EXHIBIT E

Comments received after publication
of staff report (after 1:05 p.m. on
Friday, December 7, 2012).

and distributed at the
December 12, 2012 Meeting



P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 7:49 AM
To: Elizabeth Wolfenberger

Subject: RE: 7-Eleven

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be orovided o members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration,
Please also note the following information:

December 12 Meeting Agenda: below is a link to the meeting agenda for your reference
(the staff report and associated attachments can be downloaded from the links within
the agenda; comments received after 1:05 p.m. on Friday, December 7 will be
forwarded separately to the Planning Commission) -
htip://iwww.cityofpleasantonca.gov/pdf/Agenda-12-12-2012.pdf: and

Public Hearing Procedure: the public hearing procedure copied from the meeting
agenda (with additional notes in red text) -

Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning
Commission chooses to change the order. As each item is called, the hearing will
proceed as follows:

* A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and
answer Planning Commission questions, as needed.

» The applicant will be asked to make a presentation, if desired, or answer
questions. Applicant presentations should be no longer than ten minutes.

» The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are
requested to state their names for the public record and to keep their testimony
to no more than five minutes each, with minimum repetition of points made by
previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in making their testimony.
Please note that there will be brightly colored “speaker slips” (usually neon
yellow) on the table when you walk into the chambers. Please fill one out and
submit it if you intend to speak.

» Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond
to issues raised by the public. The response should be limited to five minutes.

The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss
among themselves the application under consideration and act on the item. Planning
Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed with
the City Clerk’s Office within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s action.

The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and
efficient running of the meeting, such as reducing the amount of testimony time allotted
to the applicant and all those who wish to speak when the meeting agenda is lengthy or
when there are numerous speakers for any specific item. The audience is requested to
respect and extend courtesy to all those wishing to testify on all cases by being quiet
while others are speaking.

From: Elizabeth Wolfenberger
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 7:13 PM
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

To: Shweta Bonn
Subject: 7-Eleven

Please read attachment with my concerns about proposed project.
Thank you,

Elizabeth Wolfenberger

Text of attachment:

Shweta Bonn,

I am very concerned about the 7-Eleven store proposed for First St. A 24 hour store is definitely
not a good fit for our residential area on First St. or any of the neighboring residential areas. The
intersection at this proposed store is already extremely busy and driveways are dangerous for
pedestrians. There are many children that walk by this station on their way to school and have to
dodge cars going in and out of the driveways. It is not safe for them now and will be even worse
with a 24 hour store and more gas pumps. The residents of First St. already have to contend with
thousands and thousands of cars every day, we do not need any additional traffic that this store
will bring. The noise from this store will be another adverse condition for residents. They will
hear car doors slamming, cars starting and revving their engines and people talking all night
long. Our neighborhood will also have a lot of litter coming from this store. First St. residents
already have too many traffic, safety, noise and litter problems, and now we will have them 24
hours a day. Isn’t this asking a lot of the - residents? If this store is approved it will be
detrimental to our quality of life. Please keep our neighbor safe and deny this project.

Thank You,

Elizabeth Wolfenberger
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 7:56 AM
To: Brandi Blotz

Subject: RE: 7-Eleven Concerns

Please note that the gas station would remain on the site. The convenience market is proposed
in the northern area of the property.

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 7:49 AM
To: Brandi Blotz

Subject: RE: 7-Eleven Concerns

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration.
Please also naote the following information:

e December 12 Meeting Agenda: below is a link to the meeting agenda for your reference
(the staff report and associated attachments can be downloaded from the links within
the agenda; comments received after 1:05 p.m. on Friday, December 7 will be
forwarded separately to the Planning Commission) —
http://www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/pdf/Agenda-12-12-2012.pdf; and

* Public Hearing Procedure: the public hearing procedure copied from the meeting
agenda (with additional notes in red text) -

Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning
Commission chooses to change the order. As each item is called, the hearing will
proceed as follows:

* A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and
answer Planning Commission questions, as needed.

» The applicant will be asked to make a presentation, if desired, or answer
questions. Applicant presentations should be no longer than ten minutes.

» The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are
requested to state their names for the public record and to keep their testimony
to no more than five minutes each, with minimum repetition of points made by
previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in making their testimony.
Please note that there will be brightly colored “speaker slips” (usually neon
yellow) on the table when you wailk into the chambers. Please fill one out and
submit it if you intend to speak.

» Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond
to issues raised by the public. The response should be limited to five minutes.

The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss
among themselves the application under consideration and act on the item. Planning
Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed with
the City Clerk’s Office within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s action.

The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and
efficient running of the meeting, such as reducing the amount of testimony time allotted
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

to the applicant and all those who wish to speak when the meeting agenda is lengthy or
when there are numerous speakers for any specific item. The audience is requested to
respect and extend courtesy to all those wishing to testify on all cases by being quiet
while others are speaking.

————— Original Message-----

From: Brandi Blotz

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 6:46 PM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: 7-Eleven Concerns

Hi Shweta,

I am a 28 year, 3rd generation resident of Pleasanton and would like to voice my
concerns regarding plans to demolish the 76 station on First St. and build a 7-
Eleven.

We have enough traffic congestion on First St. and surrounding neighborhoods with
commuter drivers. I believe a 24-hour store would increase traffic congestion not
only during rush hour, but at all hours.

I am also a loyal customer to Express Liquors and Coles Market on First St. and
would hate to see these small businesses overshadowed, possibly even forced to
close, because of the chain competition.

Please take these, and the concerns of my fellow-residents, seriously before
solidifying these plans.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Brandi Blotz
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 4:04 PM

To: Robert JOHN Kimber

Cc: Kathy Le Coles Market

Subject: RE: P12-0556, 4191 First Street Planning Commission Meeting Dec 12-Conoco 7-11 application

Thank you for your emaill, John. | spoke to the appropriate person in our office last week about
the fink on the notice - | apologize for any confusion.
Please find aftached an email | sent to others from which | received email correspondence.

From: Robert JOHN Kimber

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 3:59 PM

To: Shweta Bonn

Cc: Kathy Le Coles Market

Subject: P12-0556, 4191 First Street Planning Commission Meeting Dec 12-Conoco 7-11 application

Hello Ms. Bonn:

As | mentioned when we met the other day, and you were very helpful in giving me
basic information, we are against the project and will speak against it at the meeting on
the 12th.

We are very pleased that the staff is recommending denial and hope that the
Commission will agree.

| found the staff report very detailed and informative. Thank you.

In the meantime | may research some other items to encourage denial when | speak to
the commission on Wednesday.

Also, | did want to bring to your attention that in the announcement of the hearing, the
web link to the agenda was not able to be accessed via either safari or firefox. As
indicated on the announcement, the link was
http://iwww.cityofpleasantonca.us/pdf/Agenda-12-12-2012.

Fortunately there was a helpful lady at the city who guided me through a different link
and | was able to download the agenda. Apparently following "...ca" there should have
been a .gov (not .us). | wanted to let you know in advance in case someone might
question the noticing of the meeting. | am not an expert in these matters but | do know
sometimes small items create problems and wanted you to be prepared just in case.

Best regards and | will see you on Wednesday

John Kimber
Property Manager, Pleasant Plaza Shopping Center
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 3:13 PM

To: Russell Davis (rusdavis)

Subject: RE: Information re: Dec. 12, 2012 Planning Commission Mtg.

Russ,

No, construction on the site has not been approved. | have asked the applicant what the trailer
and ofher equipment on the site is for - he has indicated that itis o femporary mobile
remediation system.

Shweta,

From: Russell Davis (rusdavis)

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 2:55 PM

To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: RE: Information re: Dec. 12, 2012 Planning Commission Mtg.

Shweta,

Are you aware that the 76 Station has a construction trailer in premise already ? Does this mean
that the construction is a far gone conclusion and that the planners of Pleasanton are simply
entertaining the community and have already approved the construction ?

Russ Davis

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 2:31 PM

To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: Information re: Dec. 12, 2012 Planning Commission Mtg.

Dear member of the public,

You are receiving this email because you have indicated an interest in or have provided
comments regarding an item on the December 12, 2012 Planning Commission agenda. This
email is for your information.

| have included below my signature:

+ alink to the meeting agenda for your reference (the staff report and associated
attachments can be downloaded from the links within the agenda; comments received
after 1:05 p.m. on Friday, December 7 will be forwarded separately to the Planning
Commission); and

+ the public hearing procedure copied from the meeting agenda (with additional notes in
red text).

Best Regards,
Shweta Bonn
Associate Planner
City of Pleasanton
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

e December 12 Meeting Agenda: hiip://www citvofpleasantonca.gov/pdi/Agenda-12-12-
2012.pdf

¢ Public Hearing Procedure
Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning
Commission chooses to change the order. As each item is called, the hearing will
proceed as follows:

* A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and
answer Planning Commission questions, as needed.

¢ The applicant will be asked to make a presentation, if desired, or answer
questions. Applicant presentations should be no longer than ten minutes.

* The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are
requested to state their names for the public record and to keep their testimony
to no more than five minutes each, with minimum repetition of points made by
previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in making their testimony.
Please note that there will be brightly colored “speaker slips” {usually neon
vellow) on the table when you walk into the chambers. Please fill one out and
submit it if you intend to speak.

¢ Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond
to issues raised by the public. The response should be limited to five minutes.

The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss
among themselves the application under consideration and act on the item. Planning
Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed with
the City Clerk’s Office within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s action.

The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and
efficient running of the meeting, such as reducing the amount of testimony time allotted
to the applicant and all those who wish to speak when the meeting agenda is lengthy or
when there are numerous speakers for any specific item. The audience is requested to
respect and extend courtesy to all those wishing to testify on all cases by being quiet
while others are speaking.
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 2:58 PM
To: Justin Kinser

Subject: RE: Proposed Development (7-11)

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided 1o members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration.
Pleuse also note the following information:

December 12 Meeting Agenda: below is a link to the meeting agenda for your reference
{the staff report and associated attachments can be downloaded from the links within
the agenda; comments received after 1:05 p.m. on Friday, December 7 will be
forwarded separately to the Planning Commission) -

hitp/f'www . cityofpleasantonca.gov/pdi/Agenda-12-12-2012.pdf; and

Public Hearing Procedure: the public hearing procedure copied from the meeting
agenda (with additional notes in red text) -

Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning
Commission chooses to change the order. As each item is called, the hearing will
proceed as follows:
¢ A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and
answer Planning Commission questions, as needed.
¢ The applicant will be asked to make a presentation, if desired, or answer
questions. Applicant presentations should be no longer than ten minutes.
¢ The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are
requested to state their names for the public record and to keep their testimony
to no more than five minutes each, with minimum repetition of points made by
previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in making their testimony.
Please note that there will be brightly colored “speaker slips” (usually neon
vellow) on the table when you walk into the chambers. Please fill one out and
submit it if you intend to speak.
s Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond
to issues raised by the public. The response should be limited to five minutes.

The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss
among themselves the application under consideration and act on the item. Planning
Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed with
the City Clerk’s Office within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s action.

The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and
efficient running of the meeting, such as reducing the amount of testimony time allotted
to the applicant and all those who wish to speak when the meeting agenda is lengthy or
when there are numerous speakers for any specific item. The audience is requested to
respect and extend courtesy to all those wishing to testify on all cases by being quiet
while others are speaking.

From: Justin Kinser
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 2:52 PM
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

To: Shweta Bonn
Subject: Proposed Development (7-11)

Hello Shweta,

My name is Justin Kinser and I’m a resident of I i Plcasanton. [ was
recently alerted about the possible 24 hour 7-11 store that’s being discussed this week in our
council meeting and I would like to send my concerns. My home backs up to this proposed 7-11
and I have serious concerns about the noise as well as increased traffic that will undoubtedly go
late into the night as the store will be open around the clock. In addition to this, the traffic
directly behind my home (the old train tracks) will also increase. Today it’s a hang out for high
school kids to drink and smoke pot. I’ve seen this happen dozens of times in the last 4 years ’ve
lived in my home. If the city wants to spend money re-zoning, I would just assume they spend
that money cleaning up the gas tank leaks that happened years ago and fencing the area off. That
has yet to be addressed!

Thank you,

Justin Kinser

Public Comments December 12,2012
Received After Packet Distribution Planning Commission Meeting 103



P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:43 AM

To: Cindy Kahl

Subject: RE: Need your help - Ref. 7-Eleven store

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to members of ihe
Planning Commission for their consideration.

From: Cindy Kah!

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 9:44 AM

To: Shweta Bonn

Cc: micasita0203; Janet Lau

Subject: Fwd: Need your help - Ref. 7-Eleven store

We received this email notification that Pleasanton is considering placing a 7-Eleven near the Shell
Gas Station. My family does not like the idea of this location.

Please let us know if you need something from us for our vote.

Kind regards,
Cindy & Doug Kahl

Sorry to bug...but I think this is important. As you might know...we leave practically across from
Shell Gas Station, can see if from my back yard - no a great view but we do love our home. A new
7-Eleven wants to move in and the city is looking for approval or disapproval from the residents.

In a nut shell I disagree with it because the area is changing a lot as it turns into a bigger city and the
problems that come with it. The area of Vineyard avenue is highly populated with low income youth
very much at risk to fall into gang trouble, crime is growing in the city, the youth hanging out at Bob
Giant Burgers can be questionable as the teens hanging out at the levy located behind the 76 Gas
Station. So why put a liquor station on their path way our youth uses to go to/from walk to school?
Last summer even a police man was a victim of a hit and run accident over Stanley Blvd stretch
towards Livermore and one day I witnessed gun activity just driving by as our city ends and
Livermore begins by the gas station on Livermore.

This area is just a block from downtown should be an extension of what our wonderful downtown is,
local businesses that care and support the members of the community. There are plenty of stores
selling alcohol with in walking distance already and we do not see the need more. By continuing to
provide an environment such as in Main Street, we can keep our children safer in our city.

