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The Police Traffic Services Personnel Performance Evaluation
System was developed by Dunlap and Associates, Inc., of Darien,
Connecticut under two NHTSA study contracts (DOT-HS-5-01272 and
DOT-HS-6-01386). Messrs., Edward W. Bishop, John W, Hamilton
and John F. Oates, Jr. carried out both of these studies. ‘

This program was under the technical management of the En-
forcement and Emergency Services Division of NHTSA., Mr. Richard,
Frederick of that division had persanal cognizance of both studies.
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Foreword

This technical report describes the second phase of a two-phase pro-
gram designed to produce a system for the evaluation of police traffic ser-
vices (PTS) as performed by a police officer at the patrolman/trooper level.
The background of this phase, the technical approach that was followed and
the evaluation system itself are described in this report. The system itself
consists of two manuals and a number of data collection and evaluation
forms. These have been published separately and will be available from
the United States Government Printing Office. 1

The development of this personnel evaluation system was sponsored by
the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration under its mandated re-
sponsibility for the improvement and maintenance of highway safety through-
out the country. By its sponsorship, NHTSA expects to improve traffic ser-
vices generally and traffic law enforcement par“icuiarly. As a result of that
improvement, a higher degree of traffic law comipliance among the driving
public can be expected and thereby a reduction in the number and sericusness
of traffic accidents should occur, This chain of events, leading to improved
highway safety, has been demonstrated in a number of traffic law enforce~ .
ment studies. The relationship between personnel evaluation and quality of
PTS is simply that effective evaluation allows the supervisor or manager to
use and deploy his men most efficiently.

The Police Traffic Services Personnel Evaluation System, as the pro-
duct of this study is named, is also applicable to two othér areas of manage-
ment concern: productivitity and overall traffic effectiveness. Briefly, pro-
ductivity of police officers is a matter of growing concern just as it is with
regard to any other public employee. Escalating personnel costs force the
police manager to attempt to maximize productivity relative to cost. To do
that he must be able to describe and measure job performance. Description
and measurement of actual job performance are the chief characteristics of
the evaluation system. As to the area of overzll traffic effectiveness, indices

€onn

Ly formation about ordering the manuals and the forms can be obtained from:

Enforcement and Emergency Services Division ’(N4Z'-13)
NHTSA, Department of Transportation
Washington, D.C. 20590

ATTENTION: Mr. Richard R. Frederick



or rates of performance (such as the Enforcement Index) have long been used
to assess the overall effectiveness of police traffic operations. The per-
formance measures that are one product of this evaluation system can be
summed to provide a single overall measure of the traffic unit (or the traffic

- performance of the whole department). The applications of this system to

various management needs are discussed in the two system manuals. This
report will note these applications only briefly.

It should be noted again that this report is concerned with why and how

the system was developed. The reader should refer to the manuals for a
complete description of the system and how it works.
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AN

I. BACKGROUND

The foreword to this study presents the rationale for NHTSA support

of personnel performance evaluation applied to PTS, The association be-
tween the evaluation system (as developed in this study) and improved high-
way safety is also defined there. It seems unnecessary to elaborate those
comments--good PTS improve highway safety and good personnel performance
evaluation improves PTS quality. Therefore, this background section will be-
- gin with a discussion of the first phase of this program which was devoted to

the development of a job description and the the identification of tasks (com~
ponents of the description) that could become the basis for an evaluation sys-
tem. NHTSA in its request for a proposal to perform the first phase, said
the following: :

""There are 14, 806 State and local police protection a.genciesl in
the United States. Police protection as used here include enforc-
ing the law, maintaining traffic safety, apprehending those who
violate the law, traffic control, and traffic safety including re-
lated traffic engineering (but not highway planning and engineering.
These State and local agencies have %37, 811 full time employees,
and 449, 656 full time equivalent employees for a total of 887,467

employees.

""Police traffic services functions include accident investigation,
debris hazard control and clean-ups, traffic law enforcement,
traffic direction and patrol. It is difficult, if not impossible, to
estimate how many of the total employees perform all or any
part of police traffic services functions.

"What is generaliy not known with any degree of preciseness by
the police administrators, supervisors, and operational employees
is the identification and definition of the tasks performed which
make up police traffic services. In addition, gradations of perfor-
mance of the tasks are nect known and have not been established.

1Source: U. S, Departmentr of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration. ''Expenditure and Employment Data of the Criminal Justice Sys-~

tem, 1969-1970,"

‘?‘Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Admiin-
istration. !'Criminal Justice Agencies in the U.S. Summary Report, 1970, "
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In summing the above, what does not exist in police protection
agencies is an adequate evaluation system for the first line super-
visor to evaluate those operational employees performing police
traffic services tasks. Ewvaluation of the performance of the tasks
can be done at the time of performance or after and should include
the quantity and/or quality of work performed.

"The study should provide for development of a product that will
be used for a future effort on gradations that will be a very much
needed and esséntial tool for improving the quality and increasing : v
the quantity of police traffic services throughout the many different

police protection agencies in the United States, '

The approach that was implemented by Dunlap and Associates, Inc., in
response to that request was made up of four major tasks:

1. Review of PTS, training and evaluation literature

2. Collection, analysis and systhesis of information on
PTS operations and training from police agencies

3. Development of above information into job descriptions
of traffic services as performed at the patrolman level

4,  Identification and definition of factors in the job descrip-~
tions for evaluation.

The study commenced with the literature review. More than fifty re-
ports and documents were deemed relevant, and classified into four broad
categories-~traffic services, job description, personnel evaluation and train-
ing. This review provided some information concerning the range of PTS
duties and tasks and their commonality among law enforcement agencies. A
much more detailed data collection effort was conducted by the study staff -
members through personal surveys of six police agencies, representative of
jurisdictional responsibility, geographical location and missions. Using in-
terview guides and structured survey forms, information was acquired from o
patrol, supervisory and command personnel concerning PTS operations, train-
ing and personnel evaluation. Specific PTS functions, duties, and tasks per-
formed by each agency were identified and estimates were obtained of the rel-
ative importance of these functions. Information was also solicited from other

agencies by mail or informally during visits conducted inconjunction with other

research projects. In all, information was obtained from eighteen state and
local agencies. ‘



Although there was basically good agreement among law enforcement
agencies concerning what functions constitute PTS, specific definitions of
these functions varied from agency to agency. All of these definitions were
complied and analysed to distill out the elements, procedures and definitions
of PTS that are common to all agencies. Through this process 'universally
acceptable' definitions for five PTS functions were developed in terms of
actual job performance (i.e., in terms amenable to evaluation). The five
PTS functions are:

1.  Traffic Law Enforcement

The objective of this function is to deter and detect traffic viola-
tions through enforcement. It includes patrol activities as well as
general and selective enforcement of all traffic laws, This func-
tion begins with the observation and detection of a vioclation; it in-
cludes apprehension of and interaction with the violator, investiga-
tion of the violation, and the enforcement decision and actions.

2. Accident Scene Management and Investigation

The objectives of this function are to provide for control and
stabilization of an accident scene and to perform an investigation

of the causative factors. The investigative part of this function is
performed only in support of the police responsibilities for safety
and enforcement action, evaluating countermeasure programs, de~
tecting and apprehending violators, and identifying problem areas.
This function includes planning for and use of emergency procedures
and vehicles as well as emergency medical services. This function
can lead to enforcement actions.

3. - Traffic Direction and Control

The objective of this function is to insure the safe and orderly move-
ment of vehicular and pedestrian traffic. The function includes regu-
lar duty assignments, such as at school crossings as well as traffic
control related to emergencies. It encompasses whatever planning is
performed by the patrolman as well as the actual manual control of
vehicular and pedestrian traffic. Two important applications of this
function are the control of traffic in an accident situation and the con-
trol of traffic for special events. Traffic direction and control can
lead to enforcement actions.

~3-



4, © Court System Interaction

The objective of this function is to provide police input to the ad-
judication process, This function includes the preparation and
‘presentation of testimony and physical evidence as well as other
court-related activities. Only those court activities that arise out
of traffic law enforcement are included in this description.

5. 'Highway Service and Assistance

The objectives of this function are: 1) to provide assistance to
motorists who have encountered a vehicle breakdown, or who are
sick, lost or otherwise in need of assistance, and 2) to cope with
such highway problems as debris blocking the travelled portion
of the highway or inoperative traffic control devices. This is not
a law enforcement function as such but can lead to enforcement
actions that might arise out of the assistance situation. For ex-
ample, a motorist in need of assistance may be found to be under the
influence and some appropriate charge could be lodged. The spe-
cific activities that make up this function are generally concerned
with interacting with the public, The officer must be prepared to
cope with a wide range of ermergency and unusual situations., A
good knowledge of the local geography and emergency resources
is required.

The major end products of the first phase were job descriptions of each
of the above PTS functions. These descriptions define duties, primary
tasks, and tasks that comprise these functions. The job descriptions also in-
clude an analysis of each duty, primary task, and task relative to five param-
eters that affect its potential use as a factor for evaluation. These parameters
are:

. The products of the duty, primary task, or task--i.e., the out-
put. This may be an action taken by the patrolman, the issuance
of a document such as a report or citation, or an effect on some-
one or something else such as a change in traffic flow. The
activity's products represent potential measures or indicators of
whether the activity was performed and the quality of its perfor-
mance.

. The observability of the activity and its products--i.e., an
assessment of the means by which the activity and its output




can be observed and measured. Generally speaking, the more
readily observable the activity is, the more sm.ted it will be
for use as an evaluative factor.

. The universality of the activify—d. e., how common is it to the
various police agencies and what is its intrinsic importance to
the overall job of PTS.

