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California’s Postsecondary
Educational Institutions

Stricter Controls and Greater Oversight Would Increase the
Accuracy of Crime Statistics Reporting

REPORT NUMBER 2006-032, JANUARY 2007

Responses from those of the institutions we visited and the California
Postsecondary Education Commission as of January 2008; University
of California—Los Angeles, as of September 2008; and California
State University—Long Beach and American River College as of
November 2008

Chapter 804, Statutes of 2002, which added Section 67382 to the
California Education Code (code section), requires us to report to

the Legislature the results of our audit of not less than six California
postsecondary educational institutions that receive federal student

aid. We were also directed to evaluate the accuracy of the institutions’
statistics and the procedures they use to identify, gather, and track data
for reporting, publishing, and disseminating accurate crime statistics
in compliance with the requirements of the Jeanne Clery Disclosure

of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act (Clery
Act). We evaluated compliance with the Clery Act at American River
College (American River); California State University, Long Beach
(Long Beach); Leland Stanford Junior University (Stanford); University
of California, Berkeley (Berkeley); University of California, Los Angeles
(UCLA); and University of Southern California (USC).

The code section also requires the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (commission) to provide on its Web site a link to the
Web site of each California postsecondary institution that includes
crime statistics information.

Finding #1: Failure to correctly classify specific incidents of potentially
reportable crime types led institutions to incorrectly report the
number of, or miscategorize, crimes.

The Clery Act and federal regulations require eligible postsecondary
educational institutions (institutions) to compile crime statistics in
accordance with the definitions established by the Uniform Crime
Reporting Program of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).
Definitions for crimes reportable under the Clery Act can be found
in both federal regulations and the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting
Handbook (UCR). If the U.S. Department of Education (Education)
finds that an institution has violated the Clery Act by substantially
misrepresenting the number, locations, or nature of reported crimes,
it may impose a civil penalty of up to $27,500 for each violation or
misrepresentation. Additionally, Education may suspend or terminate
the institution’s eligibility status for federal student aid funding.

The Clery Act requires institutions to compile crime statistics in
accordance with the definitions established in the UCR. Although

state definitions of crimes often do not precisely match the crimes
described in the UCR, there is no comprehensive list converting crimes
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Audit Highlights . . .

Our review of California’s postsecondary
educational institutions’ compliance with
the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus
Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics
Act (Clery Act), revealed the following:

» One institution did not correctly convert
crimes defined in California law to crimes
the Clery Act requires to be reported in the
annual security report.

» Institutions did not review some
potentially reportable crimes to
determine if they are reportable under
the Clery Act.

» Institutions did not correctly identify all
reportable locations.

» Institutions have not established
a written policy or procedure for
some of the items described in their
annual reports.

» The California Postsecondary Education
Commission does not ensure that
the links that it provides lead to
institutions’ statistics.
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defined in California law to those reportable under the Clery Act, or identifying crimes that cannot be
uniformly converted. Consequently, institutions are responsible for ensuring that they include in their
annual reports all reportable crimes and correctly classify crimes and their locations in accordance with
the definitions of crimes reportable under the Clery Act. One of the six institutions we reviewed did not
correctly convert crimes defined in California law to crimes the Clery Act requires institutions to report
in their annual reports, and four institutions either did not review or did not correctly report some
crimes in potentially reportable categories. When institutions fail to meet these requirements, they can
distort the level of crime occurring on the campuses.

To improve the accuracy and completeness of their data, Berkeley, Long Beach, Stanford, UCLA, and
USC should establish procedures to identify crimes defined in California law that cannot be directly
converted to reportable crimes and take additional steps to determine if a crime is reportable. Berkeley
should also ensure that crimes in California law are correctly converted to crimes the Clery Act requires
institutions to report.

University of California—Berkeley’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Berkeley indicates that it has developed a procedure to ensure that the crimes identified by the
audit as incorrectly included are no longer reported. In addition, Berkeley states that it has created
a spreadsheet documenting the review of several types of crimes defined in California law to
convert them to Clery Act defined crimes.