Thank you for your reading this. If you support my view and would be so kind to inform the city
about it, you may do so by contacting Schweta Bonn, Associate Planer, by phone at 925-931 5611 or
by e-mail at shonn@cityofpleasantonca.gov before Wed. Dec. 12th PLEASE!

Appreciate your help!
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

————— Original Message-----

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:42 AM
To: Stacey Ristow

Subject: RE: No 7-11 on First Street

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to
members of the Planning Commission for their consideration.

————— Original Message-----

From: Stacey Ristow

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 8:34 AM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: No 7-11 on First Street

Dear Schweta Bonn,

We are 20 year residents of downtown Pleasanton and live around the corner from
the proposed 7-Eleven project on — We do not want to see that corner
redeveloped with the addition of a chain convenience store. The intersection is
already overcrowded with traffic utilizing the two gas stations and the
Pleasanton Plaza. We believe a 7-11 convenience store will detract profits from
the small, local businesses like Cole's Market and Bob's Burgers. There are
already several venues from which to purchase alcohol, cigarettes and junk food
along First Street, (Cole's Market, Express Liquor Market, Cigarette City to name
a few). It seems to us, a 7-Eleven would be more of a convenience for the "cut
through” traffic headed to and from the East than an asset to our Pleasanton
downtown neighborhood.

Please do not approve the redevelopment of the current gas station/mini mart for
a larger, chain convenience store in our neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Stacey and Craig Ristow
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:42 AM
To: Joanne Dumanski

Subject: RE: No 7-11 on First Street

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration.

From: Joanne Dumanski

Sent: Sunday, December 09, 2012 9:31 PM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: No 7-11 on First Street

Dear City of Pleasanton Planner: | would like to voice my concern about a proposed
7-11 store on the corner of old Vineyard and 1st street. There is already a convenience
store (Cole's) in the plaza on the other side of the street which has liquor and other
quick need supplies. Plus, a second liquor store beside Wayside park. In addition, there
is an AM-PM two lights down at Valley and Bernal. Please help keep our town free of
this unnecessary chain store, which would be within walking distance of an elementary
school. There are already two 7-11 in town, is that not enough?

Sincerely, Joanne Dumanski
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:42 AM
To: Kirsten Cash

Subject: RE: 7-11 on 1st and Vineyard Street

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration.

From: Kirsten Cash

Sent: Sunday, December 09, 2012 8:53 PM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: 7-11 on 1st and Vineyard Street

To Whom it May Concern,

We are home owners on i and are completely opposed to a 7-11 being opened
down the street from where we live with our three children! That area is already a little
“sketchy” and a 24 hour 7-11 will just make it worse. Our children will eventually be riding
their bikes to middle and high school and having a 7-11 and ALL that comes with it, will make
us think twice about letting them ride past their daily. We are shocked that this is even being
considered! Please take the concerns of the residents in consideration when making this decision
after all, it will affect us and our children the most.

Thank you for your time,

Kirsten and Brian Cash
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

————— Original Message-----

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:42 AM
To: Janet Lau

Subject: RE: 7- eleven on vineyard/1lst

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to
members of the Planning Commission for their consideration.

————— Original Message-----

From: 3Janet Lau

Sent: Sunday, December 09, 2012 8:10 PM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: Re: 7- eleven on vineyard/lst

I strongly oppose the idea of a 7-eleven going in on the corner of vineyard and
first. I am fine with a convenience store but not one that runs 24hours and
sells alcohol 24hours. As a result it will breed more problems. I feel the
potential problems will greatly outway any positives. Nothing good comes from
people hanging out or places open late at night.

Thanks you janet lau

(Pleasanton resident who drives vineyard as main route to and from home and
downtown. Also a resident whose kids go to amador and valley view elementary-
both of which are nearby this proposed site)

Sent from my iPhone
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P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 3:42 PM

To: Carla Graci

Subject: RE: 7-eleven at 4191 First Street - NO!!

No. construction on the site has not been approved. | have asked the applicant what the trailer
and other equipment on the site is for — he has indicated that it is o temporary mobile
remedhiation system.

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:41 AM
To: Carla Graci

Subject: RE: 7-eleven at 4191 First Street - NO!!

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration.
I'plan to ask about the applicant about the activity on the subject site.

From: Carla Graci

Sent: Sunday, December 09, 2012 7:30 PM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: 7-eleven at 4191 First Street - NO!!

Dear Ms. Bonn,

| am a homeowner on ﬁ and | am strongly against the development, re-zoning and/or
modification of the 76 gas station to accommodate a combination 7-eleven store and gas station. The
fact that this would be a 24-hour, seven day a week business, is just adding insult to injury. The corner is
already congested with non-stop noise and traffic. The empty lot, bordering the gas station, has become
a walk-through for teenagers and young adults, and the trash they leave behind is appalling. | am
constantly picking up the garbage left behind. | can'timagine what will become of this land if this
proposed 24-hour, 7-eleven is built.

Factors known to contribute to crime include stores operating 24-hours a day. Also, parking lots increase
chances for crime, and from what | understand, guns are commonly used in convenience store
robberies.

Frankly, | am surprised that the Pleasanton City Council is even considering this establishment for our
quaint downtown. The Pleasanton Downtown Association works hard to make our downtown an
attractive destination for shopping and dining, and a 7-eleven is anything but attractive.

Lastly, | walk by the 76 gas station numerous times a week, while walking my dog, and | noticed several
work trucks and a construction trailer parked on the site. Are they already starting on this project? If not,
what is happening? Why are the construction trucks parked at the gas station?

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Carla Graci
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:40 AM
To: YINETH SMITH

Subject: RE: No more gas stations please!

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration.

From: YINETH SMITH

Sent: Sunday, December 09, 2012 11:06 AM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: No more gas stations please!

Mrs. Schweta Bonn,

I won't like to have another gas station close to my home. There are enough gas stations around
my area.

Please consider my disapproval of the idea to open a 7-Eleven gas station.

Thank you,

Yineth Smith
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:40 AM
To: Katie Parr

Subject: RE: No 7-11 Store on Ray Street

Thank you for your email. A copy of your corespondence will be provided 1o members of ihe
Planning Commission for their consideration.

From: Katie Parr

Sent: Saturday, December 08, 2012 12:58 PM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: No 7-11 Store on Ray Street

Dear Planning Team:

As proud homeowners in what little remains of the historic area of Pleasanton

I'encourage City Planning to create an integrated plan that addresses both the vitality of the
downtown and

a cohesive vision rather than approving a random stores such as 7-11.

Is the Planning Team coordinating with the efforts of the Downtown Vitality Team and the
Heritage Task Force?

There appears to be a lack of vision for where the downtown area starts and stops and what we
envision
for the community to enhance the experience of our lovely and unique downtown.

It would be useful to create a holistic plan that addresses not only Main Street but the connecting
side and back streets which are also considered within the downtown region.

I encourage your team to drive along First Street and experience the glowing neon sign for
numerous massage parlors,

Cigarette City, the dilapidated building where Express Liquors is located along with the
antiquated Pleasant Plaza and new Life Coaching house.

I'am sure if you spend time in several of these parking lot you might gather some very
interesting data on what negative impacts a 7-11
would be to the neighborhood, traffic and overall downtown image.

Thank you for your consideration on this important matter.

Katie Terry
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:29 AM
To: Bev's Email

Subject: RE: 7-Eleven

Thank you for your follow-up email, Bev. A copy of your comespondence will be provided to
mempbers of the Planning Commission for their consideration. In reply to your question, yes, the
public will be provided an opportunity to speak at Wednesday night's (Dec. 12) meeting. | have
copied below the public hearing procedure from the agenda (with additional notes in red).
Links to the agenda, staff report, and associated attachments are also below for your reference.

* December 12 Meeting Agenda: http://www cityofpleasantonca.gov/pdi/Agenda-12-12-
2012.pdf

¢ Staff Report for 4191 First Street: http://www.cityofpleasanionca.gov/pdf/lteméb-
P120554-76Conoco-SR-12-12-2012.pdf

¢ Exhibit A for 4191 First Street:  Public Comments (comments received after 1:05 p.m. on
Friday, December 7 will be forwarded separately to the Planning Commission):
hitp.//www cityofpleasantonca.gov/pdf/tteméb-P120556-746Conoco-ExhA-12-12-
2012.pdf

« Exhibit B for 4191 First Street:  Project Plans, Narrative, Photo Simulations, & 7-Eleven
Community Outreach Program Information:
http://www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/pdf/iteméb-P120556-7 6Conoco-ExhB-12-12-201 2.pdf

» Exhibit C: Arborist Report, dated April 4, 2012, Exhibit D: Police Service Calls, Exhibit E:
Location Map and Noticing Map for 4191 First Street:
http://www citvofpleasantonca.gov/pdf/iteméb-P120556-7 6Conoco-ExhCDE-1 2-1 2-
2012 pdf

PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURE

Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning Commission chooses
to change the order. As each item is called, the hearing will proceed as follows:
¢ A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and answer Planning
Commission questions, as needed.
¢ The applicant will be asked to make a presentation, if desired, or answer questions. Applicant
presentations should be no longer than ten minutes.
¢ The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are requested to state
their names for the public record and to keep their testimony to no more than five minutes each,
with minimum repetition of points made by previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in
making their testimony. Please note that there will be brightly colored “speaker siips”
(usually neon yellow) on the table when you walk into the chambers. Please fill one out if
you intend to speak. When you are called up fo speak, you will then have the speaker
slip filed out and ready to hand to Maria Hoey, the recording secretary {she will be sitting
to your left if you are facing the Planning Commission). You can also submit the speaker
card before the meeting starts,
» Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond to issues raised
by the public. The response should be limited to five minutes.

The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss among themselves the
application under consideration and act on the item. Planning Commission actions may be appealed to
the City Council. Appeals must be filed with the City Clerk’s Office within 15 days of the Planning
Commission’s action.
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The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and efficient running of
the meeting, such as reducing the amount of testimony time allotted to the applicant and all those who
wish to speak when the meeting agenda is lengthy or when there are numerous speakers for any specific
item. The audience is requested to respect and extend courtesy to all those wishing to testify on all cases
by being quiet while others are speaking.

————— Original Message-----

From: Bev's Email

Sent: Saturday, December 08, 2012 11:22 AM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: Fwd: 7-Eleven

———————— Original Message --------
Subject: 7-Eleven

From: Bev's Email

To: shonn@cityofpleasanton.gov

CC:

Hi Ms Bonn,

It is my understanding that the proposed 7-Eleven is not going to have a license
to sell alcohol, initially. It is expected, and likely, in my opinion, that the
owners will seek such a license as soon as it is permissable to do so. Again, I
have serious concerns about alcohol sales at this site, especially if it is
allowed to be a 24- hour facility!

Thank you for passing my conerns on. Will the public be given opportunity to
express concerns at Wednesday night's meeting?

Bev. Gill

Sent from my NOOK
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:08 AM
To: Carrie Bruin

Subject: RE: 7-11

Thank you for your email. A copy of your corresponrdence will be provided to members of the
Planning Commission for their considerction.

From: Carrie Bruin

Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 6:15 PM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: 7-11

Hi,

I would like to have the city reconsider having a 7-11 right off of Main Street in old downtown
Pleasanton. I believe that the crime rate (see recent rape and other) in the neighborhood is a
detriment and a 7-11 will not benefit our youth or neighbors.

My best,

Carrie Bruin
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 11:07 AM
To: DIWA, LAMBERTO

Subject: RE: opposition to planned 7-Eleven

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration.

From: DIWA, LAMBERTO

Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 4:37 PM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: opposition to planned 7-Eleven

Hello Ms. Bonn,

I would like to express my opposition to the planned construction of a 7-Eleven convenience
store near Pleasanton Downtown.

I live near i and haven’t had a need for a 24-hour convenience store in all the
years I’ve lived at Pleasanton. I oppose the plan to construct a 7-eleven store.

Regards,
Lamberto Diwa
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 11:09 AM
To: Vinay Pohray

Subject: RE: 7-11 (opposed)

Thank you for your email. A copy of your comrespondence will be provided to members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration.
Please also note the following information:

» December 12 Meeting Agenda: below is a link to the meeting agenda for your reference
(the staff report and associated attachments can be downloaded from the links within
the agenda; comments received after 1:05 p.m. on Friday, December 7 will be
forwarded separately to the Planning Commission) —
http://www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/pdf/Agenda-12-12-2012.pdf; and

» Public Hearing Procedure: the public hearing procedure copied from the meeting
agenda (with additional notes in red text) -

Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning
Commission chooses to change the order. As each item is called, the hearing will
proceed as follows:

» A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and
answer Planning Commission questions, as needed.

» The applicant will be asked to make a presentation, if desired, or answer
questions. Applicant presentations should be no longer than ten minutes.

» The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are
requested to state their names for the public record and to keep their testimony
to no more than five minutes each, with minimum repetition of points made by
previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in making their testimony.
Please note that there will be brightly colored “speaker slips” (usually neon
yellow) on the table when you walk into the chambers. Please fill one out and
submit it if you intend to speak.

» Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond
to issues raised by the public. The response should be limited to five minutes.

The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss
among themselves the application under consideration and act on the item. Planning
Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed with
the City Clerk’s Office within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s action.

The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and
efficient running of the meeting, such as reducing the amount of testimony time allotted
to the applicant and all those who wish to speak when the meeting agenda is lengthy or
when there are numerous speakers for any specific item. The audience is requested to
respect and extend courtesy to all those wishing to testify on all cases by being quiet
while others are speaking.

From: Vinay Pohray
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 11:01 AM
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To: Shweta Bonn
Subject: 7-11 (opposed)

Hi Schweta,

[ am opposed to the 7-11 store & putting in additional liquor stores on the pathways our youth
use to go to/from their walk to school.

