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NEWSLETTER
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LELC: OPENING REMARKS

From the Desk of Oksana Farber, Vice - Chairperson

The annual LELC meeting that took place on Sun8aptember 14, 2008 at the
seminar in Atlanta, Georgia welcomed members ofRthieate Security Liaison
Council (PSLC) from the International Associatioh tbhe Chiefs of Police
(IACP) who attended as our honored guests: co€Had Jones and Rocco
Diina, Jim Emerson, Chris Swecker, Arthur Gann, nGlglowrey, John
McCann, Cedric Scheiber, Scott Knight, David Mowrkly Clark and B. Bray.
Additionally, we were privileged to have former LELchair, Bill Cunningham,
also attend the meeting. With the enthusiastids@sxe of many LELC
members, this meeting attested to the work beingedo further enhance the
partnership between the IACP and ASIS. The twpeaesve councils, PSLC
and LELC, have been able to proactively engagemportant relationship
developments, such as a meeting between the ewxecdirectors of each
society, extending invitations to each of the mtests to their respective annual
conferences, extending invitations to each othansiual council meetings and
having crafted a memorandum of understanding, whsctkcurrently under
review at the IACP board level

The various committees provided updates on theipeetive projects. Jim
Birch of the membership committee reported on tietus of members’
participation and made recommendations for futuoesierations of new
members. PSLC member Glen Mowrey submitted a stqfmr LELC

membership, which was unanimously approved. Bolah&mn provided
deadline dates for session reviewers for the Asifie, European and 2009
annual conferences and with Paul Sweeney provideafe Cities update. Mike
Gambrill reviewed seminar booth duty and luncheoonrdination and, with
Steve Harris, discussed the IACP Shanahan awarim Fetzer of the
publications committee reinforced our newslettesgnificance and each
member’s contribution. Tom Roberts gave a ClIRustatport.

Ed Appel provided an Operation Partnership upddta. Somersen explained
the need for a program that delivers risk assessfran both law enforcement
and private sector perspectives. Stacy Irving @&rpd how the transitional
training program was successfully coordinated ifld@klphia. Oksana Farber
provided information on the upcoming transitiongdiiing program in New
York City. Al Youngs distributed a CD from Proteus ‘think tank’ that



promotes studies on developing critical decisiorkimg processes for national security, military and
intelligence challenges.

Tom Conley, who was interviewed by Security ManagetiMagazine in March, explained the First
Responder Appreciation Model. In this issue, yiaerjoy reading his interesting, informative andl&kly
written article on public/private partnerships.

Chairman Dick Chase distributed the LELC Administa Book to all attending LELC and PSLC members.
This book, which we would like to encourage all LEImembers to reference frequently and become as
familiar with as possible, serves as our guidetmgroperly follow all council protocol. Becausé your

hard work and dedication, our council has earndalue ribbon” reputation; therefore, everyone’s fhamity

with the administrative functions of our councillwhelp to insure that our council’s objectives anfibre$

are properly completed and documented. We are geateful to Dick for having provided us with this
important and comprehensive tool that will aid ngecording our council’'s achievements, futuretstyi
growth and development plans.

At the meeting in Atlanta, Dick Chase presentedaBuowers with a plaque of appreciation for heirimgt
service to the LELC. Her administrative effortsomthly teleconference meeting coordination assigtand
representation of the LELC at the NYC Trade Shomtlie past two years will always be remembered.

Dick Chase was also presented with a plaque fohigkly skillful leadership as our LELC chairmarr fo
these past two years. Dick committed himself ®ltELC mission to “foster and facilitate strategltiances
with essential stakeholders within the law enforeatmand public sector communities” by recognizing,
supporting, actively promoting and helping to expednembers’ projects, suggestions and ideas. His
distinguished and effective service to our membeus,council and the society has enhanced the ssinfieal
paradigm set by previous chairs, whose leadershiped to proactively set our council on the path to
success. Dick is being considered for a Cowficié President position and we genuinely wish hieagjand
continued success in all of his endeavors.

Thank you for all of your hard work, your pledgedior LELC cause and the measurable differencesawve h
been able to make as a council.

