: 

• The average cost of an installed alarms in a commercial unit 

• 

in the township has been calculated by Hakim and Buck (1991, p. 78) 

to be $3,200.00. There were 440 commercial alarm owners in the 

township. As illustrated in the residential part it is estimated 

that the life span of a system is fifteen years and the capital 

recovery rate is assumed at ~ix percent. In addition, alarms are 
considered part of business expenses and are depreciated faster for 

tax consideration. Continuing with our conservative estimate, we 

assume that the tax code assumes a fifteen year life span, and as 

a result we apply the corporate tax rate of 34 percent yearly. The 
tax benefit means that the finn is really paying only (1 - the 

corporate tax rate) = 66 percent of the cost of installing the 
alann. The fact that the tax code allows faster depreciation 

means that the benefit to comnercial units are higher than we 
estimate. Taking all the above into consideration it can be 

i!.stimated that the annual cost to all commercial alarm owners in 

Tredyffrin Township is: 
cost of one unit: $3,200 

* commercial alarm units: 440 

* capital recovery rate: 0.10296 

* after tax cost: 0.66 

= $95,679. 

The average monthly service charge has been found to be 

$100.00 per month (Hakim Simon 1991). Only seventy four percent of 

all commercial alann owners in the Township are connected to a 
central station. This low figure reflects the fact that many 

retailers are not connected to a central station. All the monthly 

charges are recognized as business expenses. Thus, the armual cost 
of the service charges is: 

monthly charge of $100.00 . 
* Months: 12 
* owners paying charges: O. 74 

* commercial alarm owners: 440 
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* after tax cost: 0.66 
= $257/875. 

The costs imposed on the police department through response to 
false activations was calculated earlier to be $69.68. In 1990, 
there were 528 commercial false activations in Tredyffrin Township 
which yields a total response cost for both manpower and 
automobiles of $36,152. This figure includes response for both 
burglary and fire. 

The total cost of commercial alanns to Tredyffrin Township is 
the sum of commercial installation costs, monthly service costs/ 
and the costs of responding to false activations. These figures 
total to $390,345 per year. The total resider '-,ial and corrrnercial 
costs is thus estimated to be $1,403/230. This is a significant 
cost to the alarin owners and to other members of the comrrn.mity. 
The issue now turns to whether or not the benefits of alarms 
outweigh these costs. 

6.2 Benefit Variables 
Residential Benefit Variables: 

The first obvious benefit to the alann owners is avoided 
burglaries. Avoided nonmonetary costs of burglary include personal 
injuries and emotional discomforts to the victimized persons. On 

the national level, in thirteen percent of all break-ins, burglars 
encountered someone in the horne i in almost one third of these 
cases, the confrontation ended in assault, ten percent of which 
were rape1

• Cohen2 has calculated the cost of crime to victims 
based upon national statistics and jury awards in personal injury 
accident cases. Using these figures, we calculated the avoided 
violent crime as the difference in probability of burglary with and 
without an alann multiplied by the number of homes with alanns. 

1 Dingle, Derek, 1991, "Theft Proof Your Hare", M:mey Magaz:ine, August: 96-97. National Crirre 
Preventicn Institute, 1986, Understanding Crilre Prevention Butten.orth Publisher, August. Rand Michael, 
1991, Crine and the Nation's lbusebolds, 1990, Bureau of J'ustice statistics Bulletin, Washingtcn, oc. 

2 Cohen, Mark, 1988, "Sore New Evidence an the Seriousness of Crirre", Criminology, Vol 26, No.2, pp. 
343-353. Cohen, Mark, 1988, "Pain, Suffering and Juxy Awards: A Study of the Cost of Crirre to Victims", 
Law and Society Review, Vol. 22, No.3. 
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Then, this figure was multiplied by the cost of average crime as 
• estimated by Cohen (1988: Table 1). For the total cost of 

assaults, we multiplied: 

• 

• 

the average cost of assault of $12,028 

* {probability of burglary without an alarm, .0306, 

- probability of burglary witll an alarm, .,0104) 

* alarm owners: 1818 

* proportion of homes where somebod.y was present at 
the time of the bre~c-in: .13 

* proportion of occupied homes that ended in 
assault: .333 

= $19,122. 

The average cost of rape is: 
$51,058 

* (probability of burglary without an alarm, .0306 -

probability of burglary with an alarm, .0104) 

* alarm owners 1818 

* proportion of houses occupied: .13 

* proportion of occupied homes that ended in 
assault: .333 

* proportion of assaults that ended in rape: .10 

= $8,117. 

The direct monetary losses of burglary to a victimized 
homeowner, which include the costs of repairs, lost wages from time 
off work excluding the value of the goods stolen, were estimated at 
$939, pain and suffering at $317, risk of death at $116, reaching 
an average cost of burglary of $1,372. Therefore, the calculation 
of the nonmonetary costs of burglary is: 

nonmonetary costs of burglary: $1,372 

* (probability of burglary without an alarm, 0.0306 

- probability of burglary with an alarm, 0.0104) 

* alarm owners: 1818 

= $50,385. 

To summarize, the avoided costs by existing alarms of pain, 
suffering, and risk of death in residential UTlits add to $50,385 . 
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The avoided cost of the same three categories for assaults is 
$19,122, and of avoided rapes is $8 / 117. Thus, alarmed homes in • 
Tredyffrin Township avoided violent crime for non-monetary benefits 
of burglary is $77,624. 

Next, we consider the direct costs of residential property 
stolen that are avoided by alarm owners. Our computations are 
illustrated in Table 6. 1. The first column assumes that there are 
no residential alarms in the corrununity. Applying the historical 
burglary rate to I all housing units without alarms yields an 
expected 319 burglaries which would :have resulted in the Township 
in 1990 if no alarms existed. On average, unalarmed residences 
lose $1674 per incident, yielding a total loss of $534,006. If 
there are alarms in the corrnnunity, 1,818 homes suffer a successful 
attack rate of 0.0104, giving us an expected number of burgled, 
alarmed properties of 19. To these add those expected to occur in 
the remainder of the population, 236 incidents. Now, applying the 
average loss to each yields expected losses of $24,106 in alarmed 
and $440,888 in non-alarmed residences. The difference between 
these two states of the world, alarms versus no alarms ((2) + (3) - • 

(1) = 24,106 + 440,888 - 534,006), is a reduction in losses of 
$69,012 due to the existence of burglar alarms in Tredyffrin 
Township. 

Not all burglary attempts in Tredyffrin Township were 
successful. We also nrust consider the case of incomplete burglary. 
Two percent of alarmed properties experience unsuccessful burglary 
attempts. Burglars are presumed to be scared off by the alarm's 
activation. This means that .02 * 1,818 = 36 properties suffered 
no loss. They would have lost $1,674 had they not had an alarm. 
Thus, total loss avoided is $60,264. 

A further well recognized cost of successful burglaries is 
demoralization. These are emotional costs associated with the 
trauma of the invasion of privacy, feeling of vulnerability, and 
loss of items with sentimental val~e. In this affluent community 
all residences are insured. The insurance protects against the 
monetary loss of assets. Alarm installation protects against 
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future burglaries and its resulting demoralization costs. 90 
~ percent of the burgled population in the township installed alarms 

after burglary. Therefore, paying for alanns today saves the 
homeowners from both buying an alarm in the future and from being 

~ 

~ 

burglarized in the future. Accordingly, the annualized cost of 
alarm installation and the monthly charges may be conservative 
estimates of the nonmonetary costs which are not recovered by 
insurers. The annualized demoralization costs associated with 
burglaries avoided by alarm owners are: 

Installation costs: 
Homes installing alarms after burglary: 0.9 
* unit cost: $2244 
* capital recovery rate: 0.10296 
* number of alarmed homes expected not to be 
burglarized: 1799 
= $374,080. 

Monthly charges: 
Homes installing alarrr~ after burglary: 0.9 
* Monthly charges: $26 
* Months: 12 
* capital recovery rate: 0.10296 
* alarmed homes expected not to be burgled: 1799 
= $52,011. 

Thus, total demoralization costs are ($374,080 + $52,011) $426,091. 
Additionally, most systems protect against both fire and 

burglaries. Therefore, one other benefit to the Township is the 
avoidance of fire. Indeed, fire protection alarms do not get the 
attention they deserve. About 2.5 percent of the homes in the 
sample claimed that their alarm systems detected fires (Hakim and 
Buck, 1991, p. 106). Using our survey responses, we find that 19 
percent of expected fires are eliminated due to the use of alarms. 
The fires at alarm equipped residential properties had minimal 
damages due to early detection. Thus, we conservatively assume 
that alarms prevent fires in one percent of all households. 
Further, we may assume that it includes the upper 50-th percentile 
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in the seriousness of fires. If those homes had not had an ala:r:m 
system, an additional 49 homes in Tredyffrin Township would have • 
had a serious fire. Using national figures1 , average loss due to 
fire in the united States is $7286. This is a very conservative 
measure for a high income suburb like Tredyffrin Township. Using 
these figures, avoided residential losses due to fire total 
annually to $357 / 014. 

Demoralization costs also accrue from fire loss. Again, like 
in the case of burglary, these costs pertain to devastation 
associated with destruction of a home and loss of personal items 
with sentimental value. Estimating these losses is very difficult 
so we chose to maintain our conservative estimate of benefits and 
provide no monetary value to these benefits. 

Finally, we consider the insurance discounts on policy 
premiums for ala:r:m owners. The nature of the discount and its 
level vary significantly among companies. Using a conservative 
estimate of $500 annual premium and a ten percent discount yields 
an additional benefit of $50 * 1818 alarmed units = $90,900. 

The total benefits of alarm ownership to Tredyffrin Township 
sum to $1,080 ,905. These are conservative estimates of avoided 
losses due to the existence of alarms in the township. 
Commercial Benefit Variables: 

Maintaining conservative estimates we assume that the 
probability of rape in comnercial stru.ctures resulting from 
burglary is zero. The benefits of prevented burglaries consist 
only of avoidance of assault and the indirect non-monetary 
benefits. The probability of burglary without an alarm is 0.15480 
and with an alarm is 0.04776. Following the residential 
calculation, the total cost of assaults is estimated as: 

the average cost of assault: $12,028 
* (probability of burglary in comnercial units 
without alarms, .15480 - probability of burglary in 

1 The National Fire Protection Association, Fire Experience Survey, Fire Loss in the United States 
D..tring 1990. 
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commercial units with alarms, .04776) 
* commercial alarm owners: 440 
* proportion of commercial units 
present at the time of the break-in: 

somebody 
.13 

was 

* proportion of occupied stl.'Uctures ending in 
assault: .333 
= $24,523. 

The total cost of rape is assumed to be null. The direct 
non-monetary losses of burglary to a business owner, which include 
the costs of repairs, lost wages from time off work, excluding the 
value of the goods stolen, were estimated at $939, pain and 
suffering at $317, risk of death at $116. The average cost of 
burglary is $1,372. Therefore, the calculation of the non-monetary 
costs of burglary is: 

non-monetary costs of burglary: $11372 
* (probability of burglary without an alarm, 0.15480 
- probability of burglary with an alarm 0.04776) 
* commercial alarm owners: 440 
= $64,618. 

To summarize, the avoided costs by existing alarms of pain, 
suffering, and risk of death in conmercial units is $89,141. 

