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SCHOOL VANDALISM

I Introduction

How serious and significant a problem is vandalism in Ontario
schools? How is vandalism defined and how are acts of vandalism in the
schools currently idéntified? Who is responsible for handling vandalism
when it occurs against school property? What are the existing policies and
methods, and are they appropriate and effective?

These questions elicit a broad range of answers, reflecting a
variety of subjective judgements on the parts of school principals, trustees,
school board administrators, police, academics and parents. Their responses
indicate that vandalism in the schools is a difficult and complicated issue.
Not only is there no agreement as to what constitutes vandalism, lct alone its
causes or extent, it is 2lso difficult to scparate from other issucs such as
vandalism in society gencrally (both to public and private property), the
quality and design of our urban environment, thc role of the adolescent in
society, and changes in community-held values.

Sti11, vandalism has incrcasingly been isolated as an area of con-
cern. For oxample, a large number of rcports and newspaper articles over the
past three ycars have pointed to vandalism as a growing problem in Metro
Torente and its neighbouring municipalities. In 1975 a Hamilton trustee
called for a board of education inquiry into probloms of violence and vandalism
in that city's schools; in April, 1977 2 board of cducation subcormmittee was
formed tc study schocl vandalism. A report on vandalism in Scarborough was
produced by that borough's Recreation and Parks Committee in September, 1976,
and made rccommendations for implemcntation by the schecol board. Both Etcbi-
coke and Morth York now have bcard of education studics in progress. The City
of Mississauga relcasced a comprehensive Task Forcc Report on Vandalism (June
1976) which represented 2 ten month, community-wide effort to deal with tne
problem. Similarly, the Youth Services Network in Hdetropolitan Torunto has
formed a Task Force to look at the entire preblem of vandalism, including
schocl vandalism.

While vandalism in the schocls is undoubtedly bound up with prcblems
outside of the school and school system, it is, in cur view, a2 legitimete
focus of attention. Schools arc self-contained instituticns with clearly
demarcated boundaries; property Jdamage must be paid for from the school board
budget; and, while schools may be targets for vandalism in part because they
aro easily accessible and convenient places where children and adolescents
congregate, they are also presumably special targets with particular symbolic
significance.

Vandalism in the schools is perceived by many as a serious problem in
terms of both dollar cost and as a sccial indicator. Some who have the
American experience in mind and sce vandalism as a significant indicator of
more profound social 111s, view 1t as a problem of potentially crisis propor-
tions. Others stress that precisely because it is a symptom or indicator,
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vandalism in the schools should not be allowed to distract us from the deeper
preblems facing society. Keeping these views in mind, this repcrt begins with
the premise that vandalism in the schocls is one part of a larger problem, but
2 problem worthy of examination nonetheless because it has particular dimensions
and offers opportunities for effective acticn.

The fact is that there is no single answer tc any of the questicns
posec at the beginning of this report. As this Topie will show, each school
board has a different workingc definition of vandalism, a different reporting
prodedure and different policies and methods for handling the problem. Indeed,
the identification of vandalism and the responses vary from school to school
and incident to incident.

; The purpose of this Topic is to assist both decision-makers and the
public to respond intelligently to the vandalism problem by:

1) summarizing what is known about the nature and extent of vandalism
in several large Ontario municipalities

2) summarizing how thcse municipalities are dealing with vandalism
in the schools, and

3) naking recommendations as to how to better promote responsible
behaviour

This brief study is based on the literature on vandalism, on publicly
available reports and on informetion gathered from a series of interviews
with trustees, school principals, school board administrators, policemen and
commnity spokesmen. The school boards of Hamilton, the Regional Municipality

2fuz§c1 and of the six area municipalities in Mctro Toronto were selected for

I1  Causes of Vandalism

A survey of the 1iterature reveal , anre
upon cause of vandalism. s that there is no single agreed

One set of explanations ties the moti 1
a L vation for vandalism to the
Jttigudes ?c}d about the institution of “school®. Students are bored, they
?rﬁ rustrated, and they feel that the goals towards which the school system
s pushing them are neither attainable nor necessarily their own.

For examplc, a study on school vandald a ¢ ad
States Department of Health, Education a asa“ SW i o Unif“ »
turbing truth in Anerican sehools, on and Welfare found this to be the dis

"The most serious aspect of vandalism 1s the sct
that students see school

of messages 1t conveys:

e

as alien territory, hcstile to their ambitions and
hopes; that the student fecls no prida in his school."!