California State University—Long Beach’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Long Beach indicates that it has altered its crime reporting software to identify Clery Act
reportable crimes.

Leland Stanford Junior University’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Stanford indicates that for crimes that do not have a clear counterpart, the Clery coordinator
reviews the incident report and consults with the campus director of public safety and Education
as necessary.

University of California—Los Angeles’ Action: Corrective action taken.

UCLA has conducted training and established a single method of coding crime reports to ensure
consistency. The records manager conducts monthly audits of crime coding to ensure consistency
and accuracy. In addition, the records manager reviews data entered into the records management
system and conducts audits of the information on a monthly basis. The analyst and records
manager determine the appropriate classification for questionable categories. The analyst reviews
the actual crime report, as opposed to the information entered into the record management system,
for all Clery reportable crimes, and has created a reference sheet to correctly count alcohol-related
crimes. Finally, UCLA has obtained a software upgrade that will enable its record management
system to automatically create its Clery report, and continues to work on data conversion
procedures necessary to do so.

University of Southern California’s Action: Pending.

USC indicates that it will obtain information from the Los Angeles Police Department to properly
categorize these incidents.

Finding #2: Incomplete data led some institutions to underreport crimes.

Each institution we reviewed used some form of an electronic system to record and track crimes.
However, a lack of controls in these systems allowed inaccurate or incomplete information to be
entered, and led some institutions to incorrectly report their crime statistics. For example, at Stanford
we identified crimes that either were not entered into the system or were entered with an incorrect year.
In addition, at UCLA we found instances when the type of crime was not entered in the crime-tracking



California State Auditor Report 2009-406
February 2009

system for Clery Act reportable crimes, and UCLA subsequently assumed they were not criminal
incidents. When institutions do not identify all reportable crimes or enter erroneous information for
crimes, they risk misrepresenting the number of crimes occurring on their campuses.

To improve the accuracy and completeness of their data American River, Berkeley, Stanford, and UCLA
should establish procedures to verify the integrity of data in their electronic crime-tracking systems.

American River College’s Action: Corrective action taken.

American River indicates that it is now using an automated records management system and
ensures the integrity of its data through the use of a separate backup server.

University of California—Berkeley’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Berkeley now conducts a quarterly “gap check” to identify any crimes that have not been entered
into the system. In addition, the records unit supervisor maintains documentation regarding any
missing case numbers (for example, cancelled case reports).

Leland Stanford Junior University’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Stanford states that its records supervisor conducts periodic audits of the crime tracking systems to
ensure the integrity of the data in the system.

University of California—Los Angeles’ Action: Corrective action taken.

UCLA states that it now has procedures in place to regularly review the sequential numbering
of reports and other critical information—including the incident type, date and location of
occurrence, and penal code—to ensure that all crimes are included and properly categorized.
Further, weekly checks ensure staff account for all reports that are issued a report number. To
ensure consistency, a single staff member now does all report coding and the records manager
reviews all reports.

Finding #3: Failing to collect enough information from campus security authorities and local police
agencies can affect crime statistics.

The Clery Act requires institutions to collect crime statistics from campus security authorities and local
police agencies. The six institutions we reviewed collect information from various campus security
authorities throughout the institutions at least annually. Four of these institutions also request necessary
details. However, three institutions did not retain complete records of their requests and responses
from campus security authorities.

Because local police agencies may be responsible for responding to certain types of crimes or patrolling
designated noncampus and public property areas, institutions must also request information that
allows them to determine which additional crimes they should include in their annual reports. Two
institutions we reviewed either did not maintain original documents provided by local police agencies
or documentation of which crimes they included in their annual reports. Although all incidents
reported to campus police departments and local police agencies should be considered, institutions
should try to obtain detailed information on every incident reported to avoid over- or under-reporting.
Without adequate information, an institution could under-report campus crime because it cannot
confirm that it is already aware of the crime, or it could over-report as a result of counting an incident
more than once.

