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INVESTIGATIVE EFFECTIVENESS IN CINCINNATI 

The· Cincinnati Police Division conducted an experiment between 
March, 1973 - January, 1974 to deter~ine whether organizational 
structure had a measurable impact on investigative effectiveness. 
During that period the Police Division operated three "models": 

Team Policing - District 1 was organized around six geo­
graphical sectors. Officers with investigative skills 
were assigned to each sector "team". Under District l's 
COMSEC plan, all officers were to be encouraged,to'per­
form investigative functions. District 1 had res'ponsi­
bility for all crimes except Homicide. 

Decentralized District - Officers with investigative skills 
were assigned to District 5 and operated as a special­
ized unit within the district. The investigative function 
was organized by the nature of the crime - investigators 
were assigned to deal with either crimes against property 
or crimes against persons. District investigators had 
responsibility for all crimes except Homicide. 

Centralized Investigation (C.I.S.) - The other four districts 
were supported by Cincinnati's Centralized Investigative 
Section. That section consisted of specialized sub-units 
(Drugs, Vice, Burglary, Homicide, Youth Aid, Robbery and 
Documents) • The centralized unit ,-vas the "sta,ndard mode I( 
of investigation - the other two models were seen as 
"experiments". 

The findings presented in this report were derived from two sources. 
The Division's COMSEC evaluation team collected and organized data 
from Division records to determine shifts in statistics which might 
reflect changes in investigative effecti.v(~ness. This data was 
taken from District keybook~ for the entire year of 1973. 

The statistical findings were supplemented by interviews conducted 
by Urban Institute person'nel.in March and April of 1974. ,At that 
time, 'portions of C.I.S. had been decentralized due to the January 
i11e9rganization. Those officers interviewed in March- showed mark­
edly different attitudes from officers still assigned to C.I.S. 
Central. Consequently, this evaluation reports the attitudes of 
four groups of officers. In all, 47 officers were personally 
interviewed. They were chosen as being especially knowledgeable 
about the investigative function in their rE~spective units of 
assignment. 

TABLE 1 
'" NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS FOR EACH MODEL 

District 1 Dis:trict 5 C. I. S. 
CentralJ.zE~d D1.str1.ct 

r'-' 

N = 13 N = 8 N = 12 N = 14 
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Major Findings 

The District 1 Team Policing model showed the best overall level 
of effectiveness during the experimental period. This is best 
seen in the clearance by arrest rate and in the overall clearance 
rate both of "'lhich were highest _ for District 1. To a large 
exte~t, this success can be attributed to the District 1 patrol 
force. 

When only investigative functions are considered, however, it 
was the District 5 model which exhibited the best results. The 
wajor statistical finding was that the clearance rate for cases 
requiring investigative follow-up was highest,in,this model. 
This ranking was supported both by -other stat~st~cal m~asur~ments 
and by the opinions of the officers intE!rv~ewed. In s~ tuat~ons 
where the respondents could not .choose the~r own model, the great 
majority preferred the District 5 model. . 

The third major finding was that the idE~al investigative model, 
as pictured by the investigators interviewed, would involve a 
district assignment for most investigators. Other compone~ts of 
the model would be a team policing set-up for patrol funct~ons 
and a central coordinating agen~y for handling specialized cases 
and for disseminating information. 

A Critique of the E~periment 

The three models are not completely comparable either in geography, 
population served, 01:\ responsibility. To some extent, this can be 
adjusted for by compa,(ling each model with its own baseline period 
two months prior to the start of the experiment. 

More crucial were some unique factors in District 1. First, Dis­
trict 1 had responsibility for a broader range of crimes than 
District 5, making workload comparisons impossible. Seco~d, and 
most important, the Dis'trict 1 model was never fuJ..ly real~~ed. 
Training for patrolmen in investigative skills was not ava~lable 
until June of 1973. Even then, the stress upon "quality perfor­
mance" discouraged young patrolmen from fo~_lowin¥ th:r;oughwit'1; too 
many investigations on their own, so that ~nvest~gat~?ns ':r:ema:-ned 
the responsibility of a skilled few on most teams. The D~str~ct 1 
model was actually a further decentralization of skilled investi­
gators to the team level. The "genel:'alist ll officer model was never 
tested. A-t: present, it appears that the ex~sting ~truc·tur7 <?on-

. sists of "generalist teams " composed of off~cel"'s w~ th spec~f~c 
skills. 