“You cannot forget your duty for a moment,
because there might come a time when that weak spgbu should affect you ...,
and then the whole history of the world might
be changed by what you did not do or did wrong.”
President Woodrow Wilson

“THE BRIDGE TO SOMEWHERE: TRASITIONING PUBLIC /
PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP FROM CONCEPT TO OPERATIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS”

Tom Conley, CPP Law Enforcement Liaison Council

The movement toward, and the strategic concemtuliflic/private partnership is not new. Howevehas
taken on a much more urgent thrust since the waifents of September 11, 2001. Creating ancisusg
a robust and systemic public/private partnershiptsan easy mission to accomplish. It is a bigtfat
carries with it the likelihood of significant corigeences — both positive and negative. The redogrtitat it
is essential to create and sustain a robust aérsigspublic/private partnership is perhaps whyremy
people and agencies in the public and private seai@ working hard together to accomplish this Shwin
mission. While there are many strategic and tatsteps involved in developing and nurturing @tru
partnership, the antithesis of the strength ofnaisthip and the true test is when public and peigattors
can respond together and be operationally effectiveng a crisis.

As is the case with any type of partnership, altregs have responsibilities to their partnersthes one of
the most significant, if not the most significanlligation partners have to each other is to opematard a
common purpose. But, responsibilities to othetr@as do not mean agendas do not exist. The Scifiool
Criminal Justice at Michigan State University coota a 2006 study that surveyed police officers and
security professionals. The Michigan State stuyn€l, in part, that both police officers and seguri
professionals predicted greater cooperation betweetwo sectors in the future, with two important
differences. First, police officers believe paiigiwill remain a state function, while security fessionals
believe that private security will emerge as a mpjlicing body. Second, security professionaésraore



likely to believe that joint police-security efferwill increase in the future and that the bouretabetween
private and public police will eventually vaniSHrhis highlights the need for the common purposeetdirst
and foremost, or public/private partnerships walrife with opportunities for failure. While disagment

will occur along the way, egos must be set asideadileaders must possess an unwavering commitameht
dedication to the success of partnership. Thec®fif Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS)
Policy PaperPrivate Security/Public Policing Partnershigssted, among others, egos and turf battles,
insufficient commitment and support from higherdisvof participating organizations, and insuffitien
alignment of interests as three causes of partipefaiture Partnership failure cannot occur if the public is
to have the best chance of safe and secure comasunit

Private partners have responsibilities and obligetito their own organizations, as well as to thablic
sector partners. To the extent that laws or compaticies are not violated, private sector pasnezed to
share information and resources with their puldicter partners, and be strong public advocategiblic
safety agencies. Whereas public safety leaderk fgoelected officials, the elected officials wdidt the
taxpayers. This dynamic represents a great oppitytior private sector partners to be strong adtes for
their public safety partners with elected officialsd at all levels of government. Likewise, pulsidety
partners have responsibilities and obligation$i&irtown organizations, as well as to their privegetor
partners. Notwithstanding legal constraints cerinél policies that legitimately restrict certamols and
information from being shared with private sectartpers, there is much that the public sector cahisa
doing to assist their private sector partners lynahg access to some traditional public sectotstoo

One of the areas where there has been significagtess is that of virtual information sharing gyss. The
public sector has done an excellent job of creaimgd maintaining virtual information sharing and
communications secure portals such as InfraGarbef@op, the Regional Information Sharing System —
Automated Trusted Information Exchange (RISS ATIKE Health Alert Network (HAN), and the
Homeland Security Information Network (HSIN) to neafew. Another area of success is the publimsec
outreach and resulting collaboration that is odogtr Whether it is the 500 plus public/privatetparships
that are occurring at the local level throughoet tthhited States, or personnel from state fusiotecsithat
are actively reaching out to their private sectantqers, or the fact that the FBI assigns a spagiaht to be
actively involved in every InfraGard chapter, itigar that the public sector is committed to ativac
physical outreach to private sector partners thatresulted in the use of virtual information sharnd
communications secure portals. However, theralseother areas where the public sector needs & d
much better job with sharing traditional publicetgftools with the private sector.