. The training emphasis typically given to the activity--i.e., the
level of emphasis devoted to the duty, primary task, or task
in current basic or in-service training programs. In general,
the more training devoted to the activity, the more likely it will
be to merit careful evaluation.

. The gradations of performance that might be established for the
activity--i.e., the likelihood that accurate assessment can be
made of the quantity and quality of performance based upon the
observable products.,

The job activities description for each function, along with the analysis
relative to the parameters, were combined into a ""Model Job Description for
Police Traffic Services. " This model encompasses all PTS activities and
the functional division is representative of typical duty assignments. Overall,
the model is in good agreement with PTS descriptions prepared by other police
research and operational organizations. Finally in the first phase, the model
was subjected to a critical review by the Traffic Institute of Northwestern
University. A member of the Institute staff serving as consultant to the-ié~-
search team found that the model is complete and comprehenSWe and that it
is structured in a way that would facilitate any application to police operations, .

The second phase in the development of the evaluation s ystem was essen-
tially a continuation of the analysis of PTS activities. The objective of the
further analysis was to identify specific PTS job activities that could be incor~
porated into a valid, objective and quantitative evaluation system. The second
phase was implemented under a separate contract. In a general description of
the study to be conducted as the second phase, NHTSA said the following: '

"This project involves taking those (PTS) factors, i.e., tasks and
subtasks, that have been identified and defined in a previous study
and identify and define gradations of performance for each of the
factors. ‘
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"The gradations are influenced by the organizational unit, time and
area of assignment., For example, the value of the gradations
would be different for an officer assigned to the Patrol Division
working in a predominantly residential area on the 12 midnight to

8 a.m. shift than an officer assigned to the Enforcement Unit of a
Traffic Division working in a predominantly business area on the
12 noon to 6 p.m. shift or an officer of a State Highway Patrol
assigned to an Interstate highway. In essence, the gradations
must be sensitive to the time, area, and nature of the officer's
assignment, - ’

"Additionally, the gradations must be reflective of the quantative
and/or qualitative characteristics of the factor (task or subtask)
performed by the traffic officer and should be expressed in a narra-
tive or numerical value or range of values. '
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II. TECHNICAL APPROACH

A. General

The approach to the second phase of this program, i.e., the final
development of the PTS Personnel Performance Evaluation System, was
designed to build on and articulate closely with the first phase. Since
Dunlap and Associates, Inc., was the contractor for both phases, this
objective was easily accomplished. Further, the approach was determined
by the form and content of the PTS model job description (which has been
described in the preceding section). ! Also, the approach was affected by
the requirement that the resulting system would allow a quantitative person-
nel evaluation based on actual job performance. Some brief comments on
this sort of evaluation will help the reader understand the anproach that
was ta.ken. :

, Personnel evaluation is an essential process in the management of any
organization, but it assumes truly major proportions in those organiza-~
tions that rely heavily on the action, the aititude and the appearance of the
personnel involved. Police agencies are outstanding examples of organiza- -
tions that are dependent on the quality and productivity of their personnel.
Police work is not automated and very few important functions are routin-
ized. The quality and the success of a police department are dependent
on the effectiveness of its personnel in both mental and physical activities.
The human element is critical in both the regular day-to-day operations,
as well as in the unexpected, emergency situations that arise in traffic and
all other aspects of the police officer's job. Therefore, police commanders
and supervisors regularly assess how well their officers are performing.
Whether this assessment is made intuitively, based on ''feelings'' about an
officer, or it is made in a more systematic, more sophisticated way, the

objective is the same: to determine how well each officer is doing and,
taken together, how well the squad, platoon or department is doing. 'I‘hus,

personnel evaluation is an important and continuous supervisory activity.

However, formal personnel evaluation is usually associated more with peri-
odlc, admlmstra.twe reviews than with regular operatxona,l or management
uses.

1The reader who wishes a more complete understanding of the Model Job
Description should obtain the reports of the first phase study:

Evaluation Factors for Performance of Police Traffic Services, Final
Technical Report and Model Job Descriptions (two volumes), DOT-HS-
5-01272, March 31, 1976,, U.S. Department of Transportatlon, Natmna.l
nghway Traffic Sa.fef:y Adrmmstratlon. :




At perhaps the highest level of application, personnel evaluation can be

-used to develop an asgessment of departmental performance. Specifically,

the quality and quantity of PTS provided by a department can be represented
by an aggregation of individual officer performance measures. In this
application, an evaluation system should have factors that are common to
all police agencies but that can be measured by each department's own

‘unique standards of performance., This use obviously establishes some

important, basic characteristics of the evaluation system. The technical.
approach had to include these as objectives.

Within a department, personnel evaluation can be used to help command-
level personnel assess such things as the:

. Degree of compliance with policy or other standards.
. Effectiveness of selective or general traffic programs.

. Correlation between PTS and highway safety (e.g., accident
rate).

In these applications the need is for evaluation factors that are both reliable
and valid indicators of PTS as well as for objective, quantitative measures,
Also, the need for a practical, adaptable format is suggested,

At both the command level and the supervisory level, evaluation that
will allow analysis of training effectiveness as well as training needs is
required. For such training analyses, the evaluation system must have a
diagnostic capability. It is not enough to know how well PTS is performed;
it is necessary to identify the qualitative performance of specific activities

- so that the quality of training can be inferred. When applied to an indi-

vidual, the system must help to identify specific, remedial counselling or
training needs, and when applied to a program, it must help evaluate whole
curricula or curriculum segments. Obviously, the approach had to reflect
the need for qualitative diagnosis,

At the level of the first-line supervisor, evaluation is part of virtually
all supervisory decisions. Knowledge of how well a patrolman is perform-
ing his duties is input for the sergeant's decisions about training, directing
operations, planning and, to some degree, almost any other supervisory
function. To illustrate, a man who has retired from active police work and
now teaches police supervision has written a text on supervisionl and in a
list of supervisory activities contained on about two pages, there are ten
places where the need for performance evaluation is stated, directly or

liannone, N.F. Supervision of Police Personnel. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice~-Hall, Inc., 1970,
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indirectly. Performance evaluation is a supervisory tool that has several
applications in the day-to-day conduct of police work. Thus, the approach
had to accommodate a system that is adapted to everyday practical use, ‘

In still another context, the police supervigor is concerned with the
measurement and evaluation of performance from the viewpoint of produc-
tivity. Productivity easily calls to mind the quota concept, but such an
easy translation must be avoided, While productivity is concerned with the
amount of work performed, itis equally concerned with the quality of the
work performed. Productivity is a product of the ability of the patrolman
and the opportunity which his assignment presents him. The still increas-~
ing number of vehicles on our country's highways and the increasing annual
mileage sustain the need for more and better traffic services. At the same
time, the cost of providing these services as well as the press of other law
enforcement activities require that each traffic officer must achieve maxi-
mum productivity. In perhaps oversimplified but realistic terms, more
traffic services must be provided by the same or fewer patrolmen so that
the consequence of greater productivity is inescapable., The impact on the
approach to this study is that the system must be designed to provide meas-
ures that really define the officer's output and can be easily related to costs.

One final point with regard to evaluation as a supervisory responsibility
relates to the basic nature of traffic services. Typically, traffic services
are provided by individual patrolmen who are not under continuous, direct
supervision. The highway patrol officer alone in his car on a patrol of many
miles and the officer on a fixed post in an urban area are in many ways
equally isolated and separated from direct supervision., Very often, either
the officer on patrol or on fixed post has contact with his supervisor only
at roll-call or in random or regular ''spot checks.' Because of this isola~
tion, the opportunities for evaluation by direct observation are reduced.
Further, since the normal state of a traffic ofﬁder ig isolation, then the
appearance of a supervisor alters that normal state and the performance
thus observed can be criticized as being non-normal. Obviously, an evalua-
tion system must provide appropriate and reliable means for collecting
performance data under these conditions.

B. Specific Tasks

Based on the considerations presented in the preceding section, a study
plan was developed that encompassed four specific tasks:

1. Identify and define evaluation factors (including gradations
or measures),

2. Design a system of forms and instructions for using the
factors.

o



3,  Pilot-test the system and collect and evaluate the results,
4. Revise the system as required.

The first task was obviously a direct continuation of the analysis that
was used to create the job descriptions. In this task the PTS job was fur-
ther scrutinized to identify the specific job activities that are essential for
good PTS, can be observed or recorded, can be measured quantitatively
and qualitatively, and can be evaluated relative to deparfmental standuzrds.

The second task represents the application of general knowledge and
experience in personnel evaluation to the selected factors. Also, the spe-
cific evaluation needs identified for the PTS system (page 7 ) were
brought to bear in this task. A complete package of all necessary forms
and an instruction manual was produced by this task for use in the pilot test.

The pilot test was an attempt to conduct personnel evaluations using the
system as designed in task two under as realistic conditions as possible.
A representative sample of police agencies agreed to cooperate in this
test, The selected sample covered a distribution of agencies by size,
mission and geographic location. The departments that took part in the
test are identified on the Acknowledgements page (page iii).

The four tasks described above were implemented in a number of spe-
cific activities. Taken together, these activities comprise the technical
approach of Phase Two. The following narrative summarizes these activi-
ties.

1. Identify Evaluative Factors

The first step in Phase Two was to analyze the data in the Model
Job Description to identify those tasks having the greatest relevance and
utility for evaluation. In the description, each task had been analyzed as
to products, universality, etc. (see page 4 ). Based on those results, each
task was now analyzed as to the following evaluative characteristics:

. Criticality--i. e., is the task of high, intermediate or
marginal importance to the duty to which it belongs?
In other words, is it critical to good PTS performance?