Changes in Crime 

Many factors influence repol:>ted crime. Reported crime represents 
part of the workload of the police - a portion of which requires 
investigative follow-up •. Dr. Clifford Marshall of the Urban Insti~ 
tute compared the first 6 months of the experiment with a .compar-

, ., 
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able period in 1973 toldetermine what changes were larger than one 
would expect by chance. These are reported in Table 2 (see 
following page). 

Fl'om Table 2 it is clear that no experimental district shows 
changes which out-strip other comparable areas. Similar positive 
changes appear in District 7 (which received C.I.S. support) ~nd 
District 1. 

Overall Effectiveness 

In Cincinnati, the preliminary investigation has traditionally been 
performed by a patrol officer. Moreover, patrol officers may make 
on-site apprehensions. Consequently, the effectiveness of any dis­
trict in solving crimes is the result of the combined efforts of 
both the investigators and patrol officers. The district clearance 
by arrest rate is one measure of overall effectiveness 2 (see Table 
3). 

TABLE 3 

CLEARANCE BY' ARREST RATE2 

Other 
District l~': District 5 Districts 

lBaseline Period 18.7% 13.5% 16.6% 
(Jan - Feb) 

j::xperimental 24.4% 15.5% 16.2% 
Period 
kMar - .Dec) 

District l's team policing model shows the highest clearance by 
arrest rate, and the highest net gain during the experimental 
period. Likewise, District l's total clearance rate is higher than 
that of the other areas. This higher level of effectiveness is 
apparent even after arrests made by store security guards are sys­
tematically excluded from consideration as in Table 3 above. 

As might be expected, most investigators felt their model was most 
effective. The exception was c.r.s. personnel now assigned in the 

. districts (see Table 4). 

1 Working Draft, nan elementary statistical analysis 'of pre and 
post COMSEC offense dat4", June 21, 1974. 

2 Cle~rance by. arr~st rate = # Clearances by Arrest 
# Part I Crimes Reported 

* Arrests by store security guards are not included. 



TABLE 2 

REPORTED CRIME BY TYPE AND DISTRICT 

Test Statistic Z 

Region 

Crime Type Outside Entire 
Dist 1 Dist 1 City Dist 3 Dist 4 Dist 5 Dist 6 Dist 7 

Rape -t, J, 

.Robbery J, H J,H -l-H J.H ~ .J. , ,--
Aggravated 
Assault 

Burglary J,H l' 1'H tH t ..It 
, 

Larceny 
(over $50) 1- l' H 1'H 1'H t fH 

, 

Larceny 
(under $50) -J..H .JtH .J, -J,H 

-: 

Auto Theft ~ H -!-H J, J, ~H 

Total Indexl {. l' oJ, -l-H 

Minor (other) 
Assault ')'H 1'H 1'H 1'H 1'H tH 

,._--
Total 2 
Part I 1'H fH .J, 

Total Part II -l- 1'H ,J, 
-

Grand Tota1 2 tH 

1. Does not include Homicide 

2. Does not include Homicide or Negligent Manslaughter. 

------------------------------
LE,:GEND: 

Blank space indicates no significant change. 
+ 
J.H 
t 
tH 

Indicate,s a de9reas'e when the first 6 months are compared with a 
comparable per~od 1 year earlier (p(. 05, tli~o-tailed test). 
Indicates a highly significant decrease (p(.Ol). 
Indicates an increase (p(.OS). 
Indicates a hIghly significant increase (p<.Ol). 

r 
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TABLE 4 

OFFICER'S REPORTED EFFECTIVENESS 

C. I. S. C. I. S. 
District 1 District 5 Centralized in District 

% who saw own 
~odel as most 62% 100% 92% 21% 
!effective 

Investigators also felt they were given little information about 
other units so that comparisons were difficult to make. 

To SOline extent the clear'ance rates for districts (again excluding 
clearances due to arrests by security guards) may be inflated. 
Cleari3.nce rates are reported in Table 5. 

TABLE 5 

CLEARANCE FOR TOTAL PART I CRIMES . 

Distl:,icts 
District 1 District 5 with C.I.S. 

~istrict Clearance 
IRate - baseline 30.5% 34.7% 41 .. 2% 
(Jan - Feb) 

~istrict Clearance 
IRate 48.7% 40.2% 
(Mar - Dec) 

Fifty-one percent of the investigators interviewed felt 
models were not accurately portrayed by the statistics. 
13% were not sure. Table 6 gives those reasons given by 
for their opinions (see following page). 

