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Final Evaluation Repovrt on the I.P.U.

Enclosed is a copy of the "Final Evaluation Report on the Intensive
Patrol Unit. The major modifications to the draft version, which you
 have seen, are the following:

(a)

()
(c)

(d)

The document has been slightly reorganized. Part 1 is ﬁow‘an
expanded abstract, suitable for independent distribution with
the cover and table of contents.

Appendix B, ”Output of Survey Response Ana1y51s by I.P.U.
Nork1ng Group,“ is now included.

Part 6 has been ret1t7ed "Tactxca1 Unit Managoment Issues
(Survey Responses)."

Textual clarifications occur on pages 2-8 (additional paréi
g;aph), 4-2 (addition to item 2), and-7-6 {(addition to item
3). : i R
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If you have any questions; please do not hesitate to contact us.
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Part 1. SUMMARY

1.1 low to Read This Report.

Those interested in establishing or improving tactical

units will probably find Part 7, "Key Findings and Recommendations,"

most relevant, especially Section 7.4, '"Pitfalls to be Avoided,"

The introductory pages of Part 6, '"Tactical Unit Management Issues,"

suggest a typology of key issues to consider. Appendix C, ''Standard

9.8, 'Special Crime Tactical Forces,'" would also be of interest,

and its commentary includes details of current thinking on the topic.

The results of the survey of current. and former I.P.U, members

are in Part 6, '"Tactical Unit Managemént Issues (Survey Results)."
The survey instrument itself is Appendix A.

The experience of the Harrisburg I.P.U. specifically is
variously detailed in the following passages: a list of key
questions in the last half of Section 2.2, "The Larger Context';
Part 3, '"Background of the Intensive Patrol Unit'; Part 5, "Crime
Data'; Part 6, "Tactical Management Issues (Survey Results)';
and Section 7.1, "Findings Specifically Relevant to the I.P.U."

Section 7.1_and the key questions in Section 2.2 are probably
the most concise. | |

Those interested in the evaluation proééss it§é1f are?
directed especially to Part 4, "Evaluation Designﬁé Part 6,
“Taétical Management Issues''; aﬁa*Appendix B, "Oﬁfput of Survey
Respghse Analysis by I.P.U, Working Groué!" |

For other interests, the reader is referred to the Table

of Contents.
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1.2 Executive Summary.,

An evaluation of the Intensive Patrol Unit (I.P2.U.) of the
Harrisburg Bureau of Police was undertaken during the period from
June 1974 to February 1975. The subject of the evaluation was the
I.P.U.‘s experience from its inception in 1971 to the end of its
L.E.A.A. funding in December 1974.

There were two major premises‘to this evaluation:

1. The particular history of the unit was such that no

data which reflected a continuity in mission, strategy,

and tactics of the unit existed. Moreover, there was
no clear performance data regarding impact crimes for

which the unit was (ostensibly) originally established.

2. The second major premise was that the benefits of this

evaluation would be in the area of generating knowledge

for future use by Harrisburg and other tactical units
as well.

Although historical data on crime in Harrisburg could not
be geo-coded in such a way as to properly analyze the effect of
the I.P.U. on crime in the areas of its operation, the examina-
tions of the data that were done indicate that there is no clear
impact that the I.P.U. has had on crime in the long run. In com-
pﬁriéon with two '"sister' cities, Lancaster and York, Harrisburg
improved its relative standing, in 1972 only, in total Part i
crimes. For other yéérs, the crime rate difference has been
increasing rather than decreasing. With regard to Harrisburg

alone, there was a slight decrease in burglaries and larcenies in

1972, and auto thefts and murders in 1974. Aside from those items,

reported Part I crime hasg been increasing in Harrisburg. through-
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out the I.P.U.'s history. (See Part 5, "Crime Data," for cetails.)
The evaluatioh design utilized a survey of all present

and former members of the unit to generate both attitudes to-

ward previous and currently prevailing practices, as well as

recommendations for improvements. The design and results of

the survey were analyzed by a cross~section of the I.P.U. member-

ship. TFurther analysis by the evaluators produced a sequence

of management issues which appear to be important in the estab-

lishment of similar tactical units. (See Part 6, "Tactical

Unit Management Issues.') This process resulted in findingt

and recommendations of several different types. .Here we list

a selection of the pitfalls to be avoided in;special tactical

units (from Section 7.4).

1, Avoid overstaffing. It seems better to begin with
a small core of committed officers, refine the
unit's approach, and build on it later. Many
officers in the unit create more problems than
the unit solves. '

2. Avoid inappropriate staffine. Non-volunteers and
untrained individuals downgrade both the effective-
ness of the unit and its reputation.

3. Avoid instability in mission. A rapidly changing
mission is probably worse than one which may be
slightly "off target' but stable. (Stable, of
course, does not mean never changing.) Objectives
should be well-defined, preferably crime-specific,
and well~known to all members of the unit.

4, Avoid "simple' wmisuse of the unit. We here refer
: to uses for which the unit was not designed or

which are not part of its objectives, e.g. crowd
~control, etc.

Lab

E

5. Avoid Ycomplex'' misuse of the unit. Less obvious

than simple wmisuse is the misuse that occurs when

the unis is used as a visible symbol of the respoun-
siveness cof the department to political preszsure,

For example, the 'showing the flag' type of activities
may be counterproductive if the unit is attempting

to operate in a low visibility mode.

Overall, the evaluators see the result of the three
years of operation of the I.PQU.Ias a series of experiments
and not just.one eﬁperiment. This was not the claim in the
grant application, but rather the historical development of
the unit. It was probably unintentional as well. The dis-
continuities are seen as counterproductive to any improvement
and learning by such a fairly sophisticated approach to:
policing (i.e. the tactical unit); In fact, Section 2.2

alludes to two recent developments whose joint implication

may be that intensive patrolling approaches may be designed on
misleading principles and fragmentary crime incidence data.

We point out that the above should not be construed as
evidence or argument agéinst the chcept of special tactical
units in general. The reverse is the case. We note that the
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standafds and
Goals has called'for the presence of special tactical units in
all departments with 75 or more personnel. (See Appendix C.)
This report is intended to contribute toward the better use

of such units.
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Part 2. CONTEXT OF TUE EVALUATION

2.1 lgtrodquigg;

This report is the evaluation of the third year of
funding of the Intensive Patrol Unit of the Harrisburg Bureau
of Police. Because it is the final year of I1.P.,U. funding by
the Governor's Justice Commission, the major parties involved
agreed at the outset that the focus of thé evaluation would
not be a refunding decision but rather the learnings that
could accrue from the I.P.U.'s experiences, both positive
and negative,

Such learmings are the intent of this report. Several
activities were undertaken in the evaluation, including a
review of available crime data, a survey of past and present
I1.P.U. members, and a three-session workshop with selected
1.P.U. and Bureau of Police participants. The outputs of these
activities are discussed later in this report.

It is important to embed this particular evaluation in the

context of some relevant external events, so the next section is

directed toward this end. It concludes with some of the general

themes that emerged during the evaluation.

i
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2.2 The Larger Context.

Two recent reports have emerged to question seriously
some of the basic assumptions embedded in the roles of the

police and the public in their interactions. (See Crimes

and Victims: A Report on the Davton-San Jose Pilot Survey

of Victimization, L.E.A.A., U,S. Department of Justice, 1974,

and Kansas City Preventive Patrol FExperiment: A Summary Report,

G.L., Kelling, T, Pate, D. Dieckman, C.E. Brown, Police Ioundation,

1974.)

For the authors of this report, the primary ingredients
of an effective police/community or police/victim relationship

are the assumptions by each that the other will behave respon-

sibly and reliably. 1In the case of the public's view of the

police, responsible and reliable behavior would be demonstrated

by efficient communication and dispatching, visible patrolling,

a perceived absence of crime, sense of security, and full and fair

processing of citizen complaints, requests for service, and

reported victimizations. 1In the case of the police view oi the

public in general or victim in particular, reliable and respon-

sible behavior would include willingness to cooperate with

police requests for informaticn, reporting of crimes, and
cooperation throughout the justice process (courts, etc.).
1f both roles were in fact fulfilled under these assump-

tions, the police would experience at least three significant
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effects in the area of information alone. First, police would
recejve a stream of requests for service which would relate
directly to specific criminal incidents.This would enable what
the auth;rs would call a tactical use of information. Second,
the police would receive a stream of information which would
detail a series of criminal activities. This could, if properly
utilized, identify emerging patterns. While this information
may not be directly useful in apprehending suspects in each
event, it would be useful as an operational tool of supervision
for general deployment decisions. Third, such information
could be further distilled to servé as an»index of both the
overall quality of police services and the public receptivity
to those services. This would be the strategic use of the
information. |

Taken together, these three uses of the reporting of
events of criminal activity form a system. Each is needed and
each depends of the other two.

It is against this background that omne reads the recent
report of a victimization study which relied not on police
statistics but on confidential comprehensive iﬁterQiews of
a large sample of a city's population. One jarring revelation
of the study is that 'Half the crimes committed in both Dayton
‘and San Jose in 1970 were not reported to the police."