. Importance to highway safety--i.e., does the task have
a high, intermediate or marginal bearing on the police
role in reducing the behaviors, circumstances and
conditions that cause or contribute to crashes?

. Observability--i. e., how easy or difficult would it be
for the supervisor to determine how well a patrolman
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performs the task? Specifically, is the task directly
observable, inferable from records or other data, or
not observable?

. Face validity-~i.e., would the typical patrolman
consider the task to be of high, intermediate or mar-
ginal validity as an indicator of his performance?

. Utility to the supervisor--i.e., would the typical
supervisor consider the task to be a strong, moderate
or weak input to his evaluation of a patrolman's per-
formance? ‘

The objective of this analysis was to identify those tasks that have
a high level of all five characterigtics and are, thereby, most valuable for
performance evaluation. To illustrate: one of the tasks in the model
description is, !'"Plans patrol' which includes any formal or informal plan-
ning the patrolman carries out in allocating his time on patrol among
various activities such as moving patrol and traffic road checks. This
planning task is critical to good PTS; it has an important effect on highway
safety; it can be '"observed! through activity reports; it is a valid indicator
of performance to both pa’crdlmen and supervisors; and, finally, almost any
supervisor would consider it a useful indicator of performance. Thus,
'plans patrol'' is a good task to include in an evaluation system.,

The analysis of each of the tasks in the model description was
done by means of a rating procedure. First, it was decided that each of
the characteristics would be accorded equal importance. While arguments
could be advanced that one of these characteristics is more important than
the others for performance evaluation, it was decided that these differences
were too small to justify any elaborate weighting scheme. The project
staff then rated each task relative to each characteristic on a three-point
scale as follows:

1+ Low level of the named characteristic
2~ Moderate level
3~ High level or important

Thus, a task that received a total of 5 (rated 1 on ea:ch characteristic) was a
‘poor candidate for inclusion in the system while one that received 15 was an
important candidate. : ‘

Ratings were made by the project staff individually and, since no
serious discrepancies were observed, the results were pooled. In spite of
the staff's long experience in this study and in other police traffic services
research, it was felt that the ratings should be independently confirmed by
police personnel who have had operational experience in PTS and who are
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currently active in some aspect of PTS. Therefore, three NHTSA staff
personnel with PTS experience (and who are now concerned with traffic
law enforcement studies) were asked to rate the tasks. Finally, the co-
operation of the Traffic Institute of Northwestern University was solicited.
They provided time for 52 students in the ""Long Course!' to make the same
ratings. There was generally good agreement among all of the ratings,
ané it was decided that the modal valuel of all the ratings would be used

as the final rating for each task/characteristic.

Tasks that received a cumulative rating of 10 or more were
selected for inclusion in the evaluation system. Because the model descrip~
tion had been based on the most commonly accepted (and therefore most
important) aspects of PTS, more than 90% of all tasks received ratings that
were high enough to warrant their inclusion in the evaluation system.
Further, these tasks were, as would be expected, components of the more
important duties identified in the model description. Thus, it was possible
to identify clusters of duties which were rated highly for evaluation and
which were functionally related. There were eight such clusters that
emerged and these were identified as '"evaluative factors.' Each of these
factors was then associated with quantitative measures of performance, i.e.,
the '"products'’ of the tasks, and with qualitative criteria of performance.
The evaluative factors are defined as follows:

Factor 1. Performs Patrol--This factor aids the supervisor
in determining how well an officer utilizes his
patrol resources in observing traffic to detect
traffic law violations.

Factor 2. Makes Traffic Violation Stops-~This factor allows
the supervisor to evaluate the type of "'traffic
stops!' an officer makes.

Factor 3. Evaluates Violation and Selects Enforcement
Action--This factor permits the supervisor to
evaluate the various enforcement actions result-
ing from the stop as well as his skills as a traffic
stop investigator. :

Factor 4. Issues Enforcement Action--This factor allows
the supervisor to evaluate the type of charges an

1 The modal value is that rating given by 50% or more of the raters, e.g.,
if a particular task/characteristic was rated 1 by 59% of the raters, 2 by
30, and 3 by 11, the mode would be 1. The chief virtue of the mode is that
it indicates what at least half of the raters did and is not affected by a few
‘high or low values as an average might be.
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officer issues and his skills in following pro-
cedures required to file these charges.

Factor 5. Manages and Investigates Traffic Accidentg~=~
This factor aids the supervisor in evaluating
an officer's performance of activities required
to control and investigate traffic accidents,

Factor 6. Prepares and Presents Traffic-Related
Testimony and Evidence-~This factor allows
the supervisor to evaluate the ultimate outcome
of an officer's enforcement actions,

Factor 7., Provides Highway Service and Assistance-~This
factor aids the supervisor in evaluating an offi~
cer's performance of activities intended to
assist the safety of motorists and other persons
in the traffic environment,

Factor 8, Directs and Control Traffic-~This factor allows
the supervisor to evaluate an officer's perfor-
mance in traffic direction and control activities.

2. Develop Pilot-Test System

The eight factors became the basis for a draft of an evaluation
system that would be tested under realistic conditions in the Pilot Test. As
to method, there was no systematic procedure by which the draft system
was constructed. Each factor and its measures were combined into a form
for evaluation that reflected the staff's experience in good personnel evalua-
tion practices, In addition, a manual of instructions was prepared. It does
not serve any useful purpose to reproduce the entire draft systern in this
report. There is included in Appendix A one sample form from the draft
system that illustrates the approach that was followed,

3. Pilot Test

There were three distinct steps in the Pilot Test of the draft sys-
tem: preparation, test, and critique. The preparation involved, first, the
selection of test agencies. This was coordinated with the NHTSA contract
manager, but was determined largely by the experience and interest of the
agencies and, in some instances, by the contractor's experience with the
agency in other studies. A total of ten agencies were selected and these
were representative of state, highway patrol, and large and small munici-
pal departments (see page iii), The participating agencies were then asked
to follow specific instructions about the conduct of the test to insure that
it was conducted under realistic conditions. The agencies were also asked
to make independent ratings of the patrolmen who would be evaluated in the
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test in order to compare results under the proposed sysitem with existing
procedures. Appendix A is a copy of the request sent to agencies for par-
ticipation inths Pilot Test. The design of the procedure and the controls
that were imposed to assure a realistic test are evident in Appendix A.

In total, 29 supervisors used the system to evaluate all or a repre~
gsentative group of the men under their command; 109 officers were rated.
The purpose of the pilot test was to validate the format and content of the

- system. The ultimate objective was to insure that the final product would

be a practical and valuaile tool for any law enforcement agency engaged in
traffic services. The pilot test spanned a period of three months. During
the first two months, officer activity reports were collected by each agency.
At the end of the eight weeks, the performance data was summarized for
each officer and thr responsible supervisor initiated the performance rating
using the draft system. At the end of the pilot test each supervisor was
personally debriefed for any comments, criticisms and suggestions that
could be incorporated in the final revision.

4, Final Revision and Review

During the final stage of Phase Two, revisions to the structure and
content of the system were made as a result of the pilot test experience.
Although the revision of the system content was relatively minor, major
revisions were made to improve the format of the activity reports and fac-
tor evaluation forms. Also, the initial supervisor's manual was divided
into two separate volumes, primarily to separate the functions of manage-
ment level personnel and first-line supervisory personnel in the use of this
system.

When these changes had been made, a staff member of the Traffic
Institute of Northwestern University read and critiqued the Supervisor's
Manual and the system forms. A few further revisions were then made,
and the final versicn of the PTS Personnel Performance Evaluation System
wag submitted to NHTSA.
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III. RESULTS

A. Introduction

This section includes a discussion of the ultimate product of the study,
i.e., The PTS Personnel Performance Evaluation System and a discussion
‘of the results of the survey of supervisors who took part in the Pilot Test.

The Pilot Testf@urvey results will be discussed first since they were
used in the design and production of the final version of the system. A copy
of the interview form used in that survey is reproduced in Appendix B.

That reproduction also includes a gsummary of the responses that were made
by the suparvisors (both the frequency of responses and.a condensation of
their comments). In the discussion that appears here, these detailed
results will be referenced and, where appropriate, they will be included in
the text. The results of the survey relate to the following aspects of the
system:

. The basic concept of the system, i.e., only P'I‘S, quanti-
fied, job performance-based.

. The design of the system for universal application.

. The validity of the system--~-can it really distinguish
among police officers cn the basis of their ability to per-
form PTS? '

. The utility of the system as perceived by the Pilot Test
supervisors. :

. The format of the system, especially its acceptability to
both supervisors and patrolmen.

When appropriate, these aspects are considered for the system as a whole
and for each of the eight evaluative factors separately. :

The manuals and forms that make up the system itself are desciibed
in the final part of this section. To help the reader understand the system
better and to illustrate how it works, the forms are attached to this report
as Appendix C. It is felt that this report should not include reproductions
of the manuals. The reader who wishes to read those should obtain them
from the Government Printing Office (see page ii), The brief discussion
of the system included here emphasizes the features of the system that have
been modified as a consequence of the Pilot Test.
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B. Pilot Test Survey

1. General Results

Overall, the Pilot Test showed that the concept of the PTS
Personnel Performance Evaluation System is a viable one. Further, it
demonstrated that the system can work under a variety of operational set-
tings, With regard to these broad issues, three-fourths of the supervisors
in the test said that a separate measure of PTS performance would be use-
ful to them in evaluating their men. Six out of twenty responses concerning

‘the scope of the system indicated that it was '"too limited' and that they

needed to know more than just PTS. It is of interest to note that there were
very few totally negative responses in this area. Most of the supervisors
(75%) said the system was as good or betier than the evaluation procedure
they presently use. Slightly more than half said it gave them information--
both good and bad--about their men that they had not known before. In
another question about the overall approach, 12 out of 20 supervisors said
they would use the system if it were ""modified slightly."