A second cxplanatory theme is that vandalism is a manifestation of
more general social unrest. Vandalism, according to this theme, is due to
adolescent dissatisfaction; it 1s argued that it is the result of the anony-
mity produced by big cities; and it is suggested to be the means by which
middle class youths demonstrate their individuality.

One approach for looking at the causes of vandalism which has gained
general accsptance is a typology put forward by Stanley Cchen in "Politics of
Vandalism". This study demonstrates that each act of vandalism has its
unique motivation in the individual. Cchen submits that the motivations for
vandalism are 1l.play (as in pranks) 2. predatory or acquisitive 3. tac-
tical (that is, political) 4. vindictive 5. malicicus/wanton (as in a
releasc of frustration). This typoloqy is useful from the pcint of view that
it clearly includes motivaticns for 211 acts resultino in property damage
where there is an element of will.,

What is clear is that the causes are complcx human responses which
ara unique to sach vandal and to various situations. Because understanding
the underlying behavioural aspects of acts of vandalism may be a difficult
task (made almest impossible because very few vandals are apprehended), cut of
necessity scheol boards deal with vandalism by treating the symptoms: nonethe-
less, those underlying causes must be kept in mind if vandalism is to be sig-
nificantly reduced.

111 Extent of Vandalism

What is known about the extent of vandalism in the schools? Is it
considered to be a serious problem? Should it be?

The chart, Appendix C, shows the reported costs of vandalism for the
school boards examined. While these figures indicate that the costs of van-
dalism vary greatly from beard to board, they are nct satisfactory indicators
for comparative purposes because they reflect a variety of reporting metheds.
They also do not take into consideration the rate of inflaticn which might
present a very different cost picture when comparing a major item of van-
dalism such as olass. In order to get any picture of what the extent of
vandalism is, 1t is important to understand what each board is reporting.

The actual procedures undertaken to report incidents do not vary
greatly among the boards. Ordinarily, caretakers make damane cor repair reports
to principals and principals are left to finally decide whethor the damage is
due to vandalism. Then principals are required to forward reports to tneir
boards, usually throuch a reaional supervisor. The kay factor which accounts
S“{1thﬁ variation 1s what is considered to bc damage due to an act of van-

altism.

I, H.E.V, Report quotad in Architecture Research Office, Analysis to Reduce

_ Property Damage in Schools, Harvard University, Cambridge; 1975 p. 111-§

2. S, Cohen, "Politics of Vandalism", in New Society, Vol. 12 (December 1968),

pp. 872-878




) e

The Tcronto Board of Education reports 2s vandalism a2ny damage for
which 50% or more of the total damage was the result of a malicious act.
(Thus, for example, painting of bathrcoms where there 1s a great deal of
graffiti might be char?ed to vandalism even though painting is 2 normal
m2intenance procedure.

East York's "vandalism” report is in fact 2 “"summary of equipment
losses (including accompanying vandalism)" report. Glass breakage is noted
separately, 2although nc formal records are kept. The reporting procedure in
the schools demands that all items which need replacement (due to theft or
damage) must be reported, but that otherwise damage costs become part of
gencral maintenance costs. Where damage can be rectifiec by the schocl, it
is never reported as vandalism. A new accounting procedure has been imple-
mented for 1976 which should produce mere detailed reports; still, only large
costs for replacement are 1ikely to be reported, and not more subtle types
cof damage.

The York Board of Education keeps comprchensive reports which they
maintain for insurance reascns. In additi-n to separating glass breakage
from other damage, 211 damage is repcrted to the Board as accidental, careful,
wilful or vandalism (malicious). In order tc have any damage repaired or
equipment replaced, it must be reported.

The Scarborcuch Board of Education keeps reccrd of glass breakage
as an indicator of vandalism. Because it is an objectiv: measurement, it
leaves no room for artitrary decisions, and, while, of course, some glass
breakace is not a result of vandalism, in the longc run, it is considered to
provide a onod indication of the extent of vandalism. Other means of re-
portinc damage are not used because the Beard feels that it is difficult to

isolate vandalism from other causes of damage, althouch a1l damage/replacement
is reported.

In Etobiccke, all damage is supposed to be reported to the Board
of Ecucation as window breakage, malicious camace (defined as intent to do
damage), theft, burglary cr arson. Tocether, these costs are considered to
represent the extent of vandalism.