While there is an important distinction by both fhéblic sector and the private sector regardingliffence
between “can’t do” and “won’t do,” there is an @altion by the public sector to treat their privegetor
partners like true partners, and vice versa. iBhghy there needs to be a commitment by the pselator to
provide private sector partners with all the tdbksy need to be effective partners, such as diemss to
public safety two-way radio communications systesapport for emergency vehicle permits for certain
private sector partners, and to allow private sgetotners to purchase emergency equipment thiabevil
used specifically for the private sector to suppaitblic safety purposes at government contractngricThe
reason many private sector partners need accéssltbional public safety tools goes to the matiepublic
and private sectors being able to be operatiomdictive in a crisis. In exchange, the privateteehas the
obligation to prove to their public sector partnéirat they can be trusted to use traditional putdiety tools
responsibly and only when necessary, as well aayahe costs for such equipment.

An example of why private sector partners needsxtetraditional public safety tools to be openaaily
effective in a crisis is the matter of communicasidnoperability. It is widely accepted that conmiwations
inoperability and interoperability challenges betwdirst responders is the leading roadblock teife
emergency and disaster response. Nowhere wagrtiifem more evident in one location than durirgy th
response to the World Trade Center attacks on Béyatell, 2001. According to the 9/11 Commission
Report, within minutes of impact, Port Authoritylige officers from the PATH [Port Authority Trans-
Hudson Corporation], bridges, tunnels, and airpomhmands began responding to the WTC. The PAPD
[Port Authority Police Department] lacked writtetarsdard operating procedures for personnel respgndi
from outside commands to the WTC during a majoidieiat. In addition, officers from some PAPD
commands lacked interoperable radio frequencies ¥sult, there was no comprehensive coordination
PAPD'’s overall responseFirst responders must be able to communicate with ether in times of
emergency or disaster. But, who really is a fiespponder? When people think of first respondavs,
enforcement officers, fire fighters and emergenedital personnel are some of the first that conmaital.
However, in many cases when an emergency or atelisascurs, private security personnel are the ores
are on-site when an emergency or disaster ocduisthe private sector partners who are the finge
responders. Thus, while private sector partnersat the first public safety responders, theytlaefirst
responders because they are on-site when the emegrgedisaster occurs. It simply makes sensalfdirst
responders to be able to talk with each other duaimemergency or disaster. This need is higldiby the



fact that Initiative 6.2 of the National Emerger@gmmunications Plan is to expand the use of patnidt
private sector partnerships related to emergenmymuanications.

With the majority of our nation’s critical infrasittures and key resources being owned, operatdd, an
protected by the private sector, the commitmempuialic/private partnership not only makes sensgjsu
essential for an operationally effective responsefact, private security organizations are resale for
protecting more than many suspect; by some estim@fepercent of the critical U.S. infrastructige i
protected by private securityIn order for effective partnerships to fully deygand be truly operationally
effective, all persons who comprise both sectorstrabare tools and information with each otherweleer,
sharing tools and information with each other,nd af itself, is inadequate. Partners must alstrdired in
the same way, such as all agencies, both publipawate being NIMS-complaint. Partners must alst
and work together in events such as disaster esesxcilf partners fail to train together, thersitinlikely that
they will work well together when an actual emergear disaster event occurs.

Both those in the public sector and in the privsetor must understand the separate and distilest tiwat
each plays, while collaborating to the highest I@assible on matters of common interest functiasis
force multiplier against street crime, terrorismgaesponding to and coping with disasters. Deietpand
nurturing strong public/private partnerships caraligcky business, which is why a strong and udyig
commitment to partnership for a common purpose mostwaiver. Both those in the public sector #rel
private sector will make mistakes along the watyis important for all people not to expect perigetfrom
their partners, and to never look for reasons semjage partnerships when mistakes occur. Foreggsand
understanding are important elements to the proeasswill be needed. Partnership is also longess that
will span generations, so patience and nurturiegpttocess from everyone is an absolute necesEitg.
benefits of strong public/private partnershipssgaificantly improved public safety and ultimatddgtter
protection for the citizens of the United Statex] the values and way of life that Americans hadrd That
objective is well worth the work of ensuring thabsig and effective partnerships are built and taaned.
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TARGET CORPORATION AND IT"S CORPORATE PARTNERS”
“‘SAFE CITY” PROGRAM