; In summary, the concept of an evaluation system for just PTS was
acceptable to most of the supervisors; it seemed to be understood and the
system itself worked for about eight weeks in each participating agency.

It must be concluded, then, that the approach is sound and that, with the
revisions that were generated in the Pilot Test, the system will be accept-
able and workable. On balance, it must be said that there were a few
negative reactions but there were also a few very enthusiastic positive
reactions. As with any new procedure, the system was no doubt viewed
with some skepticism and, as evidenced by some of the responses, it was
not fully understood. Based on the Pilot Test, the system was revised as
to format and wording and was redesigned for easier use and understanding.
There were no basic changes in content or approach since the test results
clearly show that the concept is logically sound and workable.

One common problem among all of the supervisors was that of -
understanding how the system works and exactly what they were to do. One
aspect of the system in particular was troublesome. The reader will recall
that this system is designed for universal application; it can be adapted to

 any department's needs or circumstances. During the Pilot Test, however,

many comments were made to the effect that the system would be improved
(or become acceptable) if modified somewhat. Some words, for example,
were used on the forms or in the instructions in a way that was not clear to
the supervisors. The supervisors seemed--at least in part--not to grasp
the idea that the system can and should be tailored to each department's
situation. In the revised system this aspect is strongly emphasized.

Also, with regard to understanding, the most frequent criticism

of the system was levelled at the manual or the "instructions. " It was said

~16-



that they were unclear, too long and too repetitious, Again, in the revision
this problem was given special attention., The revised manuals are com-
pact, highly readable and easy tounderstand. ‘

2. System Validity

A major concern in the development of any evaluation instrument
is whether or not the instrument evaluates what it is intended to evaluate,
i. e,, does it have validity? In both phases of the development of the PTS
Personnel Performance Evaluation System, every step possible was taken
to insure that the job descriptions and the evaluative factors were complete,
accurate and understandable representations of PTS. There is a high level
of assurance that this is the case. The reviews made by experienced
police officers, especially those on the Traffic Institute staff, were uniform
in their agreement about the content of the descriptions., Thus, it can be
safely said that the basis of the system-~~the evaluative factors--are highly
valid descriptions of PTS.

Even after that asgertion about validity, there remains a question
of whether or not the system actually helps to evaluate the performance of
those factors, On a theoretical basis, there is no question that the various
measures that were developed and the performance analysis are 2ll valid
parts of PTS evaluation., The measures and analysis procedure are drawn
in large part directly from present police practices. Also, the measures
and the whole procedure reflect good personnel practices. In spite of all
this, one can still raise the question: Does the system really work?

The Pilot Test was designed to produce an answer to that question
in two ways: the supervisor's opinions about this system compared to his
present system were solicited and, second, an attempt was made to com-
pare guantitatively the results of this test to the supervisors' independent
ranking. The supervisors' opinions clearly suggest that the system is a
valid instrument for PTS evaluation:

. Three-fourths of the responses were that the system
gave them useful information about their men that
they did not have before.

. Sixty percent said they would elect to use the system
either in addition to or in place of their present

system.

’ Seventy percent said they believed the system was
at least as good or better than their present system. .

The following tabulation of responses also indicates the supervi-
sors' perception of the validity as well as the usefulness of the system. In
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connection with each factor, the supervisor was asked to rate how important
the factor is in evaluating his men and then how useful the information was.
Listed below are the factor names (as revised following the test) with the
percentage of responses that indicate ''somewhat'' or ''very' important and
"gomewhat! or !''very'! useful:

% Responding

Important Useful

1) Performs Patrol : 100 100
2) Makes Traffic Violation Stop 100 95
3) Evaluates Violation and Selects

Enforcement Action 100 100
4) Issues Enforcement Action 100 100
5) Manages and Investigates Traffic

Accidents 100 94
6) Prepares and Presents Traffic-

related Evidence and Testimony 80 66
7) Provides Highway Service and

Aggistance 74 68
8) Directs and Controls Traffic 65 72

In the second approach toward establishing validity, each supervisor
was asked to rank his men in order from best to poorest with regard only to
the men's performance of PTS. These ranks were compared statistically
to the combined ratings that were produced by this system in the Pilot Test.
The objective here was to compare system results to experienced police
supervisors' judgments. While this is admittedly not a patent measure of
validity, it is an approximation that could be handled within the resources
of this study. Ideally, this approach to validity would make use of large
numbers of raters and officers, and the rating of each officer sould be
performed by an independent expert (other than his regular supervisor)., In
this study neither of these conditions could be met. However, there were
nine supervisors who evaluated five or more men apiece. That number of
ratings is a bare minimum for statistical analysis. For these nine ratings,
then, the supervisors' ranking was compared statistically to the results
of using the system, The comparison was made by compilong a numerical
score for each officer from the performance measures and performance
analysis for each factor. These combined scores were then translated into
ranks *i,e., 1 = best, 5 = poorest, etc.). The two ranks were then cor-
related with the following results:

¥ Correlation coefficients ranging from 0.10 to ‘0. 98
were obtained. All were positive, which is to
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say that there were no complete reversals between
the two rankings,

. Three of these are statistically significant--or, in
other words, the other six correlations could have
been affected by ''chance'' factors as well as by real
agreement between the two rankings.

‘ It is of special interest to note that the three signifi-
cant correlations came from state highway patrols
whose missions, of course, are very largely traffic-
oriented.

In summary, there is only limited statistical evidence of validity,
but on a practical, working basis there is strong agreement among the
supervisors who took part in the Pilot Test and the officers who helped in
both phases of the program that the system is a valid, useful indicator of
PTS performance.

In spite of this apparent validity of the system and in spite of the
careful revision of the manuals and forms, there may be some reluctance
to adopt this system. This conclusion is based on the frequently stated
opinion that the system involved '"too much paper work' and was ''too '
detailed.!" There is a paradox here between the clear indication that the
system is valid and does produce useful results and the feeling that it is too
demanding - -time and paper work. Further, the reported time to use the
evaluation forms was, on the average, less than an hour, and some com-
ments were offered that this would be reduced as experience was gained.

In other words, itis difficult to find clear consistency among the responses
about specific parts of the system and the frequent overall comment that
the system would not be used. Looking at all the responses for a pattern,
the following characterization of a representative attitude can be made:

The system is seen to be a good and useful means of
personnel evaluation but:

. It is an unknown quantity in terms of invest-
ment of time and results over the long run.

. Simply being new, there is a reluctance to
accept it without challenge.

. During the Pilot Test, the system was in addition
to all regular duties and, thus, was seen as a
burden on time and energy.
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The essential conclusion that comes out of this is that, in order for
the system to be more readily acceptable, the potential users must know
more about it. This can occur through use or it can be made the subject of
an educational effort among law enforcement agencies. The process of
learning through use of the system can be a slow one and may be subject to
gome errors of perception as was seen in the Pilot Test, Further, learn-
ing through use of the systermn means that the agency must elect to try the
system in the first place, and the reluctance noted in the Pilot Test will
certainly affect that decision adversely. It is suggested that a separate,
active program of education about personnel evaluation and about the sys-
tem itself is a more productive approach.

In summary, the Pilot Test accomplished what it set out to do, It
showed that the system was valid, that it could be made to work in day-to-
day operations, and the test provided a great deal of practical guidance for
the revision of the system. While there was some encouraging indication
that the system would eventually be adopted and used, there was also some
reluctance about adopting the system. That reluctance can and should be
overcome through educatior about PTS personnel evaluation.

C. The Revised System

The ultimate result or product of this study is, of course, the system
itself. Since the purpose of this Technical Report is to describe the devel-
opment process, the complete system is not incorporated here. However,
Appendix C includes the fourteen forms that are the backbone of the system.

Following the Pilot Test, the draft form of the system was revised to
reflect the experience that was gained in that three-month period as well as
to include the specific comments and suggestions from the field. As already
noted, the concept of the system and the basic format (8 factors with quanti-
tative and qualitative measures) remained unchanged. The revisions con-
sisted essentially of the following:

. Editorial changes to make word usage and definitions more
universally acceptable,

. Separation of ''management and background' information from
"'supervisor guidance.'! This reduced the volume of material
in the single manual of the draft version and also allowed the
information for each audience (manager and supervisor) to be
presented more directly and clearly.

" Based on the questions that were asked by the supervisors
and the project staff's experience with the data forms, the
user instructions (supervisor) were completely rewritten and
all of the forms were redesigned. This is, in effect, a
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human-engineered design to insure that the system can be
easily used.

. The emphasis on the system as a universal instrument--
i. e., one that can be adapted {o any agency's PTS needs--
was increased and the background about the system concept
and application was increased. This was an attempt to
overcome the apparently inadequate level of information in
these areas. |

The reader is urged to examine Appendix C for an overview of the

system as it has been published. Additionally, the complete system can be
obtained as noted earlier (page iii).
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IV, RECOMMENDATIONS

It would be all but impossible to conclude this final report without
incorporating an cbservation about the program and a recommendation for
its future.