Follow-ups of the study were carried out in Chicago, Detroit,

T e e e
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Los Angeles, New York, and Philadelphia, as well as cight mid-sized
American cities, with further results along this line, some even

more astonishiag. {See National Crime Panel Survevs, L,E.A.A.,

U.S. Department of Juétice, 1974..)
The results of these studies challenge the basis of
the assumptions of responsible and reliable behavior as defined
above on the part of the public and/er victim. Donald Santorelli
is duoted as commenting on this underreporting phenomenon:
"The answers are loud and clear. The criminal justice system
doesn't work well encugh for them, and they are willing to pay
the price of being crime victims rather than paying the higher
price, in their opinion, bf reporting and prosecuting crime,'
What of the responsible and reliable behavior of the
police? The previously cited Kansas City study has something
to say. In the past, the conventional wisdom of police depart-
ments has been that a primary activity of police should be
street patrol. It has been presumed that this would afford
visibility and accessibility to complaintants and crime scenes.
The patrolling has been thought to offer a deterrent effect
as well, However, the results of the Kansasz City experiment
call into question the value of routiie preventive patrol. Ihe
design of the experiment was tc ''test variations in the 1e§éln
of routine preventive patrol within 15 Kansas City police beats.

These beats were divided into three groups. In five ''reactive",
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beats, routine preventive patrol was eliminated and officers
were instructed to respond only to calls for service. 1In five
"control" beats, routine preventive patrol was waintained
at its usual levei of one car per beat. In the remaining
five ”pfoactive” beats, routine preventive patrol was inten-
sificed by two to three times its uasual lével through the assign-
ment of additional patrol cars and through the frequent presence
of cars from the reactive beats."

To the evaluators, the most important statement in the
study was that the "experiment found that the three experimental
patrol conditions appear not tq affect crimes, service delivery,

and citizen feelings of security in ways the public and the

police often assume they do." (Emphasis added.)
Considering the above, it remains to examine the public's
assumptions regarding responsibility and reliability in police

. § ' .
behavior. One assumption was that police would have an efficient

(or at least sufficient) communications and dispatching,capability;

Unfortunately, as the Dayton/San Jose and other studies show,
they are expected to do this with'only half the information

on crime available to them., A second assumption .was that the

police would maintain the effects an active patrolling was

presumed to accomplish. But, after Kansas City, it is not clear
vhat, if anything, that patrolling accomplishes. The third

assumption was that police stand ready to fully process citizen
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complaints, when, in fact, the vigorous pursuit of these com-~

plaints elicits the possibility of ''paying a higher price,"

‘as Santorelli points out.

One conclusion that can be drawn from the foregoing is
both ironié and striking. This conclusion is that the only
behavior which the criminal justice system (including courts
and corrections as well as police) has been successful in
deterring‘is the deéired responsible and reliable behavior
on the part of crime.victims.

A secondary conclusion is that police have no presently
workable model for effécting_crime deterrence, using the patrol
model as presently understood.

Against this background, the evaluators have attempted
to sift the experience of the Intensive Patrol Unit of the
Harrisburg Bureau of Pélice. In the course of the evaluation,
several key questions emerge from this gackground. Tﬁey are
presented below.

1. To what extent has the I.P.,U. followed a conventional
model of a tactical patrol unit?

The classical image. of the special tactical
patrol unit involves both tangible and intangible
elements. Most significant among the intangibles
is the quasi-military ambience, including the
prestige of an elite corps. The tangible elements
should generally include tactical flexibility,
task-appropriate supporting equipment, a reasonably
well-defined mission, operations geared to that
mission, and availability of relevant real-time



information. Not frequently made explicit are
two elements that are also necesgsary: good
management interfaces (both within the unit and
between the unit and the rest of the department)
and bechavioral. guidelines (often implicit).

The above is meant to be descriptive, not
normative, of a certain class of police units.
It is not nccessarily the best model of special
units, but it is an image often pursued.,

1t scems clear that the 1.P.U, was originally
intended to follow the general classic image, but
without a good understanding of the necessary
elements., Most noticeable were the absence of
well~defined missions and consistent operational
tactics that would address those missions in the
short- and medium-term. The I,P.U., history can
almost be characterized as a series of occasional
spurts when the advantages of the flexibility and
celite elements were obvious, with long "down'
periods in between. Two such spurts seem to be
the first few months of its first year and some
recent productive undercover work.:

Which of the I,P.U,'s experiences are intrinsic
to the conventional tactical unit wodel itself,
as opposed to this particular unit?

This question is important but difficult to
answer. Both its importance and 1ts ambiguity
are increased by the observations noted earlier
in this section. The evaluators conclude (with
little reservation) that key elements of the
conventional model were either absent or misunder-
stood for so much of the I.P.U.'s history that
the problem does not rest on the model.

This does not mean that the authors unequiv-

“ocally endorse the conventional model. (In fact,

a '""project management" model is latir suggested
as an alternative to the quasi-military model.)
It does mean that the major conclusions about the
conventional model from the I.P.U.'s experience
will be pitfalls to avoid.

To what extent has the I.P,U, "invented" some
new approaches to crime fighting that wight
contribute to a "post-Kansas-City'' model for
tactical patrol units?

This question is the obverse of the previous
one since good things, as well as bad and indifferent
things, can result from deviations from a known model.

It should be noted that operational innovations
can be invented in many ways: by individuals or by
group effort, with or without plamming, consistently
or intermittently. The problem is to capitalize
on .these inventions when they do occur. This
generally involves two things: recognition of
the invention, and ‘'regularization" of it into

practice.

Although one of the evaluators has experience
with a tactical unit of a specialized nature where
inventions were far more numerous than in the L.P.U.,
there are a few items that can be pointed out here.
A plainclothes role has been identified and pursued
with some measure of success. There has been cooper-
ation with outside units in drug raids and surveillance.
Certain elements of a de facto team policing model
have appeared for a limited. time. ' :

Unfortunately, there is no evidence that these
potentially useful inventions were eithex adequately
recognized or made regular practice during the period
covered in this report.
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part 3. BACKGROURD QF INTEMSLVE PATROL UNLY

The Tntensive Patrol Unit was initiated as a response
ﬁg a noeed for axpetiamced police officers in the Harrisburg
Burean ﬂf Police to patrol high crime areas during the critical
hwufs off evening and early morning.

The origigal grant application stated that, as a
precedent for this unit, a special 10-man tacﬁical unit
had operated, on an experimental basis, starting in
Septomber, 1970.

The grant application stated that theksoie purpose
of the funded unit would be the suppression of crime by
utlldzing incenmivé patrol methods.

The grant application further stated that the unit
was Lo have been "dedicated gsolely to the problem at
hand, and will not be handicapped or hindered by the
routine pexformance of other police functions." It also
stated that it would "serve to strengthen police prestige."
A further statement intimated that criminals would be un-
aéxtain about the visibility of this unit, since apparently
the unit at that time was seen as a low profile one.

This was the thinking in June 1971, when the unit was
originally scheduled for funding. Of many doguments the
evaluators have scen, only two allude to how well the unit

has porformed since then.
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The first documant,“ﬁritical Analysis of Harrisburg's
Intensive Patrol Unit," was prepared by the South Central
Regional Staff (of the Governor's Justice Commission).
The first sentence of the doéument states'that "the most
glaring inadequacy of Harrisburg's Intemsive Patrol Unit
operation is in the area of administration.' The
document further cites the lack of relevant statistics by
which the unit could be measured} The document ends with
a list of six areas which neceded imgrovement. The last
area mentions that '"innovation should be soughtﬁgy the Unit.
Since the Unit is voluntary....'" We agree wholeheartedly
~that ;uch innovation was and is absolutely‘crucial. U~
fortunately there is no basis in fact for the second state-
ment, that the unit ''is volﬁntary.” Statistics on fhe
voluntary/non—voluntary nature of the unit are cited in
Part 6,

The second document, ”Opgrational Management Study
of the Harrisburg Bureau of Poliée” (PRC Public Management
Services, Inc.), 1s a comprehensive analysis of the Bureau.
It lists several comments on and recommendations for both
the I.P.U. and the Foot Patrol Unit. it is not clear how
extensively PRC studied the I.P.U. It is clear that, at
the time of the study, the I.P.U. was utiiizing its
personnel for foot patrols iﬁ high crime agreas. The study

makes the following statement: '"The Intensive Patrol Unit
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(despilbe ibs name, it is egsentially a foot patrol uniﬁj
operates seven days a week between the hours of 6:00 P.M.
and 2 ALY (p. 94). We rcpéat this sentgnce for two
reasong .  TFirst, it reflects the change in tactic and
implicd change in mission whien the I1.P.U. had undertaken.
Seé@md, it rafiucts the patrolling practice oﬁ seven-day
covoerage, which~~with the benefit df hindsight and research--
Ls questionable.

Neither of these documents analyZes the perspective
of the members of Cthe unit in an orderly fashion. Both
apparently used field observation metho@s. Neither of
these reports addressed the organizational problem of
the cumulative effect of continuous changes in mission,
stra&agy, tactics, without the benefit of evaluation.
Neither report assessed what a cycle of management issues
rogarding such a unit would look like. However this report
does. We define such a cycle in Part 6 and elaborate on
it in Part 7. It is our overall impression that the unit
has been in a state of continuous, uncontrolled; and un-
evaluated change since its inception. The benefits and
drawbacks of such change, we believe, are best reflected
by the faspénses of thoge individuals who havé lived through
‘that change. It ié hoped that their participation in this

evaluation has enhanced its appropriateness.