North York chanced its repertinc procedure in 1976, and for this
reason no earlier data are available. The new procedure provides that any
damage which is the result of malicious mischief is reccrded as vandalism.
The Board has tried to standardize procedures for (ifferentiating between
accidents and vandalism. Thus, for example, 1f one window is broken, it is
considered to be 2n accident, whereas if more than onc is broken, it is re-
corded as vandalism. Similarily, in the case of broken thermostats, where
there is damage around it, it is considered to be vandalism whereas if there
is no damace, it is recorded as an accident.

The Separate School Board of Metrc Toronto includes as vandalism the
COStdOf repairing or replacing 211 damaged property, including damage caused by
accidents. For reporting purposcs, vandalism i1s broken down into glazing,
cffice equipment, building (camage tc internal and external surfaces), audio-
visual equipment, instructional equipment, furniturc and fire.
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The Hamilton Board of Education records any damage which occurs
outside of the school as burglary, vandalism or glass breakage, although all
three categories are considered to be vandalism. Internal damage is reported
in general maintenance, but is not included in any record of vandalism.

The Peel Board of Education considers any damage which is the result
of irresponsible behaviour to be vandalism. As a result, any damage beyond
normal wear and tear is included 2s vandalism costs, at the principal's dis-
cretion.

We can see that the reporting methods differ in terms of the defini-
tion of vandalism and the amount of discretion exercised by principals. In
view of this variation, it is difficult to ascertain the extent of vandalism
in the schools. This is certainly not to suggest that there is 2 hidden
school vandalism crisis. It does suggest that the extent of vandalism is un-
likely to be adequatcly reflected by the extent of reported incidents.

Nonetheless, it is obvious that vandalism is a problem. The re-
ported cost alone in Metro 1s $1,775,200 for 1976 and this takcs no account of
social costs. Educators and police in all of the municipalities (with the
exception of educators in East York) indicated that it is a problem of various
degrees of seriousness. Most educators feel that it is nct an increasing
problem, but rather that it is being more extensively reported than in the past.

At the same time, there is little doubt that society is willing to
accept some cost of vandalism, if only because the cost of prevention at some
point becomes higher than the cost of the damace. Still, unless it can be
demonstrated that the cxtent of vandalism is at that "no return on investment"
pg;nt.din times of education cutbacks, vandalism is a cost which must be
reduced.

IV Reducing Vandalism

A. Approachgs & Mctheds
There seem to be three approaches tow:rds combating vandalism.

The first, and most common approach is to attack symptoms, especially
by setting up detcrrents tc vandalism, such as those suggested by Sections I,
IT and III, Chart 1. It should be noted that these are means of dealing with
vandalism, not solutions to the problem. Ncnetheless, they dc protect the
public investment, raisc the morale of teachers and students, and may help to
improve the climate for learning.

The second approach is to attack the causes of vandalism by re-
ducing the motivation for committing the acts. Examples of this approach are
found in Section IV of the chart which follows:

3 . f




The third and ideal app
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roach is the comprehensive approach dealing

with both symptoms and causes. The outstanding exampie of this approach in

this arca is the
termine what steps were ncede

of Mississauga, it brought toge
Education, the Pecl Recional Police,
agencies and the mediz
studics were conducted using data co
board of education.

adoption

wide visual displ

Citv of Mississauga

to deal with the

Usinc these studies,
commendations which took into account the
vast mjority of vandals remains unknown.
of a standard vandalism damege re
ay to make the community aware of
the introduction of 2 restitution programme whereby

Task Force on Vandalism.

d to reducc he | 1 of dal

Formed to de-

the level of vandalism in the City

ther representatives from the Peel Board of

the business ccmmunity, the social service

fact that the

have to work to repair or repay their damage.

CHART 1

problem of vandalism.
1lected by the regional pelice and the
the Task Force made a series of re-

Background

jdentities of the

These recommendations included the
oort, the development of a city-
the vandalism problem, and

apprehended vandals would

METHOD

PURPOSE

ADVANTAGE

DISADVANTAGE

PURPOSE

EDVANTAGE

DISADVANTAGE

1 PHYSICAL DESIGN

1. 2crylic coating
on windows (1.
g. lexan)

2. windew orills

2 no extericor

windows

4. eliminate orn2-
mentz] work

-reduce 1ikelihood
of vandalism
Freduce cost of
vandzlism

-reduce 1ikel ihood
of vandalism
-recuce cost of
windcws

-orevent vandalism

-reduce cost
-recuce 1ikel ihood
of vandalism

+difficult to break

|
bnot as expensive
2s lexan

brore offective
wvhore windows are
within rexch

bnn windows tO
break

-nct costly
el iminates oppor-
tunity for
vandalism

Lmelts and scratches
casily

Lmore expensive than
glass

a fire

Lgives schocl 2 *jail-
1ike" zppearance

Lcan bc 2 very bleak
2tmosphere for
learning

Lbmay be 2 hazard during

5. eliminate appen-}reduce 1ikelihood

10.