Robert Graham, CPP Member Law Enforcement Liaisoo@cil

The number one objective of the Law Enforcementsbia Council is to identify and encourage programs
and projects that connect law enforcement and f@ri@aterprise in a joint effort to combat crime amthance
our nation’s security. One of the outstanding paogg is the Safe City Program originally known as
TARGET & BLUE.

Target Corporation has a history of assisting lafeement since the mid-1900’s by providing updtde
technology. After the September 11, 2001 terratisicks, Target sent executives to Europe to relsdew
law enforcement there worked with private busingsséncrease security and fight crime. As a ttesul
Target launched their Safe City Program in 200Mlinneapolis, Minnesota, the location of their caigde
headquarters. Since its implementation, Targebhasght on fifteen national corporations as pagiie
embellish the Safe City Program with funding archtelogy. Through this program, participating



organizations can leverage a partnership to enh@eoenmunity's security, economic stability, andl we
being through mutual planning and preparedness.

The Objectives of Safe City Program is to maxinsaéty and reduce crime in communities by
implementing a community based Public-Private Rastnip that is led by local law enforcement.

Broad term goals:
» Toreduce crime and create safer communities
» Toincrease public perception of safety
e To sustain proactive and engaged Safe City Pahipexrs
e To encourage community support for Safe City
e To increase the number of retail stores involvedhwiafe City by demonstrating successful
implementation of the program in other communities

Specific term goals:

* To strengthen ability of law enforcement to leackloSafe City initiatives

 To reduce crime by implementing situational crimeevention techniques and other technical
solutions

» To identify ways that Safe City partners can effedy identify, prioritize, analyze and prevent
crime

» Toincrease collaboration among internal partners

» To create a formal infrastructure for partnershijith law enforcement, neighboring businesses and
community partners

The Safe City Program is a community-based inite&athat unites businesses, residents, city officiald law
enforcement to maximize safeness and minimize &ime

The program involves identifying key private sectoartners and garnering support from local law
enforcement after which a formalized Safe City pang is created and financially supported. Theahstep

of the program is to introduce the Safe City Progita law enforcement, gain their support and transf
ownership of the program to them with a commitnfemtn the private sector.

Established partnerships under the Community GeéeRolicing Services (COPS) program can expand thei
effectiveness, increase private sector businesshiament, and bring a heightened focus on community
safety as well as crime related issues and concerns

The program is led by local law enforcement witlosty support from and in collaboration with thevpte
sector. The partnership employs real-time comnaiitios technologies and targeted preventive messure
including situational crime prevention techniquastsas crime trends and solutions to address these
problems.

Safe City Program supplies funds for meetings, guieé, and training as well as resources for equipard
services, which have been identified through, angsalt of the partnering of law enforcement andgte
sector.

The following cities and/or communities listed byay of entry are participating in the Safe Cityd?em:

2004

Minneapolis, MN 2007

Boston, MA St. Paul, MN
2005 Charlotte, NC
Flint, Ml Miami, FL
Hyattsville, MD Denver, CO
Clovis, CA Albuquerque, NM
Ft. Worth, TX Richmond, CA
2006 Victorville, CA
Philadelphia, PA Compton, CA
Cincinnati, OH Federal Way, WA
Springfield, VA 2008

Dallas, TX Flushing, NJ
Houston, TX Cherry Hill, NJ
Fresno, CA Baltimore West, MD

Chula Vista, CA

Washington, DC



Orlando, FL

Even-though Target Corporation created the Safgibgram, it was not for the purpose of publiditit
for public service by establishing a system forpowoations to cooperate with law enforcement to come
together to create safer communities.

The following companies are current participatirgtpers in the Safe City Program:
(Information regarding these companies can be btbby visiting the Safe City website at
www.mysafecity.com.