Next, we consider the direct costs avoided by alarm owners of 
commercial property stolen. Our computations are illustrated in 
Table 3. The first column assumes that there are no commercial 
alarms in the comrrnmity. Applying the historical burglary rate to 
all commercial units without alarms yields an expected 120 
burglaries which would have resulted in the Township in 1990 if no 
alarms existed. On average, unalarmed corrmercial units lose $1817 
per incident, giving a total loss of $218,267. If there are 
commercial alarms in the corrnnunity, 440 units suffer a successful 
break-in rate of 0.04776, giving us an expected number of burgled, 
alarmed properties of 21.01. Adding the expected number of break­
ins to the remainder of the popUlation yields 52.01 incidents. 
Now, applying the average loss per incident yields expected losses 
of $29,078 in alarmed, and $94,502 in non-alarmed businesses. The 

109 



difference between these two states of the world, alarms versus no 
alarms ((2) + (3) - (1) = 29,078 + 94,502 - 218,267), $94,687 is 
the amount of prevented losses attributed to commercial alarms. 

As noted above, about two percent of alarmed properties are 
unsuccessful attempts, where intruders have been scared off by the 
alann I s activation. This means that .02 * 440 = 8.8 properties 
suffered no loss. They would have lost each $1,817 had they not 
have alarm. Thus, losses avoided by unsuccessful burglary attempts 
on commercial establishments is $15,990. 

The demoralization costs reflect emotional costs associated 
with the trauma of the invasion of privacy, feeling of 
vulnerability, and loss of items of sentimental value. About sixty 
two percent of burgled commercial units reacted to burglary by 
installing alarms. Installing alarms provides valuable protection 
against future burglaries. Therefore, paying for alarms today 
prevents the owners from buying an alarm in the future and of being 
burglarized in the future. Accordingly, the annualized cost of 
alarm installation, and the monthly charges may be a conservative 

• 

estimate of the nonmonetary costs which are not recovered by • 

insurers. . The annualized demoralization costs associated with 
burglary avoided by alarm owners are both in installation and in 
the monthly payments. The installation cost component consists of: 

burglarized businesses that install alarms: U.62 
* unit cost: $3,200 
* capital recovery rate: 0.10296 
* number of alarmed fi:t:.l11S expected not to be 

burgled: 437.9 
* after tax cost: 0.66 
= 59,038. 

The second component in the calculation of the demoralization costs 
is the monthly cbarges which can be estimated as follows: 

Burglarized firms that install alarms: 0.62 
* monthly charges: $100 
* months: 12 
* capital recovery rate: 0.10296 
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* number of alarmed businesses expected not to be 

burgled: 437.9 

* after tax cost: 0.66 
= $22.139. 

Thus, the total commercial demoralization costs is equal to 
$81,177. 

Most alarms provide pro~ection against burglaries and fire. 
About 0.0238 of the commercial units in the sample claimed that 
their alarm systems detected fires. Fire at alarmed properties are 

minimal in damage due to early detection. If those businesses had 
no alarm system, an additional 18.47 commercial units would have 
had a fire. Using national figures 1

, average loss due to fire in 

the United States is $10, 199. This is a very conservative measure 

for the commercial establishments in this affluent cormmmity. 

Thus, avoided fire attributed to commercial alarms totals annually 
to $188,376. 

Demoralization costs also accrue from fire loss. Again, just 

as in the case of burglary, these costs pertain to devastation 
associated with the destruction of the business and loss of 

business records which have no resale value. Estimation of such 

losses is difficult, and maintaining our conservative approach we 

chose not to give them any monetary value. 
Finally, we consider the insurance discounts on policy 

premiums for alarm owners. The nature of the discount and its 
level vary significantly among companies and among businesses. 

Using a conservative estimate of $750 annual premium and a ten 
percent discount yields an additional benefit of $75 * 440 for 

commercial alarmed units = $33,000. 
The total benefits of commercial alarm ownership to Tredyffrin 

Township sum to $502, 371. These are conservative estimates of 

avoided losses due to the existence of alarms in the township. 

The total residential and co~ercial benefits to the township 

1 The National Fire Protection Association, Fire Experience Survey, Fire wss :in the United states 
D.lring 1990. 
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is estimated conservatively to be: 
$1,080,905 + $502,371 = $1,583,276. 

6.3 The Balance of Costs and Benefits 

In this section the balance of costs and benefits is 
presented, first for the residential units and then for the 
commercial units. Table 6.2 provides the summary estimate of the 
costs and benefits wl1ich resulted from residential alarm systems. 
It shows that the net benefits of the 1,818 systems are $68,016. 

Thus, overall, residential alanns G1xe beneficial to the cormrunity. 
The community includes alal.'TIl owners, the police department, 
township officials and non-alarm owners. It is likely that one 
group bears costs and another enjoys the benefits. For example, 
the police department bears the costs of responding to alarms and 
alarm owners enjoy additional security. Application of real costs 
and transfer of costs or benefits may raise the efficient use of 
alarms. For example, the fee charged for false activations should 
be the average cost to the police department of answering these 
calls. Currently, the amount collected by the township for false 
activations enters the township' s gene~al fund. Thus, rising costs 
of alarm response and sUbsequent increased collection of fees are 
not channeled to the police department which bears the actual 
costs. These charges should be transferred to a special fund for 
the police department to be used solely to cover police costs of 
responding to false activations. 

It is important to note that the one element in Table 6.2 

which gets most attention is the cost to the police department of 
responding to commercial false activations ($139,081). However, 
the overall picture is more important to township officials who 
must reconsider local ordinances restricting alarm installation. 

Table 6.4 provides the summary estimates of the costs and 
benefits resulting from commercial systems alone. It shows that 
the net benefits of the 440 systems are $112,026. Thus, overall, 

112 

e 

e. 

• 



I • 

• 

• 

t 

corrmercial alarms are beneficial to the corrmunity. The overall net 
benefits to the cormnunity from residential and corrmercial burglary 
and fire alarms is s1.ll1Ut1a.rized in Table 6.5. The net total benefits 

are $180,042. 

6.4 Conclusions 

In this chapter we calculated whether the benefits from 

burglar alarms outweigh the costs. On the benefit side is the 

prevention of break-ins and on the cost side is the cost of 

responding to false activations. It shows that the total benefits 
accruing to the corranunity in the form of enhanced security outweigh 

the costs of installing residential and corrmercial alarms and 
responding to false activations. Homeowners and businessmen 

install alarms because they believe that their private benefits are 
greater than the associated private costs. The benefit is the 

perceived greater security and the cost is the fines to be paid for 
false activations . Individuals can be trusted to make correct 

decisions provided they bear all associated costs and benefits. 
What is good for the individuals is not necessarily good for the 

community as a whole. An overall assessment requires the 

consideration of external costs and benefits. External costs 
include police response to alarms while external benefits include 

arresting burg lars and "taking them out of circulation". 

Costs and benefits were conservatively calculated. Costs are 

biased upwards, and benefits downwards. '!he external benefits 

associated with an alarm's effect on deactivating burglars was not 
taken into account. Still alarms appear to be beneficial to the 

community. Benefits outweigh the costs by $180,042. 62 percent of 
it is attributed to corrmercial and the remaining 38 percent to 

residential alarms. 

'!his work provides policy proscription for municipal 

officials. They should consider redistributing fees collected from 

alarm owners to the police, who bear the costs associated with the 
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Table 6.1 

Direct Costs and Benefits of Residential Alarms in the Community 

Housing units 

x Burglary Rate 

Expected Number 
of b'rrglaries 

No Alarms 

in the Corrmunity 

(1) 

10,425 

.0306 

319 

x Loss per Burglary $1674 

Total 
Expected Loss $534,014 

114 

Equipped Unequipped 

(2 ) (3 ) 

1,818 8,607 

.0104 .0306 

19 263 

$1275 $1674 

$24,106 $440,888 

• 

• 
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Table 6.2 
/ 4It Total Costs and Benefits of Residential Alarms to the Community 

• 

.' 

A. The cost variables are: 

1. To owners 
Installation outlays 
Monthly Charges 

2. To the Police Departme..."1t 
Response to false activations 

Total Costs 

B. The benefit variables are: 

1. Avoidance of burglaries 
Cost of violent crimes 
(assault and rape) 
Cost of property stolen 

Cost to homeowners 
Incomplete burglary 
Demoralization costs 

2. Avoidance of fires 
Cost to homeowners 
Cost to insurers 
Demoralization costs 
Insurance Discount 

Total Benefits 

Net Benefits 

115 

420,035 

453,773 

139,081 

1,012,889 

77,624 

69,012 

60,264 

426,091 

22,939 

334,075 

NA 

90,900 

1,080,905 

$68,016 



Table 6.3 

Direct Costs and Benefits of Commercial Alarms in the Community 

Corrmercial units 

x Burglary Rate 

Expected Number 
of Burglaries 

No Corrnnercial 
Alarms 

in the Co~ity 
(1) 

776 

.15480 

120.12 

x Loss per Burglary ~1f817 

Total 
Expected Loss $218,267 

116 

Equipped 
(2) 

440 

0.04776 

21.01 

$L384 

$29,078 

Unequipped 
(3) 

336 

0.15480 

52.01 

$L817 

$94,502 
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alanns. For example, the total amount of users I fees collected in 
1990 was only $14,796.00. The amount collected did not cover the 

real costs to the police department. Further I the money was 
credited to the general fund of the township. Thus, the township 

is still underpaid for its real costs. Efficient use of alarm 
related collections can be achieved if the following two conditions 
are fulfilled. First, the fines should represent the real costs to 

the department. Hence I each and all false activations will be 

charged a flat fee of $70 per false activation. The amount should 

represent the long-run average costs associated with false alarms. 

Second; the police department should enjoy all receipts associated 

with alarms and should use this amount to provide alarm related 
services. In this case, so much friction would not exist between 

the police and alarm owners. The police would benefit (or at least 

break even) and the public would benefit from the increased 

security allowed by alarm installation. 
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Chapter 7 
False Activations 

Much has been written in the professional magazines about 
false activations. All industry segments are aware of the fact 
that with the rise of alarm installation, particularly of 

inexpensive residential systems, many police departments will cease 

response to alarm activations. Clearly, such an outcome as this, 
which already occurs in some large cities, may be detrimental to 
the industry. In order to search for a solution, one needs to 

identify the magnitude of the problem. Then, comprehensive 

statistical data on the causes of false activations need to be 

collected and analyzed before recorrunendations are made on possible 

courses of action. Installers I local policemen, and central 
station operators all experience false activations and many have 

ideas on how to deal with them. However, these ideas are usually 
drawn from limited personal experience and do not reflect the 
~eneral picture. Only comprehensive national data collection of 
individual activations from central station of all sizes can reveal 

the cost effective measures to reduce false activations. 

Why is it important to base recorrunendations upon thorough data 
analysis? After all, there are some actions that make intuitive 
sense. For example, as part of the study we met many police chiefs 

to discuss alarm issues. The corrmon belief was that an increase in 
fines has a significant effect on reducing false activations. It 

certainly makes sense that both households and businesses will be 

more cautious with the operation of their alarms systems to avoid 

high fines. Now, since 78.5 percent of all activations stem from 

corrmercial establishments, and 75 percent of these are subscriber 
errors it is clear that it is reasonable to target efforts in this 
direction. It is cost-effective for policy makers to aim financial 

efforts where the impact is the greatest. At the same time, 

raising the level of fines may not be an effective measure to 
significantly reduce false activations. 
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Now, suppose that fines do significantly reduce the number of 
false activations. Does that mean that indeed fines are to be 
imposed? Even under that scenario such a policy is not necessarily 
desirable. In chapter 6 we saw that alanns generate positive net 
benefits to the locality. The question is how much should fines be 

raised in order to have a depressing effect on false activations. 
It may reduce alarm use and tl:1e purchase of new systems to a level 
that is enough to significantly rai.se the actual number of 
burglaries. Further, more burglaries which could have been avoided 
by new systems not purchased as a result of the higher fines will 
be conmitted. The costs of these burglaries to the corrmunity may 
be higher than the benefits stemming from the smaller number of 

false activations. Thus, higher fines would be undesirable even if . . 
they yield a significant reduction in subscriber false activations. 