Vinay Pohray
Pleasanton, CA.
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 3:07 PM

To: Theresa Dobbs

Subject: RE: Proposed 7-Eleven at Ray and First

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided 1o members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration.
Please also note the following information:

» December 12 Meeting Agenda: below is a link to the meeting agenda for your reference
(the staff report and associated attachments can be downloaded from the links within
the agenda; comments received after 1:05 p.m. on Friday, December 7 will be
forwarded separately to the Planning Commission) —
http.//www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/pdf/Agenda-12-12-2012.pdf; and

» Public Hearing Procedure: the public hearing procedure copied from the meeting
agenda (with additional notes in red text) -

Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning
Commission chooses to change the order. As each item is called, the hearing will
proceed as follows:

» A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and
answer Planning Commission questions, as needed.

» The applicant will be asked to make a presentation, if desired, or answer
questions. Applicant presentations should be no longer than ten minutes.

» The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are
requested to state their names for the public record and to keep their testimony
to no more than five minutes each, with minimum repetition of points made by
previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in making their testimony.
Please note that there will be brightly colored “speaker slips” (usually neon
yellow) on the table when you walk into the chambers. Please fill one out and
submit it if you intend to speak.

» Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond
to issues raised by the public. The response should be limited to five minutes.

The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss
among themselves the application under consideration and act on the item. Planning
Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed with
the City Clerk’s Office within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s action.

The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and
efficient running of the meeting, such as reducing the amount of testimony time allotted
to the applicant and all those who wish to speak when the meeting agenda is lengthy or
when there are numerous speakers for any specific item. The audience is requested to
respect and extend courtesy to all those wishing to testify on all cases by being quiet
while others are speaking.

From: Theresa Dobbs
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 11:44 AM
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To: Shweta Bonn
Subject: Proposed 7-Eleven at Ray and First

Dear Ms. Bonn,

I am very concerned about the negative impact a 7-Eleven convenience store will have in my
neighborhood.

Please consider the following:

1. There will be a substantial negative impact on the non-chain establishments downtown such as
Cole's Market. Cole's has been serving this community for many years. The presence of a chain
convenience store will certainly hurt them and possibly force them to close. We don't need
another national chain in downtown Pleasanton.

2. 7-Eleven is NOT a green minded business. Nor one committed to community and health. The
offerings are overwhelmingly processed and they sell sizes of sugar-laden drinks which have
been condemned and even outlawed in some cities. The majority of the "foods" and "beverages"
they market come in non-sustainable packaging. Many of Pleasanton's children walk by the site
on the way to and from school each day. We don't need more junk food in the community.

3. The store is proposing staying open for 24 hours. This will, according to studies, invite more
crime. This part of downtown has already unfortunately suffered several alleged rapes and
assaults this year. We do not need more crime in Pleasanton. One of the 7-Eleven's in Pleasanton
was held up at gunpoint this past February.

I appreciate the work you do in my community. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Theresa Dobbs

Public Comments December 12, 2012
Received After Packet Distribution Planning Commission Meeting 119



P12-0556, P12-0557, P12-1790 4191 First Street

From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 9:58 AM
To: Bhavna Manning

Subject: RE: NO for 7-11 on First St. and Vineyard

Thank you for your email. A copy of your comespondence will be provided to members of the
Planning Commission for their consideration.
Please also note the following information:

e December 12 Meeting Agenda: below is a link to the meeting agenda for your reference
(the staff report and associated attachments can be downloaded from the links within
the agenda; comments received after 1:05 p.m. on Friday, December 7 will be
forwarded separately to the Planning Commission) —
hitp://www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/pdf/Agenda-12-12-2012 pdf: and

» Public Hearing Procedure: the public hearing procedure copied from the meeting
agenda (with additional notes inred text) —

Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning
Commission chooses to change the order. As each item is called, the hearing will
proceed as follows:

» A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and
answer Planning Commission questions, as needed.

e The applicant will be asked to make a presentation, if desired, or answer
questions. Applicant presentations should be no longer than ten minutes.

» The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are
requested to state their names for the public record and to keep their testimony
to no more than five minutes each, with minimum repetition of points made by
previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in making their testimony.
Please note that there will be brightly colored “speaker slips” (usually neon
yeliow) on the table when you walk into the chambers. Please fill one out and
submit it if you intend to speak.

» Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond
to issues raised by the public. The response should be limited to five minutes.

The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss
among themselves the application under consideration and act on the item. Planning
Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed with
the City Clerk’s Office within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s action.

The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and
efficient running of the meeting, such as reducing the amount of testimony time allotted
to the applicant and all those who wish to speak when the meeting agenda is lengthy or
when there are numerous speakers for any specific item. The audience is requested to
respect and extend courtesy to all those wishing to testify on all cases by being quiet
while others are speaking.

From: Bhavna Manning
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 8:09 AM
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To: Shweta Bonn
Subject: NO for 7-11 on First St. and Vineyard

Hi my name is Bhavna Manning and my husband's name is John Manning.
We live on | IEGN o ofgh blocks up from First Street
and - block from First St. and Vineyard. We are very concerned after
hearing of a potential possibility of a 7-11 being built on the corner of First
St. and Vineyard. There are many, many reasons why that is a bad idea.
First of all, we already have traffic issues on First St. where it crosses
Vineyard and down Stanley due to Livermore bound cars during commute
hours. Also, we have local businesses that will be affected such as the
Meadowlark Dairy and Cole's Market which serve just fine as local
convenience store locations. Next, Amador High School is just around the
corner and it will serve as another place for the High Schoolers to loiter and
hang out. The Vineyard corridor already has its share of crime and
mischief....why would we add more reasons for increases in crime, loitering,
traffic, noise and all around decrease in the charm of the downtown area? It
makes no sense. Downtown Pleasanton is known for its charm and history
and social status with elegant restaurants and shops. A 7-11 would not only
bring down our downtown's charm, but would increase crime, decrease
property values, and increase traffic, not to mention the littering and mess it
would create. It would serve as another "stop" for people to buy alcohol on
their way home from work and increase drunk driving. There is already an
Arco gas station with a mini-mart on the corner of Bernal and Stanley just a
few block away that drivers can stop to get whatever convenience items
they need. Also, there is a liquor store on First St. next to the specialized car
store. Why do we need another convenience store so close to Cole's, First st.
liquor store, Meadowlark dairy and Arco mini-mart? This will affect their
businesses as welll

Hopefully, the Pleasanton planning department realizes that this location is
not an ideal location for many valid reasons mentioned above. Please make
the decision to deny the 7-11 location at First St. and Vineyard.

Thank you,
Bhavna Manning and John Manning
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 1:28 PM
To: P Tamm

Cc: Maria Hoey

Subject: RE: Planning Commission Hearing

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to members of the
Pianning Commission for their consideration.
Please also note the folliowing information:

December 12 Meeting Agenda: below is a link to the meeting agenda for your reference
(the staff report and associated attachments can be downloaded from the links within
the agenda; comments received after 1:05 p.m. on Friday, December 7 will be
forwarded separately fo the Planning Commission) —
http://www.cityofpleasantonca.qgov/pdf/Agenda-12-12-2012.pdf; and

Public Hearing Procedure: the public hearing procedure copied from the meeting
agenda (with additional notes in red text) —

Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning
Commission chooses to change the order. As each item is called, the hearing will
proceed as follows:

» A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and
answer Planning Commission questions, as needed.

» The applicant will be asked to make a presentation, if desired, or answer
questions. Applicant presentations should be no longer than ten minutes.

e The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are
requested to state their names for the public record and to keep their testimony
to no more than five minutes each, with minimum repetition of points made by
previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in making their testimony.
Please note that there will be brightly colored “speaker slips” {usually neon
yellow) on the table when you walk into the chambers. Please fill one out and
submit it if you intend to speak.

» Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond
to issues raised by the public. The response should be limited to five minutes.

The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss
among themselves the application under consideration and act on the item. Planning
Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed with
the City Clerk’s Office within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s action.

The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and
efficient running of the meeting, such as reducing the amount of testimony time allotted
to the applicant and all those who wish to speak when the meeting agenda is lengthy or
when there are numerous speakers for any specific item. The audience is requested to
respect and extend courtesy to all those wishing to testify on all cases by being quiet
while others are speaking.

From: Maria Hoey
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 1:24 PM
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To: Shweta Bonn
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Hearing

From: P Tamm

Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 10:23 AM
To: Maria Hoey

Subject: Planning Commission Hearing

| am writing in reference to the proposed variance 4191 First Street (P12-0556, P12-
0557, and P12-1790, Terry Grayson/lronhorse Development).

| am unable to attend the meeting but hope that you will hear my concerns via email.

| would encourage the commission to not allow this change for the following reasons:
The 7-11 business is too large of a business for that small area.

A business that would be open 24 hours a day is not conducive to a mixed
business/residential area as is this neighborhood.

The gas stations and other businesses at this location already bring in large amounts of
people at all times of day and night. The neighborhood does not need a location for
people to gather 24 hours a day. There are consistently fights and other crimes in this
area and a 24 hour business such as 7-11 will only make this worse. This business will
bring more people from not only the neighborhood but also other parts of the city and
the Tri-Valley.

There are other stores in the area that sell the same types of product that are offered by
7-11 and they serve the neighborhood sufficiently and if they cannot get the items at
those locations, there are several grocery stores within a mile or two.

A business such as this will bring others, who do not have business in the
neighborhoods into the neighborhoods. Extra people patronizing the store will create
more traffic and noise.

Thank you for your consideration.
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 4:48 PM
To:bm

Subject: RE: Against 711

Thank you for your email. A copy of your correspondence will be provided to members of the
Plonning Commission for their consideration.
Please also note the following information:

e December 12 Meeting Agenda: below is a link to the meeting agenda for your reference
(the staff report and associated attachments can be downloaded from the links within
the agenda: comments received after 1:05 p.m. on Friday, December 7 will be
forwarded separately to the Planning Commission) —
hito://www.citvyofpleasantonca.gov/pdf/Agenda-12-12-2012.pdf; and

» Public Hearing Procedure: the public hearing procedure copied from the meeting
agenda (with additional notes in red text) -

Each of the items listed will be heard as shown on the agenda unless the Planning
Commission chooses to change the order. As each item is called, the hearing will
proceed as follows:

* A Planning Division staff member will make a presentation on each case and
answer Planning Commission questions, as needed.

e The applicant will be asked to make a presentation, if desired, or answer
questions. Applicant presentations shouid be no longer than ten minutes.

e The Chair then calls on anyone desiring to speak on the item. Speakers are
requested to state their names for the public record and to keep their testimony
to no more than five minutes each, with minimum repetition of points made by
previous speakers and by being as brief as possible in making their testimony.
Please note that there will be brightly colored "speaker slips” (usually neon
yellow) on the table when you walk into the chambers. Please fill one out and
submit it if you intend to speak.

e Following public testimony, the applicant will be given the opportunity to respond
to issues raised by the public. The response should be limited to five minutes.

The public hearing will then be closed. The Planning Commissioners then discuss
among themselves the application under consideration and act on the item. Planning
Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed with
the City Clerk’s Office within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s action.

The Planning Commission Chair may enforce other rules as may further the fair and
efficient running of the meeting, such as reducing the amount of testimony time allotted
to the applicant and all those who wish to speak when the meeting agenda is lengthy or
when there are numerous speakers for any specific item. The audience is requested to
respect and extend courtesy to all those wishing to testify on all cases by being quiet
while others are speaking.

From:bm
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 4:10 PM
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To: Shweta Bonn
Subject: Against 711

Hi,

[ am Barjinder Singh Marok owner of Express liquor on -, Pleasanton. I am writing to
give my opinion against the new opening 7 11 franchisee near my store. We already got here two
liquor store next to each other, there is Bevmo couple blocks away and I am already in too much
competition. With coming of this new 7 11 it will going to be nightmare.

In my opinion this 7 11 will bring more problem because it's going to open 24 hours and tonights
meeting 7 11 guys going to bring some paid guys to say in favor of 7 11.

So, at last I would like to say think about that twice before making any decision that will affect
the whole neighbor and businesses.

Thanks
Barjinder S Marok
Express Liquor & Market
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From: Shweta Bonn

Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 4:48 PM
To: Jeff Pohl

Subject: RE: 7-11 Meeting tonight

Thank you for your email. A copy of your corespondence will be provided to members of the
Planning Commission for thelr consideration.

From: Jeff Pohl

Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 4:32 PM
To: Shweta Bonn

Subject: 7-11 Meeting tonight

Both my wife and I had planned to attend the meeting tonight re: the 24 hour 7-11 being considered on

the corner of Ray and First. We both had planned to speak on the subject. However, we will be unable

to even attend. Please be advised that we are TOTALLY against any project that will bring more crime

into the city. We live only 3 blocks from this location and are VERY concerned! I have already left a

message on your VM a short time ago, but I wanted to also follow up with something in writing.
Respectfully Submitted,

Jeff and Teri Pohi
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From: BosuegoFamily

Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 6:04 PM

To: Shweta Bonn

Cc: Matt and Maria Tracy

Subject: Proposed 76 Gas Station 7-Eleven Development

KELLY & MARK BOSUEGO

PLEASANTON, CA 94566

Date: December 12, 2012

To: Shweta Bonn, Associate Planner, City of Pleasanton

Regarding: P12-0556, P12-0557 and P12-1790, Terry Grayson / Ironhorse Development

We are writing in response to the Notice of Public Hearing for development of the property that
is commonly known as the 76 Conoco service station at 4191 First Street. We are strongly

against the development, modification and re-zoning of that site to make way for a 7-Eleven
convenience store and gas station. We are homeowners in the adjacent development at [}

Our neighborhood property values will be seriously damaged by the addition of a business that
is open 24 hours a day. The corner is already an attractive nuisance due to the burger shop and
Cole's Market. The gas station currently has lights that are bright until they close as well as
traffic noise. A 24 hour market would create lights and noise all night. There is trash in the
casement space between the station and our houses as well as unattractive trash cans. To add a 24
hour mini market that will sell alcohol, cigarettes and gas all night is not an appropriate use of
this space and will detract from our beautiful downtown.