Effactiveness of Investigative Follow~up 

31,,3% 

that the 
Another 
officers 

~o a larg~ extent, District lrs high clearance by a~rest rate is 
due ,to apprehensions <?nd arrests made on the same day, as the crime 
was reported. In this study, any apprehension made on the ~ 
date as the crime was ,reported was called a "Patrol Arrest". If 
the arrest was made later, it was termed an arrest which required 
investigative follow-up (see Table 7). 
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TABLE· 6 

Why does the Division look better or worse on paper than is 
actually the case? 

REASON # of Res 

District 1 has more people, making a higher 
arrest rate easier.' 

District 1 gets credit for arrests by security 
guards. 

The Division data is distorted by misuse of 
multiple-closures (exceptional clearances). 

C.I.S. takes credit away from districts. 

C.I.S. has more difficult cases. 

All crimes are not reported to the police. 

District 1 can control what the figures show. 

District 5 gets credit for arrests made at U.C. 

District 5 is blamed for crime at U.C. 

District 1 crime is more difficult. 

District 1 does not properly report youth problems. 

4 

4 

4 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2'3 

.' 
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TABLE 7 

CLEARANCE: BY PATROL ARREST RATE FOR PART I CRIMES* 

Districts 
District 1 District 5 

• § 

w~th C.I.S. 

lJan - Feb 9.5% 5.8% 9.0% 

tiarch - Dec 20.6% 8.0% 11.3% 

*Definition .- # of Cases Closed by Patrol Arrest 
#olf Part I Crimes 

Keeping in mind that the activ1ties of a model's patrol force 
affects its investigators, we can sharpen our focus to consider 
strictly investigative functions. We have chosen three indices 
of investigative effectiveness to illustrate differences among 
the three models. The first is the clearance by arrest rate due 
to investigative follow-up. Examination of these figures (see 
Table 8) shows that, while all three models exhibited a decline 
since the baseline period, District 5 out-performed its rivals in 
both periods. 

TABLE 8 

% OF CASES CLEARED BY ARREST DUE TO 
INVESTIGATIVE FOLLOW-UP* (PART I CRIMES) 

Districts 
District 1 District 5 with 

Jan - Feb 5.2% 7.7% 

!March - Dec 3.8% 7.5% 

*Definition - # of Cases Closed by Investigative Arrest 
# of Part I Crimes 

C.I.S. 

7.6% 

4.9% 

Another important measure of investigative effectiVeness :is pro­
portion of investigative workload cleared by investigative arrest. 
Rather than the above-mentioned arrest rate which has as its basle 
all Part I offenses, this measure considers only investigative' 
workload. Investigative workload consists of all Part I crimes 
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with the ex~eption of those closed by patrol arrest. In a sense, 
the offenses represent these offenses which require follow-up 
investigation. A glance at Table 9 .shows that while the COMSEC 
and C.I.S. models showed some deterioration, District 5 held steady 
at 8.2%. 

TABLE 9 

CLEARANCE BY INVESTIGATIVE ARREST 
AS A PROPORTION OF INVESTIGATIVE WORKLOAD* 

Districts 
District 1 District ~ with C.I.S. 

~an - Feb 6.4% 8.2% 8.3% 

~arch - Dec 5.5% 8.2% 5.7% 
. 

*Definition - # of Cases Closed by Investigative Arrest 
# Part I Crimes : # Clearance by Patrol Arrest Crimes 

The final measure of investigative effectiveness is the ratio of 
clearances to arrests for investigative follow-ups. Ideally, 
every closure made by an investigator would be by arrest. The 
closer to 1.0 that this ratio is, the bette'r' is the approximation 
to this ideal. By this standard, both District 5 and the central­
ized model have done rqther well (Table 10). 

TABLE 10 

CLEARANCES PER ARREST FOR INVESTIGATIVE FOLLOW-UP* 

DistriGts 
District 1 District 5 with C.I.S. 

~an - Feb 4.0 3.7 4.2 

~arch - Dec 7.4 4.3 4.0 

{(Definition - Closures by Investigative Arrest 
and Exceptional Clearances 

Closures by Investigative Arrest 

.. 

.. ; 

- 7 -

This statistical focus on investigative effectiveness was supported 
by the interview findings. As noted above, when asked to pick the 
"best" model, most respondents chose their own model. If we look 
further however, we can make some more tentative conclusions 
(Table 11). 