A detailed analysis of false activations could reveal 
effective measures which are, to date, unforeseen. For example, 
the CSAA survey showed that 75 percent of activations are caused by 

subscribers. It is possible that by changing physical features of 
" the control panels or changing the procedures used by central 

stations can reduce false activations without significantly 
sacrificing security. To that end we suggested a research 
methodology which incorporates Total Quality Management analysis at 
central stations to determine possible procedural changes. 
Currently, alarm manufacturers and central station companies have 
little contact with actual users. Increased cornrmmication and 
feedback could serve to make systems more user friendly and 
response procedures more effective. Detailed information drawn 
from a large number of businesses and households that caused false 
activations and from a matching control group is necessary to 

establish cost effective measures. Such measures should be aimed 
at reducing false activations and/or determine means to physically 

respond to the expected increased n~er of activations. Responses 
to false activations may require a concentrated effort by dealers, 
either directly or through their local associations. 
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Figure 7.1.1 
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7.1 Data Analysis 

The CSAA 1992-1993 False Alarm Committee Report provides some 

interesting findings. However, a more detailed analysis of the 

actual cases could reveal further trends. Figure 7 .1. 1 shows that 

subscriber errors account for 75 percent of activations. 
Businesses account for 56 percent of alarms and for 78.5 percent of 

all activations. Of the 2,221 alarms dispatched to the police, 

only 2 .9 percent were bona fide activations. Central stations were 

able to abort 58.3 percent of all corruuercial activations. The 

majority of the conunercial activations were set off by the business 
or were opening and closing errors. It is important to determine 

the exact reasons why central station customers set off the alarm. 
Figure 7.1.2 shows that 19 percent of all the alarmed conunercial 

establishments had three or more activations. It is crucial in any 
survey to concentrate on the exact causes of activation by these 

establishments. 
Now let I s turn to central station procedures. In our earlier 

• effort, we analyzed differences in activations between large 
regional or national installers who own their own central stations 

and small installers that use national central stations. The 

• 

average number of activations is 1.7 for large and 1.5 for small 

companies. The reason is that regional central stations are more 

familiar wi th their subscribers and use more discretion before 
dispatching the police. 

The fines for false activations vary among local":.ties. In 
Tredyffrin, the first in the year is free, the second and the third 

are fined $25, and thereafter $100. In upper Merion, the first is 

free and all others are fined $25. 
The average cost of each activation to the police was 

calculated in chapter 6 to be $70 if police resources are conunitted 

exclusively to the response. What will happen if the fines are . 
raised? Economic theory suggests that price should reflect real 
cost. In the survey we asked businesses to state whether they will 
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decrease alarm use if fines are raised by 50, 1.00, or 200 percent. 
Figure 7.1..3 illustrates that 58 percent of business respondents 
indicated that they will use the alarm regardless of the level of 
the fines, a result consistent with the residential responses. 

7.2 Policy Implications 

This survey ~as limited in data collection on false 
activations. It is obvious that a more detailed survey with 
geographically cross sectional activation incidents is necessary 
for sound recorrmendations. Further, data should be gathered on 
these incidents from three sources-- the user of the system, the 
re~ndiDg police offic~r, and central station records. 

To conclude, efforts to reduce false activations should 
concentrate on the largest problems-- comnercial subscriber errors. 
Alarms installed by large companies experience less activations 
than alanns installed by small dealers who often use national 
central stations. The reasons could be due to differences in both 
central station procedures and in the follow up with "offenders". • 
It appears that large companies like Vector maintain contact with 
frequent activators to control the problem. Fines on false 
activations are less than the actual cost of response to the police 
department. However, it does not seem that fines are effective in 
drastically reducing false activations. 

What can we learn from these results? It is reasonable to 
assume that with a ten percent rise in alarm installations per 
year, no irrmediate solution can be implemented. Police departments 
will be more selective in their response. Only highly vulnerable 
businesses, such as jewelry stores, banks, and gove:rnment 

facilitie~, will enjoy prompt response. Response to "regular" 
residential and corranercial establishments will be either delayed or 

will entirely cease. 
Some preliminary recorranendations can be made: 
1. Fines should reflect real costs to the police department. 
2. The fines collected and the annual fees should enter a 
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special fund within the police department ano should be used to 

• cover the operating costs of response. The current practice of 
using alarm related proceeds in the general budget and letting 
police "absorb" response and alann administration costs yields a 
distinct burden on police resources. 

3. The industry should seriously consider private response to 
activations. Private securi~y is a rapidly growing industry in the 
U.S.. Public law enforcement personnel is estimated at 650,000 
while private security is at 1.1 million. Between 1980 and 1990 
employment in public law enforcement personnel grew 16.3 percent 
while in the private security sector it grew 31.9 percent in the 

same time period. The main reasons private response has not as yet 
spread is the insurance liability and the fragmented structure of 
the alann indust:r:y. Insurers charge high premiums on private 
guards who ca.n:y weapons. The large number if installers in any 
geographical district prevents any concentrated effort to establish 
such forces. It is clear that guard forces can be established only 
for confined geographical areas. The associations can play a role 

• in establishing an insurance umbrella to cover claims to a certain 
amount while insurers 'will provide only secondary coverage. 

Installers in any given geographical area can form a security force 
in which their share depends upon the level of systems each has in 
that district. Such an action can weaken "truck slam" installers 
whose customers could face difficulties in subscribing to the 
response service. It is important to note that several private 
response companies are already operating already on the west coast 
and appear to be profitable.~ 

1 For exanple, Golden West K-9 in Pa=iIra. California. • 127 



Chapter 8 

Sunmary and Poli~ Implications 

This report dealt with patterns of burglary, security 
precautions, burglar and fire alarm effectiveness, false 
activations, and the costs and benefits of alarms for commercial 
establishments. This report complements our first volume on 
Residential Security which was published in 1991 and is distributed 
by the National Burglar and Fire Alarm Association in Bethesda, 
Maryland. These two volumes are the first to analyze alarm 
effectiveness using a large suburban data base. 

Residential burglaries and effective security measures have 
been widely dealt with in the criminology and security literature. 
However, very few works have touched upon commercial burglary and 
security, and this effort is a milestone effort in understanding 
the patterns and deriving sound policy implications. '!he main 
reason for such few commercial works is the lack of commercial 
burglary and robbery victtmization data. The National Criminal 
Justice Information and Statistics Service renamed the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics in 1980 decided without explanation to suspend 
corrmercial victimization issues from the annual National Crime 
Survey. 1 However, in order to enhance commercial security it is 
imperative to collect data on burglary patterns and security 
precautions. Clearly, this report emphasizes the issues 
surrounding alanns aimed at improving knowledge in the burglar and 
fire alann industry, police departments, security companies, and 
businesses which are concerned with their security. In this 
chapter we surrunarize the major findings. We recommend that a 
reader who is interested in any particular issue to refer back to 
the appropriate chapter. 

Patterns of commercl31 burglaries are presented in chapter 2. 

1 Brantingham, Paul, and Brantingham, Patricia, Patterns in Cclme, Maanillan Publishing Catpany, NeoN 
York, 1984, p. 87. 
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Target choices by burglars are rational and are made in stages. 

• First, comnercial burglars prefer to operate along familiar routes. 

• 

• 

They operate in the corridor of a road. they often travel for work 
or other common. purposes. They burgle businesses along a route if 
the density is low and the properties are not well lit. Otherwise, 
if the density of commercial activities along the route is high 
they choose commercial targets which are remote from the major 
routes. Familiarity with both the area and the access roads is a 
most irrq;:>ortant feature for burglars who may need to escape. It is 
also important to note that police patrol is more likely to exist 
on major roads than on less active roads. 

The second stage of the decision process is the choice of 
neighborhood. Usually affluent areas include expensive 
establishments '\rith greater potential loot'. Retail establishments 
in affluent areas are characterized by expensive merchandise that 
is easily fenced. Further, retail establishments in wealthy 
neighborhoods need an attractive image, which usually means less 
bw:glary preventive measures are taken. Businesses that carry 
expensive equipment like computers prefer to locate close to their 
workers' residences and are attractive to burglars, especially if 
the buildings are isolated. 

The third stage in the burglar's choice of target is the 
street. A quiet street with little pedestrian and auto traffic is 
attractive to burglars. Targets are likely to be chosen by 
burglars along roads which have small concentrations of commercial 
establishments. Such roads and the buildings are usually not well 

illuminated. 
The fourth stage in the decision process of the burglar is the 

choice of the target. When buildings are remote from the street 

and from other buildings they provide concealed access. One needs 
to remember that breaking into commercial establishments needs to 

be done during off work hours. ,Thus, most bw:glaries occur at 
night and over ~he weekend to avoid confrontation with bypassers 
and workers. This again suggests the burglar's desire for 
concealed access. Indeed, suites in office parks account for 46.5 
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percent of all commercial burglaries. Almost 20 percent of 
commercial burglaries occur at single office buildings. A street 
corner location significantly increases. the chance of burglary. A 
location adjacent to woods or parks which provide concealed access, 
especially at night, doubles the chance of burglary. Burglar 

alanns appear to be the most important deterring factor in 
commercial establishments. Unlike homes, other precautions play a 

limited role and they appear to be effective only in conjunction 

with an alarm. The only effective precautions are exterior and 
interior lights .. Actually, lights are the only dete~~ing factor 
since burglars know that the facility is illloccupied during off work 
hours. 

Interestingly, 53 percent of all commercial burglaries 
occurred in establishments that were in business less than five 

years. Within the five year category, 55 percent of burglaries 
occurred at establishments in business less than a year, 20 percent 

in the second year with declining shares to the fifth year. The 
same result was evident in the residential study and the reason is 

• 

the same. New corrmercial establishments usually contain expensive • 
merchandise and equipment with high fence values. 

Chapter 3 deals with alann ownership. Commercial owners 

purchase alarms primarily for property protection, unlike 
• 

households whose ma.in mati vation is personal protection. The fear 
of fire does not motivate alarm purchase, although fire's effects 
are more devastating than burglary and occur in one percent of all 

businesses annually. 
Involuntary reasons for system purchase include insurance 

company requirements and home office requirements in the case of 
subsidiaries, banks and chain stores. Actually, corrmercial 

establishments need only one reason to purchase a system compared 

with 1. 43 reasons for households. 

Thirty percent of businesses feel that they have adequate 

security. 'IWenty-two percent claim that alarms are too expensive. 

Sixteen percent never thought about an alarm and another 16 percent 

are concerned with false activations. Clearly, through an 
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• 
aggressive public relations campaign stressing the need for 
protection, and alarm merits affordability price it is possible to 
penetrate the unclaimed market which is estimated at 68 percent. 
\It is more productive to change the image of alarms through 
targeted public relations efforts rather than through price 

mati vated advertising by individual companies \ The latter approach 
can only be limited in i~s prospects for success. Current 
aggressive advertising by ADT, Brinks and other large companies 
that stress the alarm affordability has a limited effect upon the 
46 percent of businesses that are unaware of the potential benefits 
of installing a system. It is even possible to coordinate a public 
relations campaign on the price motive alone. SUch a campaign 
could be conducted in conjunction with insurers who reduce their 
loss exposure through alarms. 