We are concerned about safety. One of the other Pleasanton 7-Eleven stores had a robbery this
year. A neighborhood 7-Eleven is a natural target for criminals as money is exchanging hands.
There are many students who walk in that area and cross the intersection to get to Valley View
Elementary, Pleasanton Middle School and Amador High School. A 7-Eleven would increase
traffic at the corner and endanger children using this crosswalk. It is already a busy intersection
with cars entering and exiting at the current gas station and strip mall across the street.
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We have seen issues with drugs and teenagers hanging out in the park down the street and in the
past 6 months have seen an increase in teenagers cutting through the neighborhood to go down to
the creek area or sit in the park in our neighborhood. We have seen makeshift tents under the
nearby bridge. A 24 hour store is going to attract more people to this corner to loiter especially
after school and late at night. This is a quiet neighborhood at 2 and 3 a.m. We do not have a
need for a store or gas station open during the night.

We read one article that mentioned a 7-Eleven is a sign of decline to a neighborhood. We do
not want to see this for downtown Pleasanton. Additionally, a 7-Eleven mini market is an
eyesore to our developing downtown. We do not want First Street to look like every other strip
mall lined avenue in America. Downtown merchants have been working hard to make our
downtown an attractive destination to shop and dine. We would like to see the council and
planning commission concentrating on downtown growing and enhancing our city's image. A 7-
Eleven market is a detriment to that goal. Further, the mini market will likely harm the existing
business at Cole's and the other liquor store already on First Street.

The notice does not address the clean up caused by the gas station tanks leaking into the ground
surrounding the station. That cleanup is long overdue and also needs to be addressed
immediately. We would also like to see the corner made more attractive as it is one of the main
entrances to Main Street.

We strongly disagree with the plan to modify the station to accommodate more parking and a 7-
Eleven. This addition would affect the quality of life in the surrounding neighborhoods and

Pleasanton.

We ask that the council vote against the development, modification and re-zoning of that site to
make way for a 7-Eleven convenience store and gas station.

Sincerely,

Kelly and Mark Bosuego

Homeowners at

Pleasanton, CA 94566
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Please support us to build a new 7-11

| convenience store at this site (4191 1st st,
Pleasanton, CA), create more jobs, and
upgrade our new dispensing pumps.

Your Support is Greatly Appreciated!
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Please support us to build a new 7-11
convenience store at this site (4191 1st st,
Pleasanton, CA), create more jobs, and
Jpgrade our new dispensing pumps.

Your Support is Greatly Appreciated!

Printed Name Signature Address
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FPiease support us o build a new 7-11
convenience store at this site (4191 1st st,
Pleasanton, CA), create more jobs, and
upgrade our new dispensing pumps.

Your Support is Greatly Appreciated!
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Jlease support us to build a new 7-11
convenience store at this site (4191 1st s,
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upgrade our new dispensing pumps.

Your Support is Greatly Appreciated!
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Please support us to build a new
convenience store at this site (4191 1st s,
Fleasanton, CA), create more jobs, and
upgrade our n@w dispensing pumps.

Your Support is Greatly Appreciated!
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Please support us to build a new 7-11
convenience store at this site (4191 1st st
Pleasanton, CA), create more jobs, and
upgrade our new dispensing pumps.
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Your Support is Greatly Appreciated!
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Please support us 10 huild a new 7-11
convenience store at this site (4191 1stst,
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upgrade our new dispensing pumps.
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ARTHUR ROMERO

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT
4320 STEVENS CREEK BLVD, SUITE 285 SAN JOSE, CA 95129

TEL: 408-423-8144 MEMBER OF AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF
Fax: 408-423-8709 CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

MOBILE: 925-998-3001 CALIFORNIA SOCIETY OF CERTIFIED
EMmAIL: artromero@sbcglobal.net R e e e PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

December 3, 2012

Janice Stern, Planning Manager
Planning Division

City of Pleasanton

200 Old Bernal Ave

Pleasanton CA 94566

Grayson Proposal for First St and Vineyard Ave

| am a resident of 4110 Walnut Drive, Pleasanton CA 94566.

Recently, a flyer came in the mail from your office regarding a proposal by a Mr Grayson
to build (apply for a permit) a 7/11 convenience store at the corner of First Street and
Vineyard Ave.

The first thing that came to my mind when | read your flyer was the sight of loitering by
young men in front of this 7/11 store.

This project should be rejected outright for the following reasons:
o Loitering.
e Increase in crime.
e Another opportunity to sell liquor to under-aged minors.

Tnere are many other reasons too numerous tc list. This project if allowed to go through
would be a complete and utter mistake by this City.

The last thing the City of Pleasanton needs is another 24 hour convenience store
especially one located so near residential neighborhoods.

If you have any questions about these reservations please do not hesitate call me at
408-423-8144.

Sincerely,
Art Romero
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U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Community Oriented Policing Services

GOPs Problem-Oriented Guides for Police
Problem-Specific Guides Series

COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLICING SERVICES N 0 49
]

UK. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Robbery of
Convenience Stores

by
Alicia Altizio
Diana York




Center for Problem-Oriented Policing

Got a Problem? We’ve got answers!

Log onto the Center for Problem-Oriented Policing web site
at www.popcenter.org for a wealth of information to help
you deal more effectively with crime and disorder in your
community, including:

www.PopCenter.org

* Web-enhanced versions of all currently available Guides
* Interactive training exercises

* Online access to research and police practices

* Online problem analysis module.

Designed for police and those who work with them to
address community problems, www.popcenter.org is a great

resource in problem-oriented policing.

Supported by the Office of Community Oriented Policing
Services, U.S. Department of Justice.



Problem-Oriented Guides for Police
Guid No. 49

Robbery of Convenience
Stores

Alicia Altizio
Diana York

This project was supported by cooperative agreement
#2004CKWXKO002 by the Office of Community Oriented Policing
Services, US. Department of Justice. The opinions contained herein
are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily represent the
official position of the U.S. Department of Justice. References to
specific companies, products, or services should not be considered
an endorsement thereof by the author(s) or the Justice Department.
Rather, the references are illustrations to supplement discussion of
the issues.

www.cops.usdoj.gov
ISBN: 1-932582-79-7

April 2007
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About the Problem-Specific Guides Series

The Problem-Specific Guides summarize knowledge about

how police can reduce the harm caused by specific crime
and disorder problems. They are guides to prevention

and to improving the overall response to incidents, not to
investigating offenses or handling specific incidents. Neither
do they cover all of the technical details about how to
implement specific responses. The guides are written for
police—of whatever rank or assignment—who must address
the specific problem the guides cover. The guides will be
most useful to officers who:

* Understand basic problem-oriented policing principles
and methods. The guides are not primers in problem-
oriented policing. They deal only briefly with the initial
decision to focus on a particular problem, methods to analyze
the problem, and means to assess the results of a problem-
oriented policing project. They are designed to help police
decide how best to analyze and address a problem they have
already identified. (A companion series of Problem-Solving Tools
guides has been produced to aid in various aspects of problem
analysis and assessment.)

* Can look at a problem in depth. Depending on the
complexity of the problem, you should be prepared to spend
perhaps weeks, or even months, analyzing and responding to
it. Carefully studying a problem before responding helps you
design the right strategy, one that is most likely to work in your
community. You should not blindly adopt the responses others
have used; you must decide whether they are appropriate to
your local situation. What is true in one place may not be true

elsewhere; what works in one place may not work everywhere.

* Are willing to consider new ways of doing police
business. The guides describe responses that other police
departments have used or that researchers have tested. While
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not all of these responses will be appropriate to your
particular problem, they should help give a broader view
of the kinds of things you could do. You may think

you cannot implement some of these responses in your
jurisdiction, but perhaps you can. In many places, when
police have discovered a more effective response, they have
succeeded in having laws and policies changed, improving
the response to the problem. (A companion series of
Response Guides has been produced to help you understand
how commonly-used police responses work on a variety of
problems.)

Understand the value and the limits of research
knowledge. For some types of problems, a lot of useful
research is available to the police; for other problems,

little is available. Accordingly, some guides in this series
summarize existing research whereas other guides illustrate
the need for more research on that particular problem.
Regardless, research has not provided definitive answers to
all the questions you might have about the problem. The
research may help get you started in designing your own
responses, but it cannot tell you exactly what to do. This
will depend greatly on the particular nature of your local
problem. In the interest of keeping the guides readable,
not every piece of relevant research has been cited, nor has
every point been attributed to its sources. To have done so
would have overwhelmed and distracted the reader. The
references listed at the end of each guide are those drawn
on most heavily; they are not a complete bibliography of
research on the subject.

Are willing to work with others to find effective

solutions to the problem. The police alone cannot
implement many of the responses discussed in the guides.
They must frequently implement them in partnership with
other responsible private and public bodies including other
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government agencies, non-governmental organizations,
private businesses, public utilities, community groups,

and individual citizens. An effective problem-solver must
know how to forge genuine partnerships with others

and be prepared to invest considerable effort in making
these partnerships work. Each guide identifies particular
individuals or groups in the community with whom
police might work to improve the overall response to that
problem. Thorough analysis of problems often reveals
that individuals and groups other than the police are in

a stronger position to address problems and that police
ought to shift some greater responsibility to them to do
so. Response Guide No. 3, Shifting and Sharing Responsibility
Jor Public Safety Problems, provides further discussion of this
topic.

The COPS Office defines community policing as

“a policing philosophy that promotes and supports
organizational strategies to address the causes and reduce
the fear of crime and social disorder through problem-
solving tactics and police-community partnerships.” These
guides emphasize problem-solving and police-community
partnerships in the context of addressing specific public
safety problems. For the most part, the organizational
strategies that can facilitate problem-solving and police-
community partnerships vary considerably and discussion of
them is beyond the scope of these guides.

These guides have drawn on research findings and police
practices in the United States, the United Kingdom,
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the Netherlands, and
Scandinavia. Even though laws, customs and police

practices vary from country to country, it is apparent that
the police everywhere experience common problems. In
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a world that is becoming increasingly interconnected, it is
important that police be aware of research and successful
practices beyond the borders of their own countries.

Each guide is informed by a thorough review of the
research literature and reported police practice and is
anonymously peer-reviewed by line police officers, police
executives and researchers prior to publication.

The COPS Office and the authors encourage you to
provide feedback on this guide and to report on your
own agency’s experiences dealing with a similar problem.
Your agency may have effectively addressed a problem
using responses not considered in these guides and your
experiences and knowledge could benefit others. This
information will be used to update the guides. If you wish
to provide feedback and share your experiences it should

be sent via e-mail to cops_pubs@usdoj.gov.

For more information about problem-oriented policing,
visit the Center for Problem-Oriented Policing online at

www.popcenter.org. This website offers free online access

to:

* the Problem-Specific Guides series

* the companion Response Gurdes and Problem-Solving Tools series

* instructional information about problem-oriented policing
and related topics

* an interactive problem-oriented policing training exercise

* an interactive Problem Analysis Module

* a manual for crime analysts

* online access to important police research and practices

* information about problem-oriented policing conferences
and award programs.
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The Problem of Robbery of
Convenience Stores

What This Guide Does and Does Not Cover

This guide begins by describing the problem of
convenience store robbery and reviewing factors that
increase its risk. It then identifies a series of questions

to help you analyze your local convenience store robbery
problem. Finally, it reviews responses to the problem and
what is known about these from evaluative research and
police practice.

Convenience store robbery is but one aspect of the larger
set of problems related to robbery and to commercial
establishments. Although all robbery types share some
common features, convenience store robbery warrants
special attention because convenience stores have special
characteristics. Related problems not directly addressed in
this guide, each requiring separate analysis, include:

* bank robbery

* burglary of retail establishments

* check and card fraud

e false burglar alarms

* gasoline drive-offs

* gun violence

* robbery at automated teller machines
* robbery of taxi drivers

* shoplifting

* street muggings

e theft by emnplovees
¥ POy
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§ The Middle Adantic States (New
Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania)
led the increase in number of stores
(9.8 percent from the previous
year), although all U.S. regions
experienced an increase within the
past year (National Association of
Convenience Stores 2005).

Some of these related problems are covered in other
guides in this series, all of which are listed at the end of
this guide. For the most up-to-date listing of current and

future guides, see www.popcenter.org.

General Description of the Problem
About Convenience Stores

Convenience stores are “retail business[es] with primary
emphasis placed on providing the public a convenient
location to quickly purchase from a wide array of
consumable products (predominantly food and gasoline)
and services.”! There are over 135,000 convenience stores
operating in the United States, and the number continues
to grow.” An estimated 100 million Americans visit a
convenience store on any given day; each convenience
store might serve hundreds, even thousands, of customers
daily.2 Over 80 percent of all Americans, because of

their busy schedules, prefer convenience stores to
superrnarkets.3

Extent of the Problem

Convenience store robberies account for approximately 6
percent of all robberies known to the police.4 Although
this comprises a relatively small percentage of total
robberies, the problem is persistent. Over the last 30
years, there has been little change in the proportion of
convenience store robberies. Nevertheless, convenience
stores in particular locations can be vulnerable to repeat
victimization, especially those types of retailers that have

large amounts of cash, low security, and few staff and
customers likely to resist.’
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The numbers of U.S. convenience store robberies rose
significantly in the 1980s and then declined just as
significantly in the 1990s, a reduction that could be due
in part to the development of better crime prevention
measures in convenience stores,’ many of which are

discussed in the Responses section below. % See the Problem-Solving Tools
Guide on Understanding Risky Facilities

e . A for further discussion of why some
Repeat I/I[:tlmlzatlf)”§ places are more vulnerable to crime
than other similar places.