P&WM@ EE e

Part 4.  EVALUATION DRS IGN

The original design of the evaluation closely paralleled

that used in the evaluation of the TFoot Patrol Unit (sée
"Final Evaluation Report on the Foot Patrol Unit," Bureau
of Polige, City of Harrisburg, Contract No. /3-DF-03-0019),
That design was essentially the preliminary definition of
a unit's goals, activities, and methods of operation, and
the derivation of performance criteria by which the unit
would be measured. Problem identification, analysis, and
resolution, in such a design, are treated during the

course of the evaluation, so that the unit learns and
adapts during the course of the experimental period. This
design-contrasts~with more traditional approaches to
evaluation, which treat the unit ﬁnder consideration in

the rather traditionai "pre-test / b;st—test” mode of
scientific experimentation.

‘The approach these evaluators take to their task is
more of a problem-soiving approach; which iﬁvolves, to as
broad an extent as possible, as many of the individuals
impaéted by the evaluation as possible. We have found that
problem-~solving attitudes, behavior, and skills can and
do exist at all levels and in all functions of an exper-
imental unit. With these comments as a backdrop, we will
review what took place upon the initial activityyof the

I.P.U..evaluation. This review follows.
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The evaluation was delayed some six months by contracﬁ
negobiation and funding uncertainties. Upon commencement
of the evaluation in June 1974, the evaluators learned that
neither adequate data nor adequate consensus existed in
the Bureau of Police concerning the four basic questions
facing any evaluation process. We see these four as follows:

L. Determining what happened

2.  Determining what effects that activity had both internally

(on the I.P.U. and H.B.P.) and,ultimately, on-crime.

3. Determining what effects that activity did not have

4. Recommending what changes/improvements could be made
Tt was clea: to the evaluators, after discussion with Har-
righurg personnel, that no clear statement existed for
any of these questions. Upon subsequent examination, we
lLearned that it was not readily cleaxr if any could be
answered from existing records. Furthermore, such an answer
was, at that time, seen to be trivial, since, at a strategic
level, it appeared highly unlikely that any continuing set
of performance objectives had been set, against which the
activities could have been compared.

Consequently the evaluation was redirected. This re-

degign was facilitated by the fact that no refunding decisioh_

was ilwminent, since this was the last year of L.E.A.A.
funding. Moreover, since no previous external evaluation
of the I.P.U. hag been undertaken,it appeared that there

had been no preceding recommendations that could be tracked
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as to Cheir’implcmentation.

An additional consideration wag that, since the unit
was not to be continued on L.E.A.A. funding, the ultimate
question which could be answered from such an evaluation
is "what can other units learn from the experience of the
I.P.U.?” Tt was toward this qﬁestion that the redesigned
evaluation aimed.

The redesign utilized two principles of investigation--
that of survey research and that of the case study. The
advantages of a survey in this case'was'that'it would
capﬁure,in a combination of openand clqsed~ended questions,
all of the responses of all of the members of the I.P,U.

The case method, in this particular situation,»was‘
seen as an attempt to construct a case history of the unit,
in such ayway-that particular design aspécté of the unit,
and particular features of the unit, could be generaliged
to broader principles.

The sequence of evaluation events was as follows:

1. Meeting with Evaluation Review Group to:

a. Discuss redesign of evaluation

b. Agree to use group of I.P.U. patrolmen to act
as co-vesigners of survey

c. Select patrolmen for the group

2. Meeting with patrolmen to define initial issues
parameters of interest
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3. Design of surveéy

4. Pre-test of survey with four patrolmen

tn

. Refine survey

N

Mail survey to all present and former membersg
of I.P.U. (sce Appendix A for copy of survey)

7. Receipt of survey results
8. Meet with Evaluation Review Group
a. Review ﬁartial survey results
b. Enlarge membership of co-design group
9. Meetings (3) of enlarged group to:
a. Clarify responses
b. Clustér responses
c. Define ideal mission statements
d. Define unit's interface issues
10. Draft final report
This approach draws heavily on similar work which was
undertaken with a metropolitan police force of similar size.
That work is described in a recent publication by Marvin

A. Weisbord. (Sec Improving Police Department Management

Through Froblem-Solving Task Iorce, M.A. Weisbord, H. Lamb,

A. Drexler, Addison-Wesley, 1974.)
The output of the sessions méntioued are contained
in Appendix B.
The insights and integration of survey responses which

the enlarged group helped generate are reflected throughout
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this report. We, as evaluators, are especially grateful
to both them and to the Evaluation Review Group for
sanctioning thelr participation.
In terms of the original responsibilitics listed in
the first evaluation design, we had paid almost exclusive
attention to;:
1. Responsibility 5--"TIdentify ardas of management
and operations whereby unit effectiveness might
be enhanced and present appropriate recommendations."
2. Responsibility 6--"Analyze and evaluate organization,
administration, functional responsibilities and
procedures of the Patrol Unit and itg relationship
to other department components."
Both of these responsibilities were addressed within
the context of the redesigned evaluation effort. Both

are addressed, either directly, ox by implication, in

the "Key Findings and Recommendations' (Part 7).




part 5. CRIME DATA.

In this Part of the report, a limited account of relevant
Cexime data is presented in an attempt to determine the effects
of the I.P.U. on its ultimate target, the level of crime in
Harrisburg. The data review is in two forms: raw counts of
Part I crimes in Harrisburg over a ten-year period, and compar-
isons of Part I crime rates per population in Harrisburg with
similar ratesg in Lancaster and York.

For the most part, the data are taken from the F.B.I.'s

Unifoxrm Crime Reports (U.C.R.'s). This data source has short-

comings which are well known to the evaluators, but it is the
only sowce that covers the time span necessary to give even a
crude account of the situation.

It should be egpecially noted that, while the data in
this gection are of neccessity citywide statistics, the I.P.U.
patrolled only in selected areas of the city. Ideally, com-
parisons would be made between crime rates in those areas and
rates in other comparable areas. This was not possible because
prior to 1974 there were no geographically coded statistics
available for areas within the city. (A further problem is
that the I.P.U. changed its scene of operationc, so the geo-
coding would need to have been coordinated with a history of

arecas patrolled.)
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The main conseqnence of the foregoing is that even more
than the usual caution is needed in interpreting the statistics
in the section.
Figure 1 tracks the levels of the sevan Part T crimes
in Harrisbﬁrg from 1965 to 1974. (The raw data for this and
the following graphs are contained in the Tables at the end

of this Part.) The I.P.U. was established in the latter part

~of 1971, and there was a slight decrease in assaults and a

noticeable decrease in burglaries and larcenies in 1972. These
changes may beAygsults of the I.P.U.,although it should be noted
that the burglary decrease actually‘began the previous year.
However, no decrease was maintained after 1972.

In the third year (1974) a slight decrease in auto thefts
occurred, but a sharp increase in assaults was reported as well.
The changes in murders (decrease) and reported rapes (increase)
are noticeable, but are based on small absolute numbers.

More instructive than a purely isolated historical review
of a single site (Harrisburg) are compariscns with other cities
that might be expected to have similar conditions and experiences.
Lancaster and York were selected as points of comparison for two
reasons: first, they are similar in population (50,000 to 75,000)
and geography (south central Pennsylvania); and, second, they
have been cited by the Hafrisburg Bureau of Police in applications

for L.E.A.A. funds. Figures 2 through 4 graphically compare
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geleeted crime rates per 100,000 for these three cities.

Figure 2 shows the overall Part I Crime Index rates
for the cities. The first full I.P.U. year (1972) has a’

slight absolute decrease, due mainly to the drop in burglaries

and larcenies cited above. This improvement is not as striking

vhen compared with the sister cities because, although there

was a notable improvement in relation to York, there was none

in relation to Lancaster. The following year showed a sharp

increase in the Index rate in all three cities, but Harrisburg's

increase was worse than the others'.

Figure 3 shows the relative rates for two Part I crimes

against property, burglary and auto theft. To the extent’that

deterrence (as opposed to apprehension) was an objective of the

I.P.U., one would expect positive I.P.U. effects to be reflected

most in these two crime rates. Figure 3(a) displays the burglary

rates. Here, Harrisburg improved its relative standing in 1972,
but the trend appears to have been established in 1971 prior to
the I.P.U. -‘Again, ground was lost in 1973. 1In Figure 3(b) it’

appears that, although Harrisburg held its relative auto theft

position for two years prior to the I.P.U., the gap has widened
since 1972.
Figure 4 graphs two Part I crimes against persons,

robbery and assault. For both of these crimes, the rate differ-

ence appears to have first lessened but later widened in the two
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years of I.P.U. operation covered by the graphs.

Recalling that the interpretations of the data must

be made with caution, the following statement should reflect

the data presented. The I.P.U. may have had some initial
effect on selected Part I crimes, but it does not appear to

have maintained any long run effect citywide over the period
. . T

~of its operation.
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TEBLE 1.