To improve the accuracy and completeness of their data, we recommended that American River,
Long Beach, Stanford, and USC establish procedures to obtain and retain sufficient information from
campus security authorities and local police agencies to determine the nature, dates, and locations of
crimes reported by these entities. We also recommended that USC establish procedures to identify
all campus security authorities and collect information directly from each source, and that it develop
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a process to compare the dates that crimes occurred as recorded by the institution to the dates
recorded by local police agencies to minimize the potential for duplicate reporting of crimes. Lastly
we recommended that Long Beach and USC retain adequate documentation that specifically identifies
incidents they include in their annual reports.

American River College’s Action: Corrective action taken.

American River indicates that it now sends letters to campus security authorities that explain
their role and provide instructions for submitting the requested information. In addition, campus
security authorities are provided forms that identify required information and include simple
definitions of crimes to help enhance accurate reporting. Further, American River makes all
requests for information via e-mail to help document compliance.

California State University—Long Beach’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Long Beach indicates that to provide a basis for verification of statistics in its annual report it has
revised its process to collect and retain incident information, and has established procedures to
ensure data is gathered and retained from local police agencies and campus security authorities for
the proper period of time.

Leland Stanford Junior University’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Stanford states that its Clery coordinator sent requests for information to all campus security
authorities and required responses even if the authority had no crimes to report.

University of Southern California’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

USC states that it maintains original documentation provided by the Los Angeles Police
Department. USC did not address our concern regarding developing a process to compare the dates
in its records that crimes occurred to the dates recorded by local police agencies to minimize the
potential for duplicate reporting of crimes. USC indicates that it revised its list of campus security
authorities and will create an incident report form for them to use.

Finding #4: Institutions that lack adequate procedures for determining reportable locations risk
confusion and inaccurate reporting.

The Clery Act requires each institution to report statistics for crimes committed in certain geographic
locations associated with the campus. Although Education’s The Handbook for Campus Crime Reporting
(Education handbook), which offers additional guidance on compliance with the Clery Act, provides
specific examples of how various locations are to be classified, five of the six institutions we reviewed did
not correctly identify all reportable locations. Some institutions did not properly identify public property
for all years reviewed; incorrectly classified property meeting the definition of a campus location; did not
differentiate in their annual reports between crimes occurring on campus and those occurring on certain
public properties, such as streets adjacent to the institution; and failed to identify all noncampus locations
subject to reporting. Although each campus is unique, it is important that institutions consistently apply
the criteria established by Education to accurately classify reportable crimes.

To improve the accuracy and completeness of their data Berkeley, Long Beach, Stanford, UCLA, and
USC should establish procedures to accurately identify all campus, noncampus, and public property
locations and report all associated crimes.

University of California—Berkeley’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Berkeley states that as described in its response to the audit, it has already complied with this
recommendation by using the Education handbook definition to compile statistics for two of the
three years reported in its 2006 annual report.
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California State University—Long Beach’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Long Beach states that it has altered its definition of reportable locations to match that of the
Education handbook in its 2006 annual report.

Leland Stanford Junior University’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

Stanford indicated that it would contact Education for guidance on the proper designation of
certain properties, but did not indicate it had yet done so in its one-year response. Further, Stanford
will include the Stanford Hospital and the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center as campus locations;
and will include the Stanford Sierra Camp and Boathouse as noncampus locations. Finally, its

Clery coordinator received a list of Stanford properties to determine if all campus and noncampus
locations have been properly identified.

University of California—Los Angeles’ Action: Corrective action taken.

UCLA indicates that it now obtains a complete list of property from its Space Management
Division annually, and a complete list of Greek housing from the fraternity and sorority relations
staff. Further, it has reviewed its property and redrawn the campus boundaries for the purpose
of identifying reportable locations. It also stated that the crime analyst ensures all locations are
properly identified and associated crimes are accurately reported.