Target Corporation Eyenet

T3Motion, Inc. Federal Signal

Lensec Segway

Axis Communications Avrio Group

Firetide Citizen Notification Service (CNS)
Netsential NorthWrite

Uniseys Motorola

ShotSpotter, Inc. The Crisis Prevention Institute

In conclusion, Safe City is a community-based atitie that leverages partnerships and technologg!lio
communities and businesses reduce crime and ararvironment where people feel safe and secure.
Through your commitment and effort, your city cemplement a Safe City project. Additional informatio
can be obtained by visitingww.mysafecity.com

The Missing Link in Crime & Loss Prevention
Ira S. Somerson, BCFE, CPP, CSC Law Enforcemenaision Council

| have just completed reading an article concemi¢il violence in schools and the need
for training teachers, administrative staff, vokens, and parents in what is needed to
identify and respond to foreseeable risks of viogenThe article covers significant points
and encourages all schools to do so. Througheudrticle, | kept asking myself, “how can
you train persons who do not understand or feeh#ezl, or whose personal agenda does
not have an open mind to the subject, especiallgms?” Many of my friends and
colleagues, who at some point in their careers wdoeators, bemoan the fact that one of
the critical issues of school safety and seculgigst of all student education, is parental
participation and the need for them to be intrialijcinvolved in the solution. | offer this
example as | am firmly convinced it is the misdgling in our ability to manage crimes in
our communities and security risks within privatganizations. Most Americans simply

do not want to be part of the solution, "thayair responsibility, not mine!”



| have sold or designed thousands of security Bystbut the consumers (private or
business) were normally the victim of a crime ot@es security event (or one closely near
them) immediately before the buying decision. disvthe event that precipitated their
rationale. Prior to the event, they looked to Eviorcement, their organization’s
management, and/or corporate security for thafety and security. In some organizations,
the assets at risk were so significant (e.g., dbs$rategic information, or the nature of an
event so serious that it would be critical to theviasal of a business entity). This would
then overcome normal apathy. This could also lkecfaour communities (e.g. serial
sexual assaults). But the bottom line is thataammunities are more likely to be part of
the problem than part of the solution.

In a perfect world, ieveryondearned and accepted their responsibility to razegtheir
personal or community’s/organization’s exposurertme and security risks and had a safe
means to report their concerns or observation tiir@ucentralized source, the impact to
crime and loss prevention would be extraordinadtigving considered this utopian thought
and shrugged, the next thought must be to anabzie environment that we do have a
responsibility to protect and seek to expose, tr@ajole, train, motivate, etc. as many
within our target of influence to the strategic @esity of persons we protect being part of
the solution. It would be easy to discuss examplegpathy, but | want to use this brief
discussion to considevays that our society can improve the attitude &bdme and loss
prevention.

There are excellent examples. John WalsAmérica’'s Most Wantédelevision series

and the many Crime Stopper organizations have tsagh#icant impact in making
Americans more aware. In retrospect, these eff@t® had a greater effect in
apprehending criminal actors and the public hasheat thes@rograms with interest, but

mostly as entertainment. Except in the highastbusiness environments and “high-
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crime” communities, most Americans do not choosthitak pro-actively or consider it
their responsibility tgreventcrime.
| suppose we will leave it to the criminologistsiasociologists to tell us why, but the
reality is profound and needs to be addressedvbgidorcement executives and corporate
security if we are to expect our communities topgupour efforts.
Some thoughts are:
- A significantly greater liaison with the mediagmmulgate the “good stories” of
citizen support. The negative story has always laggealing, but corporate
security and law enforcement executives need far@ore creative in attracting
the media to praise and benefit safe communitylugroent.
- A national committee urging greater communitydlwvement made up of law
enforcement and security executives (e.g. IntesnatiAssociation of Police, ASIS
Law Enforcement Liaison Council, and the IACP Pr@v&ector Liaison
Committee) can have a significant impact in thferef
- Research could be granted by the NCJS and otineinel justice granting arms
of the federal government to identify why Americaw®id a greater participation
and the advantages to them (other than the obwioe®f less crime). Thisis a

project long overdue and worthy of significant sogp

REDMOND SECURITY FORUM- A PUBLIC — PRIVATE
PARTNERSHIP

Chief Steven R. Harris, Redmond (WA) PD Law Enforgent Liaison Council (Lieutenant Charles
Gorman, Redmond (WA) Police Department)

The City of Redmond, Washington is a vibrant comityuof over 51,000 residents just 20 minutes from
downtown Seattle. In addition to providing a highality of life for its residents, it is also horte
companies including Microsoft and Nintendo of Ancari These and many other businesses in Redmond
raise the workday population to well over 100,0@0ge.