- PART I CRIMES IN HAPPISBURG, 1955-1974,

TOTAL | ' ) AUTO e e,
YEAR INDEX  MUBDER  RAPE ROBBERY ASSLT BURGLARY LARC  TEIFT TOTAL  SYORY  CIVHY
245 1123 7 1y 43 32 568 060 162 157 151 &
1966 1288 1 13 45 43 677 939 203 164 158 &
1967 1406 8 2y 65 27 705 1ouz 278 165 - 158 7
1968 1584 13 16 75 49 747 1086 287 éss 159 7
1959 2833 5 21 148 159 1106 1479 810 1714 163 8
1970 2778 8 16 273 252 1212 1389 450
1971 2952 11 24 308 304 1000 2140 416
1972 2907 26 28 302 2u8 923 1790 561 209 181 . 28
1973 5413 22 28 397 372 1620 2306 672 223 192 31
1974 7158 10 53 582 1010 1917 2919 667 - ‘
NOTE :

F.B.I. UJNIFORM CRfME REPORTS ARE THE‘SOURCE OF ALL ABOVE FIGURES,
EXCEPT FOR 1972 AND 1874. H.B.P. STAFF AND TECHNICAL SERVICES ¢
WAS THE SOURCE FOR THOSE YEARS. ' ’
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1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
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YEAR
1966
1867
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972

1973

NOTE:

RATES PER 100,000 CALCULATED FROM
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g
30
3y
48

46
52
51

56

ASSAULT RATES

HBG
65.0
Ho.8
T4.1

2450.3
380.9
459.5
367.3

$62.3

LANC
65.9
52.0
56.9
83.2
79.7
90.1
88.4

97.1

YORK

22
42
16
113
49
39

43

YORK
41.7
u3.5
83.4
151.0
224.5
97.3
77.5

85.4

1970 CRISUS F.GURES: HARRISSURG,

LANCASTE?

v 57,690

YORY,

50,33S.

66,1553
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YEAR

1366

1967

1968

1969

- 1970

1971
1972

1973

YEAR
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972

1973

NOTE:

TABLE 4.
BURGLARIES
HBG  LANC
677 - 312
705 299
747 362
1106 2814
1212 435
1000 541
923 514
1620 617

.BURGLARY RATES

HBG
1023.4
1065.7
1129.2

1671.8

1832.1

1511.6
1395.2

2448.8

LANne
. 540.8
518.3
627.5
492.3
754.0
gu43.0
943.0

1068.5

YORK
370
535
440
560
BuY e
622
661

738

-~ ot em o b S w4 m ke e -

YORK
735.1
1062.9
874.1
1112.5
1279.4
1235.7
'1313.2

1466, 2

RATES PER 100,000 CALCULATED. FROM

1970 CENSUS FTGUFES:
LANCASTER,

57,6903

YORK,

NARRISBURG, 66,1553

50,335.




v

O

u i

Y

o

YEAR
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972

1973

1967
1968

1369

11970

1871
1972

1973

NOTE:

TABLE 5. ‘

T e e B2 D i A

AUTO THEFTS

HBG LANC YORX

203 118 161
278 17 216
287 78 . 372
810 99 370
450 98 246"
416 122 194
561 129 287
672 162 350

AUTO THEFT RATES
HBG  LANC  YORK
306.9  204.5  319.9
420.2  133.5  u29.1
433.8  135.2  739.0
1224.4  171.6  735.1
680.2  169.9  488.7
628.8  211.5  385.4
-

8u48.0 223.6 570.2

1015.8  280.8  695.3

RATES PER 100,000 CALCULATED FROM

1970 CENSUS FITURES: HARRISBURG, 66,155;

LANCASTER, 57.,690; YORK, 50,335,
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1966
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1968
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1970
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1973

L CRINE

HBG

1288

1406

1584

2833

27178

2952

23907

5413

INDEX
LANC

603

Seh

7086

718

1077

1342

1235

2529

CRIME INDEX RATE

YEAR
1966
1967

1968

1971

1872

1873

NOTE:

HBG

1946.9

2125,3

2384 .4

4282.4

4199.2

By62,2

4394,2

8182.3

LANC
1045,2
977.6
1223.8
1244, 6
1866.9
2326.2
2140.8

4383.8

YORK
758
1054
1185
1453
1658
1521
1697

2546

fORK
1505.9
2094.0
2354,2
2886.7
3293.9
3021.8
3371.4

5058.1

RATES PEP 100,000 CALCULATED FROM
1970 CEINYSUS FIGUPES: HARRISRURG,
57,6903 YORK,

LANCASTER,

50,335.

66,1553
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Part 6. TACTICAL UNIT MANAGEMENT ISSUES (SURVEY RESULTS)

As a result of the survey, twenty-nine present
and former members of the I.P.U. responded. All are
still members of the Bureau of Police.

Subsequent to the survey, three sessions were held
with members of the I.P.U. (both supervisors and patrol-
men) as well as members of other patroliunits.

These sessions schieved the following objectives:

a,. _Clafification of the responses |

b. Identification of central issues in the responses

c. Formulation of "ideal' mission statements for

.the I.P.U,

d. Problem solving and prioritization of issues and

conflicting responses

e. Specific recommendations

The specific output of these sessions is listed verbatim
in Appendix B.

As a result of these sessions, a model of key issues
in the formation and utilization of tactical units has
been prepared. The model, outlined in Figure 5, depicts
six issues:

Issue A. How individuals are recruited and assigned to

a tactical unit

The manner in which individuals arrive at a tactical

FIGURE 3.

SCHEMATIC OF KEY MANAGEMENT ISSUES IN FORMATION

AND UTILIZATION OF TACTICAL UNITS
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uni.t appears to be as important as their innate

ability to perform the job. Several survey comments

indicated the disadvantage of having unit members who

did not want to be in the unit.

Issue B, How individuals are oriented, trained, and

formed into a functioning unit

Responses indicated a lack of sufficient orientation,
proper training, etc. demonstrating that not only were
some people not wanting to be there, but many were not
prepared to perform the mission of a tactical unit.

Issue C. How individuals are continually briefed on

mission, strategies, etc.

Continuing, the responses often indicated a lack

of knowledge about what they were to do.

Issue D. . How individuals are prepared for daily

activities

The responses indiéated a widespread lack of in-
formation which was relevant to necessary coordination
with other units. 'A sense of isolation comes\ﬁp.from
thé responses.

Issue E. How individuals are evaluated on performance

Some respondents indicated knowledge of the pre-
vailing system. Other responses indicated a low image

of the unit was held by regulaf patrol units.

s et

v

‘(‘:«‘ o

[P

P

DU —
plipilaimiy
| A

Newasiad

3 5

—
Yo

- g
nd [ S

S

L

R

I

r

et

6-3

Issue F. How unit learns from its experience

Several blocks to such learning were identified.
This learning, at a wminimum, is seen as contingent to
effective resolution of Issues A-E.
The following pages detail the nature and integration
of the specific responses. Each issue is identified, specific
survey questions relating Eo that issue are named, and
discussion‘of the question results is made. Recommendations

foilow each issue.
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How Individuals Are Recruited and Assigned to

Tactical U

nits

A. Relevant survey results:

1. Qu
a.

b.

C.

estion 5--"Did you volunteer for the 1.p.U0.?"
14 respondents volunteered for the 1.P.U.

9 respoudents volunteered for a Tac Squad and
then were assigned to the I.P.U.

13 respondents did not volunteer but were assigned

2. Question 6--"If you answered no to gquestion #5,
why were you assigned?"

0f the 13 who were assigned, but did not volunteer:

a.

4 indicated they were assigned because of
their low seniority

3 indicated they were assigned because of
'"political' reasons or personal conflicts

with supervisors

c. 3 said they were assigned for the good of

d.

the department

3 did not know why they were assigned

B. Discussion:

Any unit which operates on both unusual tgct}cs
and unfavorable hours constantly faces a recruitment

problem.

of in
those

The I.P.U. experience indicates a SOTSO mix
dividuals who wanted to work in such a unit and
who did not.

C¢. Recommendations (two options): .

1.

Strengthen the attractiveness ~f the unit wit@ a
mixture of increased autonomy, increased flex1§111ty,
and possible incentive compensati?n. To do tbls,
jndividuals who are now on the unit but who wish

to leave should be transferred.

Develop a uniform policy that all new sworn members
of the Bureau of Police will be expected to sefve a
regular tour of duty (6 monthg to a.ygar) on the
I.P.U. as a form of coach/pupil training.

6.2.

Issue B.