Proximity to shopping centers, remote location, concealed 
entrances, and vacant facilities after work hours are the wajor 

reasons businesses buy 'llarms. From our discussion in chapter 2 we 
realize that sometimes businesses are right while other times they 

• are not. An infonnati ve campaign by the industry stressing. 
research findings on" vulnerability to commercial burglary in 
conjunction with short infonnation sheets used by alarm sales 

• 

people can raise sales. 
How do businesses choose an installer? TILLs issue has been 

thoroughly investigated in our survey. Installer choice is made by 

both residential and commercial owners and managers through 
referrals. A good reputation, having been around for a long time, 
prompt service and follow up on false activations are the major 
reasons installers are chosen. It is further anticipated that the 
nature of the industry will not change in the near future. A 
service orientation, rather than a hardware focus, will remain the 

maj or guarantee to attract customers. 
Insurers offer discounts on premiums for alarm ownership . . 

Alarms are indeed effective in deterring intruders and result in a 
lower probability of burglary for alarmed properties. NOW, in 

order to justify awarding discounts to alarm owners I the discount 
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must be considered in the alarm purchase decision process. But, 
only 9 percent of alarm owners considered the discount when • 
purchasing their systems. Only 2 percent of non alanned businesses 
1alow whether their insurers provide discounts for alarm ownership. 

OVerall, alarms yield net benefits to insurers even after the 

amount sacrificed on discounts. 
'l"he insurance industry sp.ould be interested in enhancing alarm 

sales. Cooperation between the two industries will be beneficial 

to both. The cooperation of the associations can be in setting 

standards for adequate systems f referral lists for reliable 
installers and dissemination of information to businesses on the 
merits of alanns. The insurance industry could cooperate by 
working toward standardizing discounts and stressing the merits and 
effectiveness of alarms to clients. One of the newer insurance 
industry associations, PASONA, was fonned to deal with these types 

of issues. 
Chapter 4 concentrates on the structure and pricing practices 

of the alarm industry. The industry is corrposed of three segments­

- manufacturers, installers and monitoring companies. There are 92 
alarm manufacturers in the" u. S. with an average of 72 workers per 

establishment. 49 percent of manufacturers have less than 25 

workers and an additional 29 percent employ 26 to 100 workers. The" 
largest manufacturer controls 10 to 15 percent of the market. 
Concentration in manufacturing has declined between 1982 and 1990, 

indicating low economies of scale. 
STAT Resources has estimated that in 1990 there are between 10 

to 12 thousand installers in the U. S.. The top twenty five account 

for 40 to 50 percent of total industry sales. 12 percent of 
companies are less than two years old, a much higher rate than 

other industries. Again, the dealer market is labor intensive, is 

characterized by easy entry and exit, and has no licensing or other 

governmental or industry regulations. Most companies are privately . 
owned and corporate acquisition is limited in scope. No economies 

of scale or scope are evident in the dealers segment of the 

industry. 
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2,451 monitoring corrpanies existed in the U.S. in 1987. 

• Average revenues are a modest $904,781. Lal:x>r costs account for 35 
percent of total costs. Threshold entry to cover all costs is 
1,000 subscribers. 

• 

• 

There is little incentive for vertical or horizontal 
integration. Further, the modest economies of scale and scope in 
the industry, the ease of ~try when profits rise, and exit when 
profits decline, explain the fragmented structure of the industry 
at all levels. Hardware and installation quality differs little 
among dealers. The only possible price differentiation is in 
service rendered. Dealers can offer long term system upgrades and 
prorrpt attention in the case of system malfunction. Indeed, 
national and some regional dealers respond to false activations by 

checking with the client and even inspecting the system after the 
fact for the cause. 

The fragmented structure of the industry yields competitive 
prices. Large and reputable dealers are able to capitalize on 
their reputation by charging approximately 30 percent more on the 
installation and 20 percent more on monitoring. The nU1Tlber of 
activations per system are slightly lower for large national and 
regional than for small installers. 

Chapter 5 exhibits infonnation on the effectiveness of alarms. 
Effectiveness can be measured along various scales. The first test 
is whether alarm owners are satisfied with their decision to 
install a system. Seventy-seven percent of businesses are 
satisfied corrpared with 94 percent for households. The main reason 
for satisfaction is a feeling of safety. Fifty-six perc8J.J.t of the 
satisfied group stated safety as the only reason and 27 percent 
more stated it in conjunction with one other reason. It is 
irrportant to state that for commercial properties that feeling is 
attributed to property safety while in residential establishments 
it is personal safety. . 

We used an objective measure on the effectiveness of alarms 
using victimization rates of alarmed and non alarmed commercial 
establishments. The ratio of burgled non alarmed to the number of 
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all non alarmed commercial properties yields the probability that 

a non alarmed commercial establishment ha to be burgled. The • 
ratio of burgled alarmed to all alanned establishments in the three 

communities yields the probability of burglary for alarmed 

properties . Dividing the first ratio by the second tells how much 

greater the chance of burglary is for non alarmed properties than 

it is for alarmed properties. Calculations show that overall, non 
. . 

alarmed properties are 4.57 times more likely to become burglary 

victims than alarmed establishments. In the residential study we 

showed that non alarmed homes are 2.71 times more likely to be 

victimized than alarmed homes. Thus I corrmercial alarms are 

effective in deterring intruders and, in fact, are more effective 

than at residences. Effectiveness is higher as community wealth 

increases. Also, the greater the concentration or density of 

corrmercial establishments the greater the risk of burglary and the 

more effective an alarm becomes. 

The study revealed that 14.6 percent of alarmed establishments 

detected a burglary attempt that was prevented by the alarm. It 

further showed that 2.6 of alarmed businesses indicated that the • 
alarm detected a fire. Conservative national estimates of the 

direct costs of burglary are $1,110, and $10,199 for fire. lbese 

costs are almost entirely avoided by the presence of an alarm. 

Unlike residential properties, other precautions add little to 

the security of corrmercial establishments. 4.08 percent of alarmed 

establishments with three other precautions are subject to burglary 

while the chance of burglary rises just slightly to 4.17 if the 

property is protected solely by an alarm. Exterior and interior 

lights are the most effective precautions and serve to deter 

burglars. 

A controversial issue in the industry is the use of Si~lS to 

alert others that the property is protected by an alarm. Some 

claim that alarm signs attract burglars to break in since, 

presumably, there is something worth protecting. Others claim that 

the sign deters and burglars search for other unalarmed properties. 

The results show that the second group is right and that alarm 
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signs are effective in deterring intruders. In fact, alanned 

• businesses which do not display a sign are l.36 times more likely 
to be victimized than alanned businesses that do show a sign. The 
reason is that over 90 percent of burglaries in metropolitan areas 

are drug related and c.re corrmitted by non professional burglars who 
need a small amount of money to pay for drugs. Alarms have a 

strong deterring effect on them. 
Chapter 6 includes a detailed cost/benefit analysis of alarms 

to the community. The costs include police response to false 
activations, installation and monitoring costs accruing to 
businesses and residences. The benefits include the avoided costs 
of burglary and fire. In these categories we computed avoidance of 

monetary losses, of possible violence costs and of demoralization 
costs. Demoralization costs include invasion of privacy and loss 

of items with sentimental value. The costs and benefits were 

calculated separately for residential and comnercial 
establishments. Overall, residential benefits net of costs are 

$68,Ol6, and commercial $ll2, 026. Thus, the corrmunity as a whole 

• enjoys net benefits from the existing alarms of $l80,042 a year, of 
which 62 percent result <from commercial establishments. 

• 

The cost and benefit calculations are important to the 
industry for its public relations campaign. It is likely to 

benefit local associations and dealers who need to overcome 
unfavorable local ordinances pertaining to alarms. These 
calculations apply to suburban localities. 'TIle results are likely 

to be true, however, at different magnitudes to other localities. 

Accurate estimates can be computed relatively easily for other 

localities. 

Chapter 7 deals with the false alarm issue. Businesses own 56 

percent of alarms connected to central stations and are responsible 

for 78.5 percent of activations. Only 2.9 percent of activations 

are classified as bona fide. Overall 75 percent of false 

activations are caused by sUbscribers. At comnercial 
establishments the major causes of activations are opening and 

closing errors and systems being set off by the user . 

135 



In order to derive effective solutions it is imperative to 
first address the major causes of activations. Education of alarm 
owners has been suggested as an effective measure to control false 

activations. Aggressive follow up by the crime prevention officer 
with false activators and their installers appeared to be 
productive in Tredyffrin Township. However, educat.ion per se can 

not be considered as an effe~ti ve control measure. Not all police 
departments are expected to allocate significant resources for that 

purpose. It appears that more concern with system design that 
reflects commercial working patterns and user friendliness can 

significantly reduce false activations, These concerns should be 
addressed by installers and manufacturers. An early effort in the 
latter direction was made by SIA, who has established three false 

alarm immunity standards that address control panels, glassbreak 
detectors and passive infrared detectors. 

Manufacturers need a direct flow of information from alarm 

users in order to better design systems. At this point in time, 

the information exists in a ve:ry fragmented manner at central 

• 

stations I police departments t and installer offices. We recommend • 
conducting a detailed stud.y that collects information on the causes 
of false activations from all three aforementioned sources and from 
the person who is most familiar with it at the business or 

residence. The center of data collection must be the central 
station and information must be collected as close as possible to 
the time the activation occurred. Only such a study which is based 

upon a large number of cases throughout the U. s. will provide alarm 

manufacturers with ideas to change hardware in order to reduce 
false activations. 

Our study makes, however, a few concrete suggestions which 

will lead to the reduction of false activations. The proceeds of 
fines and registration fees should be directed to a special fund 

within the police department and be used for the provision of . 
alarms related services, including response. In the long run, the 

industry should consider establishing private response forces for 

confined geographical areas. It is likely that such forces be 
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formed jointly by the large companies which operate in the area and 

~ customers of smaller dealers be allowed to join. 

• 

If response to alarms is left to the police then, the real 

cost of activations should be equal to the amount of the fines. We 

do not recommend escalating fines as is the case in many 
localities. It is not easy to calculate that real costi the main 

problem is whether foregone ~enefits exist when two officers divert 

their activities to responding to the false activation. We 

calculated the cost of response to be $70. However, it assumes 
that the officers forego significant activities for that matter. 

Policy recommendations are offered in most sections of the 
report in direct relation to the empirical findings. Much of the 

infonnation regarding the patterns of burglary and alarm ownership 
provide marketing direction to dealers and public relations counsel 

to the industry. Many suggestions in the report pertain to more 
aggressive activities by the alarm associations. It suggests 

increased cooperation with police and the insurance industry to 

increase the credibility and visibility of the industry and to 
improve service. 
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Tredyffrin Township 

1. HOW LONG WERE YOV IN RESIDENCE PRIOR TO BEING BURGLARIZED: 

-----------------------
2. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE LOCATION OF YOl1R PROPERTY: 

IN A CUL DE SAC ( ) ON A CORNER () MIDDLE OF BLOCK 
END UNIT OF TOWNHOUSES ( ) MIDDLE OF CONDOS OR 

TOWNHOUSES 
OTHER ________________ _ 

3. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH YOUR 
PROPERTY IS LOCATED? 

(A) PROPERTY IS WITHIN 1-3 ( ) . 4-8 ( ) . 8+ 
SCHOOL. 

( B) PROPERTY IS WITHIN 1-3 ( ) , -4-8 ( I, 8+ 
PARK. 

'( C') PROPERTY IS WITHIN 1-3 I, -1-8 I ) , 8+ 
"'"OODED AREA. 

(0) -PROPERTY IS WITHIN 1-3 ( ) , 4-8 ) , 8+ 
.C.ONVEN I ENCE STORE. 