. providing access

dages which
give ready
access to the
roof

outdoor light-
ing; parking
areas; spot
lights in dark
alcoves; street
lighting

fences: allow
access to
children but

not to cars

to drinking
fountains and
washrooms with-
out goina into
building

solid ex-
terior doors
with adequate
hardware

cafeterias

and adminis-
trative offices
should be
visible from
the street

of vandalism

reduces likeli-
hood of vandal-
ism

Freduces likeli-
hood of vandal-
ism

Freduces cost of
vandalism

Lreduces 1ikeli-
hood of vandal-
ism

-reduces cost of
vandalism
~reduces 1ikeli-
hood of vandal-
ism

~reduce 1ikeli-
hood of vandal-
ism

Lprevents access to
building and exterior
eouipment such as air
conditioning motors,
elevator shafts, etc.

-reduces obvious
places for vandal
to hide
-passers-by can sce
targets of vandals

Lreduces chance for
non-students to
enter school grounds
-also, prevents da-
mag2 that can be
done with a car

~children using play-

~around won't be
tempted to break

into building to

use facilitics

-makes access into
building more dif-
ficult

~reduces need to
replace broken
hardware after
halfhearted at-
tempts at ontry

-passers-by can see
most usual target
of vandals

tfacilities them-
selves subject to
vandalism




(d)

systems

clectric de-

tector (infra-

red "1ight"
eam)

sound detector

vibration
detector

high frequency
motion-dctector
(arca filled
with sonic
Wwavcs)

(2) closed circuit

1.Y.

of vandalism
Lto catch vandals

o —————————

roffective

and hidden

and hidden

tivity

ment
tcan spot stay

truders

coing on

gasy to install

teasily installed

Loasily installed

bcan adjust scnsi-

bdotects 211 move-

behinds and in-

{shows exactly what's

|
! METHOD PURPOSE ADVANTASE DISADVANTASE
i
|
| 11. cafeteria Lreduce 1ikelihood pm2kes entry into
: kitchen should | of vandalism kitchen, where
be separated "valuables™ kept
and lockad from more difficult
dininc area
| 12. use damage- Lreduce 1ikelihood pmakes it d?ffi:ult
proof materials | of vandalism | to damage throuch
| carglessncss
I1 SECURITY-LEGAL
1. surveillance Lto reduce 1ikelihood

-gasily detected

-can't be used in
noisy areas or
whore machinery

located

|-can't be used in

|8

arca which vi-
prates due toO
rachinery

-can't use in drafty

araa
-can't use room
while “on"

-hxp‘,nS'iV 2

-need 2 "J’UY’VG” =

"
lancer

e

METHOD PURPQSE ADVANTAGE DISADVANTAGE
(f) switches, tapes, -rzliatle -perimeter
foil, mats -incxpensive protecticn

(a)

(h)

(1)

(J)

rn

(used to set up
circuit when
circuit broken,
alarm rings)

capacitance de-
tector (wire
which radiates
an ¢lectromac-
netic ficld.
Person coming
ncar, datunes
field)

radio-fraquency
motion detector
(RF waves fill
area)

remote door
control

taut-wire
detoctor (use
on top of
fences)

. sions (i.e.

"this school is
patrolled" or
"trespassers
will be pro-
secuted" or "no
$ 1cft in this
school"

-gasy to install
and hide

-janitor can work
in room while "on"

-very penetrating,
therefore, in-
truder can't hide
in cluscts, etc.

-can use anywhere

-saves janitor's
time

-hard to spct
-inexpcnsive

-not enough in
itself

-can't work in
area when "on"
-when used cut-
side, can sct
of f alarm cdue to
passers-by

-needs back-up of
ancther system

_____
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METHOD

PURPOSE

ADVANTAGE

DISADVANTAGE

6. procedures

(a) teachers carry
own keys in-
stead of having
a central key
"board"