6-5

How Individuals Are Oriented, Trained, and

Formed into a Functioning Unit

From Question 10--"On a tactical level (everyday
operations) how was the I.P.U. originally designed

a. Respondents reported a variety of labels and

models for the unit ("undercover surveillance
"strike force," '"tactical unit'),
as well as a variety of purposes ( prevention,

b. The highest number of similar responses
indicated they did not know (6 responses in

At best these responses indicate a mix of
confusion and lack of knowledge on the part of the

The most insightful response indicated
that the individual doesn't '"really know because

We are told what to do and not

Some guys will say
what they think but they are going on rumor and

I did not see what the government

A, Relevant survey results:
to operate?"
team, "
deterrence, apprehension)
this category)
B. Discussion:
respondents.
I was never told.
what is supposed to be done.
not fact.
stated as far as we are concerned."
C. Recommendations:

Any recommendation in this area centers on the
word communication. Furthermore, the stress is laid
on not only what is communicated, but how it is
communicated. The evaluators are somewhat skeptical
that there were no attempts to communicate the
intentions of both the Harrisburg Bureau of Police
and the funding agency in initiating such a unit.
Given the extraordinary amount of discretic.a which
exists for -any street policeman, whether he is on
a regular patrol unit or a special tactical unit,

a significant amount of attention and -effort must
be paid to communicating fully, when an individual
is assigned to a new unit, what the specific nature
of that unit is. This is the essence of a good
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6.3. Issue C. How Individuals Ave Continually Briefed on

the Mission, Strategies, Operations, and Tactics of

orientation program. the Unit

The specific recommendation here is as P A.
follows:

Relevant survey results: 9

1. Question 15--'Did/do you know what crime

Any newly recruited individual for a problem the I.P.U. is trying to combat?"

tactical unit should participate in an ;[E
orientation program the duration of which will
be at least 4 continuous hours (and not at
rollcalls). This special orientation session
should consist of--if the individual is a
veteran patrolman--at least a l-hour block

of time in which the function of the unit is
sufficiently distinguished from the function of
of the unit which the individual left. All
supporting documents and materials, including
copies of grant applications and evaluations
should be furnished to that individual.
Furthermore, at least 2 members of the unit, :
in addition to the unit supervisor, should b
participate in this session.

a. - 12 respondents indicated they did not know
or could not answer

L__,_. ; '
N
.

e
| S

b. ‘17 respondents indicated they did know

; The second part of question 15--'"What is it (the
| crime problem)?'"--had the following sets of
i responses (number of responses in parentheses):

Robbery only (1)

P

b. Burglary (1)

Burglary and robbery (3)

- .

[
[ 3
0

In addition to this orientation, the
individual should be fully re-tested and
re-trained (if necessary) in the equipment of
the unit and should be qualified in whatever

d. Burglary and sodomy (1)

f 14
g -

e. Robbery, burglary and theft (1)

weapons the unit utilizes. {j f. Burglary, rape, purse snatch, assaults (1)
v g. Burglary and vice (1)
~ h. Burglary and crimes against the person (1)

i. Part 1 crimes (2)

s x o

j» All crimes from spitting on sidewalk to robbery (1)
k. Crime prevention in general (1)
1

. Keeyp crime from spreading Zrom high crime '
areas to others (1)

m. Major crimes, motorcode violations, and what-
ever other immediate problems there may be (1)

n. What they tell us/it varies.../no one knows (3)
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3. Question 16--"How was that crime probler™
copmunicated to you?"

a. 9 indicated they learned through some
combination of roll calls and unit/
division supervision.

b. 9 respondents indicated they learned
through word-of-mouth, computer print-
outs, informants, indirectly (apparently,
they deduced it by virtue of where they
were assigned to patrol)

4. Question 17--'"Were/are you given numerical data
regarding incidence of crime in areas patrolled?"

a. 5 respondents answered,no

b. 7 respondents answered yes

c. 5 respondents answered sometimes

d. 11 respondents elaborated with comments.

. These comments indicated three major
aspects:

--The information was communicated
sporadically

--The information which was communicated
was insufficient

--The information communicated was
not in 'real time' (that is, it
did not arrive quickly enough to
help in tactical decision making)

Discussion:

Any police unit which follows a quasi-military
model of organization ought to pursue fully the benefits
of that model. One of the aspects of that model which
apparently has not been sufficiently pursued in the
I.P.U. is the supply and use of adequate, accurate,
relevant, and timely information on a tactical level.
The difficulty in furnishing such information is
compounded when the tactical unit hours of operation
span the hours of two shifts of the regular patrol
unit. Consequently, the acquisition of adequate,

6-9

accurate, relevant, and timely information is
accompanied by the transmission of such information.
The usual solution in the wmilitary model is the

use of a briefing officer, or role, who takes
responsibility for both acquiring and transmitting
such information between different organizations.

Recommendations:

Any tactical unit should appoint an individual
who acts as a briefing officer. "his individual
should have this role in addition to regular duties.
This role would probably not occupy more than 10%
of any one individual's time. ™he rol= should be
linked with the dispatching and street: supervision
of regular patrol units. :

It is further recommended that this role be
rotated among members of a tactical unit, and be

" viewed as a regular part of the duties of the

tactical unit personnel. The unit supervisor should
act as a trainer for this role. The use of pin
maps and other easily updated visual aids is a
necessary tool in this role.
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6.4, Igsgue D, How Individuals Are Prepared for Daily Activities

A

Relevant survev results:

!30‘

1. Questions 15, 16, 17--see Issue C

2. Questions l-6--specific reactions to the rating of
six characteristics of the I.P.U.: overall services
responsiveness to calls for service, concern for
public welfare, visibility in area patrolled,
attempts to educate public, efforts to improve
quality of services;

b

The respondents indicated a degree of
confusion on what they would be doing, how
they would be doing it, and where they would
be doing it. One of the unit's members
indicated, at a survey analysis session, that
the "I.P.U. is a blind force going out on
the street.," '

Specific comments indicated that the
individuals do not have either clear and
uniform expectations about what they are
going to do, on a day-to-day basis.

3. Question 12--"How is it (the I.P.U.) operating
today?"

Responses were divided among those who:
a. Feel the unit is not operating well (8 responses)

b. Fegl the unit is going back to the way it had
originally been designed to work (8 responses)

c. Indicate a variety of ways in which the unit
could make immediate improvements (usually
around the theme of tactical flexibility)
(10 responses)

Discussion:

The shifting emphasis which has appeared in
the unit has apparently served to confuse not only
the members of the unit but also the members of other
regular patrol units. The endurance of this pattern
of shifting is the most central theme throughout

L.
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the responses (responses to Questions 13, 14 and
22 also support this).

From the perspective of everyday operations,
the respondents indicate lack of preparedness for
whatever activities they undertake. A quite sep-
arate issue is whether or not the unit members
agree with the way the unit is operating. The
specific comments on the survey are grouped into
the following classes:

1. 1Individuals who both indicated they
understood and agreed with the actual
way' the unit is run (1 response)

2. Individuals who understood the way the
unit is run but did not agree (16 responses)

3. Individuals who did not understand the way
the unit is run (4 regponses)

Two maior points emerged from these reponses. One
is the need for more adherence to guidelines
(whether they are governmental or departmental).
The second major point is the need for more
tactical flexibility. Taken together, these two
points indicate that the lack of strong strategic
guidelines, has been supplanted by strong tactical
control. The responses are calling for a reversal
of this situation.

Recommendations:

Unit supervision should undertake planning
of interim goals and objectives for the unit (1-3
months) and, in conjunction with these goals,
should communicate what the relationship of daily
activities to short goals is. 1If, because of
contingencies, there is no relationship, unit
supervision should announce that the unit is
"going off the plan.' Special attention should

‘be paid to the distinction between planning and

the scheduling of activities which support that
plan.

An organizational mechanism to support such
short-term planning would consist of the unit
supervisor, the briefing officer, and a member
of the crime analysis section of departmental staff.
These 3 individuals would meet at least monthly and
review the progress toward the plan.
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B. Discussion:

.

6.5 soue B How Tndividuals Are Fvaluated on Performance g both the ‘tmage" of the ot and e
b '] K SV EY ; e WY )

: L evaluations of individuals in that unit relate

A. Relavant survey results: o to this issue. 1Image is not an lssue that should
- . be worked on directly; it usually results from
1. Question 24--"In whatvyay are you evaluvated Py " ‘ real‘peyfgrmance: Furtheymore, whether or not

by your supervision while a member of the I.P.U.? | the individuals in the unit are evaluated

: regularly and equitably, there is a real

. evaluation process going on all the time--one

' which consists of how successful special tactical
units are in both achieving their own mission

and in complementing the mission of the

regular patrol units. Such an evaluation process,

a1y

_.-....*‘

28 resgponses fell into 6 basic categories:

a. The procedure for evaluation (standard |
form) (7 responses)

———
T

b. 7The similarity for evaluation (compared ‘ : {? while informal and often unrecognized, is likely
to evaluations of individuals in other b to become unrealistic and inaccurate if the
units (3 responses) many differences between the tactical unit and

' the regular patrol unit are unmanaged. The
c. The presence of evaluation (did it exist) 1 simple structural difference in hours of work,

(6 responses indicated they did not knpw) : - and the continteus siiinoos arenn or gk otk

are two possible sources of conflict here,
These two are also often the starting points

. : ‘ 1 of professional jealousy between tactical and
e. The outcome of the evaluation (5 responses) i regular units,

o

d. The fairness of the evaluation (3 responses)

£. The criteria and standards used in the

oo ‘ C. Recommendations:
evaluation (4 responses)

If recommendation 2, Issue A, is adopted
(rotate all individuals through a tour of duty
in the I.P.U.), much of the informal evaluation
Problem should be obviated.