§ See Problem-Solving Tools Guide
No. 4, Analyzing Repeat Victimization.

Some stores are repeatedly victimized, either by the

same offender or different offenders. Reasons for repeat
victimization vary. A successful robber might return to
rob the same store again or might tell other robbers about
the store. Alternatively, a wide range of robbers might see
the store as particularly attractive or vulnerable.® Media
accounts may actually play up the vulnerability of the
store by reporting successful robberies’ and may glamorize
the crime, giving would-be offenders the notion that those
that “rob with style” don’t get caught.8

Interviews with convicted robbers revealed that they
often selected easy targets assuming that “victims
[busmesses] will not install preventative measures to stop
them.”” One study of convenience store robbery victims
indicates that more than one-half of the respondents
reported subsequent changes in store policy or practice
after a robbery It was also found that a store was most
vulnerable to revictimization within the first few weeks
after the first robbery.11
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§ One study by the Ontario
Convenience Store Associtaton found
that an increase in merchandise
robberies at convenience stores
between 2001 and 2002 was related to
higher cigarette prices, the existence
of illicit markets, and the ease of
disposal (Inkster Group 2004).

§§ See the Problem-Oriented Policing
Guide, Robbery of Taxi Drivers.

Types of Convenience Store Robbery

Convenience stotre robberies are classified according to the
offender’s method of operation:12

e Straight: Demanding money immediately upon entering
a store.

¢ Customer: Demanding money some time after entering
a store and engaging in the act of making a purchase.

Another perhaps less common type is merchandise
robbery,§ which involves the forcible taking of goods
from a store. A higher number of employee injuries are
reported in merchandise robberies, as active resistance and
confrontation are more prevalent in these situations.””

Harms Resulting From Convenience Store Robbery
Physical

Convenience store employees suffer from high rates of
workplace homicide, second only to taxicab drivers. '
Customers can also suffer injury from offender assaults.
Injuries can result from an employee’s active resistance or
from the offender’s misreading the employee’s nervousness
or hesitation as resistance.’”> When faced with an employee
who chooses to actively resist and is in a face-to-face
confrontation, robbers may resort to injuring the worker
to avoid apprehension. Higher injury rates are consistently
found to be correlated with measures employees take during
the robbery.16




*

The Problem of Robbery of Convenience Stores | 5

Economic

Convenience store robberies are not only costly to the
workers victimized but also to the store itself. Costs
include loss of customers who may be deterred from
shopping at a store that has been robbed, leading to a loss
of income from reduced customer sales. Stores can also
experience an increase in workers’ compensation costs and
insurance premiums due to the robbery. Unfortunately,
for those independently owned stores, losses may

be unrecoverable, due to the inability of many small
operations to afford insurance coverage.17 Stores that do
not have insurance coverage may be forced to increase
prices or potentially close. Other less direct costs include
the various criminal justice activities of state and local
governments, including police investigations, prosecutions,
and incarceration and supervision of offenders.'®

The average cost to employers of a single episode of
workplace violence can amount to $250,000 in lost work
time and legal expenses.19 Workplace victimizations
reportedly contribute to a loss of 3.5 days per employee
per crime. Victimization can further limit the ability of
these stores to attract and maintain employees for the
night shifts, particularly in stores that operate 24 hours a
day20 and those with a high volume of cash transactions,
a characteristic of such stores. The combination of
operational expenses and security challenges can be
financially burdensome.?!
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§ Most victims® organizations agree
that immediate intervention and
support after a vicim endures a
robbery is beneficial to the victim’s
recovery, yet statistics show that of the
86,000 robbery victims (irrespective
of location of victimization) in

1991, only 4 percent of the reported
robbery victims were treated by
mental health care providers (National
Center for Victims of Crime 1997).

Psychological

Victim employees can also suffer psychological harm.*
“Secondary victimization” can occur when employers,
managers, employees, or those responding to the robbery
fail to acknowledge the victim’s trauma.” This may result
from not believing the victim’s description of the attack,
discounting the incident, and blaming or criticizing the
victim. Psychological problems resulting from victimization
may not only affect the employee’s subsequent workplace
performance, but also can affect the store’s daily
operations.§

Factors Contributing to Convenience Store Robbery

Understanding the factors that contribute to convenience
store robbery will help you frame your own local analysis
questions, determine good effectiveness measures, recognize
key intervention points, and select appropriate responses.

Research has identified many factors that influence a
robbery’s likelihood or outcome. In some cases, the findings
are inconsistent or contradictory. This may be because it
can be difficult to interpret studies based on small numbers
of stores or difficult to determine if certain store features
influenced the robberies, or were changed in response to
the robberies.”* The factors generally found to contribute to
the incidence of convenience store robberies follow.
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Store Characteristics
Operation hours

Operation hours are by far the strongest factor
contributing to convenience story robbery, particularly
for stores open 24 hours a day.25 Late evening to early
morning hours carry a greater risk of being targeted,
perhaps because fewer people—other customers, police,
or passersby—who might intervene are about.

Interior store layout

Several characteristics of a store’s interior layout can
influence its vulnerability to a robbery. Common among
these is visibility, from two perspectives. First, employees
should be able to see their surroundings, and second,
people outside the store, including police on patrol,
should be able to see into the store.”® Robbers are
deterred by brightly lit stores in which employees and the
store’s cash registers are clearly visible from the street.?’
The height and placement of store displays and shelving
also determine whether there are unobstructed views
inside the store.

Exterior store environment

Visibility is also a factor outside the store. Poorly lit
gasoline islands and parking lots increase the chances of
a robber’s selecting a particular store,?® since employees
cannot see what is occurring outside the store. There

is also a relationship between parking lot size and store

vulnerability in that a large parking area in front of the
store reduces the ability of passersby to provide informal
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surveillance of the store’s interior and exterior.”” The
availability of viable escape routes is also a consideration
in determining whether or not a store is a prime

robbery target. For instance, poorly designed fencing or
landscaping can facilitate a robber’s quick flight from the
store, thereby making the store a mote attractive target.

Location

There may be a relationship between the location and
surrounding environment of a convenience store and
its risk of becoming a robbery target. For instance, one
study found that stores located in shopping complexes
or strip malls had fewer robberies than those not in
more concentrated commercial settings.30 A study of
robberies at service stations and pharmacies produced
similar ﬁndings.31 According to another study, stores in
neighborhoods with older buildings and structures, close
to graffiti and subsidized housing, and not located in a
shopping center showed an increased risk of robbery.32

Convenience store type

Convenience stores can be distinguished from other retail
establishments by the hours they operate, store size,

and products sold. Most are open every day until late in
the evening, with some open 24 hours a day. Some are
corporate franchises, others are independently owned.
Single-store businesses that are owned and operated as a
one-store business or franchise dominate the market.>’

There are generally six convenience store formats. Each

is categorized by the size of the store and the products it
sells, as shown in Table 1.3




Table 1 Convenience Store Types
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Type Size Typical Parking
Products

Kiosk < 800 sq. ft. Gasoline and Usually only at
“fast-moving” the pumps
items (tobacco,
beverages, snacks,
and confectioneries)

Mini 800 to 1200 sq. ft. Limited grocery At the pumps and
selection some with striped
(predominantly parking
prepared sandwiches)

Limited 1,500 to 2,200 sq. ft. | Broader product mix | Striped parking

selection and added prepared | (with extended
foods (hot dogs, hours)
nachos, popcorn)

Traditional | 2,400 to 2,500 sq. ft. | Expanded product Six to 12 parking
mix (including dairy, | spaces and
bakery, snack foods, | pedestrian access
and beverages)

Expanded | 2,800 to 3,600 sq. ft. |Traditional product | 10 to 20 marked
mix parking spaces

Hyper 4,000 to 5,000 sq. ft. |Can include a bakery, | Multiple parking
restaurant area, or a | spaces (usually
pharmacvy larcer than the

pPrigiidacy

RS A IS S

expanded store)
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Risk of robbery based on a variety of administrative

and environmental factors has been proposed. For
instance, stores with gas pumps, sometimes referred to as
convenience gas stations, are less likely to be robbed than
stores without purnps.35 Another study has found that
independent stores less than two years old were at higher
risk for robbery than older stores that are company owned
and operated.36

Ownership

The security and crime prevention measures convenience
store owners employ vary considerably with the type
and structure of ownership. 7-Eleven, Inc. has its own
security department, policies, and employee crime-

e M 1 7 (13 b2
prevention training program.”” A “mom and pop” owned
establishment would likely have very few resources and
less access to current techniques.

Staff number

Several studies have evaluated the presence of two or
more clerks to reduce the risk of robbery. The findings
have been inconsistent, and are highly debated.®® The 1986
Gainesville, Florida studies concluded that the number

of clerks on duty was a strong predictor of robbery
potential.39 However, a review of convenience store
robberies by the National Association of Convenience
Stores in 1997 did not support this conclusion.*

Cash-control procedures

The handling and storage of cash has a significant
influence on the targeting of stores for robbery. The
Athena Research Corporation studies of armed robbers in
1985 and 1995 have shown that “80 percent of potential
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robbers can be deterred if a convenience store limits the
amount of money kept in its cash register.”41 There are

a number of cash-control units available to retailers that
have both a drop safe and money dispenser, with various

§ One study found that ¢h
i o y found that there was
access methods. Again, both the ability to purchase such

approximately a “sevenfold increase

units and the implementation of strict cash protocol in the tisk of a worker being killed
. in workplaces that allowed guns,”
depend on the ownership type and structure. implying that workplaces that

respond to a prior experience with

crime by allowing firearms may
Nancy Leach actually be creating a greater risk
for workplace homicide by allowing
weapons on the premises (Loomis,

Marshall, and Ta 2005).

§§ Although some researchers
believe that limiting cash on hand to
less than $100 could reduce robbery
= _ P - risk and injury rates, other research
A strict cash control protocol can significantly has found that limiting cash and

reduce the chances a store will be targeted by escape routes can force a robber to
potential robbers. take greater risks, thereby potentially

increasing employee injury rates.
Other suggestions include installing a

Incident response policies visible drop safe to allow for natural
surveillance throughout the store

(Faulkner, Landsittel, and Hendricks
Employers’ policies, particularly about firearms in the 2001).

workplace,” and various administrative and environmental
measures have an impact on workplace violence

and homicide rates.*? Furthermore, the combination

of inexperienced employees and inadequate training
procedures can contribute to higher victimization rates.
One multistate study found that cletks’ behavior might
be the most significant factor in determining the extent
of injuries during a robbery.** For instance, injury can be
caused by two different offender assaults: the blitg attack,
which catches the victim by surprise and is unprovoked by

43

the victim or another, and the response to perceived resistance,
which can result from either misreading the employee’s

nervousness as resistance, or wanting to get in and out of
the store as quickly as possible.45 Employees can, in turn,
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employ certain behavior to keep themselves safe. This
includes following the offender’s instructions, staying calm
and quiet, avoiding eye contact, not making any sudden
movements, remaining inside the workplace, not attacking
the offender, while making mental notes to provide to the
police regarding the offender’s physical description.46

Offender Characteristics

Like robbers in general, most convenience store robbers
are male (95 percent) with about two-thirds of them
under the age of 2547 They are often impulsive and
opportunistic, and do limited planning before attempting
the actual robbery. Most are seeking quick cash, often to
buy drugs. A high proportion report that they were under
the influence of alcohol and/or drugs while committing
the robbery.48

Serial robbers, particularly those that victimize the same
location on more than one occasion, appear to be more
professional, even determined, in their approach. They
are significantly more likely to carry a gun, to have been
in prison before, to wear a disguise, and to choose a
specific time for the robbery. They are also more likely to
be violent and cause a higher rate of employee injury.49
Their; 0robberies display distinct geographical patterns over
time.

Since it has been found that certain stores are more
vulnerable to repeat victimization, we can conclude
that robbers are selecting those stores because of the
opportunities they offer for successful completion of

a robbery.” Offenders prefer areas in or near their
neighborhoods, thus increasing the risk for those stores
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in areas where many offenders live.”> However, many
factors may affect offender decisions. For example, since
offenders commonly use guns in convenience store
robberies, some offenders looking for quick cash may
think that a weapon overcomes any other obstacles to
carrying out the crime. Novice offenders might be less
likely to differentiate between low-risk and high-risk
targets.53 Robbers commonly consider escape routes an
important factor in selecting a target.

Time Patterns

To limit the risk of apprehension, robbery offenders
generally operate at night, when concealment is more
likely. Convenience store robberies have been found to be
consistent with this time pattern. One study of robberies
in 30 Leon County, Florida convenience stores over a
four-year period found significant correlations not only
to time but also to day of the week, and month. Fifty
percent occurred between 10 PM and 12 AM, generally
times when business traffic is minimal. Three days
(Friday, Saturday, and Sunday) accounted for 60 percent
of the robberies. More than 50 percent occurred between
November and February, consistent with findings that
property crimes occur more frequently during winter
months.>
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Understanding Your Local Problem

The information provided above is only a generalized
description of convenience store robbery. You

must combine the basic facts with a more specific
understanding of your local problem. Analyzing the local
problem carefully will help you design a more effective
response strategy.

Your analysis should examine the different risks evident
in the stores, and be particularly focused on repeat
victimization. Gathering information is labor-intensive
and detailed. The more standardized your department’s
information-gathering process, the more opportunity
you have to understand your robbery problem and reach
conclusions.