The two phases that made up this total program involved a substantial
number of man~hours and established a close relationship between the
project staff and many police agencies =nd personnel interested in the sub-
ject of evaluation. Because of this, the staff has developed an almost pro-
prietary concern for PTS performance evaluation. Also, the staff is aware
that the origingl concept and approach, while not now part of regular police
evaluation, represent extremely good means for establishing and carrying
out personnel evaluation. The approach has been innovative and it has cul-
minated in a practical system of personnel evaluation,

It is unfortunately often true that solid, innovative research such as
this ends with the publication of a report. This project staff is aware of
the need that exists in the field and knows the quality of the study and the
final product. The observation is offered that it would be a substantial loss
if the need were to be left unfulfilled while this program stopped with the
publication of the system.

The recommendation is that NHTSA should make every effort to put the
system in the hands of potential users and, further, to provide indoctrina-
tion for users as to the concept, the use and the applications of the system.
It is recognized that the system manuals provide this kind of indoctrination
for an interested reader, but it is apparent that some indoctrination must
take place before the system will be sought out and adopted by a user.
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APPENDIX A

Pilot Test Memorandum
to Participating Agencies

The following pages are a reproduction of the
memorandum prepared by the contractor to solicit
participation in the Pilot Test of the draft PTS
Personnel Performance Evaluation System. The
design of the test, particularly the controls intended
to insure a realistic and impartial trial, are des-
cribed in Sections II and III (Pages 2-7) of the
memorandum.
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Pollce Traffic Services. Performance
Evaluation Study

I. Backyround and Purpose

Dunlap and Associates, Inc., is wnder contract to the U,S,
Department of Transportation, National Hlighway Tiaffic Safety
Administration, to develop a Police Traffic Services (PTS) Per-
formante Evaluatlion System.  The evaluation system is intended
to be used by a first-Tine supervisor to rate the PTS perfor-—
mance of an officer under his command., The system is solely
concerned with the officer's performance of traffic functions,
e.9g.,

Traffic Law Enforcement

Avcident Mahagement and Investigation

prraffic divection and Contsol

Court System Intervaction (relative to adjudication of
traffic offenses)

. tiighway Service and Assistance {(e.g,, motorist assis-
tance) . -

a o w e

IE the vificer §g assigned to a designated Traftie mvision
or. unit, the system might provide his {otal perioimance 1ating.
1f traffic functions condtitute only a pairt of s {ob, the out-
put of the system would be combined with ratings of his other
duties to determine his total pe:formance evaluation. 1n either
case, it is hoped that the system will assist the supervisor n
n?mpillnq accurate and objective ratings of the pe:formance of
his men, :

The 1MP8 pertormance evaluation system 18 based upon an analysis
1y

af the specifie duties and taske that constitute the ahove-men-
tinned trattic functions. bdevelopment of the system presently 1s

nearing completion., The wext step will be to conduct a pilot test,

during which supervisors in participating law enforcement agencies
will use the system to rate the performance ot a repreésentative
group of the offigers wnder their command., Performance ratings
nbtained with the new system will he compared with rvatings {(of the
same offirerns) obtained using the departments' current evaluwation
procedurea.  in addition, the supervisorg® comments concetning the
systen's practicality and eane nt opmiation will be solicited.
Through the pilot teat, it is hoped that both the strengths and
weaknesses of the new. system will be uncavered, so that {t can be
reviged appropriately and nltimately will Bmve as a valuable

tonl for all law anforcement agenciecn pigaged in tiattie services,

The fundamental reguirements of the pilot test thus are
threefold:

(1) The selection by each department of a representative
groups of officers (approximately 10-15 individuvals),
eachk of whor regulariyv performs some or ai. of the
abrve~sieted traffsc fupctions.

12}  Develapment of up-to-date performance ratings (rela~
tive tc PTS' of these selected officers, using the
department's current evaluation proc¢edures; the ra-
tings will be supplied by the officers' first-line
supervisor () and’‘or commander(s).

i3) Foallowing & pilot test period of approximately 2
morths  development of PTS performance ratings of
these same officers using the new evaluation system;
instruction in the use of the new system will be sup-~
plied to the supervisors and commanders by Dunlap
personnel prior to commencement of the pilot test
period.

11, Structure ot the Evaluation System and Pilot Test

Although development of the PTS performance evalpation sys-
tem 15 not complete, sufficient progress has been made to permit
a general discussion of its structure. The system will conaist
of a number {approximately B} of discrete factors. Each factor
represents a combination of traffic gservice-related tasks that
ave belireved to hbe common to6 virtually all deéepartments.  Taken
togethet, the total set of factors will represent the major tasks
required Lor all 5 of the previously listed traffic services func-
tions. By ancorporating discveté. factors, it is hoped that the
system will be of maximum use to all departments, regardless of
the nature of their traffic services assignments. For example,
in some departments principal responsibility for accident manage-
ment and investigation might ‘be assigned to a designated Accident
lnvestigation squad; in evaluating the performance of other traf~
tic officers not assigned to that squad the supervisor could de-
lete the factor(s) applicable to that function. ‘Thus, the evalu-
ation system will be structured in such a way that it can be tai-
lored to the needs of each department.

Fot each factor, hoth quantitative and qualitative measures
ot performance will be defined, The guantitative measures Will
indicate the amount of performance, i.e., how often the patrolman
periormed the tasks vepyesented by the factor., Every attempt has
been made te sclect quantitative measures that use data currently
collected by most departments, e.g., counts of the number‘of cita-~
tions issued, patrol miles looged, appearances by the officer in
court, ete. HOwever, 1n some cases cevtain departments may have
e 1evigse thews data collection and reporting procedures 1p order

iy
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to apply a particular quantitative measure. The qualitative mea-
gures will indicate how well the officer performs the tasks repre~
sented by the factor, The quallitative measures require the super-
visor to exercise his best judgment--based upon his personal obser-
vations of the patrolman, review of this activity reports, and other
pertinent data sources~--in rating the adequacy of the patrolman's
performance on a scale of 1 to 5 (ranging from “out-standing” to
*needs much improvement™). Although the supervisor ultimately is
responsible for applying both the gquantitative and qualitative mea-~
sures, it is anticipated that the quantitative data will be rou-
tinely supplied by the department's record system, allowing the su-
pervigor to focus his attention on the qualitative measures,

To better illustrate the structure of the PTS evaluation sys-
tem, a draft version of one factor ("conducts investigation of sus-
pected traffic law violators”) is attached to this memorandum,

During the 2-month period of the pilot test, data applicable
to the guantitative and qualitative measures will be collected on
each patrolman to be rated., At the completion of that period, two
immediate superiors of the patrolman will indeépendently apply the
measures of performance to evaluate the patrolman, By using two
independent evaluators for each officer, it will be poasiblie to
assess the inter-rater reliability of the system., Of coursi. each
of the superior officers must know the patrolmen they are to evalu-
ate, and have an opportunity to observe and review their garformance.
Ideally, both evaluators should be first-line supervisors; however,
it is recognized that in many departments patrolman rarely are under
the command of more than one first-line supervisor, In such cases,
a senior commander (e.g., Lieutenant) could serve as the second
evaluator.

Prior to commencement of the pilot test, Dunlap personnel will
visit each participating department early in December and meet with
the individuals scheduled to perform the evaluations. Sufficient
coples of the evaluative factors will be provided at that time, as
well as a detailed instructional manual, During this meeting, the
evaluative factors will be discussed in detail, and any special data
collection and reporting procedures will be identified.

IIX. Current Requirements

In preparation for the pilot test, participating departments
are requested to accomplish the following:

. Select the officera whose performance will be evaluated;

. Select the supervisory and/or command personnel who will
serve as the evaluators; and

. Conduct an up-to-date performance evaluation {(relative

to PTS) of the selected officers using the department’'s
current rating procedures.
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It should be noted that it is neither necessary nor desired
that Dunlap be furnished the names of the officers to be evalu-
ated, nor the details of their current performance evaluations.

It will suffice for the department to designate each officer by

a letter code (e.g., "A" through "O" i} 15 officers are selected)
and to provide a summary PTS performance rating for each desig~
nated officer, using whatever rating categories currently are in
effect (e.g., "outstanding,” "satisfactory,” "needs improvement, "
or whatever). However, it is requested that the officers be rank-
ordered in accordance with their PTS performance ratings, i.e.,
that the department indicate which is considered the "best" from
an overall PTS viewpoint (Number 1), which is the "2nd best® (Num-
ber 2) and so forth, It is recognized that it may be difficult to
assign relative rank-order numbers to individual officers, parti-
cularly when they are considered to be of the same overall per-
formance rating category. However, the rank-ordering will provide
an essential basis for comparison with the new evaluation syatem,
Naturally, the rank-ordering can and should only be based on the
supervisors' and commanders' collective best judgment of the re-
lative quantity and quality of performance of the officers to be
evaluated.

Attachment 2 of this memorandum illustrates the type of in-
formation requested from the participating departments in prepara-
tion for the pilot test, If possible, it is requested that this
information be provided by November 30, 1976, Of course, it is
requested that the department retain a list of the officer name
asgociated with each letter code to ensure that their current ra-
tings can be compared with the output of the new evaluation sys-
tem,

Specific needs concerning selection of officers and evaluy~
ators for the pilot test are discussed below,

A, Selectiop of Officers

As stated previously, 10-15 officers will be rated on
their performance of PTS duties during the period of the pilot
teast. Agencies that have 15 or fewer officers performing PTS
duties should select all of these officers. However, agencies
that have more than 15 officers performing PTS duties should ran-
domly select 10-15 officers from the entire group. See C. below.
In order to be selected an officer should meet these pre~requisi-
tes:

1. Each officer selected must have been employed by
the law enforcement agency for a period of time during which at
least one formal evaluation was completed concerning his perfor-
mance.

