
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
 

FOR: LANDMARK MEWS BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
 
FROM:  Bruce Wood 
 
SUBJECT:  Security Study: Follow-Up Steps 
 
DATE:  July 3, 2008 
 
 At our meeting next Wednesday evening, July 9, I want us to consider 
next steps in light of Gordon Associates’ recommendations.  Recall I designated 
an implementation task force to sift through the many recommendations and to 
propose an approach that might get us to a plan.  Call it a plan for a plan.   
 

The task force – Loren, Delia, Al Lenhardt and I – met in the week 
following the June Board meeting.  We agreed to develop a plan, whereby 
residents could follow up on those recommendations pertinent to them.  Loren 
drafted the attached one-page summary we intend to distribute to the community.  
What we still need to a process for identifying technically appropriate equipment, 
where called for, and installing same.  We also need a process whereby 
residents can obtain a security “audit” of their own property.  Al Lenhardt 
recommended Neighborhood Watch and volunteered to help get us started.     

 
As to what steps the Board should consider on behalf of the community, 

attached is my draft of security elements that address three key areas the study 
recommended: securing the perimeter, improving lighting, and identifying who 
belongs here and who doesn’t.  I also have had an extensive discussion with 
Gordon’s Mike Jones who reminded me he is available, and generally without 
additional cost, to provide us with further assistance as we move forward.    

 
With respect to the task force recommendations themselves, I wanted to 

expand on three of them.      
  
First, as to securing pathway gates, I believe they should be secured, 

whether with key or key card, both for ingress and egress.  The report 
recommends ingress only, but Mike Jones noted that securing both is far better 
precisely because doing so will impede escape.  I do not believe securing the 
pedestrian gates is an unreasonable burden on residents or guests.  There isn’t a 
community a stone’s throw from us that does not secure entranceways.   

 



 
Second, we recommend a vehicle decal system for identifying vehicles 

belonging to residents.  This will help us identify vehicles parked in visitor slots, 
as well as on our perimeter streets.  If there are vehicles without a decal and 
without a visitor pass parked for any extended period of time, we can more 
assuredly conclude it doesn’t belong there and have the police tow it.  
Importantly, as well, as the study points out, neer-do-wells noticing community 
identification decals will conclude the community is watched and might be less 
likely to leave a stolen vehicle or to conduct other business here.  We won’t need 
to wait, as we recently did, for three tires to be flat on a BMW abandoned at the 
end of Landmark Mews Drive.  In the past, when a vehicle decal approach has 
been suggested, even during my time on the Board, it has been criticized as not 
possible to implement and completely unnecessary.  I don’t agree with either 
premise and, as with locking pedestrian gates, I don’t believe it is an 
unreasonable burden to place on residents to get a sticker when they move in or 
a new sticker when they buy another car.  This need not be burdensome to 
administer and, as the memo points out, is inexpensive to implement.  Is there a 
community surrounding us without a vehicle decal system?       

 
Third, as to security cameras, I believe we should explore an acceptable 

configuration, cost, and protocol for reviewing recordings.  Again, there isn’t a 
community around us that does not employ security cameras, let alone 
monitoring in real time.  We don’t need real-time monitoring, but we do need a 
process for reviewing periodically in order to identify suspicious activity or in the 
wake of criminal incidents.  There are 3rd party reviewers with whom we can 
contract; in fact, Mike Jones does this for several communities, but he can 
recommend others in our area.  What we need is an individual who is not only 
familiar with the technology but who has a background in security and knows 
what to look for beyond the obvious.  As to design, he is willing to assist us – at 
no cost -- in developing an RFP and in reviewing any draft contract to ensure our 
interests are protected.   

 
Finally, I recommend that we explore camera locations in addition to our 

two street entrances, as the study recommended, to include Stevenson Avenue 
and Landmark Mews Drive.  There has been chronic, if intermittent, vandalism 
along these streets for years. Prior Boards have done nothing about it, claimed 
they had no responsibility over public streets and, in any event, couldn’t do 
anything about it.  In fact, we are even now being urged by a few to do nothing 
about it.  I don’t agree.  It makes no difference whether these are public streets, if 
our residents’ or guests’ vehicles are vandalized or, worse yet, if there is crime 
against persons.  If someone is injured, no one then will say, “at least the Board 
didn’t waste any money on security for these streets.”      

 
In conclusion, let me respond to criticism we’ve received to the report.  

First, we haven’t received much comment at all, either critical or supportive.  
Those who will object to our taking certain steps will likely object to our taking 
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any steps.  There are those who believe we need do nothing, and that doing 
anything is a waste of money.  These are some of the same residents who 
objected to even spending money for the study.  Yet, as the security study 
reports, within one mile of Landmark Mews, crime is three times the national 
average.  What are we to do?  We can debate what should be the nature of our 
response.  We can agree on specific recommendations and to fund these 
initiatives, and over an agreed period.  I do not believe we have the option of 
doing nothing.          

 
The next step is to agree on an overall approach, preferably as 

recommended by the task force and as I have recommended in my supplemental 
comments.  The Board should then develop design options, seek cost estimates 
and, where necessary (e.g., cameras), develop an RFP based on an agreed 
design.  With that information, the Board will be positioned to make informed 
decisions on what steps to pursue, at what cost, and over what time.   

 
As to individual resident initiatives, my hope is that Roger can assist in 

identifying acceptable equipment, securing estimates for bulk purchases and an 
installation price for same.  Finally, we can take steps, based on Al Lenhardt’s 
advice, to develop a Neighborhood Watch program that will also facilitate a 
resident home security audit through the Fairfax police.   

 
There is much to follow up on.  Let’s discuss Wednesday evening.     
 

#   #   # 
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