( E) PROPERTY IS WITHIN 1-.1 ) I ~-8 ( ) , 8+ ( I 
( ) ROUTE 202 ( ) ROL'TE 30/LA~CASTER A\'E~~l;E 

( ) CHESl'ERBROO~ BLVD. ( I Tl"RNPIKE EXIT ( 

( I OTHER ROAD (PLEASE 

-1. DID YOU HAVE A DOG AT THE TI~E OF THE BURGLARY? 
( I YES () NO 

5. PRIOR TO BEI~G A VICTIM OF A BVRGLARY ... 

-BLOCKS OF 

BL.)CKS OF 

BLOCKS OF A 

BLOCKS OF .\ 

BLOCKS '·'F: 

\ RorTE . ., - " , _0.' _ 

E:-.lTERI 

(A) DID YOl' HAVE A TOWNSHIP POLICE DEPARTMENT SEC-'.RITY 
tJ1ECK? 
( .1 YES ( ) NO 

(B) DIP YOU PARTICIPATE I~ YOCR ~EIGHBORHIJOD'S T(JKS\\:\Tc'H 
1>.ROGRAM? 

."( ') YES ( . I· NO. 

6. DO YOV NOW HA~E A Bl"RGLAR ALARM SYSTEM? 
(A) ( ) YES. REFER TO QUEST [O~ 7. 
(B) ( I ~o 

A-l 

• 
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• 

-2-

7. CHECK THE BOXES WHICH MOST ACCVRATELY DESCRIBE YO~R 
SYSTEM ... 
( ) LOCAL, AUDIBLE SIGNAL ONLY 
( I LOCAL, AUDIBLE WITH CENTRAL STATIOK ~ONrTORI~G 
( ) CENTRAL STATION MONITORIKG, SILENT LOCAL 
( ) THERE IS AN ALARM COMPANY SIGN ON THE PREMISES 
( ) OTHER. EXPLAIN ________________________________ _ 

-----------------_._-----------

.-.----- -----------------

8. WHEN WAS YOUR SYSTEM INSTALLED? MONTH YEAR __ __ 
SYSTEM WAS INSTALLED BEFORE THE BURGLARY 

( ) SYSTEM· WAS ON AT TIME OF INTRUSION 
/ I SYSTEM KAS INSTALLED AFTER THE BURGLARY 

9. WAS YOUR fYSTEM ACTIVATED AT THE TIME OF THE BCRGLARY? 
( I YES ( ) NO 
I F NOT, WHY NOT'? ( ) SYSTP1 )jOT WORKING ( ) POLICE !JSEi·:S 
CHARGE ( ) OTHER. EXPLAIN __________________________ ___ 

--------.- _ ... -

10. HOK OFTE!'i DO YOt: Tl'RN O~ YOUR SYSTEM SINCE POLICE H:\\'E 
INITIATED THE BURGLAR ALARM OflDI;..iANCE? ( ) NEVER 
( ) SOMETIMES ( ) ALWAYS 

11. PLEASE USE THE SPACE BEL()\~' TO MAKE :\NY comlE~TS \'.;1 
SUGGESTIONS YOV FEEL !-fAr BE OF l'SE TO rs I~ E\·ALr..~ T I ~I; T!! I-
EFFECTI\:'ENESS OF BURGL.l.R :~L_a\R~JS IN P:\RTICl'L.l.R. .'~.!. 1.1 h 
PROVISION OF POLICE SERvr~ES GENERALLY. 

--------------------_._-- --~---------- --_ .. -.- ---

A-2 

PLEASE USE THE ENCLOSED PRE-PAID ENVELOPE TO RETURN THE COMPLETED QUESTIO~~AIRE. 



1. 

Upper Merion Township 
BC 

HOW LONG HAD THIS BEEN YOUR PLACE OF BUSINESS PRIOR TO BEING 
BURGLARIZED? 

2. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE LOCATION OF YOUR BUSINESS? 

3. 

( ) WE HAVE OUR OWN BUILDING/PLANT (SOLE OCCUPANT) 
( ) WE HAVE A SUITE IN A SINGLE OFFICE BUILDING 
( ) WE HAVE A SUITE IN AN OFFICE PARK 
( ) IT IS PART OF AN ENCLOSED MALL/SHOPPPING CENTER 
( ) IT IS PART OF A STRIP MALL 
( ) IT IS A STORE IN A COMMERCIALLY ZONED BLOCK OF STORES 
( ) OTHER(PLEASE DESCRIBE) ____________________________ ___ 

HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH YOUR 
BUSINE$.p IS LOCATED?. :-,-.:n ; f.:; ' .• ~.' ': . 
. .. , ", ~, 

(A)' PROPERTY IS WITHIN 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ), 8+ ( ) BLOCKS OF A 
SCHOOL. 

("B) '--PROPERTY- :rS--WrTHIN '1-3 ( ') ,'<1';8'--( )',--8+ (). BLOCKS"" OF' "A 
:.;PARK. . ,~::- _-;- __ , 

(Cf PROPERTY IS WITHIN 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ), 8+ ( ) BLOCKS OF A 
,WOODED AREA. ., 

(D) PROPERTY'IS WITHIN 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ), 8+ ( ) BLOCKS OF A 
.. CONVENIENCE :S,!:ORE. • 

(E) )?ROPERTY .. IS WI'fHIN 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( )., ,8+ ( ). BLOCKS OF: 
.:.{ } ROUTE 2Q2:' ( ) .ROUTE 23, () PA. TURNPIKE 
:.c. ) SOUTH, GULPH ROAD. .. ( ) SCHUYKILL EXPRESSWAY ... 
", C,.) OTHEa ':ROAD, ' (PLEASE ENTER) 

, .•..•• _ ._."!:::- .:.---. 

4 • DO YOU FEEL THAT THE PROXIMITY TO ANOTHER PLACE CAUSED THE 
BURGLARY? SPECIFY NAME AND TYPE. 

DISTANCE FROM YOUR PROPERTy ____________________________ __ 

5. WERE THERE ANY OTHER BUSINESSES IN, .THE BUILDING .OR IN THE· 
IMMEDIATE AREA-BURGLARIZED IN THE SAME YEAR AS YOURS? 
( .> YES () NO -·REASON _________________ _ 

6. HOW MANY TIMES~WAS YOUR PROPERTY BURGLARIZED IN THE LAST 
FIVE YEARS? .. :':'- .-- -
.~.: ~.tJRG~I):·~2 "-.~ , ATTEMPTS ._---,,--.... 

7. DO YOU 'FEEL':~aA~~ ':THERE . AR~ 'PARTICULAR 'REASON {S) --WHY YOUR 
PROPE,~T~ HAS -_:~~N ,~~RGLARIZED? PL~~~~_.~~P.LAIN,-·- -.. _--,: 

-~. -~ ... 
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8. DO YOU HAVE ANY SUSPECTS IN MIND? SPECIFY ________ _ 

9. PRIOR TO BEING A BURGLARY VICTIM, WHAT TYPE OF SECURITY 
MEASURES DID YOU TAKE (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

( BURGLAR ALARM ( ) DEADBOLT LOCKS 

( ) TIMED EXTERIOR LIGHTS ( ) TIMED INTERIOR LIGHTS 

e ) TOWNSHIP, POLICE DEPARTMENT OR OTHER SECURITY CHECK 

e ) A GUARD ( ) BARS ON WINDOWS 
( ) OTHER ______________________________________ __ 

10. DO YOU NOW HAVE A BURGLAR ALARM SYSTEM? 
( ) YES REFER TO QUESTION 11. 
e } NO REFER TO QUESTION 16. 

11. CHECK ALL THE BOXES WHICH MOST ACCURATELY DESCRIBE YOUR 
SYSTEM. 
( ) LOCAL, AUDIBLE SIGNAL ONLY 
( ) LOCAL, AUDIBLE WITH CENTRAL STATION MONITORING 
( ) CENTRAL STATION MONITORING, SILENT LOCAL 
( ) THERE IS ~ ALARM COMPANY YARD SIGN ON THE PREMISES 
( ) U.L. CERTIFIED SYSTEM 
( ) OTHER. EXPLAIN 

12. WHEN WAS YOUR SYSTEM INSTALLED? MON~H YEAR 
( ) SYSTEM WAS INSTALLED BEFORE THE BURGLARY 
( ) SYSTEM WAS INSTALLED AfTeR THE BURGLARY 

13. WAS YOUR SYSTEM ACTIVATED AT THE TIME OF THE BURGLARY? 
( ) YES () NO 
IF NOT, WHY NOT? 
( ) SYSTEM NOT WORKING () SYSTEM NOT TURNED ON 
( ) POLICE USERS CHARGE 
( ) OTHER. EXPLAIN 
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14. WHO MADE THE DECISION TO PUT AN ALARM SYSTEM ON THE 
PREMISES? 

( ) WE, THE BUSINESS OWNERS HAD IT INSTALLED 
( ) THE BUILDING OWNER INSTALLED IT 
( ) THE SYSTEM IS PART OF A LARGER SYSTEM PROTECTING THE 

BUILDING/PLANT/MALL. 
( ) INSURANCE COMPANY REQUIREMENT ( ) OTHER ____________________________________________ __ 

15. UPPER MERION TOWNSHIP HAS A BURGLAR ALARM ORDINANCE. HOW 
OFTEN DO YOU TURN ON YOUR SYSTEM SINCE THIS ORDINANCE WAS 
INITIATED? 

( ) NEVER ( ) SOMETIMES ( ) ALWAYS 

16. WAS THE BURGLAR APPREHENDED? 

( ) YES. WE DO NOT HAVE AN ALARM, BUT AS A RESULT OF POLICE 
INVESTIGATION HE WAS ARRESTED AFTER THE BURGLARY. 

( ) YES, AS A RESULT OF THE ALARM HE WAS ARRESTED 
IMMEDIATELY ON OR NEARBY THE PREMISES. 

( ) YES, HE WAS ARRESTED AFTER SOME TIME. 

) NO, THE BURGLAR WAS NEVER APPREHENDED. 

( ) I DO NOT KNOW. COMMENT ______________________________ _ 

17 . PLEASE USE THE SPACE BELOW TO HAKE ANY COMMENTS AND 
SUGGESTIONS YOU FEE~ MAY BE OF USE TO US IN EVALUATING THE 
EFFECTIVENESS OF BURGLAR ALARMS AND OUR PROVISION OF POLICE 
SERVICES. 

PLEASE USE THE ENCLOSED PRE-STAMPED ENVELOPE TO RETURN THE COMPLETED 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO: . 

UPPER MERION TOWNSHIP POLICE DEPARTMENT 
175 WEST VALLEY FORGE ROAD 

KING OF PRUSSIA, PA. 19046-0139 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR EFFORTS TO IMPROVE SECURITY IN OUR TOWNSHIP. 
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1 • 

2 . 

3. 

Springfield Township 

SBC ______________ _ 

HOW LONG HAD THIS BEEN YOUR PLACE OF BUSINESS PRIOR TO BEING 
BURGLARIZED? 

HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE LOCATION OF YOUR BUSINESS? 
( ) WE HAVE OUR OWN BUILDING/PLANT (SOLE OCCUPANT) 
( ) WE HAVE A SUITE IN A SINGLE OFFICE BUILDING 
( ) WE HAvE A SUITE IN AN OFFICE PARK 
( ) IT IS PART OF AN ENCLOSED MALL/SHOPPPING CENTER 
( ) IT IS PART OF. A STRIP MALL 
( ) IT IS A STORE IN A COMMERCIALLY ZONED BLOCK OF STORES 
( )OTHER ____ ~ ______ --__ ---------------------------------

HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH 'YOUR ,-._" 
BUSINESS IS LOCATED? 
(A) PROPERTY IS WITHIN 
(8, PROPERTY 'IS WITHIN 
t~): P~6PERTY IS WITHIN 
---..AREA. ' 

1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) BLOCK$ OF A,SCHOOL. 
1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) BLOCKS OF A PARK. 
1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) BLOCKS OF A WOODED 

(D) PROPERTY IS WITHIN 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) BLOCKS OF A 
, "CbNVENIENCE STORE . 