Stakeholders

In addition to criminal justice agencies, the following
groups have an interest in the convenience-store robbery
problem and should be considered for the contribution
they might make to gathering information about the
problem and responding to it:

* local business associations (e.g., chambers of
commerce)

* convenience store associations

* state and federal workplace safety agencies

* worker’s compensation agencies

* insurance companies

* convenience store corporation loss-prevention
~ departments

*  private security firms.
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Asking the Right Questions

The following are some critical questions you should
ask in analyzing your particular problem of convenience
store robbery, even if the answers are not always readily
available. Your answers to these and other questions will
help you choose the most appropriate set of responses
later on.

Since environmental details are particularly relevant to this
type of crime, it is important to listen carefully to victims’
description of the robbery. You can collect pertinent
information by asking victims incisive questions about the
setting and circumstances of the crime.

It 1s also crucial to interview as many apprehended
offenders as possible to find out how they make their
decisions. See Problem-Solving Tools Guide No. 3, Using
Offender Interviews to Inform Police Problem-Solving, for further
guidance on gathering information from offenders.

Offenses
* How many convenience store robberies have
occurred?

*  What is the ratio of attempted robberies to
completed robberies?

* What proportion of robberies (and attempts) is
reported to police? If some robberies are not
reported to police, why?

* What proportion of robberies have been repeat
robberies (occurring at the same convenience store)
within the past year? 7 - -

*  What is the typical length of time between repeat
robberies?

* How long do robbers take to complete the robbery?
Do they use a “straight” or “customer” approach
(as described above)?
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How do employees react to robberies?

What types of weapons are used, if any? Have any
injuries resulted?

How many employees and customers are typically
present in the store during robberies?

What are the usual escape routes or methods?
How much money or merchandise is typically
stolen?

What other financial costs do convenience stores
incur from robberies (e.g., repair costs, lost
business, insurance premium increases)?

Offenders

- careful casing of the store, by prior visits as a

Are there many different offenders involved in the
robberies, or is a small group of prolific offenders
responsible?

How many of the prolific offenders have records
for committing store robberies? How many have
recently been released from prison?

How much planning do offenders do?

Do offenders work in gangs? How many offenders
are in the gangs?

Do offenders belong to any particular ethnic,
occupational, or other group?

What proportion of offenders are juveniles?

Are offenders under the influence of drugs or
alcohol while committing robberies?

What proportion of offenders commits robberies
primarily to support a drug or alcohol habit?
Do offenders appear to be familiar with the
premises robbed? If so, how do they get the
information (e.g., from complicit employees, by
customer, by prior robberies at that store)?

Do employees recognize offenders as familiar to the
location?




*

18 | Robbery of Convenience Stores

* How do offenders get to the stores? On foot? In

vehicles?
* Are offenders drawn to the area by robbery
§ For more information on crime .. £ h i 1
mapping tools, see . / opportunities or for some other reason (e.g,, illega

software.asp drug markets)?
Targets

*  Which types of convenience stores are most at risk
of robbery? What types are at least risk?

*  Which stores are being robbed repeatedly? What do
high-risk stores have in common with one another?
How do they differ from low-risk stores?

* How long have high-risk stores been in business?

* How big are the stores? Are they part of a larger
chain? If so, how does the robbery experience vary
among stores in the chain? How does it compare
with that of similar stores in other chains?

*  What time do the stores close?

* Is the property isolated? Is lack of natural
surveillance a contributory factor?

*  What proportion of stores has gas pumps?

¢ What site features facilitate robbery? Corner
location? Rear access?

» Is there evidence of collusion between staff and
robbers?

Locations/Times
*  When do robberies usually occur (time of day, day
of week, month or season of year)?
*  What is the nature of the surrounding
neighborhood?
*  Where do events concentrate? Are they clustered

near major roads? Near known drug markets?

(Computerized crime mapping can facilitate robbery
analysis.56’§)
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Current Responses

What is the clearance rate for convenience store
robberies?

What security measures have the stores taken to
prevent robbery?

Do store employees follow correct cash-handling
and other robbery prevention procedures?

What robbery prevention measures, if any, are
mandated by law? To what extent are those
mandates inspected and enforced?

What training or robbery prevention information
is provided to store owners, managers, and
employees?

Measuring Your Effectiveness

Measurement allows you to determine to what degree
your efforts have succeeded, and suggests how you
might modify your responses if they are not producing
the intended results. You should take measures of your
problem before you implement responses, to determine
how serious the problem is, and affer you implement
them, to determine whether they have been effective.
All measures should be taken in both the target area and
the surrounding area. For more detailed guidance on
measuring effectiveness, see the Problem-Solving Tools
Guide, Assessing Responses to Problems: An Introductory Guide
Jor Police Problem-S olvers.

The following outcome measures can be useful in

assessing whether your responses have impacted the

convenience store robbery problem:

fewer reported convenience store robberies and
related calls for service
fewer repeat victims and offenders
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fewer robbery-related financial losses and insurance
claims

fewer business closures resulting from robberies
fewer or less-severe injuries of employees and
customers resulting from robberies

greater perception of safety among store owners,
employees, customers, and the community at large.

In addition, the following process measures might provide
some indication of the degree to which selected responses
are being properly implemented:

higher proportion of stores following standard
security practices, installing security devices, and/or
using guard services

higher proportion of store personnel formally
trained in crime prevention.
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Responses to the Problem of Robbery
of Convenience Stores

Analysis of your local problem should give you a better
understanding of the factors contributing to it. Once
you have analyzed your local problem and established

a baseline for measuring effectiveness, you should then
consider possible responses to address the problem.

The following response strategies provide a foundation
of ideas for addressing your particular problem. These
strategies are drawn from a variety of research studies
and police reports. Several of these strategies may apply
to your community’s problem. It is critical that you tailor
responses to local circumstances, and that you can justify
each response based on reliable analysis. In most cases,
an effective strategy will involve implementing several
different responses. Law enforcement responses alone
are seldom effective in reducing or solving the problem.
Do not limit yourself to considering what police can do:
give careful consideration to who else in your community
shares responsibility for the problem and can help police
better respond to it. The responsibility of responding,

in some cases, may need to be shifted toward those who
have the capacity to implement more effective responses.
(For more detailed information on shifting and sharing
responsibility, see Response Guide No. 3, Shifting and
Sharing Responsibility for Public Safety Problems).
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§ See Problem-Solving Tools Guide
No. 5, Partnering with Businesses to
Address Public Safety Problems and
such Problem-Specific Guides as
Shoplifting and Robbery of ATMs for
further information on police-private
security collaboration.

General Considerations for an Effective Response
Strategy

1. Understanding the ownership, management
structure, and operations of local convenience stores.
To build and sustain a working relationship with the
stores in your locality, you must have this understanding;
Chain stores may have in-house security departments and
specific protocols for crime prevention. This may enhance
a cooperative effort to prevent robberies, but individual
store managers may not have the authority to directly
implement certain measures. Single-owner establishments
will be generally unrestricted in their potential responses
ot partnership with the police, but will have fewer
resources to devote to security and crime prevention. The
convenience store industry as a whole may not support all
police recommendations for security measures.

Understanding the operations, community context, and
interpersonal dynamics of these businesses allows you to
more effectively implement the specific responses below.
For example, a sole owner who has used a weapon to
scare a would-be robber may require a different approach
and response than the store that employs 18-year-olds
with little experience for late-night shifts.

2. Collaborating with private security. Creating
structures and programs that encourage routine
collaboration between police and private security can
facilitate convenience store robbery prever1tior1.57’§ Police
might coordinate or facilitate convenience stores’ adoption
of specialized robbery prevention concepts and programs.
For example, police might promote the application of

the principles and methods of crime prevention through
environmental design, which aims to reduce crime by
controlling the retail business environment through natural
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surveillance, access control, and boundary definition.”®$

Although implementing the specific measures would
primarily be the retailer’s responsibility (see retailer
responses below), models such as this can be integrated
into a local police or private security ctime prevention
strategy.

3. Targeting repeat victims. Certain convenience stores
in your locality are more likely to be robbed than others.%
When the concentration of crimes at a few places is
relatively stable over time, it is likely that something about
those few places facilitates crimes and something about
most places that prevents crimes.”” A study of police
responses to armed robbery by the U.K. Home Office
found that there is a period of time after an incident (up
to three months) when the target is most vulnerable to a
repeat attack. Swift analysis and follow-up to robberies

is important to limit or minimize the chance of repeat
robberies, and responding to repeat victimization is
effective in a number of ways. These include identifying
the vulnerabilities of a given target, thereby assisting in
the protection of likely targets from future robberies. ¢

4. Reevaluating responses consistently. Responses to
convenience store robberies may not always withstand
changing times and circumstances. One study of
convenience store robberies in Tallahassee was reexamined
to identify changes, if any, in a number of environmental
and other factors that influenced their robberies. The
follow-up study found that several high robbery-risk
stores had experienced declines, and some low-tisk stores
had considerable increases. The researchers concluded
that “robbery prevention strategies lose their effectiveness
over time and must be constantly upgraded.”(’1 You
should review robbery prevention strategies periodically,
modifying them as appropriate to respond to offenders
who consistently test the limits of measures in place.

§ See the Problem-Solving Tools
guide on Using Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design

in Problem-Solving for further
information.

8 This is the so-called “80/20”

rule: that crime tends to be heavily
concentrated in a relatively small
percentage of places, against a
relatively small percentage of
victims, and by a relatively small
percentage of offenders. See Crime
Analysis for Problems-Solvers (Clarke and
Eck 2005).

8§ A given store’s vulnerability can
unfortunately result from media
accounts of a successful robbery,
absent any publicity of increased
security measures. Incarcerated
robbers believe that a victimized
business will not install preventive
measures (Gill and Pease 1998).
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§ For further information on
situational crime prevention

techniques, see www.popcenter.
i hun.

5§ 1n April 1998, OSHA issued its
Recommendations for Workplace 1Violence
Prevention Programs in Late-Night Retail
Establishments, marking the first time
it explicitly sanctioned specific retail
crime prevention measures. For
additonal information on OSHA
recommendations, see www.osha.

888 1n a study of convenience stores
in Austin, Texas, it was found that
the process of installing brighter or
additional lighting in store lots could
be burdensome. It involves hiring
an electrical technician, preparing
estimates, and obtaining a permit
(LaVigne 1994).

§988 The Starbucks chain
implemented a security model that
includes moving the store safe to
the street-front sales area, taking
advantage of natural surveillance
from the glass windows (I>’Addario
2001).

Specific Responses To Reduce Convenience Store
Robbery

Retailer Responses

The following responses are rooted in situational crime
preverltiorl.(’z’§ These responses are voluntary in some
jurisdictions and mandated by law in others. Legislation
requiring the implementation of security measures may affect
the likelihood of convenience store robberies.3 7-Eleven,
Inc. implemented many of these measures, maintaining that
their implementation contributed to a 70 percent reduction in
robberies over 20 years.63 Local governments should ensure
that their licensing and permitting regulations and procedures
do not discourage sensible crime prevention measures. 5

5. Maximizing natural surveillance. Employees should
have an optimal view of the entrance and interior of the
store. This involves having adequate interior and exterior
lighting, unobstructed views into the store, and strategic
placement of the cash register. Sandwich boards ot
unobtrusive banners are preferable to window signage if
local regulation permits such.® Low-profile display units
allow clearer customer observation. Natural surveillance of
safes is also desirable.Y This measure increases the tisk of
apprehending the offender.
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§ A state industry association has
appealed the regulations, maintaining
that they may be too expensive for
businesses (Neary 2004).

An unobstructed view of the entrance
and interior of the store provides natural
surveillance that increases the risk of
apprehension for the offender.

6. Having multiple employees on duty during high-
risk periods. The state of Florida, in its Convenience
Business Security Act of 1992, has mandated businesses
that remain open between 11 PM and 5AM to use at
least one of the following security measures: two or
more employees, bullet-resistant safety enclosures, a
security guard, or a pass-through window to conduct
business. Since implementation, convenience store
robbery rates in Florida have dropped significantly. %
New Mexico’s Environmental Improvement Board also
passed regulations for stores open between 5 PM and

5 AM. These include either keeping two employees on
duty, or using alternative precautions (like bullet-resistant
glass) to protect the employee.§ Aside from expense,
such a measure’s effectiveness has been questioned in a
number of studies. For instance, environmental changes
may have influenced the studies with a positive ﬁndjng.66
Also debated is the concern that multiple clerks could
put more staff in danger in the event of a robbery. - : : -
Mandating additional staffing is controversial, and careful
consideration by public policymakers, as well as business
leaders, must be made to weigh its potential for robbery
deterrence against its financial impact.
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§ Offender interviews have found
that their decisions on choosing a
target are strongly influenced by
the proximity of the store to major
and minor roads, and the proximity
to a police station, among others
(Wellford, MacDonald, and Weiss
1997).

§§ Some convenience stores offer
free coffee or food to police officers
to encourage them to stop in more
often, but many police departments
prohibit officers from accepting such
offers.

7. Controlling access. This element accounts for the
number of entrances, the door type(s) and placement(s),
and the internal environment’s design. A consistent finding
of studies that interview convenience store robbers is that
escape routes are a key factor to their target selection.
Eliminating or at least limiting potential escape routes by
using fencing or landscaping is highly recommended. 7-
Eleven, Inc. found that it could effectively use fences to
block alleys that would lead to crowded neighborhoods,
and bushes to limit other footpaths that might provide

an easy getaway.67 Avoiding the use of concealed access
or escape routes 1s also recommended. This measure
increases the potential offenders’ effort.

8. Establishing territoriality. The store’s location within
the community, area traffic flow, signs and advertisements,
and design elements that empower the employee (such

as bulletproof barriers) are components of this element.
Although a retailer is not likely to change the store
location, being aware of the neighborhood’s patterns and
characteristics allows the store to tailor its controllable
environment.’ For instance, stores in high-crime areas
should discourage loitering by the lighting and design of
the exterior and parking area.