(b) keep lights on
in the school
on a rotating

basis at night

(c) all visitors to

main cffice

(d)

mark 211 pro-
perty

111 MAINTENANCE

1. repairs done
quickly

2. remove stones
from schocl
yards

3. student
Janitors

IV POLICY

1. community
invelvement

-reduces 1ikeli-
hood of vandal-
ism

-reduce likeli-
hocd of vandal-
ism

-to reduce likeli-
hood of vandal-
ism

-facilitate recovery

-reduce cost of
vandalism

-recduce likeli-
hood of vandal-
ism

-reduce cost of
vandalism

-to reduce likeli-
hood of vandalism

-no keys to tempt
vandals

-inexpensive way
to make vandal
think somecne is
in the building

-can control access
of non-authorized
persons on school
property

-discourages further
damage

-remcves an oppor-
tunity to break
windows

-student learn cost
of vandalism
-peer pressure

-crecates an atmos-
phere where child
nced not express
his feelings
throuch acts of
vandJdalism

-may create
tensions in
schools where
parents want
direct access
to children

-requires a great
deal of co-oper-

ation and
patience
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METHOD

|  PURPOSE

| ADVANTAGE

\ DISADVANTAGE
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Recrecation and Parks Committee cf the Borough Council, the Board is in the
srocess of integrating 2 "yalues" programme' into existing courses.

The Etobicoke Board of Education has instituted a number of pro-
grammes to reduce vandalism. These include "Operation Brand" -- an effort to
ensure that all Board property is properly marked; "Operation Vigilance" —

a programme to encourage school neighbours to "keep an eye" on school grounds;

security patrols where each location is checked twice every 24 hours; the well-
publicized installation of a surveillance system; night deliveries to schocls;

close co-cparation with the police and a policy of prosecuting all apprehenced

vandals; the usc of lexan windows. A further study on how to deal with vandal-
ism is now underway.

North York Board of Education is also presently looking at ways to
combat vandalism costs. Preventive measures now in effect include: lexan
windows: screens on windows to rooms which contain valuable equipment;
thermostats are covered; outside 1ights have "unsmashable" covers; removal of
implements which allow access to roofs; hard-to-damage wall and ceiling surfaces
as well as bathroom fixtures; 2-3 shifts of caretakers. The Board has instal-
led electronic surveillance equipment in the schools; but, they prefer not to
publicize this as they do not wish to alert vandals. The Board policy is to
prosecute vandals although, as is probably the experience in other school
boards, the principals are reluctant to prosecute, preferring to handle in-
cidents internally and making arrangements for restitution if they can. The
Board is also in the process of setting up 2 "programme" whereby for every
dollar a school saves from vandalism, it can get back 50¢ up to $12,500 to
apply to other special projects.

The Separate School Board of Metropolitan Toronto is using many of
the "standard" preventive techniques. They have installed protective screens
on windows, local intrusion alarms in sensitive areas and electronic surveil-
lance equipment in schocls with high levels of vandalism. Lexan is sometimes
used to replace broken windows. The police are called in when the principal
feels it is warranted (usually when there is a forced entry). Similarly, the
discretion as to when to demand restitution is left to the individual
principal and is rarely invoked.

In an attempt to undarstand and treat the causes of vandalism, the
Board has made a particular effort to ensure that apprehended vandals see
school psychologists.

Like other beards, the Hamilton Board of Education is presently
forming a committee to study further ways of combating vandalism. Preventive
measures which have been taken to date include: the installation of surveil-
lance equipment in almost all of the schools in conjunction with a protection
service which responds to 2ll calls; improved interior and exterior lighting;
the design of new schools with vandalism prevention in mind; the tagging of

1. The Scarborouch Board of Education rejected the idea of instituting a
course on values just 1ike mathematics or history. Instead, the Board
has developed guidelines for teachers to assist them in imparting
socictal values while teaching the regular curriculum.
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all Board equipment and its entry on a computer inventory; the placement of
custodians in "problem" schools; a public relations campaign to make students,
staff, and parents aware of the problem as well as householders who live close
to schools with high vandalism rate; the use of appropriate materials including
lexan windows. The Board has also tried to work closely with the police by
prosecuting apprehended vandals who do not make restitution.

The Peel Board of Education has taken many of the usual measures for
preventing vandalism such as the use of hard-to-damage materials, the marking
of Board property and the installation of surveillance equipment (like North
York, unpublicized in order not to alert the vandal). 1In addition, the Peel
Board of Education has undertaken a number of innovative steps towards reducing
school vandalism. They have developed 2 scheol display with the objective of
showing students that vandalism is a crime and to teach them what their re-
sponsibilities are. In one schocl they even tried the installaticn of black-
boards in graffiti-prone washrcoms. HMost important, however, has been the
development of a restitution programme through the co-operation of the Peel
Regional Police, the juvenile court judges, the school board and the community.
Through this programme, apprchended vandals arrange to make restitution to
their victims by "working-off" the value of the damage caused bty their
malicious acts. Where a vandal is brought to court, this arrangement may also
bc made at the time of sentencing.