(E) ~~ROPERTY is·WITHIN 1-3 
(PLEASE CHECK ONLY THE 

. ( ) STATE ROAD () 
: ( ) 'SAL TIMORE PIKE 
'j ) OTHER,~OAD 

( ), 4-8 ( ) BLOCKS OF: 
CLOSEST' THOROUGHFARE} 
SPROUL ROAD ( ) WOODLAND AVENUE 

( j SPRINGFIELD ROAD 

4. DO -YOU FEEL T-HAT THE PROXIMITY :ro, ANOTH-SR ·PLACE -,CAUSED .. T·~E 
BURGLARY? SPECIFY NAME AND TYPE. 

DISTANCE FROM YOUR PROPERTY~ ____________________________ _ 

5. W~~E tHERE ANY OTHER BUSINESSES IN THE BUILDING OR IN THE 
IMMEDIATE AREA BURGLARIZED IN THE SAME YEAR AS YOURS? 

6. 

7. 

( ) YES ( ) NO REASON 

HOW MANY TIMES-~~S YOUR PROPERTY BURGL~RIZED IN. THE LAST 
FIVE .¥EARS? .. :" BURGLARIES ArTE~PT_S. ___ _ 

DO YOU FEEL THAT THERE ARE PARTICULAR REASON( S) WHY YOUR 
PROP~RTY HAS ~EEN BURGLARIZED? PLEASE EXPLAIN 
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8. DO YOU HAVE ANX SUSPECTS IN MIND? SPECIFY ________________ ___ 

9. PRIOR TO BEING A BURGLARY VICTIM, WHAT TYPE OF SECURITY 
MEASURES DID YOU TAKE (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

( ) BURGLAR ALARM ( ) DEADBOLT LOCKS 
( ) TIMED EXTERIOR LIGHTS () TIMED INTERIOR LIGHTS 
( ) A GUARD ( ) BARS ON WINDOWS 
(.) TOWNWATCH PROGRAM 
( ) TOWNSHIP, POLICE DEPARTMENT OR OTHER SECURITY CHECK ( ) OTHER _________________________________________ _ 

10. DO YOU NOW HAVE A BURGLAR ALARM SYSTEM? 
( ) YES REFER TO QUESTION 11. () NO REFER TO QUESTION 17. 

11. CHECK ALL THE BOXES WHICH MOST ACCURATELY DESCRIBE YOUR 
SYSTEM. 
( ) LOCAL, AUDIBLE SIGNAL ONLY 
( ) LOCAL, AUDIBLE WITH CENTRAL STATION MONITORING 
( ) CENTRAL STATION MONITORING, SILENT LOCAL 
( ) THERE IS AN ALARM COMPANY SIGN VISIBLE ON THE PREMISES 
( ) U.L. CERTIFIED SYSTEM 
( ) OTHER. EXPLAIN ____________________________________ ___ 

12. WHEN WAS YOUR SYSTEM INSTALLED? MONTH __ YEAR __ 
( ) SYSTEM WAS INSTALLED BEFORE THE BURGLARY 
( ) SYSTEM WAS INSTALLED AFTER THE BURGLARY 

13. WHAT EVENT(S) MADE YOU DECIDE TO GET AN ALARM SYSTEM? 
(If more than one, please rank order. One is most important.) 
( ) SOMEONE BROKE INTO MY BUSINESS/RESIDENCE 
( ) OTHER PROPERTIES IN MY BUILDING/VICINITY WERE BURGLARIZED 
( ) THE INSURANCE COMPANY REQUIRED ALARM INSTALLATION 
( ) I CAN AFFORD TO HAVE BETTER SECURITY 
( ) FOR MY PROPERTY ( ) FOR MYSELF AND THE EMPLOYEES 

) OTHER ______________________________________________ __ 

14. WAS YOUR SYSTEM ACTIVATED AT THE TIME OF THE BURGLARY? 
( ) YES ( ) NO IF NOT, WHY NOT? 

( ) SYSTEM NOT WORKING ( ) SYSTEM NOT TURNED ON 

• 

• 

( ) USER'S CHARGE ( ) OTHER. EXPLAIN • 
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15 • WHO MADE THE DECISION TO PUT AN ALARM SYSTEM ON THE 
PREMISES? 

( ) WE, THE BUSINESS OWNERS HAD IT INSTALLED 
( ) THE BUILDING OWNER INSTALLED IT 
( ) THE SYSTEM IS PART OF A LARGER SYSTEM PROTECTING THE 

BUILDING/PLANT/MALL. 
( ) INSURANCE COMPANY REQUIREMENT ( ) OTHER ___________________________________________ _ 

-16. SPRINGFIELD TOWNSHIP HAS A BURGLAR ALARM ORDINANCE. HOW 
OFTEN DO YOU TURN ON YOUR SYSTEM SINCE THIS ORDINANCE WAS 
INITIATED? 

( ) NEVER ( ) SOMETIMES ( ) ALWAYS 

17. WAS THE BURGLAR APPREHENDED? 

( ) YES. WE DO NOT HAVE AN ALARM, BUT AS A RESULT OF POLICE 
INVESTIGATION HE WAS ARRESTED AFTER THE BURGLARY. 

( ) YES, AS A RESULT OF THE ALARM HE WAS ARRESTED 
IMMEDIATELY ON OR NEARBY THE PREMISES. 

( ) YES, HE WAS ARRESTED AFTER SOME TIME . 

( ) NO, THE BURGLAR WAS NEVER APPREHENDED. 

( ) I DO NOT KNOW. COMMENT 

18. PLEASE USE THE SPACE BELOW TO MAKE ANY COMMENTS AND 
SUGGESTIONS YOU FEEL MAY BE OF USE TO US IN EVALUATING THE 
EFFECTIVENESS OF BURGLAR ALARMS AND OUR PROVISION OF POLICE 
SERVICES. 

PLEASE USE THE ENCLOSED PRE-STAMPED ENVELOPE TO RETURN THE COMPLETED 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO: 

. 
SPRINGFIELD TOWNSHIP POLICE DEPARTMENT 
50 POWELL ROAD 
SPRINGFIELD, PAD 19064 

• THANK YOU FOR YOUR EFFORTS TO IMPROVE SECURITY IN OUR TOWNSHIP. 
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Alar.m Questionnaire 
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• 
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• 

Tredyffrin Township 

1. When did you install your alarm system? 

3. 

month year Was present when we moved in 
month year ________ _ 

What type of alarm system do you have? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

interior and/or ( ) perimeter detection 

silent or ( ) audible ) inside ) outside 

visible sign warning of system on premises 
( ) window sticker () yard sign 

My system is monitored Yes ( ) No. 

Type of sensors (check all that apply): 
( ) motion () sound ( ) temperature 

( magnetic contact ( toil on window 

) glass-break detection 

( ) Othe,r. Explain ______________________________________ _ 

Who manufactured your alarm system? 

Who installed your alarm system'? 

Who is your central station monitor? 

What were ' 'the installation and purchase 
your system? 

What is' the monthly monitoring charge? 
Does this include a service plan ( ) Yes 

charges for 

) No 

4. When buying '-~:our alarm 9~·stem did you seek the advice of - , 

th~ Police Department 

t-he--Pennsylvs.nia Burglar ·and Fire Alarm Assoc . 

Other-. Explain (For exam-pIe I relat i yes I insurance 
company. etc.): ____ ,..,.-________________ _ 

...... - ." ,,, .. 
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5. What recommendation would you make to those who are 
considering alarm installation? ______________________________ __ 

6. Does your alarm company protect 

a few or 

none 

many other properties in your 
neighborhood? 

7. What personal events made you decide to get an alarm system? 
Check all that apply. 
( ) someone broke into my business/residence 

other properties 
victims 

in my neighborhood were burglary 

I know other people in other places who were victimized 

I can afford to have better security 
( ) for my property () for myself and family 

My neighbors have an alarm system 

My insurance carrier recommended it. 

Other ______________________________________________________ __ 

8. Are 'there environmental characteristics of ~our 
property/neighborhood that.made you feel the need to install 
an alarm? Explain. (Examples would be accessibility or 
proximity to Rte 202 or a convenience store) 
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9. User charges collected by the police department for false 
activations are a sensitive issue. C~rrent fees are such 

that the first false activation is free, the second and 
thjrd false activations result in a fee of $25 each, the fee 
for each activation beyond the third is S100. If they were 
raised by 

50%; I would use my system less frequently 

100%; I would use my system less frequently 

200% or more; I would use my system less 
frequently 

I would use my system regardless of the 
size of user charges. (Comment) __ ~ ______ _ 

10. How many times have you been fined for a falae activation in 
the last year? ______________________ _ 

11. When is your alarm system turned on? 
( ) When we are home 

When we are away 

All the time 

Seldom 

Never 

12. What is your household income? 

less than 535,000 

$36-50,000 per year 

$51-75,000 per year 

$76-100,000 per year 

$101-200,000 per year 

more than $200,000 
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13. Without checking your insurance policy, approximately ho~ 
much is the yearly premium discount for owning an alarm? 

$ _______________ or % ______________ __ 

I do not know 

Other ____________________________________________ __ 

14. Was the expected discount a consideration in purchasing the 
alarm? 

Yes 

No 

Other ____________________________________________ __ 

15. Please make any other cOllUDents and suggestions you ma~' have 
about alarm usage and installation • 

. _------_._- - - ,------_._---_. __ ..... ----_. 

PLEASE USE THE ENCLOSED PRE-PAID ENVELOPE 
COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR EFFORTS. 
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1. 

2. 

Upper Merion Township 
AC 

When did you install your alarm system? 

month ____________ _ year ____________ __ 

Alarm was present when the business moved to this address on 

month ____________ _ year ___ , ____ _ 

what type of alarm system do you have? (check all that apply) 

( my business is protected as part of a larger 
system in the "building/mall 

( interior and/or () exterior detection 

( silent or ( ) audible () inside ( ) outside 

( hard wire ( ) wire"less 
" ' 

.'- ' ..... ,,; .' ." ( ) visible yard sign or a decal warning of system on premises 

- "~.":~" .. " (. ") "monitored by central" statton. 

- " () U.L. certified system 
Typ~ of sensors: 

motion ( ) sound t) temperature 

magnetic. contact (") foil on window 

.( 

( 

( oth~-r";.;- "ixp'la-ln ____________________ _ 

-
a. Who manufaci:ured your control panel? 

... ' .. ."" ... 
b. Who installed" your alarm system? 

" " 

c. Who is your central station monitor? 
- ~. - . 

d. What were the "approximate installation and/or purchase 
cha~ges for¥:our. system1 

$-~-~,..----

e. ~h?~ is t~e"monthly charge? 

Monitor"i~g $-..,. __ Service $ ---- Lease $ ____ ~ __ --

3. Which feature of the sY5tem was most important to you 
when purchasing? ~ " "" 

( 

.' 

-. ~ ". 

burgl~r alarm fire alarm . 

. , 
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4. ~ When buying your alarm system did you seek the advice of 

( 

( 

the Police Department () other adjacent businesses 

the Pennsylvania Burglar and Fire Alarm Assoc. 

other. Explain ______________________________________ __ 

5. What recommendation would you make to those who are considering 
alarm installation? 

6. Does your alarm company pro~ect 

( a few or 

( I do not know 

() many other properties in your 
vicinity? 