University of Southern California’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

USC indicates that it has spent time to educate staff and review local police reports to improve

reporting accuracy of the crimes reported by local police. It indicates that it also expanded its

review process to appropriately classify new properties and those whose use changes. USC did not (-
address our concerns regarding the correction of any incorrect property classifications where the

use of the property has not changed.

Finding #5: The statistics institutions report to Education do not always match the statistics in their
annual security reports.

In addition to disclosing crime statistics in their annual reports, institutions must submit the
information to Education, using a form on Education’s Web site. Although we would expect these
statistics to mirror one another, five institutions had discrepancies between the number of crimes
published in their annual reports and those they submitted to Education. Among the causes of

the discrepancies were institutions’ errors when completing Education’s online form, errors in the
institutions’ annual reports, the discovery of misplaced information, and corrections institutions made
after obtaining additional information. Errors made in reporting to Education and when preparing
annual reports distort the actual levels of crime experienced by the institutions and result in unreliable
resources for current and prospective students.

To improve the accuracy and completeness of their data, we recommended that Berkeley, Long Beach,
Stanford, UCLA, and USC establish procedures to minimize data entry errors in their annual reports
and in their annual submissions to Education.

University of California—Berkeley’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Berkeley has created a checklist to ensure that all data submitted by campus security authorities is
correctly included in both its annual report and the data it submits to Education.

California State University—Long Beach’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Long Beach states that it has established written procedures to minimize data entry errors and

has assigned responsibility for these tasks to a single position. It also indicates that it reviewed
randomly selected items to ensure accuracy and had the reported statistics reviewed by no less than
two personnel.
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Leland Stanford Junior University’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Stanford states that its Clery coordinator and records supervisor cross check data entries prior to
the submission of statistics.

University of California—Los Angeles’ Action: Corrective action taken.

UCLA states that by addressing and correcting data integrity issues the concerns regarding the
statistics reported to Education have been corrected. In addition, both the crime analyst and
information systems manager review all reported Clery statistics for data entry errors before they
are finalized.

University of Southern California’s Action: Corrective action taken.

USC indicates that it continues to review its statistics to minimize the potential for the duplicate
reporting of crimes.

Finding #6: Some Institutions did not comply with the Clery Act requirements to disclose campus
security policies.

The Clery Act requires that each institution disclose its current campus security policies. While all
six institutions we reviewed made good-faith efforts to fully disclose these policies, two institutions
did not fully comply in their disclosures. Although one institution disclosed information for all

seven of the categories we reviewed, its sexual assault information did not include all the components
required by the Clery Act. Complying with the Clery Act provides students and employees at these
institutions with important information concerning their safety. In addition, California Education
Code, Section 67382(c), suggests that institutions establish and publicize a policy that allows victims
or witnesses to report crimes to the institutions’ police agencies or to a specified campus security
authority on a voluntary, confidential, or anonymous basis, and federal regulations require institutions
offering confidential or anonymous reporting to disclose its availability in their annual reports. Unless
institutions establish and inform students and staff of the availability of an anonymous reporting
system, they may not have a clear picture of the degree of sexual violence occurring on their campus
and surrounding communities.

To ensure compliance with the Clery Act, USC should enhance the disclosures regarding sexual assaults
in its annual report to fully meet statutory requirements. Long Beach should establish procedures

to ensure adequate disclosure of the availability of anonymous and confidential reporting to its

campus community.

California State University—Long Beach’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Long Beach states that it has developed a procedure to ensure adequate disclosure of the availability
of anonymous reporting.

University of Southern California’s Action: Corrective action taken.

USC stated that it amended its sexual assault policy contained in its annual security report to meet
statutory requirements.

Finding #7: Some institutions have not established all the policies or procedures described by their
annual reports.