2, Each officer selected must currently perform, as
part of his job, some police traffic servicé function. That is,
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during his normal duty tour he performs any or all of the traf-
fic functions. The five major functions psrformed in the area
of Police Traffic Services are briefly defined as follows:

a, Traffic Law Enforcement

This function entails the chain of activi~
ties that begins with surveillance of vehicular and pedestrian
traffic and ends with an enforcenment decision/action. The furic-
tion includes both general and selective enforcement activities,
and can be performed by patrolmen assigned to general patrol
{traffic, criminal, etc.) as well as patrolmen agsigned specifi~
cally to traffic patrol., Patrolman performance requirements in-
cidental to this function include knowledge of traffic statutes,
observation, detection of violations, evaluation of violationg,
formulation of enforcement decisions, and implementation of en=
forcement actions.

b, Court System Interaction

This function entails the total set of acti-
vities surrounding the provision of police input to the traffic
violation adjudication procese, Patrolman performance require-
ments include recognition of evidentiary reeds pertaining to ad-
judication of specific violations (element of offense, admissi-
bility, etc.), preparation of testimony and physical evidence,
and presentation of testimony and evidence.

c. Accident Scene Management and Investigation

This function entails all activities under-
taken to control and stabilize an accident scene, and to iden-
tify causative and contributing factors to the accident.  The
provision of emergency medical services often takes place con-
currently with performance of this function. However, emergency
medical service is considered a distinct police function which
is not a constituent element of PTS, Similarly, a patrolman
performing the acciZzut scene management and investigation fune-
tion might essentially:eimultaneously perform traffic direction
and control and/o); traffic law enforcement, but these, too, are
distinct functioms, Patrolman performance requirements incidental
to the accidenkt scene management and investigation function in-
clude knowledge of accident causes and investigation reguirements,
recognition of scene. stabilizaticn réquirements, planning scene
management and investigation procedures, and implementatlion of
these procedures,

d. Highway Services and Assistance

This functicn entails activities incidental
to aiding motorists in the event of illness, being lost, vehicle
failure, etc. Again, in the performance of this function the
patrolman may be called upon to condict emergency medical ser—
vices, traffic direction and control, or traffic law enforcement
but these remain distinct functions. Performance requirements

S

incgdental to the motorist assistance flinction include communi-
cations skills and knowledge of interpersonal/public relations
requirements. i

e, Traffic Direction and Control

This function entails all activities under-
taken to ensure the safe and orderly movement of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic. The function may be performed as a reghlar
duty agsignment or, as mentioned above, in support of the motor-
ist assistance or accident scene management and investigation
functions, Patrolman performance requirements include knowledge
of control/direction procedures, evaluation of traffic flow, and
planning and implementation of manual control of traffic flow.

B, Selection of Supervisory Personnel as Evaluators

The pilot test will require that two gupervisors evalu-
ate each cfficer's PTS performarice. As stated earlier, it would
be ideal if both evaluators were first line supervisors and if
both evaluators were first line patrolmen in the group. This cri-
teria is probably not possible. In such cases the secdnd evalu-
ator can be a command level gupervisor (e.g., Lieutenant). It ig
important, however, that each officer ba evaluated by the same two

supervisors during the pilot test. In any event, the evaluators must

meet these pre-requisites:

1. The evaluator must presently have some control or
supervisory responsibilities of each officer he is rating.

2. The evaluator must be aware of the police traffic
services performed by the officer he is rating. :

3. The evaluator should have completed at least one
formal performance evaluation of the personnel he is responsible
to supervise,

c. Random Selectio; chnigue

There are a number of random selection techniques which
can be applied in selécting the officers who will be evaluated
during the pilot test, For example, the selection process might
be to selact every third name from an alphabetized roster of offi-
cers. As the officers name is sel@ited, his gualifications are
comparéed to the above pre-requisites. - If he meets the reguire-
ments, he is selected and his name is crossed off the roster and
the selection process is conitinted. If he does not meet the re-
guirements, the next, third, name is selected. Tt is possible to
go through the roster several times before the entire group has
been selected. Once the group has been selected, they will serve
as the study group for the duration of the pilot test. Any tech~
nique utilized by an agency in randomly selecting officers is fine,
as long as it is, in fact, a random selection technigue.

B. Development of Up-To-Date Performance Ratings

As a final step\}n preparation, we désire an up-to-date
performance rating of each selected officer relative to PTS,  If
the seléected officer's performance evaluation was conducted within
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the last three months, it is possible to utilize this evaluation

as the basis of the ratings and rankings discussed in the begin-
ning of part III above, If, however, the officer has not received
a recent. performance evaluation, we ask that a current one be con-
ducted using the agencies present rating technique and subsequently
rate and rank these officers in accordance with part III above.
Again, if possible, we would request that this be accomplished by
November 30, 1976. .

G-V

Evaluative Factor:

A.

B.

Attachment 1l: -
Sample PTS Performance Evaluation Factor

Conducts Investigation of Suspected Traffic

Law Violators

Exposure Measure:

1. Number of suspected violator coentacts
during period of performance

Quantitative Measures

1. Number of suspected violators arrested

2. Number of suspected violators issued non-
arrest citations

3. Number of suspected violators issued
written warrnings only

4. Number of contacts resulting in no en~
forcement action other than verbal
warning

Rate Measures:
1.  Parcent of contacted drivers arrested

2. Percent of contacted drivers issued non-
arrest citations

3: Percent of contacted drivers issued writ-
ten warnings only

4. Percent of contacted drivers arrested,
cited, or warned (total of 1, 2, and 3
above)

5. Percent of contacted drivers for whom no
enforcemerit action was taken

Evaluation Reiative to Standards:

Each department will establish standards of

performance relative to the exposure, quan~

tity and rate measures, e.g., number of con~
tacts, percent clted, etc.

'Ana1y81s of Performance Quality:
data sources: Ssupervisor S observation; en-

orcement recordsj; citlzen comments; dispat- .
cher's log.
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Attachment 1 h

N

h ‘ Attachment 2: e
{Continued) Sample of Information Requested From Participating Departments
In Preparation for the Pilot Test
numerical ratings: 1l=outstanding; 2=better
than expected; J=expected; 4=needs some im- officer Current PTS Performance Designated
provement; 5=needs much improvement Code#* performance Rating = Rank Order Evaluaktors

1. Approaches Vehic¢le and Violator: keeps
vehicle/occupants in view throughout ap~.

; waA Satisfactory 8 Lt. Able; Sgt., Baker
proach; shows proper concern for his own :
safety; positions himself properly with npw Outstanding 4 Lt. Able; Sgt. Bravo
respect to suspect and vehicle; instructs ’
occupantg to remain within or exit from won Outstanding 1 Sgt. Baker; Sgt. Bravo
vehicle as appropriate. numerical '
rating ap¥ Needs Improvement 14 Lt. Alpha; Sgt. Brava
2%  Interviews Violator: obtains necessary agw Satisfactory 9 Lt. Alpha; Sgt. Bravo
identitication from suspect; follows ’ ‘
proper procedures in verifying suspect's wgn Satisfactory ) Lt. Blpha; Sgt, Baker
identification; properly observes and
evaluates suspect’'s appearance, behavior hgw ©  satisfactory 12 Lt. Able; Sgt. Baker
and condition; properly conducts formal
and informal tests to evaluate driver's y sggn Outstanding 2 Lt. Able; Sgt. Baker
condition; maintains professional atti~ l | ;
tude and demeanor throughout interview. nuperical nyw satisfactory 7 Lt. Able; Sgt. Baker
rating
nyw Needs Improvement 15 Lt. Ablej; Sgt. Brave
3. - Examines Vehicle: follows proper pro- ‘
cedures in verifying vehicle ownership/ - ngen satisfactory 6 5gt. Baker; Sgt. Bravo
registration; properly observes and :
evaluates evidence of equipment/regula- " satisfactory 13 Lt. Able; Sgt. Bravo
tory violations when appropriate, re- o )
mains alert for suspicious/contraband wpn Satisfactory 10 sgt. Baker; Sgt. Bravo
material and evidence of other offen- [::] . :
Bes, : numeiical uy Outstanding 3 Lt. Able; Sgt, Baker
rating : :
; wgw satisfactory 11 Lt. abls; Sgt. Bravo
4. Collects all Appropriate Evidence: Knows

the elements of the offense; recognizes
all facts, testimony, and physical evi-
dence that are relevant and admissable;
records and preserves all such facts,

testimony, and evidence. : numerical
’ ) © - rating o
5. Selects Enforcement Action: Condusts ) FNGEST Dep: tained a list of names corresponding to
: 4 ote: Department has retained a : " avali-
: wants/warrants check; bases decision on ) ¢ ofgicer codes for subsequent comparison with the new evalu
facts of the case; knows and adheres to ) ation system. )
appropriate guidelines for enforcement ) . . ; .
action selection; demonstrates consis-
tency; avoids being swayed by extraneous [::]
factors. ’ numerical
rating -
~10-
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APPENDIX B

Summary of Pilot Test Results

I. Introduction

As described in the body of this report, the Pilot Test was designed to
try out a draft version of the PTS Personnel Performance Evaluation
System under field conditions that as closely as possible approximated
actual use. Since it is anticipated that the system will be purchased from
the Government Printing Office by the using agency, it was decided that
in the Pilot Test the participants should rely largely on the manual and
forms for information about the system. It was not possible, however, to
achieve this condition completely. In arranging the administrative details
of the test, the contractor staff had to brief the participants on the concept

of the system and generally describe its operation. Thus, the participating

supervisory personnel were given probably more information than they
would have obtained through just their own reading of the manual. It is not
felt that this is a serious violation--if at all--of the realism of the test.
Under actual conditions, it can be safely hypothesized that a command or
administrative officer would thoroughly review the system before it was
adopted and then brief or "train'' his supervisory personnel. In the Pilot
Test, the contractor's briefing fulfilled this function, The final version of
the system includes a management document designed for this same pur-
pose. The officer responsible for implementing the system will use the
management document as well as the system itself for his own indoctri-
nation, : '

The administrative conditions of the test have already been described
in the body of the report and in Appendix A. Overall, the test conditions
were judged to be a very good simulation of actual conditions. Obviously,
using an evaluation system as part of a developmental study in which the
results (i. e., the ratings) will not be reflected in any personnel records
is inherently not realistic. However, among all the participants there
was a universal attitude that they would sincerely and honestly use the sys-
tem as though it had been adopted by their departments. In spite of some
differences of opinion about the concept, a fair trial was promised by each
participant and every indication is that such a trial was delivered. Itis
impossible to quantify a degree of realism in studies such as this one.