As Chart I indicates, there is a great variety of possible methods
that can be used to reduce the cost and incidence of vandalism. The exper-
fence in the arecas studied has been that gencrally, symptom-oriented methods
are used (items I, II, III on Chart I) as a defence against vandalism and
that many of these techniques must be used together to be effective in reducing
vandalism. For example, the installation of an electronic surveillance system
is not a sufficient effort. It must be accompanied by a programme to identify
all board property, and a policy of prosecutino apprehended vandals and/or
demanding restitution.

On the other hand, it is only rarely that the school boards have also

taken the offensive and attempted to deal with the underlying causes of
vandalism.

v Conclusions

A. Problems

This Topie points to a number of problems which arise in any attempt
to reduce school vandalism.

1. The extent of reported vandalism depends on the definition used,
and there is no single agreed upon definition.

2. There is no uniformly adopted, comprehensive reporting method.
The uniform adoption of a reporting method would

(a) result in a more accurate record of the mature and
extaent of the school vandalism problem
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(b) facilitate the evaluztion of potential and fmple-
mented methods for dealing with vandalism

(c) serve as 2 means of monitoring the problem and
~rovide an early warning system for future problems

(d) 1ncrease the accountability over school board budgets
with respect to maintenance and repair costs

(e) provide a valuable sociological indicator

There is a lack of impetus for good record-keeping by school boards
and principals.

In the past, most school boards have been quite lax in the demands
made for vandalism reports from their princ1pals.' Even.uhere
principals are required to submit reporis, there is a wide
variation in what each principal considers to be vaqda1ism. and
this is reflected in what is reported. Fin2lly, principzls in
some instances may be reluctant to report the true extent of
vandalism because they fezr school boards will interpret high
vandalism as a sign that they have been derelict in their re-
sponsibility under the Education Act to supervise their schocls
or, that they have failed to instill societal values in their
students. These are obstacles to 2 full accounting cf the
costs of vandalism.

School boards and principals do not always give full support ©@
the pelice.

Most of the schocl boards have 2 policy in fawvour of co-operating
with the police and in fact, administrators had nothing but praise
for the Youth Bureau; however, principals have the discretion to
decide when to bring an incident to the attention of the police.
Principals may decide against involving the pclice for a number

of reasons: to avoid the extra paper work; to preserve a rapport
with a student who is a suspoct, especially when the school has the
appropriate social services to cope with the vandal's problem; and
to prevent alienmating the community.

In many circumstances, this situation presents prcblems. The
police officers who de2l with vandalism on 2 daily basis scem
content when school principals deal with incidents successfully,
and make arranocments for restitution where the idemtity of the
vand2l is known so long as major incidents 2re brought tc their
attention; however there are three situations with which they

are unhappy. The first is that principals tend not to report
"missing” goods. This makes recovery and return sore difficult,
especially when items have been “gome® for scveral years. These
cfficers scom to feel that if 211 vandalism was reported, it

would fmprova their ability to deal with it. Secondly, principals
will often try to handle an incident by themselves, only to discover
that they 2re umable to. When the police are fimelly called in, 1t

A9 =

is too late because memories fade and alibis are developed.
The third difficulty is that even when principals do call in
the police, the level of co-operation that the police can
expect varies. And, because principals prefer that students
not be interviewed at the school, the co-operation of the
principal can be critical in an investigation.

Many communities do not actively support efforts to reduce
vandalism in their areas.

School administrators and police officers whom we interviewed
felt that there is little support because people do not feel
that vandalism is a serious problem. The consequences of this
thinking are threefold: parents do not always teach their
children that school property belongs to them all and must be
treated accordingly; the community is not vigilant in watching
schools for signs of intrusion or damage; and principals are
not supported in their efforts to reduce vandalism, especially
when it involves co-operation with the police.

HWith the exception of the City of Mississauga Task Force,
c¢fforts to reduce vandalism in the areas studied have been
piecemeal.

The result of the piccemeal approach has been that the causes
of vandalism are not trcated and there is a tendency to con-
centrate cn one type of solution whereas a great variety of
solutions is neecded.