9. Promoting legitimate activity. Activities designed
to increase the presence of legitimate customers and
encourage good customer behavior also increase the
risk to offenders by essentially extending guardianship
of the location. Offering free coffee, for instance, could
be used to invite legitimate late-night traffic.®®% This

is chiefly important for convenience stores that do not
have the increased traffic and visibility of those with gas
pumps. Conversely, discouraging stores from attracting
disreputable customers—for example, by selling products
commonly used in the illegal drug trade—can reduce the
routine presence of potential offenders in the store.




*

Responses to the Problem of Robbery of Convenience Stores | 27

10. Training employees. Small operations may benefit
greatly from training and advice offered by the police.
Management of larger stores should offer training
programs for new employees. S Training should include
how to behave during a robbery and how to avoid
violence. By encouraging simple practices in demeanor—
greeting customers and establishing eye contact—clerks
can learn to “put robbers on stage.’ »6% One comprehensive
study of convenience store robberies concludes that “the
behavior of clerks may be the most significant factor in
determining the extent of injury that results during these
robbeties.”’

11. Maintaining store appearance. The general
appearance of a store indicates the employees’ vigilance. A
clean and well-kept store usually means clerks spend time
away from the cash registers; a store appearmg dirty and
disorganized is more likely to be robbed.”!

12. Using cash-control procedures. Cashless
transactions are becoming more common throughout
society, including at convenience stores.’> Even limiting
cash acceptance for certain purchases or at certain

times of day might affect a target’s attractiveness. One
10-year study of convenience store robbers found that
“80 percent of potential robbers can be deterred if a
convenience store limits the amount of money kept in its
cash reglster > There are a number of methods to limit
the amount of cash in a store subject to robbery. % One
is to limit the amount kept in a register and communicate
this policy by posting signs. Keep in mind, however, that
a potential offender looking for drug or fast money at the
first opportunity may not be dissuaded by signs that state
cash on hand is limited.

§ 7.Eleven’s training is offered to

all employees in a two-day session
incorporating presentations, a
handbook, and role-playing exercises.
Issues covered include robbery
deterrence, violence avoidance,
loitering, physical assault, gang
activity, and general emergency
procedures (Lins and Erickson
1998).

§§ As mentioned previously, some
offenders are not dissuaded by the
prospect of small amounts of cash.
With the popularity of crack cocaine,
a cheap drug of choice, offenders
are willing to take risks for even
small sums (Bellamy 1996).
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In addition, the use of cash-control units (also known
as drop safes) can allow secure management of the cash

on hand. The units have a safe for clerks to deposit
§ For a further assessment of the

effectiveness of CCTY, see Response cash perlf)dJca?ly, W.lth access controlled by keys.and /ot
Guide Nod, Video Surveillance of personal identification numbers (PINS). The unit opens
Public Places.

or dispenses cash on a delay, which is likely to deter an
anxious robber.”* Tt is possible that the lack of availability
of cash might result in robbers’ shifting their focus to

the taking of merchandise, but if robbers are looking for
quick cash such displacement would be unlikely.

13. Installing cameras and alarms. This response has
received mixed reviews in studies of its effectiveness as a
crime prevention te:chnique.§ Examples of devices include
CCTV or still cameras, and alarm systems with both fixed
and remote activator devices. The presence of CCTV
monitors, clearly visible near cash registers, as well as signs
that state that surveillance equipment is in use, have been
found to have some deterrent effect by increasing the
robber’s risk of identification.”” Some stores have taken
this a step further by using interactive surveillance with
central monitoring. New developments in CCTV in the
1990s have resulted in a second generation of systems
that is not only superior in technology, but also eliminates
deficiencies in surveillance’s human element. For example,
digital systems can be programmed to recognize in finite
detail any movements that can alert the worker to a
potential robbery situation, without the need for human
monitoring.76 Both fixed and remote alarm activators have
been effective for this wotrkplace environment. 7-Eleven’s
alarm system uses telephone lines to transmit signals to a
remote monitoring station. Store employees carry alarm
activators on their belts or in pockets.77 Althoug-h’ the
preventive effect of CCTV is questionable, there is no
question that quality images are useful in the identification
and apprehension of offenders. This measure can be

of significant value, particularly if a gun is used, since
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nervous clerks may not be able to provide an accurate
offender de:scription.§

Nancy Leach

The presence of video monitors has
been found to have some deterrent
affect by increasing the robber’s risk of
identification.

Police Responses

14. Providing robbery prevention and awareness
training. Police are in a prime position to guide
businesses in crime prevention. They are typically the first
point of contact after a robbery, and can be particularly
helpful to small businesses that may have limited access
to other programs and that rely more heavily on police
to guide their response. Police can be particularly helpful
in training employees to be smart observers and, if
necessary, effective witnesses. Suggestions on protocol
such as maintaining eye contact with customers (robbers
do not want to be identified) and moving away from

the sales counter when no one is waiting (robbers will
perceive that it will take them longer to demand money
from the register) are examples of fraim'ng tips offered.
Tools such as a height strip can be distributed to mount
to the door, giving the employee a means to estimate the
height of a fleeing robber. %

§ Reports from the Hillsborough
County (Florida) Sheriff’s Office
indicated an almost 90 percent
clearance rate for stores equipped
with hidden 35 mm cameras
(Bellamy 1996).

§a police department in
Edmonton, Alberta developed a
Robbery Awareness Education Kit
to introduce training to retailers
(Alberta Minister’s Committee to
Promote Health and Safety 2000).

58S The San Bernardino, California
police offer a four-hour training class
to businesses on crime prevention.
In addition to distribudng tools

like the height strip, the class also
identifies other information retailers
should collect during a crime (Berry
2004).
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§ Scored categories include

such items as visibility into the
store, adequate entrance lighting,
prominent “No Loitering” signs, and
low shelf height.

15. Inspecting convenience stores for compliance
with robbery prevention measures. Obviously, robbery
prevention recommendations are effective only if properly
implemented. Police might assume responsibility for
regularly inspecting convenience stores to determine
whether they have adopted either mandatory or voluntary
robbery prevention measures. In response to an increased
trend in robberies, the San Bernardino Police Department
implemented the Crime-Free Business Program in 2004.
Police community service officers perform periodic
inspections of convenience stores and other businesses
and evaluate the businesses for their use of crime
prevention measures in 28 categories.§ Although this
particular program and compliance with the inspections
are voluntary, the city has seen a reduction in commercial
robberies.”®

16. Enforcing prohibitions on loitering outside
convenience stores. Where local law enables police to
do so, enforcing prohibitions against loitering outside
convenience stores reduces opportunities for potential
robbers to plan a robbery by watching the routines of
store clerks and customers. Police might enforce loitering
or trespassing statutes or ordinances. Laws that prohibit
loitering (and panhandling) near ATMs, for instance, give
police authority to keeg opportunistic offenders away
from potential victims. K

_____ Nancy Leach

Enforcing prohibitions against loitering
outside convenience stores reduces
opportunities for potential robbers to
watch the routines of store clerks and
customers.
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Responses With Limited Effectiveness

17. Conducting robbery stakeouts. Robbery stakeouts
have police lie in wait to trap an offender, hiding in

a convenience store’s back room or closet. Police § “People are present” factors
d d d h iderabl include perceived police presence
epartments would need to have considerable resources in the area and the proximity (of
to be able to sustain the number of officers needed to the store location) to a police
await possible robberies in various locations over a long station. These ranked as moderately
; ) important by the offenders, while
time. Moreover, the resultant armed confrontations would window locations, time, lighting,
heighten risks for police officers and store employees. and cashier locations ranked at the
bottom of the scale (Petrosino and
Brensilber 2003).

18. Increasing police patrols. Because it takes a
relatively short time to complete a convenience store
robbery, the chances of thwarting one by increased patrols
is not likely. In fact, a number of studies have concluded
that increased police &)atrols are not particularly effective
at preventing crime.®” The same is true for apprehending
an offender once a robbery is reported; the quick nature

of the crime makes immediate response and apprehension
unlikely.®'

19. Maintaining a consistent police presence.
Although a reliable police presence likely deters any
potential crime, it is difficult for most police agencies to
ensure a consistent police presence around any particular
store, given competing police responsibilities. If a police
agency 1s willing and able to provide a consistent presence
in and around convenience stores, there is research
evidence that doing so can be effective. Offenders
interviewed in one study consistently ranked “people

are present” factors, particularly referring to police,
higher than certain environmental factors in their target
selection.’ Crow and Bull’s study of 7-Eleven stores in
1975 encouraged “visits from police” as one prevention
strategy to significantly reduce robberies.®* A multistate
study of such robberies concluded that improving police




*

32 | Robbery of Convenience Stores

presence and response is more critical than the store’s
environmental factors.®> In addition, offender interviews
have revealed that police presence is the most influential

§7.m1 I rts that it b . . .. . 4
Ty G teports At s tactor in their decision to pick a target.8

received “rave reviews from police
organizations and city governments

that have participated in the 20. Establishing satellite facilities. This takes
program.” There are currently more li f her b ki li

than 200 PCNCs in 100 cities in 18 police presence a step further by making police a more
states (7-Eleven, Inc. n.d). permanent fixture inside convenience stores. This

response is more resource-sensitive than most and may
not be financially feasible for some police agencies or
otherwise justifiable given competing demands for police
presence elsewhere in communities.

7-Eleven, Inc. has established a particular program for

its stores called the Police Community Network Centers
(PCNCs). They work with local police departments to
install either a workstation inside the stores or an office or
trailer adjacent to it. It is clearly identified, and includes a
dedicated telephone, workspace and storage, and display
areas for crime prevention literature.®
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Appendix: Summary of Responses to
Robbery of Convenience Stores

The table below summarizes the responses to robbery of
convenience stores, the mechanisms by which they are
intended to work, the conditions under which they ought
to work best, and some factors that should be considered
before a particular response is implemented. It is critical
that you tailor responses to local circumstances and that
you can justify each response based on reliable analysis.
Remember, in most cases an effective strategy will involve

implementing several different responses because law
enforcement alone is seldom effective in reducing or
solving the problem.

Response | Page No. | Response How It Works | Works Best If... | Considerations
No.
General Considerations for an Effective Response Strategy
1. 22 Understanding Tailors the ...the Independent
the ownership, responses to the [management stores, not tied to
management stores’ particular | structure is rigid commercial
structure, and needs and cleatly defined guidelines, may
operations of resources and information | not have the
local convenience is available to financial backing
stores police to implement
security changes;
industry associations
may oppose
recommendations
2. 22 Collaborating Enhances ...police and Well suited for
with private likelihood ptivate security | municipalities with
security that effective recognize their large number of
responses will be | respective retailers
implemented legitimate
B T ' 1 interésts -




*

34 | Robbery of Convenience Stores

and improves
future responses

strategies and
are willing to
reconsider past
responses

Response | Page No. | Response How It Works Works Best If... | Considerations
No.
3. 23 Targeting repeat | Focuses ...analysis Media reports
victims attention on of repeat may contribute
highest-risk victimization to repeat
locations, is timely and victimization
increasing accurate by spotlighting
likelihood of a store’s
improving vulnerability
protection of
those stores
4, 23 Reevaluating Refines ...decisionmakers | Stakeholders will
responses understanding of |are constantly advocate a vatiety
consistently past responses researching new | of changes based

on their respective
interests

Specific Responses to Reduce Convenience Store Robbery

Maximizing
natural
surveillance

Increases
robbers’ risk
of detection
by optimizing
visibility of key

areas

...views into and
within the store

are unobstructed
by signs, displays,

ctc.

Placement of
safes and cash
register can
enhance ability for
observation

Having multiple
employees on
duty during
high-risk periods

Deters potential
offenders
because they
would have
more difficulty
controlling more
than one victim

...local robbery
patterns clearly
identify high-risk
periods

Increases costs to
stores; likely to
require legislation
due to industry
opposition;
effectiveness

debated

Retailer Responses
5. 24
6. 25
7. 26

Controlling
access

Limits offenders’
opportunity to
escape quickly,
which may

deter offenders
altogether

...number of
entrances/exits
are limited,
and exterior
environment
provides some
obstacles to a
quick escape

Difficult for
stores to balance
easy access for
customers with
obstructed access
for potential
robbers
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Response | Page No. | Response How It Works | Works Best If... | Considerations
No.
8. 26 Establishing Controlling ...stores are not | Not all territorial
territoriality certain store located near elements are readily
characteristics major roads altered
empowers the or high- crime
employees areas; stores are
over would- near a police
be robbers station
by providing
a logistical
advantage
9. 26 Promoting Increases risk ...stores operate |Free coffee or other
legitimate of detection gas pumps that | promotions can
activity by encouraging | attract traffic at |1invite late-night
steady activity all hours traffic; refusing to
among patrons sell illicit products
and others can reduce presence
of potential
offenders
10. 27 Training A well-trained ...t s Costly in time and
employees staff reduces required for all | possibly dollars;
the vulnerability | employees, with | attracting workers
of a business refresher training | to convenience
by emphasizing | as needed stores for any
methods length of time is
of robbery challenging in itself
deterrence
and violence
avoidance
11. 27 Maintaining Decters potential | ...employees Convenience store
store offenders by spend time away |robbers may not
appearance suggesting that | from registers make this rational
employees are to maintain inference
vigilant against | appearance,
robbery thereby
hindering a quick
robbery
12. 27 Using cash- Limiting cash ...cash policy is | Some offenders
control available to clearly posted either don’t trust
procedures clerks can the posted signs or
dissuade 1dort care if- the———

offenders as
well as minimize
losses

take is limited
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Response | Page No. Response How It Works Works Best If... | Considerations

No.