TABLE 11 

Q~' "Which investigative model do you feel was doing the best job 
considering the overall investigative effectiveness?" 

Model To Which Respondent Was Assigned 
Model Doing Districts 
"Best. Job" District 1 District 5 CIS "Central ll with CIS 

. 
. 

(N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % 

DistI.'ict 1 8 61.5 - - - - 1 7 :1 

District 5 2 15.4 8 100.0 1 B.3 9 57.1 

C.I.S. - - - - 11 91.6 3 21.4 

Other 3 23.1 - - - - 1 7.1 
(don't know, 
etc. ) 

TOTAL 13 8" 12 . 14 

The first striking point is the near-unanimity of op1n10n among 
District 5 and C.I.S. "Central" respondents. Both groups felt 
very strongly that their own model was "best". If the breakdown 
of C.I.S. respondents is any indication, previously centralized 
investigators quickly adopt a new viewpoint when exposed to a 
situation involving more decentralization. In fact, of the above 
four groups, only the decentralized C.I.S~ respondents chose a 
model other than their own. 

The other significant finding is that among those who did not 
choose their own model, District 5 was the most frequently men­
tioned. Of 17 interviewees who chose a model other than their 
own (or didn"t know which was best) 71% (12) chose the District 
5 model. The reasons given for the various choices are listed 
below (Table 12). 



.. ' - 8 -

TABLE 12 

Q: "What contributed to the superiority of the model that the 
respondent said was doing the best job." 

Model Chosen As Doing Best Job 
Most Important 
Factor District 1 District 5 C.I.S. Other Total 

(N) '% 

Training 4 3 2 1 10 21.3 

Experienced 2 5 5 1 13 27.7 
Officers 

Organizational 3 7 6 - 16 34.0 
Structure 

Supervisors - 5 1 2 8 17.0 

Part II Crimes 

The primary focus of this repo:('lt has been on Part I crime. Thel:'e 
are two reasons for this. First, Part I offenses are generally 
considered to be "more serious" than are Part II offenses. 
Secondly, a Part II offense is only entered into the keybook when 
an arrest is made. Therefore, it is impossible to determine what 
level of investigation was necessary for closure. Table 13 shows 
the number of arrests in two Part II categories for the l2-month 
periods prior to and immediately after the implementation of 
COMSEC in March, 1973. 

, 

Drug Arrests 

~otal Vice Arrests** 

TABLE 13 

PART II ARRESTq 

District 1 District 5 
Pre* Post Pre Post 

251 376 125 157 

1047 913 310 3.88 

ethers 
Pre Post 

599 624 

1319 1405 

* Pre COMSRC:: period was 3/72 - 2/73; Post COMSEC period was 
, 3/ 73- 2/ 74 ' 

**Total Vice Arrests include those for prostitution and com­
mercialized vice~ narcotic drug laws, gambling, and liquor 
law violations. 

, .. 
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Table 14 yields some insight into the relative, effectiveness of 
hahdling specialized types of investigations. Respondents were 
asked to rank, on a 5-point scale, how their model did on these 
specialized cases. 

TABLE 14 

Q: "How did your model do compared to other models with vice cases, 
drug cases, fraud and document cases, and youth aid cases?" 

Type of Case 
Model Vice Drug Frauds Youth Aid 

District' 1 4.3 4.2 3.2 3.1 

District 5 .. 2.9 2.6 3.0 3.5 

C.I.S. 3.5 4.0 4.3 3.3 

Scale 

(5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 

Much Better Similar Worse Much 
Better Job Job Job Worse 
Job Job 

The Ideal Investigative Model 

The final questions of the interview dealt with the preferred 
investigative model. The respondents were asked to list the 
components of the "ideal" investigative model. The results are 
listed below in Table 15. 



- 10 -

TABLE 15 

Component 

1. Train patrolmen as investigators 

2. Eliminate most specialized units. 

3. Give patrolmen responsibility for follow-up. 

4. Team policing. 

s. District assignment for investigators 
a. With separate investigative supervision. 
b •. Responsible to District Commander. 