The Redmond Police Department is a professionatedied law enforcement agency with a Community
Oriented Policing philosophy that continuously\as to fulfill its mission statement of “Providigiality
policing in partnership with the community”. ComnityrOriented Policing requires cooperative public -
private partnerships between the police and thenoamity.

The Redmond Security Forum brings these two estitigether for information exchange, specialized
training, collaboration on specific projects, ardworking between public and private sector repredives.
Crime prevention and public safety requires thergdfof both public and private entities. The pelcan
provide crime trend information, access to law ecgment records, special legal powers, and extensiv
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training. The private sector can provide speaaid expertise and resources, including persormel a
equipment that the public sector may lack.

The Redmond Security Forum is composed of overré@idtered representatives from the Redmond Police
Department and the security/management personfrisifiesses located within Redmond. In addition to
Redmond Police Department participants, publicasaoembers include fire department personnel and
school district safety managers as well as lawreefoent representatives from agencies adjacent to
Redmond.

Private sector members include representatives fnasmesses such as Microsoft, Nintendo of America,
UPS, Aerojet, Honeywell, Home Depot, Target, Safev@enie Industries, Medtronic, Expedia, REI, AT&T
Wireless, and Costco. In addition to the listedibesses, representatives from local private ggcuri
companies, shopping centers, banks, hospitalsicputilities, and telecommunications organizatians
members of the Security Forum.

Security Forum members meet on a quarterly bddiese meetings are coordinated by Police Department
representatives and meeting notifications arelsgetmail to all members. In addition to meeting
notifications, email alerts are sent to forum meralaout community sensitive issues and trainipicto

All businesses located within or doing busines$iwithe City of Redmond are encouraged to join aitehd
the meetings.

The Forum also serves to educate both sides andbeterns and difficulties in dealing with crinme i
Redmond. In the past, the Forum has featuredmnigaon terrorism, Pandemic Flu, violence in the
workplace, organized retail theft, safety plannimgsiness continuity, regional information shanegworks,
and white-collar crime trends. The ongoing goahef Security Forum is to reduce crime and incrsasety
within the community.

Forum meetings are hosted by various forum memb&zstings have been held in the city's Emergency
Coordination Center, Microsoft’'s Global Securityédations Center, and at the Lake Washington School
District’s EOC to provide forum members with insigfto both the government’s and the private séstor
efforts in continuity of operations in the eventao€ritical incident.

The networking that takes place as part of the RethSecurity Forum has led to working relations iz
have garnered outstanding results. CCTV and dlamee video from the private sector has been shaith
law enforcement to investigate and solve crimeatalrom law enforcement crime analysis has bearesh
with the private sector to assist with employeesaffacility security, and business continuityabletop and
on-scene practical emergency response exercisesdretaw enforcement, fire, and private sectorrmss
security organizations regularly take place.

In 2002, representatives from the Redmond PolickFare Departments, Microsoft, and United Parcel
Service participated in joint planning meetingsgzsart of the Critical Incident Protocol Community
Facilitation program facilitated by staff from Migfan State University. The Critical Incident Praibc
process allowed participants to familiarize themseglwith each other’s organizational capabilitied a
cooperatively develop plans for mitigation, respnrand recovery from all hazards major criticaldeats.

The Redmond Security Forum is a prime example e@fiding for the community’s health and safety thgbu
public — private collaboration and cooperation.

Articles submitted arethe opinion of the author and not necessarily the opinion or position of ASISInt. or the Law
Enforcement Liaison Council.
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