13. 28 Installing Surveillance ...cameras Costly; quality of
cameras and and security actually record images is key for
alarms equipment that | activity, and best value; may

are in plain sight | employees have | aid identification
to customers fixed and remote | process if
may provide activator devices | eyewitnesses are
deterrence and to sound alarms | panicked
increase risk of
detection

Police Responses

14, 29 Providing Improves ...training is Compliance
robbery stores’ capacity | based on reliable | ensures
prevention to prevent knowledge and effectiveness;
and awareness and respond made available small- operation
training appropriately to | to stores that staff may not

robberies otherwise have have time to
limited access to | attend; gives
training police famiharity
with business and
ownership

15. 30 Inspecting Increases ...there are Standards might be
convenience likelihood that meaningful either mandated by
stores for known effective | consequences law ot voluntarily
compliance measures will be | for failure to agreed to by the
with robbery implemented implement convenience store
prevention effective industry
measures measures

16. 30 Enforcing Minimizes ...stores Valid laws must be
prohibitions on | opportunities cooperate in place
loitering outside | for potential with police in
convenience offenders to plan | enforcement and
stores a robbery prosecution

Responses with Limited Effectiveness

17. 31 Conducting Increases ...police have Resource-
robbery likelihood of specific reliable intensive due to
stakeouts apprehension of |information unpredictability

offenders in the [about a robbery [ of robbery
act attempt and attempts; armed
e o “Tsafety of store -~ | confronfaticns
employees can are risky to police
be assured officers and
employees
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Response | Page No. Response How It Works Works Best If... | Considerations
No.
18. 31 Increasing Periodic ...police can Quick nature
police patrols observation by target repeat of convenience
police will either | victims or store robberies
deter a robbery vulnerable days/ | makes the chance
situation or result | times of apprehension
in apprehending unlikely
an offender
19. 31 Maintaining Deters potential ...presence is Difficult for
a consistent offenders from reliable and police to ensure
police presence | attempting a well-known reliable presence,
robbery to potential given competing
offenders responsibilities
20. 32 Establishing Deters potential | ...location/ Depends
satellite offenders workspace is on resource
facilities through clearly identified | availability;
enhanced as police space requires

likelihood of
police presence

cooperation with
store management
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Recommended Readings

- A Police Guide to Surveying Citizens and Their
Environments, Bureau of Justice Assistance, 1993. This
guide offers a practical introduction for police practitioners
to two types of surveys that police find useful: surveying
public opinion and surveying the physical environment. It
provides guidance on whether and how to conduct cost-
effective surveys.

- Assessing Responses to Problems: An
Introductory Guide for Police Problem-Solvers,
by John E. Eck (US. Department of Justice, Office of
Community Oriented Policing Services, 2001). This guide
is a companion to the Problem-Oriented Guides for Police seties.
It provides basic guidance to measuring and assessing
problem-oriented policing efforts.

» Conducting Community Surveys, by Deborah Weisel
(Bureau of Justice Statistics and Office of Community
Oriented Policing Services, 1999). This guide, along with
accompanying computer software, provides practical, basic
pointers for police in conducting community surveys. The

document is also available at www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs.

- Crime Prevention Studies, cdited by Ronald V. Clarke
(Criminal Justice Press, 1993, et seq.). This is a series of
volumes of applied and theoretical research on reducing
opportunities for crime. Many chapters are evaluations of
initiatives to reduce specific crime and disorder problems.
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 Excellence in Problem-Oriented Policing: The
1999 Herman Goldstein Award Winners. This
document produced by the National Institute of Justice
in collaboration with the Office of Community Oriented
Policing Services and the Police Executive Research Forum
provides detailed reports of the best submissions to the
annual award program that recognizes exemplary problem-
oriented responses to various community problems. A
similar publication is available for the award winners from
subsequent years. The documents are also available at

1 o

» Not Rocket Science? Problem-Solving and Crime
Reduction, by Tim Read and Nick Tilley (Home Office
Crime Reduction Research Series, 2000). Identifies and
describes the factors that make problem-solving effective

or ineffective as it is being practiced in police forces in
England and Wales.

» Opportunity Makes the Thief: Practical Theory
for Crime Prevention, by Marcus Felson and Ronald V.
Clarke (Home Office Police Research Series, Paper No. 98,
1998). Explains how crime theories such as routine activity
theory, rational choice theory and crime pattern theory
have practical implications for the police in their efforts to
prevent crime.

 Problem Analysis in Policing, by Rachel Boba (Police
Foundation, 2003). Introduces and defines problem
analysis and provides guidance on how problem analysis
can be integrated and institutionalized into modern
policing practices.
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- Problem-Oriented Policing, by Herman Goldstein
McGraw-Hill, 1990, and Temple University Press, 1990).
Explains the principles and methods of problem-oriented
policing, provides examples of it in practice, and discusses
how a police agency can implement the concept.

* Problem-Oriented Policing and Crime Prevention,
by Anthony A. Braga (Criminal Justice Press, 2003).
Provides a thorough review of significant policing research
about problem places, high-activity offenders, and repeat
victims, with a focus on the applicability of those findings
to problem-oriented policing. Explains how police
departments can facilitate problem-oriented policing by
improving crime analysis, measuring performance, and
securing productive partnerships.

- Problem-Oriented Policing: Reflections on the
First 20 Years, by Michael S. Scott (U.S. Department of
Justice, Office of Community Oriented Policing Services,
2000). Describes how the most critical elements of
Herman Goldstein's problem-otiented policing model have
developed in practice over its 20-year history, and proposes
future directions for problem-oriented policing, The report

is also available at www.cops.usdoj.gov.

 Problem-Solving: Problem-Oriented Policing in
Newport News, by John E. Eck and William Spelman
(Police Executive Research Forum, 1987). Explains the
rationale behind problem-oriented policing and the
problem-solving process, and provides examples of
effective problem-solving in one agency.
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» Problem-Solving Tips: A Guide to Reducing
Crime and Disorder Through Problem-Solving
Partnerships by Karin Schmetler, Matt Perkins, Scott
Phillips, Tammy Rinehart and Meg Townsend. (U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Community Oriented
Policing Services, 1998) (also available at www.cops.usdoj.
gov). Provides a brief introduction to problem-solving,
basic information on the SARA model and detailed
suggestions about the problem-solving process.

- Situational Crime Prevention: Successful Case
Studies, Second Edition, edited by Ronald V. Clarke
(Harrow and Heston, 1997). Explains the principles and
methods of situational crime prevention, and presents over
20 case studies of effective ctime prevention initiatives.

- Tackling Crime and Other Public-Safety Problems:
Case Studies in Problem-Solving, by Rana Sampson
and Michael S. Scott (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of
Community Oftiented Policing Services, 2000) (also available
at www.cops.usdoj.gov). Presents case studies of effective
police problem-solving on 18 types of crime and disorder
problems.

« Using Analysis for Problem-Solving: A Guidebook
for Law Enforcement, by Timothy S. Bynum (U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Community Oriented
Policing Services, 2001). Provides an introduction for
police to analyzing problems within the context of
problem-oriented policing.

- Using Research: A Primer for Law Enforcement
Managers, Second Edition, by John E. Eck and Nancy G.
LaVigne (Police Executive Research Forum, 1994). Explains
many of the basics of research as it applies to police
management and problem-solving.
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Other Problem-Oriented Guides for Police
Problem-Specific Guides series:

1. Assaults in and Around Bars, 2nd Edition. Michael S. Scott.
2001. ISBN: 1-932582-00-2

2. Street Prostitution, 2nd Edition. Michael S. Scott. 2001.
ISBN: 1-932582-01-0

3. Speeding in Residential Areas. Michael S. Scott. 2001.
ISBN: 1-932582-02-9

4. Drug Dealing in Privately Owned Apartment Complexes.
Rana Sampson. 2001. ISBN: 1-932582-03-7

5. False Burglar Alarms, 2nd Edition. Rana Sampson. 2001.
ISBN: 1-932582-04-5

6. Disorderly Youth in Public Places. Michael S. Scott. 2001.
ISBN: 1-932582-05-3

7. Loud Car Stereos. Michael S. Scott. 2001. ISBN: 1-932582-06-1

8. Robbery at Automated Teller Machines. Michael S. Scott. 2001.
ISBN: 1-932582-07-X

9. Graffiti. Deborah Lamm Weisel. 2002. ISBN: 1-932582-08-8

10. Thefts of and From Cars in Parking Facilities. Ronald V.
Clarke. 2002. ISBN: 1-932582-09-6

11. Shoplifting. Ronald V. Clarke. 2002. ISBN: 1-932582-10-X

12. Bullying in Schools. Rana Sampson. 2002. ISBN: 1-932582-11-8

13. Panhandling. Michael S. Scott. 2002. ISBN: 1-932582-12-6

14. Rave Parties. Michael S. Scott. 2002. ISBN: 1-932582-13-4

15. Burglary of Retail Establishments. Ronald V. Clarke. 2002.
ISBN: 1-932582-14-2

16. Clandestine Methamphetamine Labs, 2nd Edition. Michael S.
Scott. 2002. ISBN: 1-932582-15-0

17. Acquaintance Rape of College Students. Rana Sampson. 2002.
ISBN: 1-932582-16-9

18. Burglary of Single-Family Houses. Deborah Lamm Weisel.
2002. ISBN: 1-932582-17-7

19. Misuse and Abuse of 911. Rana Sampson. 2002.
ISBN: 1-932582-18-5
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. Financial Crimes Against the Elderly.

Kelly Dedel Johnson. 2003. ISBN: 1-932582-22-3

Check and Card Fraud. Graeme R. Newman. 2003.

ISBN: 1-932582-27-4

Stalking. The National Center for Victims of Crime. 2004.
ISBN: 1-932582-30-4

Gun Violence Among Serious Young Offenders. Anthony A.
Braga. 2004. ISBN: 1-932582-31-2

Prescription Fraud. Julie Wartell and Nancy G. La Vigne. 2004.
ISBN: 1-932582-33-9

Identity Theft. Graeme R. Newman. 2004. ISBN: 1-932582-35-3
Crimes Against Tourists. Ronald W. Glensor and Kenneth J. Peak.
2004. ISBN: 1-932582-36-3

Underage Drinking. Kelly Dedel Johnson. 2004. ISBN: 1-932582-39-8

Street Racing. Kenneth J. Peak and Ronald W. Glensor. 2004.
ISBN: 1-932582-42-8

Cruising. Kenneth J. Peak and Ronald W. Glensor. 2004.

ISBN: 1-932582-43-6

Disorder at Budget Motels. Karin Schmerler. 2005.

ISBN: 1-932582-41-X

Drug Dealing in Open-Air Markets. Alex Harocopos and Mike
Hough. 2005. ISBN: 1-932582-45-2

Bomb Threats in Schools. Graeme R. Newman. 2005.

ISBN: 1-932582-46-0

Illicit Sexual Activity in Public Places. Kelly Dedel Johnson. 2005.
ISBN: 1-932582-47-9

Robbery of Taxi Drivers. Martha J. Smith. 2005. ISBN: 1-932582-50-9
School Vandalism and Break-Ins. Kelly Dedel Johnson. 2005.
ISBN: 1-9325802-51-7

Drunk Driving. Michael S. Scott, Nina J. Emerson, Louis B.
Antonacci, and Joel B. Plant. 2005. ISBN: 1-932582-57-6

Juvenile Runaways. Kelly Dedel. 2006. ISBN: 1932582-56-8

The Exploitation of Trafficked Women. Graeme R. Newman.
2006. ISBN: 1-932582-59-2

Student Party Riots. Tamara D. Madensen and John E. Eck.
2006. ISBN: 1-932582-60-6
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People with Mental Illness. Gary Cordner. 2006.
ISBN: 1-932582-63-0

Child Pornography on the Internet. Richard Wortley
and Stephen Smallbone. 2006. ISBN: 1-932582-65-7
Witness Intimidation. Kelly Dedel. 2006.

ISBN: 1-932582-67-3

Burglary at Single-Family House Construction
Sites. Rachel Boba and Roberto Santos. 2006.

ISBN: 1-932582-00-2

Disorder at Day Laborer Sites. Rob Guerette. 2007.
ISBN: 1-932582-72-X

Domestic Violence. Rana Sampson. 2007.

ISBN: 1-932582-74-6

Thefts of and from Cars on Residential

Streets and Driveways. Todd Keister. 2007.

ISBN: 1-932582-76-2

Drive-By Shootings. Kelly Dedel. 2007.

ISBN: 1-932582-77-0

Bank Robbery. Deborah Lamm Weisel. 2007.

ISBN: 1-932582-78-9

Robbery of Convenience Stores. Alicia Altizio and
Diana York. 2007. ISBN: 1-932582-79-7

Response Guides series:

The Benefits and Consequences of Police
Crackdowns. Michael S. Scott. 2003. ISBN: 1-932582-24-X
Closing Streets and Alleys to Reduce Crime: Should

You Go Down This Road? Ronald V. Clarke. 2004.
ISBN: 1-932582-41-X

Crime Prevention Publicity Campaigns.
Emmanuel Barthe. 2006 ISBN: 1-932582-66-5

~ Shifting and Sharing Responsibility for Public Safety | -

Problems. Michael S. Scott and Herman Goldstein.
2005. ISBN: 1-932582-55-X

Video Surveillance of Public Places. Jerry Ratcliffe.
2006 ISBN: 1-932582-58-4
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Problem-Solving Tools series:

* Assessing Responses to Problems: An Introductory
Guide for Police Problem-Solvers. John E. Eck. 2002.
ISBN: 1-932582-19-3

* Researching a Problem. Ronald V. Clarke and Phyllis A.
Schultz. 2005. ISBN: 1-932582-48-7

* Using Offender Interviews to Inform Police Problem
Solving. Scott H. Decker. 2005. ISBN: 1-932582-49-5

* Analyzing Repeat Victimization. Deborah Lamm
Weisel. 2005. ISBN: 1-932582-54-1

* Understanding Risky Facilities. Ronald V. Clarke
and John E. Eck. 2007. ISBN: 1-932582-75-4

Upcoming Problem-Oriented Guides for Police
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Sting Operations
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