A major component of Clery Act compliance is the disclosure of policy statements in the annual report.
The Clery Act outlines numerous campus security policies that institutions must disclose, and the
Education handbook provides guidance on the minimum requirements for specific information that

the report must include. However, the policies and procedures described in the annual report must also
accurately reflect the institution’s unique security policies, procedures, and practices, and if the institution
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does not have a particular policy or procedure, it must disclose that fact. Although the institutions we
reviewed generally disclosed the information required by the Clery Act in their annual reports, most
campuses were unable to provide us with the policies and procedures to support some of the disclosures
they had made in those reports. In addition, the Education handbook states that to keep the campus
community informed about safety and security issues, an institution must alert the campus community of
reportable crimes considered an ongoing threat to students and employees in a manner that is timely and
will aid in the prevention of similar crimes. Because of its potential to prevent crimes, each institution

is required to have a policy specifying how it will issue these warnings. Because the Clery Act does not
define timely, we expected institutions to have established their own definitions. However, two institutions
had not established guidelines or time frames for reporting incidents to the campus community.

To ensure compliance with the Clery Act, we recommended that American River, Long Beach,
Stanford, and USC establish comprehensive departmental policies that support disclosures made in
their annual reports, and establish a policy to define timely warnings and establish procedures to ensure
that they provide timely warnings when threats to campus safety occur.

American River College’s Action: Corrective action taken.

American River updated its general orders, and included policies and procedures supporting
required disclosures.

California State University—Long Beach’s Action: Corrective action taken.

Long Beach states that it has developed policies and procedures that support the disclosures made
in the annual report and has integrated them into the campus police rules and regulations manual,
including a policy to define timely warnings.

Leland Stanford Junior University’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

Stanford states that it refined its written policy regarding timely warnings, and formed a task force
to review, improve, and formalize its existing policies and procedures.

University of Southern California’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

USC states that it is updating its policy manual and expects to complete this process in 2009.
In addition, USC states that it has developed a new timely warning policy and has amended its
internal timely warning procedures.

Finding #8: One institution did not notify all current and prospective students and employees of the
availability of its annual report.

Federal regulations require institutions to distribute their annual reports to all enrolled students and
current employees by October 1 of each year through appropriate publications or mailings. In addition,
institutions must notify prospective students and employees of the availability of their annual reports.
American River did not distribute its annual report or satisfactorily notify students and employees of its
availability during the period we audited. The annual report is only effective in educating students and
staff about crime on campus and on the institution’s security policies and procedures when students
and staff are aware of its availability.

To ensure compliance with the Clery Act, American River should establish procedures to ensure that
the campus community is informed of the availability of the annual report.

American River College’s Action: Corrective action taken.

American River indicates that it now uses a variety of documents to notify students, staff, and
faculty of the availability of its annual report.
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Finding #9: The commission does not ensure a link exists to institutions’ crime statistics.

State law requires the commission to provide a link to the Web site of each California institution
containing crime statistics information. To fulfill this requirement, the commission provides links

on its Web site to connect users to the selected institution’s summary information on Education’s

Web site. The commission believes that this ensures uniform reporting of crime statistics, provides
interested persons with a common reporting format for comparison purposes, reduces the reporting
burden on institutions, and makes the best use of the commission’s scarce resources. However, the
commission was unaware that five institutions listed on its Web site had not submitted crime statistics
to Education’s Web site. Although the commission has procedures in place to verify that it includes a
valid link to Education’s summary information for each institution, it does not ensure that the summary
page contains a link to a valid crime statistics report. The commission stated that in the future it will
identify institutions whose pages on Education’s Web site do not contain the required crime statistics
information and will determine each institution’s status.

To ensure that its Web site contains a link to all institutions’ crime statistics, the commission should
continue with its plan to test the validity of its links.

California Postsecondary Education Commission’s Action: Corrective action taken.

The commission indicates that it has developed a program to accomplish this task, and conducts
verification checks monthly.