7. What event(s) made you decide to get an alarm system? 

someone broke into my business/residence 

• 

( other properties in my building/vicinity were burglarize0. • 

The insurance company required alarm installation 

I can afford to have better security 
( ) for my property () for myself and the employees 

() Other ____________________ ~ __________________________ __ 

8. Are there 'environmental characteristics of your property that made 
you feel the need to install an alarm? Explain. 
(Examples: proximity to major roads, deteriorating neighborhood, 
near a shoppin~ center) 
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9. User charges collected by the police department for false 
activations are a sensitive issue. Current fees are $25 if 
paid voluntarily, and can be as high as $300. I would use my 
system less frequently if they were raised by: 

( 50t; () 100% ( ) 200% or more 

( Due to the insurance requirements I must activate the system 

I would choose to use my system regardlless of the size of user 
charges. (Comment) 

10. We would like you to be aware of other security measures that 
appear to be effective .. If you wish please check those measures 
you have already taken. 

( 

( 

Burglar Alarm ( ) Oeadbolt Locks 

Timed Exterior Lights ( ) Timed Interior Lights 

( Township, Police Department or Other Security Check 

) Private Guards ( ) Bars On Windows 

Other 

11. Do you have evidence that the alarm has already prevented burglary 
attempts in the last five years? () Yes () No 

If yes, how many ___ comment 

If you have a fire alarm, has it detected fires? () Yes ( ) No 

If yes, how many ___ comment . 
12. Are you satisfied with the decision to install an alarm system? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

If yes, please c~eck.reievant reasons (you may check more than 
one) : 

( It has already prevented break-ins 

( Makes me/my employees feel safer 

( Other businesses in the vicinity have an alarm so I 
feel it is important for me to own one. 

() Other 
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If unsatisfied, please indicate reason: 

13. without checking your insurance policy, approximately how 
much is the yearly premium discount for owning an alarm? 

() $ ------_%_------ () I do not know 

() Comment __________ ~ ______________________________________ _ 

14. Was the expected insurance discount a consideration in 
purchasing the alarm? 

( Yes () No 

() Other ______________________________________ __ 

15. Please make any other comments and suggestions you may have 
about alarm usage and installation . 

Please use the ~nclosed pre-stamped envelope to return the 
complete questionnaire to: 

Upper Merion Township Police Department 
175 West Valley Forge Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406-0139 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR EFFORTS TO IMPROVE SECURITY IN OUR TOWNSHIP . 
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Springfield Ta~ship 

SAC 

1. How long has this been your place of bus;ness? ____________ __ 

2. 

3. 

How would you describe the location of your business? 
( ) We have our own building/plant (sole occupant) 
( ) We have a suite in a single office building 
( ) We have a suite in an office park 
( ) It is part of an enclosed mall/shopping center 
( ) It is part of a strip mall 
( ) It is a store in a commercially zoned block of stores 
( ) Other(please describe) 

How would you describe the environment in wh; ch your business 
;s located? 

(A) property is within 1-3 ( ) , 4-8 ( ) blocks of a school. 
('S'') p'roperty ~ 'i s '. wi th ; n 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of .. a park,. 
(C) property is within 1-3 ( ) , 4-8 ( ) blocks of a wooded 

• 

area. 
(D) 'property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of' a convenience 

, store. 
(E) property is within 1-3'( ) , 4-8 ( ') blocks of: 

, {pleasec~eck only the closest thoroughfare) 
. ( ) State. Road ( ) Sproul ',Road ( ) Woodland Avenue 

( ) Balt'imore Pike ( ) Springfield Road 
( ) other -road (please enter) 

4.a. When d~d you install your alarm system? 

month ____________ _ year ____________ __ 

A l'arm' was prese'fit when the bus i ness moved to th is address on 

month ______ ~--~-
': 

year __________ ~--

4.b. W~b made th~ decision to put an ~larm system on the premlses? 
() We, the~busin~ss owners, had it installed 
t 'j T~e b~i'~ih~ ~wher in.talled it 
( ) The system is part of a larger sy~tem protecting the 

building/plant/mall 
( ) Insurance'cqmpany requirement 

*. ;... . 

( ) Other 

5. Check all the boxes which most accurately describe your system. 

( ) Local, audible signal only 
{ )~Local, audible with central station monitoring 
(. ) Central station monitoring, silent local 

'i ') ~here i~ an ~larm company sign visible on the-premises 
( ) U.L. certified system 
{ ) Other. Explain 

.... *. 
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6. 

7. 

Whi ch feature of the system was most important to you when 
purchasing? 

( ) burglar alarm ( ) fire alarm 

a . Who manufactured your control panel? 

b. Who installed your a)arm system? 

c. Who is your central station monitor? _________________ _ 

d. What were the approximate installation and/or purchase charges 
for your system? 

$_------
e. What is the monthl~ charge? 

Monitoring $ ____ _ Sarv; ce $ __ _ Lease $ ________ __ 

8. Without checking your insurance policy, approximately how much is 
the yearly premium discount for owning an alarm? 

( ) $ ------------%._----------- ( ) I do not know 

(.) Comment. ___________________________ _ 

9. Was the expected insurance discount a consideration in purchasing 
the alarm? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

Comment ___________________________ __ 

10. When buying your alarm system did you seek the advice of 
( ) the Police Department () other adjacent businesses 
( ) the Pennsylvania Burglar and Fire Alarm Assoc. 

( ) Other. Elaborate ________________________________ _ 

11. What recommendation would you make to those who are considering 
alarm installation? 

12. Does your alarm company protect 
( ) a few or () many other properties in your 

vicinity? 
( ) I do not know 

13. What event(s) made you de~ide to get an alarm system? 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

( ) 

someone broke into my business/residence 
other properties in my building/vicinity were burglarized 
The insurance company required ala~m installation 
I can afford to have better security 

( ) for my property () for myself and the employees 
Other __________________________________________ _ 
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14. Are there environmental characteristics of your property that made 
you feel the need to install an alarm~? Explain. (Examples: 
proximity to major roads, deteriorating neighborhood, or proximity 
to a shopping center) 

15. User charges collected by the police department for false 
activations are a sensitive issue. Current fees are $25 if 
paid voluntarily, and can be as high as $300. I would use my 
system less frequently if they were raised by: 

( ) 50% ( ) 100% ( ) 200% or more 

• 

( ) Due to the insurance requirements I must activate the system 

) I would choose to use my system regardless of the size of user 
charges. (Comment) 

16. We would like you to be aware of other security measures that 
appear to be effective. If you wish please check those measures 
you have already taken. 

( ) Burglar Alarm ( ) Deadbolt Locks 
( ) Timed Exterior Lights ( ) Timed Interior Lights " ( ) Private Guards ( ) Bars On Windows • ( ) Townwatch Program 
( ) Township, Police Department or Other Security Check 

(Please Describe) 

17. Are you satisfied with the decision to install an alarm system? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

If yes, please check relevant reasons (you may check more than 
one. Please rank order, one is highest.): 

( ) It has already prevented break-ins 
( ) Makes me/my employees feel safer 
( ) Other businesses in the vicinity have an alarm so I 

feel it is important for me to own one. 
( ) Other 

If unsatisfied, please indicate reason: 

• 
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18. Do you have evidence that the alarm has already prevented burglary 
attempts in the last five years? () Yes () No 

If yes, how many ___ describe 

If you have a fire alarm, has it detected fires? () Yes ( ) No 

If yes, how many ___ describe 

19. How many times have police responded to activations of your 
system within the last twelve m~nths? _. ____ __ 

If the activations were false, indicate the reason: 

( ) fault of someone on premises 

( ) system malfunctioned 

( ) unknown 

( ) other __________________________________________ ___ 

If activations were bona fide, indicate reason 

( ) bur'gl ary attempt, but no entry 

( ) burglary 

( ) burglar fled due to alarm 

( ) burglar apprehended 

20. Please make any other comments and suggestions you may have 
about alarm usage and installation. 

Please use the enclosed pre-stamped envelope to return the complete 
questionnaire to: 

Springfield Township Police Department 
50 Powell Road 

Springfield, Delaware County, Pa. 
19064 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR EFFORTS TO IMPROVE SECURITY IN OUR TOWNSHIP . 
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Appendix c: 
Control Group Questionnaire 

(Non Burgled, Non Alar.med) 
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• 



• 

• 

• 

Tredyffrin Township 

.~ .. : ~ . ... .: 4 .~ 

SC ___ _ 

1. How long has your business been at its current address? ___ Years 

2. How would you describe the location of your business? 
( ) We have our own building/plant (sole occupant) 

3. 

( ) we have a suite in a single office building 
( ) we have a suite in an office park 
( ) it is part of an enclosed mall/shoppping center 
( ) it is part of a strip mall 
( ) it is a store in a commercially zoned block of stores 
( ) other(please describe) 

...... 4 ' , 

How would you describe the environment in which your 
locatec!? (Check all that apply) 

, 

property 

A." Property is within 1:..3 ( ) , 4-8 ( ) blocks of a school. 
B. Property is within 1-3 ( ) , 4-8 ( ) blocks of a park. 
C.'Property is within '1":'3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of a wooded area. 

is 

D. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of a convenience store. 
E. Property is within 1-3 ( ) , 4-8 ( ) blocKs of State Road. 
F. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of Sproul Road. 
G. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks, of Woodland Ave. 
H. Property is wlthin 1-3 ( ) , 4-8 ( ) blocks of Baltimore Pike. 
I. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of Springfield 
J. Other major road (name) (dist. in 

4. Were there any businesses in the building or in the 
immediate area burglarized in the last year? 
( ) Yes ( ) no' reason 

, . 

5. Was YQur property burglarized in the last 
five years? 

~-B~r~1aries attempts ..... ' 
, ... ' ... 

blocks) 
Road. 

6. What'type of security measures have you taken to combat crime? (check 
~ll' t~it ~pply) . 

.. f"' :." 

( ) burglar alarm 
." (- ). timed exterior 
""'C) a"'" guard'" 

( ) deadbolt locks 
lights. ( ) timed interior lights 

( ) bars on windows 
( ) townwatch program 
( ) township, police department 

"' (please describe) 

t:. ~. C-l 

or other security check 



8. How many businesses in your neighborhood are equipped with burglar/fire 
alarm systems? • 
( ) a few ( ) many ( ) I don't know . 

9. Why don't you currently have a burglar/fire alarm system in your business? 
(If more than one applies, please rank order. One is most important) 
( ) It would be too expensive. 
( ) Alarm systems are ineffective in deterring burglars. 
( ) False activations would be a nuisance for me. 
( ) Fines for false activations are too high. 
( ) My other security precautions are adequate. 
( ) 1 wouldn't know how to choose a reliable alarm company. 
( ) I never thought seriously about it before. 
( ) Other 
( ) I do have a burglar alarm system 

10. Some insurers offer discounts on their liability policies if the property 
is protected by a burglar/fire alarm. If you installed a system would you 
qualify for reduced policy premiums? 

( ) YES, % do 11 ars 
( ) YES, but I don't know how much. 
( ) NO 
( ) I don't know whether a discount applies. 