2

e o

Question 22--"How do you think the fo?lowigg
groups would characterize their relationship
with the I.P,U.?"

a. 5 respondents indicated a lack of knowledge The use of regularized and standardized
 on the part of either other units or of evaluation sessions (every 6-12 months) should
departmental supervision, ; . be followed. This should be a known, and two-way
process. The most effective evaluation

e

b. 5 respondents ranged from specific comments % ' pProcess currently being used in many organizations
on individuals to comments on general 1| involves the supervisor informing the individual
characteristics of the I.P.U. ‘ , of an impending evaluation, and separately both

; the supervisor and the individual fills out the
. ; i ded in S evaluation sheet. (The supervisor mav have to
The ratings in the table inclu A : - P y have
Question 22 indicate a generally gogd sgt of . 7 : have a brief training session fo; the individual
ati ips between the I.P.U. and other parts beforehand.) Next the two individuals compare
2212§zogigiitment. Twelve of the 28 respondents their own sheets and resolve any differences
felt”théy had only '"fair'" relationships with in rating, accomplishments, wording, etc.

"other Bureau supervision.'" Eleven of the (If there is an irreconcilable conflict, the

respondents felt they had either a fai? or ra?her supervisor's opinion would, of course, prevail.)

poor relationship with other patrol units. Nine Finally, the merged evaluation ig sent ''up the

respondents indicated they hag gither"a falr. |
or rather poor relationship with the "community.
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F "o,
line, ‘dnd any subsequent changes are fully
communicated back down.

This.approach is an extremely effective
communication and feedback tcol. It differs

vastly (as is probably obvious) in tone from the
usual approach. It is a genuine learning approach.

[T R
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. . 6.6. . Issue F. How Does the Unit Learn from Its Own Experience?

. A. Relevant survey results:

- 1.

Questions 10, 11, 12, 13, 14

The resporises to these questions highlight
five blocks to such learning:

a, Lack of clarity in setting the goals of
the unit

b. Lack of communicating what "they goals are

¢. Failure to pursue such goals for a
sufficient length of time

d. Inappropriate organization in the pursuit
of these goals

e. Inadequate information quality

£. Nonexistent mechanism for reviewing unit
effectiveness

None of these blocks question the
appropriateness of the goals that are set.
Again, that is a different issue. All of
these blocks do center on the question of
how well a unit organizes itself toward an
end objective. If the unit does not adequately
address each of these, it cannot expect to
learn from its own experience, since that
experience will be nothing more than a
tabulation of lists of fragmental activities.

Question 18--"If you were in charge, would
you continue the I.P,U.?"

a. 27 respondents answered yes
b. 2 respondents answered no.

Question 19--"1f you would continue, how would
you change it?"

This question is intentionally redundant
and repeats questions 13 and 14,
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a. 12 respondents referred to their answers
to questions 13 and 14

b. 5 responses specifically mentioned thg
need for a plan or set mode of operation

c. 8 responses mentioned a need for some
type of tactical flexibility, within the
concept of a 'tac squad"

d. 3 responses called for personnel changes
in the unit

4. Question 20--"If you would rot continue it, .
how would the mission it performs be handled?

Nine respondents answered this question.

All of the responses indicated that the in-
"dividuals would be supplementing the regular
patrol unit, in a backup mode, or as an
integral part of the regular units.

pPiscussion:

The responses relevant to this issue are.
remarkable in both their simplicity and pn§n1m1ty.
The key message seems to be "yun the experiment--

it is worth doing."

Recommendations:

A regular upward feedback session should
be planned. The quasi-military model of organ-
izations is not likely to include such upward
feedback, so it must be decided on and planned

‘for by unit and departmental supervision. Such

s session is not a "bitch' session. It is a
meeting of professionals to pool their knowleége
and experience in an orderly and planned fashion.

Such sessions are logical followups to the
short-term planning reconmended under Issue D.

St et A
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Part 7. XEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This evaluation, drawing from the experience of both
present and former members of the unit, as well as unit records,

has identified several sets of key findings with attendant

recommendations. They are divided into the following sections:

findings related to the I.P.U, specifically, findings related
to departments using tactical units generally, suggested min-
imum conditions for tactical units, and pitfalls to avoid for

tactical units. Obviously there will be some overlap between

categories,

7.1 Findings Specifically Relevant to the I,P,U.

In this section we enumerate seven findings of particular
relevance to the specific project being evaluated. They can

be divided into three levels of consideration: the level of .

the individual officer, the level of the tactical unit, and

the level of the Bureau (or department).

A. At the level of the individual officer.

1. We find an insufficient amount of information on

the part of the individual. This information is
insufficient about both the overall mission and
strategy, and the tactical situations of daily

patrol. Ia the absence of such information, the
-individuals relied on word of mouth, informants,

or inferences made by virtue of where they were
geographically assigned.

[N

We find the individuals believed assignment to
the I.P.U., if not voluntary, was a result of a
mixture of low seniority and/or 'punishment."
Several individuals indicated that non-volunteers
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6. We find that relationships between the unit's
lacked the necessary committment to perform in : supervision and that of other units left something
such a unit. Conversely, almost all of the unit's T to be desired. Jurisdiction at a crime scene and
s bbb} - . ; A h 5 S ’ . ~ ~ - _ . ~ ’ ,
members, present and past, indicated that the unit b other 1ea? tests of these 1nter£ac§s{ as well as
could perform a valuable Functfon if operated | the question of who handles the trivial calls for
carrcculy‘ ' T v service, indicate that the lack of clarity in the
’ L goals of the unit was paralleled by a lack: of
3. Several members indicated the need for more N clear agreement among SUCh supervision.
specialized training, both in-gervice and at 1 - ;o
gpeeial schools. Such training would appear to | C. At the level of the Bureau of Police.
be in support of a more distinguished and special- : .
ized rolé?than now exists in tge unit itsel? . 7. The evaluators found no evidence of well-defined

_ O operational goals that the Bureau had in mind for
thie lovel of the Intensive Patrol Unit.

- -

§ the I.P.U., both when it was first established
) } and since. 1In particular, there were no crime-
i . LI i} " B} :
4. We find that no adequate mechanism existed for 1 §P§C1flc.%°ilsé _SUCh a _sgozguz. agproggh 18
the accumulation, interpretation, and dissemination inappropriate ior a specidal tactical unit.
of either tactical or strategic information.

%a; 8. The Bureau had not paid enough attention to the
5. We f£ind that the unit was often fragmented in its ‘ % . C?mpleXity and difficulty of making ) experimgnt
depLoyment . and that deployment apparewtly repro- | | llge the I.P.U. su§cess£u1. %é.rglatlog to this
Y s OF thece rules of Chunb: |- point, we do not find that sufficient signals and

indicators of the difficulty of running the I.P.U.

a. Backup of regular patrol units . 2 % were absent. Rather, what appeared to be gbsent
| { ‘ : was a lack of management process or mechanism for
b. Deterrence of vice and otHer'”predictably i receiving these signals and‘tak%ng appropriate steps.
visible' crimes which may tarnish the city's § In the abse?ce ?f S9Ch a mechanism, any new P?rt
public image. g of an organization is likely to be treated like
A .all the other parts. In the case of the I.P.U.,
I3 b . .
c. Cooperation with other units (both internal % _f this is apparently what happened.

to the Bureau of Police and external). :

° ‘ ) 1 IR A concern to the evaluators was the presence of the
Each of these rules of thumb individually might be '
‘justified and contribute to an overall goal of quality
police service. They operate,however, at different
levels of control, measurement, and effectiveness.
The simultaneous pursuit of all three of these has v . . .
left the unit witﬁ both an unclear "track record" be more relevant to Harrisburg is the "project management"
and a fragmented set of experiences and skills.

usual quasi-military concept of organization which was used

o e A

by the I.P.U. An alternative,& concept which we believe would

concept of organization. This concept is discussed in detail
Furthermore, they may indicate a lack of qualitative . . . ) . .
difference between the I,P,U, and regular patrol. in Section 7.5, and is recommended for consideration.
To the ext nt that this is true, tie question of
supplantation is raised,




¥

7-4

7.9 Pindinys Belevant for Police Departments Considering

Special Taectieal Units.

We have five major findings which we believe relevant

to any police departwment considering the establishment of

a speeial tactical unit or reviewing an existing one,

1j

b,

K]

A coneerted effort must be undertaken to establish

and commumnicate a defiinite set of goals for such

a unit., The ideal way to do this is to identify
"evime specific” goals for the unit. Any department
which has not done this previously should undertake
some training before it establishes the unit, -

A "real-time" information base and system must be
established. This system can be simple and inex-
pensive, but it must be adequate, relevant, and
timely. Computerized systems are usually not
gulficient to meet this need. We would emphasize
that the information need not (and should not) be
voluminous. It should be relevant,

The tactical unit must be supported by tactical
equipment and flexibility whose guidelines are
workaed out before their use is required. Any unit
whose only difference is hours of work and desig-
nation (ox shoulder patch) is not likely to exploit
fully their tactical opportunities.

An evaluation and feedback process has to be util-
ized =0 that the unit does not 'drift" through a
sequence of activities whose relationship to the
oripinal goals -is not clear.