The best indication comes from the contractor's experience with a number
of similar studies, which confirms that this was a fair and valid test.

II. Nature of the Results

As already described, ten law enforcement agencies cooperated in this
test. They were guaranteed that all the ratings that were made would be
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‘kept confidential and that the rated officers would not be identified. Com-
plete confidentiality was maintained throughout the test, and the test
ratings have been returned to the departments. None of the individual rat-
ings is discussed in this report.

The results that are presented here are the responses made by each of
the 29 supervisors who took part in the test. The responses were made to
an interview that took place immediately after the test evaluations had been
completed. A project staff member visited each agency after the super-
visors had completed all of their evaluations. The staff member met with
supervisors singly or in groups as suited the convenience of the agency.
The interview was structured by means of a form that included questions
about the concept of the system, each of the eight evaluative factors, the
format of the system and the supervisor's reactions, The intent of this
form was to insure that each supervisor was asked to react to or comment
on each of the important aspects of the system. Also, this format permits
the responses to be characterized and quantified which would not have been
‘possible in an open interview. The form was not used to limit the super-
visor's comments; each one was given full opportunity to express any atti-
tude or make any suggestion he wished., It should also be noted that the
project staff was likewise not limited by the form. The interview was not
used solely to collect statistics about the system. The interview was the
means by which the staff was given much practical advice about police
evaluation as well as specific suggestions about content and format that
could only come from experienced, working police officers, The statistics
are simply a succinct way of describing the outcome of the Pilot Test.

The responses can be characterized as serious, impartial and helpful.
Even though the test was an imposition on the time and energy of the super-
visors, none of them responded with less than full cooperation and genuine
interest.

III, Survey Summary

The following pages are a reproduction of the form used in the inter-
‘view. The numbers entered on this copy are the number of responses to
each of the questions. Not all of the supervisors answered all of the ques-
tions and, in giving reasons for a response, some indicated more than one.
Therefore, there is not a uniform number of responses to all of the ques-
tions., What is more important than the actual numbers, however, is the
ratio of the responses. The significant basis for reaching conclusions from
the responses is the presence of trends as evidenced by the percentage of
responses agreeing-~-or disagreeing with some part of the system. The
conclusions contained in the body of the report were reached on this basis.

In addition to the frequency of the responses, this summary shows very
condensed statements of the reasons or additional comments that were
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given. The intent of this condensation is o give the general tenor of the
comments. The useful specific comments have been reflected’in the final
revision of the system forms and manual, Where a number is shown after
a condensed comment, it denotes the total number of essentially identical
comments.

The remainder of this Appendix consists of the reproduction of the

survey form with the frequencies of responses and the condensed comments
entered on it. ‘
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PTS EVALUATION SYSTEM

Post-Test Interview With
First-Line Supervisor

Number of Officers Rated
Date_. /_ /17 Interviewer

Department S AWAWR A Y
Interviewee {

A, Qeneral Concept-~Focus on PTS

The cvaluation system that we have developed concerns only the traffic
scrvices performed by a patrolman. The patrolman's job actually en-
compasses many responsibilities and duties of which traffic work may
bo only a part. The evaluation system that you have pilot tested delexr-
mines how much and, in your opinion, how well the patrolman has per-
formed traffic work independently of all other duties. Before discussing
the system itself, we would like to-hear your opinion about the general
concept of the system.

1., Considering the total responsibilitics of your men, is it uscful to you,
as a supervisor, to evaluate an officer's traffic work independently of
his other police dutics?

Yes_l__\{__No s

s

2.  Why is that? {check all that apply)

/ traffic is a minor part of our

2 their duties are mainly traffic-
oriented
25 it at Jeast gives some basis for

evaluation

_-.E highway safety is an important
area of police work
1 am concerned about each aspect
of a man's job as well as his total
job

Other reasons/remarks

work

<3 traffic work is routine and

T doesn't require elaborate

d—- {separate) evaluation

= _neced to evaluate the total job
and not just one part

_/_we must usc standard evalu-
alion proccdures independent
of job assignment

* Present Systews iS5 S

evtey t— hetten .

h
e PTS systewl 35 teo limitel — any evaluation
" shaald W Auties (&)

8]

3. F]::ase tell us, just briefly, what problems you think there would be in
using a iraffic evaluation system in your departiment: (check all that
apply)

_é_ too time consuming
conflicts with standard
evaluation procedures

P~ no problems at all

too restricted

_& too detailed for only one aspect

_&_ traffic considered of minor im-
portance

£wou1d de-emphasize other im-
portant duties

Ofher problems/remarks

e PTS 400 |imi1ed — cvaluation shauld covey
Autieg (

B, Discussion of Specific Factors

Bricfly, let's review each of the Factor Evaluation Forms that we have,

1}-1:Conducts Surveillance of Traffic.

- deals with the officer’s use of patrol techniques to observe and
meonitor vehicular and pedestrian traffic.

1. In evaluating the officer's traffic work, how important do you consider
this activity to be? Would you say it is:

very important 4: somewhat important ¢ not very important g

2. What specific things <o you {ind out about an officer's performance when
you use this evaluation form? : :

or%ifn‘l time allocation (e)

) logats

be :cc.ng-(ad Q;‘__&ﬁpcr_j‘&d
o _Shows Wou abSevvani aw o

3. As a supervisor, do yvou {ind this information is very useful, somewhat
useful, or not very useful for evalvating the officer's performance?
very useful / [ . somewhat useful [4 not very useful =)

2=
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4, Were there any items on tlis form that you didn't understand or had
problems interpreting?

Yes g No, ZD

(If Yes, which items, and what was the problem?)

L] ng—C\w';t\uas ot Samgwcv‘ﬂf

eg."Suvveillanee” 4 " moad chhecis”

5. When you established the standards of performance for this form, did
you use the same standards for all of your men?

Yes S No_/ 'Z

(If No, why did you choose different standards for different officers?)
// different requirements for different beats/duty tours
«3 different expectations based on officer's experience

& different expectations based on officer's capability

Other reasons/remarks

6.

How did you establish the standards?

_;a__.departmcnt has specified standards (policy)

. past history of officers' periormance {e.g., average)
tied in with traffic volume

a8 ted in with accident frequency

22y own eéxperience/gut feeling

Other ways/remarks

it st~ra, £ the test Jrecp

{If Yes, why did you use the same standards for all of your men?)

#L department policy/set by higher command levels
___3: equal and fair for all
_/_all worked esscntially the same beats/tours
2 needs are the sume for all beats ftours
_O too complex/time consuming to tailor standards

1.

Did you inform your men of the standards you set?

Yes 3 NotG_

({If Yes, when did you informn them?}

_eL, prior to this pilot test (standards were already in force)
_— at the beginning of this pilot test :

- part-way through the pilot lest

Other time/remarks

Other reasone/remarks

3

{If No, why didn't you inform them?)

& they already knew what 1 expected of them
this was only a t{rial period
2, if they know the standard, that's all they'll do
_3 don't want any impression of a quota system

3 don't wish to limit their own initiative -

Other reasons/remarks

e



Did you have any problems or difficulties in rating the performance of
your men using the items on the reverse side of the form?

Yes_ & No_ /9~
(If Yes, please describe these problems,)

_=—_ instructions unclear
3 too many descriptors to consider
< descriplors vague or not relevant
_/  too many scale values (difficult to decide)
_H. difficult-to observe or infer
_— some important descriptors missing
—_ scale values difficult to understand

Other problems/remarks

9. Which of the following items on this form are not relevant to evaluating
an officer's traffic work?
(Any item within each) Not Relevant
A, Expogure Measures ?
B. Quantity Measures =z
€. Rate Measures 3
D, Application of Performance Standards _i
E. DPerformance Rating /
List specifications and reasonss
e Road checks o selective enforeem ant
et velevawt (i‘lhrGwmw. nl sassia ned )
¢ Ratlug should be ot feust athvee peint mal:(‘ﬂ)
10.

Have we left out any items that should be on this form? That is, is there
some other information that a supervisor needs t6 evaluate an officer's
performance of this activity?

Yes__;_?‘__ No Zi
[

(¥ Yes, what have we left out and why is it needed?)

oMeed vnove Space fow wmmtw‘t.;-—-eslmmally to

taelinde nen-tvafflic flve (3}

B\_ﬁ\ang. value pf Patv‘ol g ttivitiec

_&{2.9&.\::_%_‘;\._; on_ Lo,

11. Did the manual provide adequate instructions for using this form?
Yes Z % No & ’

{If No, what was unclear?)
® Monual uses Aiflicalt wioeds — Coowmucth
\h(:esrvngj;\av\ {5

® Monyal tee lonq. s/‘gpf.m,ua(an?
“w a.