11. How much do you think a reliable burglar/fire alarm system would cost for 
your busine$sS? • 

one time installation fee 

$ monthly maintenance and monitoring fee 
( ) I don't know 

12. What is the most that you would be willing to pay to have an alarm system 
in your business? 

$ one time installation fee 

$ monthly maintenance and monitoring fee 
( ) I would never have an alarm system in my residence 

13. Please use the space below to make any comments which may help us in the 
provision of police services. 

PLEASE USE THE ENCLOSE PRE-ADDRESSED AND STAMPED ENVELOPE TO RETURN THE 
COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE TO: 

Upper Merion Police Department 
175 West Valley Forge Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19046-0139 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR EFFORTS TO IMPROVE SECURITY IN OUR COMMUNITY. 
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1- How 

2. How 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

upper Merion Township 
t 

UMC ___ _ 

long has your business been at its current address? 

would you describe the location of your property? 
~e have our own building/plant (sole occupant) 
we have a suite in a single office building 
we have a suite in an office park 
it is part of an enclosed mall/shopping area 
;t ;s part of a strip.mall 
other (please describe 

___ Years 

3. How would you describe the environment in which your property ;s 
locateq? 

4. 

A. Property ;s within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of a school. 
8. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of a park. 
C. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of a wooded area. 
D. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of a convenience store. 
E. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of Route 202. 
F. Property ;s within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of Route 23. 
G. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of South Gulph Road. 
H. Property ;s within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of Route 363. 
J. Other major road (name) __________________ (dist. in blocks) ______ _ 

Were there any business in the building or in the immediate area 
burglarized in the last year? 
( ) Yes ( ) No Reason 

5. Was your property burglarized in the last five years? 
Burglaries Attempts 

6. What type of security measures have you taken to combat crime? (Check 
all that apply) 

1. 

( ) a dog ( ) deadbo 1 t locks on some a 11 doors 
( ) timed exterior lights () timed interior lights 
( ) a guard ( ) bars on wi ndows 
( ) neighborhood townwatch program 
( ) police department or other security check. (Please describe) 

Are you acquainted with 
( ) YES ( ) NO 

anyone who has been burgled in the last year? 

If yes, was it a ( 
( 

) Neighbor 
) Other 

. 
( ) Friend ( ) Relative 

If your answer was YES, has it affected the precautions you have 
taken to protect your home? Describe 
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7. Are you acquainted with 
( ) YES ( ) NO 

anyone who has .b.een burgled in the last year? 

If yes, was it a ( 
( 

) Neighbor 
) Other 

( ) Friend ( ) Relative 

If your answer was YES, has it affected the precautions you have 
taken to protect your business? Describe 

•• 

8. How many busi nessess in your ne; ghborhood are equ; pped wi th burgl ar 
alarm systems? 
( ) a few ( ) many ( ) I don't know 

9. Why don't you currently have a burglar alarm system in your business? 
(If more than one applies, please rank order. One is most important) 
( ) It would be too expensive. 
( ) Alarm systems are ineffective in deterring burglars. 
( ) False activations would be a nuisance for me. 
( ) Fines for false activations are too high. 
( ) My other security precautions are adequate. 
( ) I wouldn't know how to choose a reliable alarm company. 
( ) I never thought seriously about it before • 
( ) Other 
( ) I do have a burglar alarm system 

10. Some insurers offer discounts on their li."'bi1ity policies if the 
property is protected by a burglar/fire alarm. If you installed a 
system would you qualify for reduced policy premiums? 

( ) YES, ____ ~-_~ ______ dollars 
( ) YES, but I don't know how much. 
( ) NO 
( ) I don't know whether a discount applies. Comment ________________________________________________________________ __ 

11. How much do you think a reliable burglar/fire alarm system would cost 
for your business? 

$ one time installation fee 

$ monthly maintenance and monitoring fee 
( ) I don't know • 

C-4 



-----~------

• 

• 

• 

Springfield Township 

TC ___ _ 

1. How long has your business been at its current address? ___ Years 

2. How would you describe the location of your property? 
( ) We have our own bUilding/plant (sole occupant) 
( ) we have a suite in a single office building 
( ) we have a suite in an office park 
( ) it is part of an enclosed mall/shopping area 
( ) it ;s part of a strip 'mall 
( ) other (please describe) 

3. How would you desc.,.:i-be the environment in which your property is 

4. 

5. 

located? 
A. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of a school. 
B. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( j) blocks of a park. 
C. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ') blocks of a wooded area. 
D. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of a convenience store. 
E. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks'of Rout,e 202. 
F. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of Route 30/ 

: ·lar)caster A.ve ~ -' '-'- ,. . .. '-_ ~ "'.4·· 

G. Property is within 1-3 ( ), 4-8 ( ) blocks of Chesterbrook Blvd. 
H ... P.fI"oper.ty is'w9thin~'l';'3'- ('); 4-8" (",.) b'locks-of Route 252. 
1. P",eperty is w,it.hih'1:"3 ( ),4-8 ("'1'blocks-of Turnpike exit. 
J. Other,:major road (name) (dist. in blocks) ___ _ 

.'- : -~ 

Were 'th'e:re"ariy'':businEfss -tn the bun-ding 'or-in the 
burglarized' ~h 'the" last' ye~rr?' 
( ) Yefs" ( ) No: '. - 'Reaso'n 

Was yo'u,r :propert:y':b'u'r'glar'i zed '-in th~"1)1-st five 'years? ' 
, , ':,: Burg 1 ar i es Attempts 

~: ~. : ::. ~ .-'" ._ -. 10' 0' .... f- '. - • _ ~ 

immedi ate area 

6. What-type'of secarity measures have you taken to combat crime? (Check 
all':;tnat· apply)·' i ,. "--, ,~ 

7. 

'( )~a'd6g' ,::." ( ) d'eadbolto'locks on 'some __ all doors 
t )::'timed' exteri<':ir','ights () t'imed interior' light'S .. 
( )"a:~~a~d ( ) bars on windows 
( ) ne:i~hI:)0rhood' townw'atch program 
(. »))0:"1 ~ ce departnleht or other securi ty' check. (Pl ease deser"; be) 

_ . ' 0_ r ~. : '£ ' - .. ~ oj ~. _ .. ~ .. ,: • ~ r ..... ... 

.. ...... '. -;.' ..... .... - .... 
_ : i" ::: '- r - ,':,: " -

------~~----------------------------------~-------

'Af'e'!)ioo~;a-equainte-d':\iltt;'h'''anYbne'-wh(J,tias':'been burgled in 'the -la'at year? 
~',:;,' {-)-:YES ' C=:1):'NO·; ":. 

:. -If yes, was it a,.:' (. -> NeJ gh,b,QC .. , __ .. ,( )F"~ i erld __ =_,_:L~ R,,-1 ~~ 1.ve 
( ) Other 

'If'£ yoar.::-- answer -~a's·:-',,(ES;·"" - has - i t ~ affe'cted' the, pree'aat ions you·have 
tak~h;; to; protect "y'Q.~r.,-p,Qrne7 _.Qes(;;;r~ be:- .:..':_~'-:--____ ~-:--_____ _ 

-: •. ~.~ ..... .< .. . :-.... .. _t.. .... .:. _ 

. ~ ~~ ~.: :. '. -. .. .. ... .. -- - - - '" .. .. .. '- . " .. 
.... .. ;.....:.:.:.. , 
••• t:" .... .. ~ .. , ... ~::" ~ -: - .. 'r" ... . ........ ....- ~.: ..... 

.. .~:: :~.:.- :. 
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8. How many businesses in your neighborhood ~re ~quipped with burglar/fire 
alarm systems? . • 
( ) a few ( ) many ( ) I don't know 

9. Why don't you currently have a burglar/fire alarm system in your business? 
(If more than one applies, please rank order. One is most important) 
( ) It would be too expensive. . 
( ) Alarm systems are ineffective in deterring burglars. 
( ) False activations would be a nuisance for me. 
( ) Fines for false activations are too high. 
( ) My other.security precautions are adequat!. 
( ) I wouldn't know how to choose a reliable alarm company. 
( ) I never thought seriously about it before. 
( ) Other ________ ~~ __ ---------------------------------
( ) I do have a burglar alarm system 

10. Some insurers offer discounts on their liability policies if the property 
is protected by a burglar/fire alarm. If you installed a system would you 
qualify for ~educed policy premiums? 

( ) YES. ~ do 11 ars 
( ) YES, but I don't know how much. 
( ) NO 
( ) I don't know whether a discount applies; 

11. How much do you think a reliable burglar/fire alarm system would cost for 
your busine$SS? • 

one time installation fee -------
$ monthly maintenance and monitoring fee 
( ) I don't know 

12. What is the most that you would be willing to pay to have an alarm system 
in your business? 

$ one time installatiori fe~ 

$ monthly maintenance and monitoring fee 
( ) I would never have an alarm system. in my residence 

13. Please use the space below to make any comments which may help us in the 
provision of police services. 

PLEASE USE THE ENCLOSE PRE-ADDRESSED' AND STAMPED ENVELOPE TO RETURN THE 
COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE TO: 

Tredyffrin Township Police Department 
973 Old Lancaster Road 
Berwyn, PA 19312 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR EFFORTS TO IMPROVE SECURITY IN OUR TOWNSHIP. 
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12. What is the most that you would be willing to pay to have an alarm 
system on your premises? 

$ one time installation fee 

$ monthly maintenance and monitoring fee 
( ) I would never have an alarm system in my residence 

13. Please use the space below to make a~y comments which may help us in 
the provision of police services. 

PLEASE USE THE ENCLOSE PRE-ADDRESSED AND STAMPED ENVELOPE TO RETURN THE 
COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE TO: 

Township of Springfield 
Department of Police 
50 Powell Road 
Springfield, PA 19064 

THANK YOU FOR YOU EFFORTS TO IMPROVE SECURITY IN OUR TOWNSHIP . 
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Economics. Dr. Hakim is the President of Metrica, Inc. a research 

group which includes economists and criminal justice experts 
specializing in the security industry. He published over fifty 

scientific and professional articles in leading economic and 
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Commercial Security is the first report to analyze 
commercial burglary. The report provides a thorough analysis 
of the market, burglary risk factors, alarm effectiveness, alarm • 
owner profiles, alarm benefits and false activations. The report 
tells why 

• 46% of all burgled commercial properties ar~ suites in 
office parks; alarms reduce their risk 14 times, 

• Large companies can charge 29% more for alarm installation 
than smaller competitors, 

• False alarms cost one community $70 per activation; 56% of 
false activations are from commercial properties; 76% are 
user errors, 

• The primary motivator for alarm purchase is insurance 
comp_>ny requirement; 30% of non owners feel the property is 
secure; only 2% of alarm owners sought advice from PBFAA, 

• Overall, alarms reduce the risk of burglary by a factor of 
4.5; alarms provide a financial benefit; one community 
benefitted by $180,000. 4It 

• Alarm signs reduce the risk of burglary by 36%. 

The report provides important information for all business 
owners, manufacturers, dealers, central stations, police 
departments, industry associations, and property insurers. 

• 



• 

• 

• 

AcJmowledgements 

We would like to thank the three police departments who gave 
full cooperation, access to data and other assistance. In 
TJ:t3d.yffrin we are grateful to Superintendent Tom Baynard, Captain 
Paul Pennypacker, Officer Nick Bereda, James Boyle and Beth 
Maclaughlin. We must thank Chief Clement Reedel, Lieutenant 
Ronald Fonock and Scott Wiedenhofer for their help in upper 
Merion. We are obliged to Chief Joseph Stumpf and Officer 
William Woolston from Springfield. 

Special gratitude is owed to James Mccaughey, who introduced 
us to the three police departments. The time and effort Jim put 
into demonstrating the merits and problems of alarms were 
invaluable. 

The authors thank Drs. Buck and Blackstone who participated 
in writing Chapter 4. We also thank Drs. Rengert and Shachmurove 
for their participation in writing chapter 6. 

Special thanks are extended to John Galante, Executive 
Director of the Security Industry Association. Mr. Galante 
oversees marketing of this report. Without his assistance this 
report can not be disseminated to the extent it deserves . 

iv 