Recommendations

Numerous definitions of vandalism have been proposed, any one
of which would serve well. For example, vandalism is:

“the wilful or malicious destruction, injury, disfigurement
or defacement of any public or private property, real or
personal, without the consent of the owner or person having
custody or control of the property in quesjtion"

(City of Mississauga Task Force Report)

"the wilful destruction of property where nc other crime
is involved"

(Youth Services Network Conference on Vandalism)

"any damage which is the result of irresponsible behaviour®

(Board of Education for the Regional Municipality of Peel)
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Our preference is for the last definition, because it is
simple, it is broad and it places the emphasis on responsible
or irresponsible behaviour rather than on difficult-to-
determine "wilfulness". It should be noted that this
definition is the basis for a recording method, and not a
basis for determining criminal liability.

We acknowledge that there may be opposition to the implementation
of the definition because records based on it would appear to
indicate that vendalism had increased at an alarming rate;
however, we feel confident that administrators, the media

and the public would recognize that apparently increased costs
were due to better record-keeping and not increased vandalism.

2. A comprehensive recording method should be developed and
adopted by all of the school boards and in fact by the whole
community. Because the "vanda]ism damage report", developed
by the Mississauga Task Force,' exists and is being used, it
seems to be an appropriate form to use. To be widely used,
however, it would have to gain the support 2nd encouragement
of Police Commissions, as well as the school boards. This
type of support would not be enough, however, to ensure that
complete records were received. Because a large part of the
existing problem with regard to keeping records is due to the
varying use of discretion by those responsible for reporting
vandalism, it appears desirable tc 1imit that discretion. The
acdoption of the "50% formula" used bty the City of Toronto
would result in more uniform reperting.

3. School boards must be convinced that rccord-keeping is important,
and insist that principals make complete reports. To further
this end, the recording method must be simple so as not to cost
almost as much in manpower to record as the incident itself cost!

4. The police must assume the responsibility for convincing the
school boards of the need for co-operation by showing that
the goals of both groups are the same. Part of this process
will be, nc doubt, to show thom that therc is no need to be
concerned about police procedures, or about police involvement
b§1ng.ccunter-:r:6uctive to the aims of the cducators. In
acdition, a common sense procecure should be worked out between
the police and school boards for reporting to the pclice. For
instance, those incidents for which police investigation is
unlikely to bring any results (i.ec. “missing” equipment; window
broken cutside of school hours) should be reported to the pelice
on 2 mnthly basis. On the other hand, where an investigation
might prove fruitful, the police should be notified immediately
1n accord with the agreed upon procedure.

Sg% Arrcn:ix 5. It should be noted that the name of the vandal, even
where known, 1s not included. This is a property demage report, not
2 basis for a criminal record.

2] =

5. The school boards must make it the responsibility of the
principals of individual schools, or family of schools, to
enlist the support of the community, and, must support the
efforts that principals make. In addition, with the co-op-
eration of the police, and other interested agencies, they
must enlist the assistance of the media in an effort to
make communities, including their young people, aware of
the vandalism problem.

6. The “"task force" approach seems to be the most appropriate
way to deal with vandalism. People from varicus institutions,
and agencies, as well as those with a2 general interest and
specific knowledge can be brcught together to seek solutions
and implement them.

Presently, the Yourth Services Network in Metro Toronto is
sctting up a task force to study vandalism using the
Mississauga model.

. In conclusion, we believe that the fcllowing steps should be
taken:

*

a definiticn of vandalism be generally adcpted and
that preferably it be: "Vandalism is any damage caused
by irresponsible behaviour";

* the Mississauga Task Force "Vandalism Damage Report®
be adcpted with the City of Toronto "50% formula" as a
guideline for implementation;

* 2 media campaign be devcloped to increase the awareness
of students and the general public of the costs of
vandalism. This should result in a commitment from
school boards and principals to keep better records and
to report incidents to the police;

* the police make a greater effort to allay the fears
principals have of involving them in incidents of
school vandalism;

* the police make a greater cffort to allay the fears
school beard officials have regarding police involve-
ment in school vandalism incidents.

If measures 2re taken in these directions, we believe schqcl
vandalism, its costs and its social consequences, can be dealt with so as to
avoid the possibility of a future vandalism crisis.
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APPENDIX A APPENDIX A (cont'd)

CITY OF MISSISSAUGA “"VANDALISM DAMAGE REPORT"