6. Drug cases as an exception. 

7. Homicides as an exception. 

8. Collators for coordination. 

9. C.I.S. as it was (good image). 

10. Mini-Tac Units for coordination. 

11. Different organizational structure for different 
areas. 

12. Document Squad centralized. 

13. COMSEC as it is. 

# of Responses 

3 

1 

3 

15 

29 
2 
2 

1 

8 

1 

6 

2 

2 

1 

2 

,:.1-

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF MODELS 

Officers critiqued their own models describing the strengths and 
weaknesses of each model. Table 14.1 contains the advantages 
mentioned by officers, grouped by the investigator's assignment. 
Table 14.2 lists weaknesses mentioned by investigators in 
describing their own models. The ideal investigative model 
follows naturally from these observations of current practice. 
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TABLE 14.1 

ADVANTAGES OF 
INVESTIGATIVE MODELS 

Patrolman - Invest'1.gat 
Interactions '. or 

1. Cooperation, rapport 

2. Continuing Exchange 
of information 

3. Credit to patrolman 
for case closures 

iatrol~j'l - Performance of 
nvestigative functions 

1- p~~t~al performance of 
a unctions 

2. Complete performance of 
some functions 

3. Complete performance of 
all functions 

4. ~~s~~~~~f~~spertormance 

Familiarity with 
operations area of 

l. Geographic familiarity 
with area 

2. Fami~la~ity with area 
resldent;l 

Dist. 
One 

3 

2 

1 

-;" 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

2 

3. Far1f1,l1arity with specific 
cr:t.minals 2 

4. Familiarity with in-
formants a 

5. Familiarity with cri 
types, trends, etc. me 0 

6. ~ommunity generated in~ 
ormation, community 

meetings 4 

7. Police-Community \ 
relations 1 

D1I5t. 
Five 

5 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C.LS. 
District 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

C.LS. 
Central 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

3 

2 

0 

0 

, . -4 

.. \ ,eo 

.,. .. , 
, .. -

,. 
• 

.. 

.. ,,, , " . .... ~-=."" •• - .. 
, 

-• -t -2-
~ .... .. • .. r ..... 

, . 
TABLE 14.1 

ADVANTAGES OF 
INVESTIGATIVE MODELS 

Diet. Diet. C.I.S. C.l.S. 

One F1ve District Central 

Pami1iar1ty with type ot opera-
tion (specialization and 
Expertise) 

l~ Training investigative 
techniQ.ues 

2 1 0 1 

2 •. Training - specific 
crime types requiring 
1nvestigation 

0 0 0 1 

,. Experience - investiga-
t1V~ techniqueS (tnorough ~ 

case ,",ork) 
2 0 2 

... Experience _ specif1C crime 
0 0 1 5 

t~pelS 

centrallzt10n (ror handl1ng 
mult1-diotrlct crimea) 

1. Exchange and d1ssemina-
tion ot inrorrnation 0 0 2 .. 

2. D1rect1on and perror -
manca or investigations 0 0 0 .. 

,. coordination with 
out6~de agencieS 

a 0 0 5 

Characterist1cS of the Unit 

1. 
Plexibility ot operations' 
(excluding early clo,,' '. 
8urers) 

1 0 0 3 

2. Early ~losure8 
1 ·2 0 0 

,. Errectiven~s~ or command. 
8upervisor 

0 1 0 1 

... Internal commun1cations 1 1 0 2 

5. Equipment and time 
0 0 0 3 

6. Paster response {'time 
lag overcome) 

2 0 0 0 

:. T. Responsibility for 
performance or investi- 3 0 2 

gatlon3 
5 

O. Inter-Sector cooperat1on 0 

and assistanCe 
2 0 0 

g. Team-work (pr1de tn' jOb) 2 0 0 ~ 

10. 
Re11eves patrolman or o· 

0 

all 'investigative duties 
1 0 

.. 

• ,.' .. , .. 
~ 

... .. 'f". . , 

• 

• 
' . 

. 

• 
, 

.. 



TABLE 14.2_ 

OF INVESTIGATIVE MODELS 
WEAKNESSES 

C.I.S. 
District 

1 

District 
5 District. 

Communications Problems: 1. Between sectors 
To and from C.I.S. 
Internal (general) 

specialization Problems: 
2. 

Lack of 
rroo much 

3. Supervisory Problems: 
Internal I S 
Lines of control (C. • . 

-and District) 

4 Not Enough Familiarity Area 
• With Neighborhood or 

5 .. Need for More Training 

6 Job Environment~ 
• Need for early closures 

Other problems 

Workload or Equipment 
7· Problems: 

Workload too heavy 
"Lack of manpower 
Lack of equipment 

3 
1 
1 

3 
0 

2 

o 

o 

3 

o 
1. 