Top management support of the unit meeds to be
developed and clavified. We find that, if a
tactical unit is working successfully, it is
extvemely likely to genervate conflict, since it
naturally cuts across the boundaries of many other
ovganization units. A process for resolving such
conflict must be present and used by management.

as being necessary for the effectiveness of

These are

» 7-5
Minimum Condditions for an Effective TI.P.U

We4here identify several conditions which are viewed

a tactical unit,

suggested as being applicable to most departments,

1. The unit must have unity of command, with unit

command having easy access to division command.

The unit must be composed primarily of volunteers
(the present I.P.U. mix appears unstable).

3. The unit must maintain an adequate information
system.

4. The unit must be able to exhibit some degree of
self-direction and control.

5. The unit should be of a size that could be
managed by no more than one supervisor. There
should not be more than one street supervisor.

6. T@e objectives must be specific and clearly recog-
nized by the unit itself and all levels of police
management. Crime-specific goals are preferable,
The activities of the unit must be as directly
Arelated to these objectives as possible.
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7.4 Pitfalls to be Avoided

Here we list several pitfalls which are easy to be
trapped in unless they are being watched for. They are
gingled out here as key factors which can impede the progress
of a gpecial tactical unit. Some have been experienced by
the T,P.U. in particular, while others are potgntial problems
but have not occurred in Harrisburg.

1. Avoid gverstaffing. 1t seems better to begin with

a small core of committed officers, refine the
unit's approach, and build on it later. Many

officers in the unit create more problems than
the unit solves,

2. Avoid inappropriate staffing. Non-volunteers and
untrained individuals downgrade both the effective-
ness of the unit and its reputation.

3. Avoid instability in mission. A rapidly changing
migsion is probably worse than one which may be
slightly "off target" but stable. (Stable, of
course, does not mean never changing.) Objectives
should be well-defined, preferably crime-specific,
and well-known to all members of the unit.

4.  Avoid "simple!" misuse of the unit. We here refer
to uses for which the unit was not designed or
which are not part of its objectives, e.g. crowd
control, etc.

5. Avoid Ycomplex' misuse of the unit. Less obvious
‘than simple misuse is the misuse that occurs when
the unit is used as a visible symbol of the respon-
siveness of the department to political pressure,

For exampla, the "showing the flag'" type of activities

may be counterproductive if the unit is attempting
to operate in a low visibility mode.

6. Avoid insufficient tactical flexibility. Day-to-day
use of old vechicles, disguises, patrol and walking
routes, etc. are desireable.

-
.
L

7.
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Avoid data overload and information scarcity. 1In the
absence of the unit deciding what information it needs
two things are likely to happen: either the unit ’
receives irrelevant computer printouts (data overload)

or the unit does not receive specialized information
suited to its needs.

Avoid street confrontations with supervision of
other units. Such confrontations, in the absence of
pre-established guidelines, are likely to elicit
support for the regular units, and not for_ the
tactical unit, '

Avoid normal feedback systems. Much of the overall
management function of the larger department may
use a feedback process which distorts and filters:
out relevant information. A positive step can be
taken if this unit regularly debriefs after any

concerted activitv, while the data and experience
are "hot." ~

s

> 4
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7.%. "Projcet Manacement''--An Alternative Concept of Organizing

Tactical Units.

The project management concept that has become associated
with the toerm was originally used by N.A.S.A., It affords three
prineipal c¢lements which distinguishes it from more traditional

manageaent struebures.

1. Theyre is a "project manager' who is the single

point of management responsibility for the conduct
of the task.

Centralized planning and control are exerted by
the project manager and his organization.

Fa]

3.  Some of the work is performed by individuals
outside of the project management's organization,
but this work is all coordinated by a project
executive in that outside organizationm.

The appropriateness of these elements may vary from
time to time within each tactical unit., The limited time
frame (one to three years) under which many tactical units.
operate because of foderal support makes them candidates for
the project management approach.

Move importantly, the experience of the project man-
agement approach has uncovered additional findings on the
relationship of the project manager with the overall organ-
ization. These findings are repeated here, in a form adapted
to the special conditions of tactical units. They reflect
tha kind of relationship which we believe desireable between

tactical unit supervision and departmental supervision.

[ e———
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LX necessary preconditions for effective experiments

in_tactical unit management.,

*

Senior management committment to focus on a
well-defined and time~limited task.

Strong support b | ' i
‘ y department senjior officials
of the unit commander, retals

Authority to act across organization lines.,

2 basic but simple system for keeping senior
anagement and those affected b ject
Infooemer ‘ y the project

A sys?em f9r periocdic review by senior management
ﬁt points in the life cycle (of the project)
gyed to reporting and management decisions.

RelatlYely easy access to senior management by
the unit commander. ) .

Adapted from Project Management inyN;Ao§;A°:
The System and the Men, R.L. Chapman, N.A.S.A
0él o oldoy

Washington D,C, 1973.
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Vance Hacl ) SaieNce CENTER
3733 Spruce Street

INTENSIVE PATROL UNIT EVALUATION SURVEY 20 August 1974

Dear Officer:

‘ As you probably know, the Intensive Patrol Unit of the
Harrisburg Bureau of Police is sponsored by a grant from the
Governor's Justice Commission of Pennsylvania. This grant
requires an independent evaluation, and the Justice Commission
has commissioned me to prepare this evaluation.,

pr—

As a staff member of the Management and Behavioral Science
Center of the Wharton School, I am strongly convinced of the
value of opinion from those actually performing a job, and not
being limited to statistical data and statements from super-
visors, I hope you share my eagerness in this regard. As an
1 officer currently or formerly assigned to the I.P.U.,, you have
| knowledge and experience of the I.P.U. which no one else has,

1
* v

| Therefore, I ask your cooperation by completing the en-

. closed survey, which is being sent to all current and former
I.P.U. members. It is fairly extensive, and it was prepared

with the cooperation of four I.P.U. officers who should be

able to clarify any unclear points. (Their names are listed

in the survey itself.) The survey is ruled by strict professional
confidentiality., The Bureau of Police has agreed to the survey,
and we have their cooperation. They will not see any individual
responses; only the evaluation team here at the Center will have
access to identified response forms.

e o

I would appreciate your returning the survey to us no
later than Thursday, August 29, 1974, Please use the enclosed
postage-paid envelope. Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
flon & S0LR_

John C. Eldred

Senior Management
Research Analyst




INTENSIVE PATROL UNIT

EVALUATION SURVEY

Papt 7 {'niroduction)

Thia survey Ls part of the I.P.U. evaluation.

Thie purvey consists of four parts:

Part I (introduction)

Part LI (personal data)

Part ILL (survey questions)

Part IV ("Who else should we talk to?")

The evaluators would like to stress two ground

rules that have been established for this survey:

1.

The survey 1s being conducted under
professional rules of confildentiality,
meaning that the identity of individual
responses will be seen only by the
evaluators, and not by anyone else. This

1s a standard practice of the evaluators.
Furthermore, all responses will be included
in the feedback of survey results, but 1in
aggregate form only. Thus, all remarks will
be reported anonymously. We plan to mail a
personal copy of these results to your home.
The sccond ground rule is that thlc survey
has been sanctioned by the management of the
Harrisburg Bureau of Police, and we have had
thelr fullest cooperation and support in the
evaluation. We belleve that all parties are

oextremely interested in a candid and complete

(9

RN

[WE

[

picture of the I.P.U. from the viewpoint
of all of the individuals who have been a

“part of 1t (both present and past members).
The remaining three parts of the survey require
your candor and cooperation. We have been assisted in the
preparation of this survey by four members of the I.P.U.
(W. C. Durham, T. L. Olsen, J. A. Vucenic, and J. F. Zang, Jr.).

If you need clarification on any of the points raised, please

feel free to contact them.
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Part 1T (Personal Data)
L.

Address (include zip cede)

2,

Years (months). in I.P.U.

Starting

3.

no./yr.

Until

mo./yr.

Starting

Total years (months) on force:

y

i

mo./yr.

Until

mo./yr.

5. Did you volunteer for the I.P.U. (circle oﬁe)?

No

¢

Yes

6. If you answered "no" to question #5, why were
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The first seven questions covered broad dimensions

of police operations. The next questions deal with more

specific functions.

The following are a number of purposes for which many
tactical units operate. From your experience, rank the
following in order of importance (rank the most important
as #1, the next as #2, etc.) as to how the I.P.U. now
operates:

apprenension/improvement of clearance rate in general

apprehension/improvement of clearance rate of specific

crimes; namely,

prevention of crime in general

prevention of specific crimes; namely,

deterrence of crime in general

deterrence of specific crimes; namely,

other (specify)

If the I.P.U. were starting all over, how would you rank the

following in order of importance (#1 is most important, etc.)

apprehenéion/improvement of clearance rate in general

—

crimes; namely,
prevention of specific¢ crimes; namely,

deterrence of specific crimes; namely,

other (specify)

prevention of crime in general
deterrence of crime in general

apprehension/improvement of clearance rate of specific
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. On s Lactienl level (everyday operations), how was the

I

1.9.0, oripinally designed to operate?

L1, How actually did it operate, when 1t started?