[~ COST OF REPAIR WAS PROPERTY INSURED |
i
i To Police Yes L__\'l (1) No l___l (2)
r r ¥ E P
DETAILS OF INCIDENT § 100,00 Unknown 0w To Other (Specify)*Yes [] (1) No [] (2)
DAY OF LNCIDENT = l?ATE o ADDRESS (LOCATION) ves [ () ¥o [] 3 * D |
|
sen. @) wed. [J@ m 1dd | yy -
TIME Bramalea City DISPOSITION OF CASE
[ : OCAM-6 : OOPM THE OFFENDERS I E
Mon. [1(2) Thurs. (] (5) | | 8:00aM-6:00PH [] (1) Centre i ST e x
17 3
Tues. [| (3)  Fri. . [g (6) | | 6:00PM-8:00aM [ (2) Unkacem 0w et N
sat. [1(7) | UNKNOWN TRE)) One Individual 0@ Charge B (2)
J A Group B 2023 u Caution L )
| [
TYPE OF DAMAGE . | Previous Yes [} (4) 20,23 _ ¥ Restitution 0®
Class Breakage A Q) Theft 1RO Vandalism? No D (5) Other (Specify)® D (5) i
Structural D (2) Equip. (Non-Vehicle) [:l (7)
|
T g |
Outdoor Defacement D (3) Vehicle-Indoor il (8) ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
| Fire [ ) ~Outdoor ]
Break-In |j (5) Other (Specify)* D (0)
TYPE OF PROPERTY INDIVIDUAL REPORTING INCIDENT
School Board - Public (1 @) Residential [] (6) ' )
NAME OF AGENCY REPORTING INCIDENT AGENCY SECTION |
- Elementary [] (2) Industrial D (7) ‘
3 Peel Regional Police
- Separate U 3) commercial p@] (2)
- S‘ £ G
econdary D (4) D (9) Const. Smith April 20, 1977
Other Public i ¢s) 0 ) REPORTING SIGNATURE REPORT DATE '
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APPENDIX C APPENDIX C (cont'd)
REPORT OF COSTS OF VANDALISM FOR SCHOOL BOARDS
TORONTO YORK HORTH_YORK ETRO SEPARATE SCHOOL BOARD
Enrollment: 93,000 Enroliment: 20,755 (estimated 1977) E“Tﬂ1“f”?{ ,?f;iE:w:~—‘ $162 557 000 i:i\;'?f?f{ »fll“fu}ﬁ;7. $138 .000 . 00
Gross total budget 1977: 5185,0005000 Gross total deQé‘.t 1977: $41 , 180,200 Gross total DuGgEe TS L g PENERS A WHEEER R RS G
TOTAL __ GLASS BREAKAGE TOTAL  GLASS BREAKAGE . TOTAL VANDALISM COSTS TOTAL VANDALISM COSTS
Vandalism Costs Vandalism Costs rEn OO0 1072 511 .900
1971 | 583,500 147,400 1973 | 54,300 | 12,500 1976 P, e - 1,900
1972 | 608,400 175,700 1974 | 25,000 12,600 - 219,600
1973 | 581,200 160,200 1975 | 41,600 22,600 376 182,500
1974 607,500 172,800 1976 | 47,500 23,800
1975 654,200 184,400
1976 1,7 199,800 = o = ik
6 § A 9,8 HAMILTON PEEL B0ARD OF EDUCATION
EAST YORK Enrollment: 46,573 Enrollment: 79,910
T Gross total budget 1977: $88,284,00C aross total budget 1977: $141,049,000
Enroliment: 14,480 (estimation)
Gross total budget 1977: $24,762,000 T :
BURGLARY  VANDALISM  GLASS TOTAL

VANDALISM COSTS 1973 | 25,000 12,500 197 \ 300,000 + (estimation)

n 1974 | 22,100 16,700 1975 194,000
1974 $31,000 (includes 211 glass breakage and equipment losses) 1975 | 20,500 18,600 3,200 1976 \ 144,700
1975 $41,000 (includes all glass breakage and equipment losses) 1576 | 29,700 26,500 31,500
1976 $28,000 (includes glass breakage due to vandalism plus equipment

‘ Tosses)
SCARBOROUGH ETOBICOKE
Enroliment: 85,000 Enrollment: 52,000
Gross total budget 1977: $149,000,000 Gross total tudget 1977: $94 ,783,000

GLASS BREAKAGE TOTAL VANDALISHM COSTS
1971 ]1§’130 1072 193,500 () Copyright - Bureau of Municipal Research
1972 115,100 1973 159,200 September 1977.
}J?J 112,300 1974 99,100
{91’ };7,293 1975 1,182,000 (1arge fire) ot o

;‘” 4 6593 ‘ll.:?ti ]38,600 rin:]p:] ‘-‘ th' Evelyn Brown

1976 176,900 , HEhor, Evelyn Brown
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