1 
o 
1 

0 
2 
0 

2 
0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

1 
2 
2 

0 
7 
0 

0 
2 

1 

3 

2 

o 

2 
1 

o 
o 
o 

C.I.S. 
Central 

o 
6 
o 

o 
o 

o 

1 

2 

o 

o 
2 

2 
o 
1 

---------"-------------,- - - -
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SUMMARY 

1. District 1 - Team Policing - showed the best overall effect­
iveness during the experimental period. 

'District 1 clearance by arrest rate was higher than 
other districts. 

'District 1 overall clearance rate was higher than other 
districts. 

These results do not include arrests made by Department Store 
Security Guards which would make the District 1 rates even 
higher. 

2. District 5 showed the best results for clearance by arrest for 
cases requiring investigative follow-up. 

Much of District lIs high clearance by arrest rate is due to 
apprehensions made the same day as the arrest is reported. 

3. Investigators tended to prefer a District 5 model in situations 
where they could not choose their own model. 

4, The "ideal investigative model" would have: 

'District assignment for most investigators. 

·Team policing for patrol functions with partial 
investigations. 

'A central coordinating agency to provide: 

1. Analysis. 
2. Coordination with outside agencies. 
3. Consolidation and dissemination of information. 
4~ Special, scarce skills. 



APPENDICES 

I 

Appendix A 

DATA SOURCES 

The"great bulk of hard data used in this study was obtained from 
District keybooks rather than from regular Division sources. By 
using this keybook data a more accurate impression of investi­
gative effectiveness could be obtained. The primary reason for 
this improved accuracy can be illustrated by considering the 
derivation of clearance rates. If we had used, for instance, the 
monthly offense and arrest reports produced by R.C.C., we would 
have had a problem of association. That is, while the offenses 
listed had occurred during the month in question, the arrests may 
have been for offenses which occurred during a prior month. In 
the keybooks, by contrast, the type of clearance is listed imme­
diately to the right of the report of the offense. So, by using 
keybook data, we can obtain an accurate association of offenses 
and clearances. 



Appendix B 

When, during the interviews, investigators were asked to list com­
ponents or an ideal investigative system,many (often conflicting) 
answers were received. One especially thoughtful and coherent 
answer is the following: 

Q: Considering cost and overall levels of service, what would be 
the best way to organize the delivery of investigative services 
in Cincinnati; using the best ideas from any of the three 
models? 

District assigned units [should be] doing on-the-street investi­
gations; [their] closeness to patrolmen and district area allows 
them to be better aware of what is going on. Mini-tactical 'units 
also function as liaison between districts and central"ized units. 
[They] can link up with R.E.N.U., Vice Control, Burglary Squad, 
etc., when needed. [We would] still need a central unit for con­
tinuity of effort, centralized information, [and the] expertise 
required for some crime types. 

Sector assignment, task oriented patrol functions like COMSEC 
are [an] excellent way to obtain very close, accurate information 
about problems and conditions '·.n neighborhoods. This would link 
up well with a district level investigative unit. [The] environment 
provided by COMSEC is an improvement in the life of a patrolman. . 
[He has] more opportunity to do investigations, select and pursue 
[his own] specialization. [This] can be done without censorship, 
since creativity and individual initiative are encouraged. . 

. , 

Appendix C 

The following graphs are included to illustrate trend in various 
rates over the course of an entire year (1973). In this sense, 
they supplement that data presented in the body of the text. 
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Appendix D 

EARLY CLOSURES 

As originally conceived, the two experimental models (Districts 
I and 5) were to have available an early closure option. The 
experimental use of this option was to lead to information as to 
its effect upon the investigative process. As the accompanying 
graphs illustrate, the option, in practice, has been employed in 
all three models, although somewhat more frequently in District 5. 

. . , 
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EARLY CLOSURES 

Monthly Average Part I Offenses 

Early Closures Early Closure Rate 

Dist:::'ict I: 

Jan-Feb 111.5 .200 
Sept-Dec. 125.5 .226 

District 5 : 

Jan-Feb. 27.5 .058. 
Sept-Dec. 288.7 .543 

Districts 3,4,6,7 

Jan-Feb. 231. 5 .164 
Sept";,,Oct ... 274.5 .158 

• I 
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