17 How i 1% operating today?

13, JHow eould 3t be eoperating (with minor changes)?

1h, If you could change anything in the I.P.U. or the Bureau

of Police, how would you have the I.P.U. uperating "ideally"?
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15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Did/do you know what crime problem the I.P.U. is trying

to combat?

No

———r———.

Yes. What is 1it?

How was that crime problem communicated to you?
Were/are you given numerical data regarding incidence
of crime in areas patrolled?

If you were in charge, would you continue the I1.P.U.?

Yes No

If you would continue it, how would you change it (if

at all).
If you would not continue it, how would the mission it
performs be handled?
How would you characterize the relationships of the I.P.U.
to the following (check one):
Out Excel- Very Rather

Good Good Falr Poor Poor

standing lent

-With other patrol units

-=With I.P.U. supervision

-With other Bureau super-.
visors

~-With the community

-With the Foot Patrol
Units

~-With your fellow members
of the I.P.U.
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, i 23. How do you see the I.P.U. as different from the regular
What ewtgwnts, 4 #ny, do you have on your responses to the , |
N S patrol units?
above question? L _
s
fa 24. In what way are you evaluated by your supervision while
) a8 member of the I.P.U.?
22. How do you think the following groups would characterize
thelr relationship with the I.P.U.?
Out- ; Very Rather
- > Good Good Fair Poor Poor o
standfos  Excellent o v 25. What comments do you have on questions 15 to 249
~Qther patrol units
=1.P,U, supervision
~0ther Lureau supers-
vision ;
~Cammund.ty - 26. What general comments, suggestions do you have on the
=Foot Patrel Unit

overall survey?

*Eﬁilaw members of

What comnments, A0 any, do you have on your responses to the above

question?

o e o A
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How that you have finished the survey, is there
any other individual, inecluding civilians, with whom we 1; APPINDIX B
ahould talk te or have £411 out this survey (please give thel .
y (p g eir 8 OUTPUT OF SURVEY RESPONSE ANALYSIS
name and address 1 possible)? e

BY I.P.U. WORKING GROUP

)
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What are your general comments/suggestions regarding
“Lhie evaluation? R
What important points regarding the I.P.U. has this i

aurvey not covered?

-1 -
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Introduetion

The mQVFQSwﬁm pages represent the output of working
gesuiong of a group of eight police officers who have had
clthoer direcet experience as aoavowm or supervisors in the
Tatensive Patrol Unit , or who have had close contact with
the unit's operation.

The working sessions were designed by the evaluators
with nae @:wvwwcmn

~-To analyze the results of the survey of all present

and former members of the I1.P.U.

~-~To brainstorm both strategic and tactical approaches

which the 1.P.U., as a prototypical tactical unit,
could use under idealized operating conditions.

Extensive effort was made to cluster and prioritize the
resulis of the survey and to identify potential applications
both for the Intensive Patrol Unit and for tactical units in

other police depaxtments.
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EXHIBIT B-1

-

RANKINGS OF FUNCTIONAL INTERDEPENDENCE WITH OTHER H.B.P. UNITS
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Reading down the columns indicates which functions require the most or least

1

.
.

Key

interdependence with other units.

Scale: 1 = "This function is most important in our interface with this unit."”

8 = "This function is least important in our interface with this unit."
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Rotes on Functional Interdependence Matrix

2.

Individuals were asked to rank, with respect ta each
interfacing unit, which functions were most important
(i.¢., in which were the I.P.U. and the other unit
most "interdependent').

These rankings were then averaged (see "average
ranking'" column) to indicate which functions
required the most interdependence (work with
interface units).

In this case, intelligence gathering ranked

highest, followed by prevention of crime in

general, ete.

While all of these functions are contemplated by

the I.P.U,, the implications of an intelligence-
oriented unit are seen as structural in nature

and are best illustrated in exhibit B-2,

"Alternative Mission Statcments."
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EXHIBIT 3-2

ALTERNATIVE MISSION STATEMENTS FOR THE I.P.U.

"INDEPENDENT" MISSION STATEMENT

"This unit shall be designaéed as a full* tac unit
for the purpose of attacking crimes of the following nature:
--robberies
--burglaries

--theft”

[*"Full" was explained to be fully free to innovate tactically;

with maximum flexibility.]

'""INTERDEPENDENT' MISSION STATEMENT
| "Tﬁis unit shall have as its primary function,
app;e?ension, geﬁeral preﬁention, and shall be free to change
tactichtqlfit the situation. |
"It will rely on information from the following sources

(in order of priority):

1.' Patrol and Traffic

2. Inter-platoon communication and street informants
3. Juvenile bureau
4. Detective bureau
5

Statistics (if up to date [timely] from record

[/}
bureau)
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Notes on Alternative Mission Statements

1.

The working group divided into subgroups of four

after each individual had listed in three iterations
his best definition of a mission statement for

‘the I.P.U.

The group then derived two different styles of
6geration. The fifSt style would be that of a

fully indépendent unit, which would have complete
freedom within department regulations to operate

as it saw fit. Under such a éoncept, ﬁheré~Wbu1d

be minimal joint work with other organization units.
The second style wquld be interdependeﬁt, in which
the unit would work closely with other organizations
(as it had actually done on occasion) and in which
its activities would complement thoée of other

units,

These two mission -statements were composed, and then
presented to a ﬁbck review board, compbsed of two

of the evaluators for questioning and clarification.
This process had considerable value for the working
group, simre it was mutually educational for both

the evaluators and the working group, and it served

..as. "eclosure" for the survey analysis process.

Both of these missions reflect fundamentally different

e ey

styles and, if logically pursued, different

..operating characteristics. ~These are included

in this appendix to illustrate the kind of choices
and communication which would seem necessary if

tactical unit operation is to be successful.
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EXHIBIT B-3
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EXHIBIT B-4

Key 188U 1IST FOR DIFFERENT FUNCTIONAL ACTIVITIES

PRTIORTITY ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESPONSES

- o .
Funetion Issues 4 . I. Group 1 output:
Prevention --What type of prevention (education 3{@ 1. First priority: Deal with ignorance, attitude, and
(General) vs. saturation/visibility) b

--Preventive maintenance approach i apathy of some members of present

before crime takes place ool )
. i;ij ‘ unit.

Prevention --Street crimes — intensify patrol . o o
(5pecific crimes) --Shops/stores —2 educate SN 2. Second priority: Compose specific lists of tactical

--Communications media-—pyutilize fully | .. ’ o

_ | characteristics (get some certainty

Deterrance --Intensify patrol/visibility ' E;f? N .. .
(General) --Use '"Officer Friendly' program W ' and centinuity in how the unit

--Crime repression--educate public

--Audible alarms operates tactically).

Deterrence --Traffic violations--marked cars o 3'. Third priority: Utilize uniform and appropriate
(Specific) ~--Push uniformity among officers 0o o
in traffic signals ~ 1 training resources,
Apprechension --Plan where and how unit works b | ‘ 4. Fourth priority: Define apprehension as primary
(General) : - ==-Use traffic stops 1o ) .
--Eliminate overlap/traffic duty ‘e , ' unctlon.
“conflicts ' S . o . . '
--Retter data on crime and population 3 " - 5. Fifth priority: Determine methods to achieve and
characteristics of different - | ; ) _ . .
areas ‘ A maintain highest degree of tactical
. ‘ ]
Apprehension --What crimes are high likelihood . flexibility.
Specific of apprehension : Ll . o o .
(5 ) --Look for all on view felonies and % 6. Sixth priority: Once flexibility is achieved, begin
misdemeanors 3

-~Push silent alarms crime prevention activities.

--Watch overload, over-response L . ]
’ 7. Seventh priority: Establish and maintain realistic

goals.
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II. Group 2 output:

! " " 1. First priority: Organize the unit{into a coherent

Sy

unit with a single direction.
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2. Second priority:

3, ‘Thixd priority:
. 4, F¥ourth prioity:

5. Fifth priority:
- 6. Sixth priority:

7.- Seventh priority:

L3
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Define the objective of the unit.
Thi.s will deal both with attitudes
and coﬁmﬁhications problems.
kGive unit specialized and relevant
tfaining.

Establish flexibility in tactics

as the key operating characteristics.

- Define specific crimes to be

attacked.

Maximize arrests in all on view
situations.

Take steps to change the image of

the unit as a '""Punishment' platoon.

IR B BT )

.
) Notes on Priority Analysis
; | As in th process outlined ip B-2,"A1ternativ¢ Mission
Sﬁatéments," two lgrodps worked separately to analyze key
—_— questions in the survey responses. ' The technique they used
% ‘ was called a 7 x 7 sort (see Gregory's The.Manageﬁent of
§ ?; Intélligeﬁce). As a result of the work, each group assembled
5 3 a matrix of responses. Reproduced above are the topic
gr headings of the responses. They are listed in order of
- .
;_ priority (as they should be attacked within the situation of
% : , the I.P.U. at that time).
2
: i
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i APPENDIX C -
: STANDARD 9.8, "SPECIAL CRIME TACTICAL

) ‘ FORCES," POLICE, National Advisory

Commission on Criminal Justice Standards

. and Goals, Washington D.C., 1973.
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