‘\n. d.!“d.s

B-2:Detects and Apprehends Suspected Traffic Law Violators

- deals with the contacts that an officer makes while conducting traffic
surveillarice. ’

1. In evaluating the officer's traffic work, how important do you consider
this activity to be? Would you say it is:

very important [3 somewhat important b net very important

2. What specific things do you find out about an officer's performance when
you use this evaluation form?

e How aw officew SPfM“t’ time 9 what Dgtnj
Lunckions hk cavvies owh (190)
1o 0 at ol honrs {3)

3. As a'supervisor, do you find this information is very useful, somewhat
useful, or not very useful for evaluating the officer's performance?

very useful / & somewhat useful 2 not very useful _ /

4. ' Were there any items on this form that you didn't understand or had
problems interpreting?

Yes 4~ No /% .

(If Yes,which items, ‘and \w;'hat was the problem?}
® TUnaAatepretut foy Rate Measuves B
s _EQYr'c;sv T S-tand,g-vals (3‘
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5,

‘When you established the standards of performance for this form, did

you use the same gtandatds for all of your men?
Yes ____3_____ No _Z___j_
(If No, why did you choose different standards for different officers?)
O different requirements for different beats/duty téurs
different expectations based on officer's experience

1 different expectations based on officer’s capability

Other reasons/remarks

7.

Did you inform your men of the standards you set?
es Z No_ / fz
(if Yes, when did you inform them?)
{ prior to this pilot test {standards were already in force)
at the beginning of this pilot test
part-way through the pilot test

Other time/remarks

(If Yes, why did you use the same standards for all of your men?)

_ ] department policy/set by higher command levels

_JF equal and fair for all

_~— all worked essentially the same beats/tours

"] needs are the same for all beats/tours

~_too complex/time consuming to tailor standards

Other reasons/remarks

(If No, why didn't you inform them?) N

_& they already knew what I expected of them

_+& this was only a trial period

_ ¢ if they know the standard, that's all they'll do } .
_& don't want any impression of a quota system .
_éh. don't wish to limit their own initiative

Other reasons/remarks

*Needed help to compute ela.tx 1%

CD-!"Q S ma.b_\y_\e_a.mm_g_ﬁmm

¢

How did you astablish the standards?

_1 department has specificd standards (policy)
past history of officers' performance (c, g., average)
tied in with traffic volume
tied in with accident frequency
my own experience/gut feeling

Other ways/remarks

-7-
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Did you have any problems or difficulties in rating the performance of
your men using the items on the reverse side of the form?

Yoo 8 we gl

{f Yes, please describe these problems.)

- instructions unclear

too many descriptors to consider
descriptors vague or not relevant

_= - too many scale valuegs (difficult lo decide)
2 difficult to observe or infer

—_ some important descriptors missing

— sgcale values difficult to understand

Z
EN

Other p}oblcms/rcmarks )
e Descwiptions too Vegue — o\ E€ienlt

to underStand Meanive — (3)

il
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(I Yes, why did you use the same standards for all of your men?)

4 _decpartment policy/set by higher comriand levels
_5 equal and fair for all '
_{_all worked essentially the same beats/tours
_P-needs are the same for all beats/tours

—too complex/time consuming to tailor standards.-

Other reasons/remarks

{If No, why didn't you inform them?)

5 they already knew what I expécted of them
3 this was only a trial period
__in they know the standard, that's all they'll do
A don't want any impression of a quota system
—_don't wish to limit their own initiative

Other reasons/remarks
e S vn?\\l/ ot wecessaxy

o Needed Sinal (tes ge.élo,ﬂ) Adata (2).

How did you establish the standards?

! department has specified standdrds (policy)
past history of officers’ performance {e.g., average)
_& tied inwith traffic volume
_J tied in with accident frequency
1_}# my own experience/gut feeling

Other ways/remarka

eolly ewly o quess
B T 1 ~

7.

Did you inform your men of the standards you set?

o/ NoLd

{If Yes, when did you inform them?)

_{_prior to this pilot test {standards were alrcady in force)

at the beginning of this pilot test.
= _part-way through the pilot test

Other time/remarks

Did you have any problems or difficulties in rating the performance of
your men using the items on the reverse side of the form?

Yes .3 No /ff

{If Ycs, please describe these problems.)

instructions unclear

too many degcriptors to consider
descriptors vague or not relevant

too many scale values (difficult to decide)
difficult to observe or infer

some important descriptors missing
scale values difficult to undersiand

|kl 1

Other problems/remarks

e Diflicult +o ebsexve pexkovrvance _d_;_\igp_‘#(f)

<11

9.

Which of the following items on this form are not relevant to evaluating
an officer's traffic work?

{Any item within cach)
A. Exposure Measures
B, Quantity Mecasures
C. Rate Measures
D. Application of Performance Standards
E. - Performance Rating )

Not Relevant

[ isbebels

IList specifications and reasons: ‘/\)umbvf d{’ avvrests not 'l»\ptvtawt’})
@ Combine this Tectow with “Takes E'\Qh’ccmmt

BDetiown (23

¢ Cpmbiug fivct fouv factowsr 12-\

lﬁ‘ $ S‘TQ'S'! Enﬁvn(w!n‘f—)

éskvvtf(lan.c( D(%Cf-tﬁ Der
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10. Have we left out any items that should be on this form? That is, is there
" some other information that a supervisor needs to evaluate an officer’s
. performance of this activity?

Yes_ — NOZZ

(If Yes, what have we left out and why is it needed?)

11, Did the manual provide adequéte instructions for using this form?

Yesﬁ No___‘i_

{If No, what was unclear?) »
o’D;N:equ{ wiith wioxodls o Iow} ivnS‘tvuctl'on}(S)

B-4:Takes Enforcement Action

6-4

- deals with the specific charges filed by the officer.

l. In evaluaﬁng the officer's traffic work, how important do you consider
this activity to be? Would you say it is:

very important Z& somewhat important (ﬂ not very important ~

2. What specific things do you find out about an officer's performance when
you use this evaluation form? ‘ !
® Evﬁ?ovt_ewleni actio v (lo)
b 2 Shonld olistinsuish by sevewity ot wiolation
o Rate weasuvel wipove ‘Useful tha
Refeen kages, ' '

3. As a supervisor, do you find this information is very useful, somewhat
useful, or not very useful for evaluating the officer's performance? -

very useful /{ fz somewhat useful 6 not very useful ™

4, ' Were there any items on this form that you didn't understand or had

problems inte rpreting?

Yes. 3 No (f

(I Yes, which items; -and what was the problem?)

s

4 1 ] <. 5

wld be counsideved as q_

h \po.‘céir_ stop”

® Cuxevpretok on' ot

cexacent Qvvests
v

5. When you established the standards of performance for this form, did
you use the same standards for all of your men?

Yes \r No 2 l\léne‘l

(If No, why did you choose different standards for different officers?)

& different requirements for different beats/duty tours
— q
/ different expectations based on officer's experience
& different expectations based on officer's capability

Other reasons/remarks

eNp veuasen 'g'bv_{uq.n t

£ying P avitvimance.
=

(If Yes, why did you use the same standards for all of your men?)

~— department policy/set by higher command levels

equal and fair for all

7/ all worked essentially the same beats/tours
_ 2 needs are the same for all beats/tours
— too complex/time consuming to tailor standards

Other reasons/remarks

® Used arone avesnde

=14~
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6.

How did you establish the standards?

= department has specified standards (policy)

_ past history of officers’ performance (e.g., average)
7 tied in with traffic volume

_3 tied in with ‘accident frequency

/J_my own experience/gut feeling

Other ways/remarks

¢ Avecase of a~xouwp (3
~ (1] i ‘

7.

Did you inform your men of the standards you set?

es_/ No/2,

Did you have any problems or difficulti¢s in rating the performance of
your men using the items on the reverse side of the form?

Yes fﬁ No /3
(X Yes, please describe these problems.)

_—_instructions unclear

_4&_ too many descriptors to consider

. { descriptors vague or not relevant

_— too many scale values (difficult to decide)
3 difficult to observe or infer

_— some important descriptors missing

—— sgcale values difficult to understand

Other problems/remarks ® Too wanch wvitina vesuived
® Desceiptions too detailed - wnotTable to

(¥ Yen, when did you inform them?)

VAY awin \ucksew- et

_—__prior to this pilot test {standards were already in force)
l at the beginning of this pilot test
—_part-way through the pilot test

Other time/remarks

{If No, why didn't you inform them?)

_=3 they already knew what I expected of them

Which of the following items on this form are not relevant to evaluating
an officer's traffic work?

(Auy item within each) Not Relevant
A. Exposure Measures
B. ARuantity Measures
C. Rate Measures
D. Application of Performance Standards
E. Performance Rating

JINNAN

List specifications and reasons; v
* Rote + Quansity Meatuve T nstvuctions

,2 this was only a trial period

wot elean’

4 if they know the standard, that's all they'll do

® C.onwbiue -F\vs-t Yoy Sactovns (vepeat)

¢ don’t want any impression of a quota system
}__don't wish 1o limit their own initiative

Othey reasons/remarks
s 4 (-(-v-owx test _pef‘ool\ nst avud_“bl&(?-\

10. Have we left out any items that should be on this form? That is, is there

some other information that a supervisor nceds to eva.luate an officex's
performance of this act1v1ty?

Yes_ S~ No, [.3

{X Yes, what have we Ieft out and why is it neéded?)
e Shouth tnclude oval wavnings

¢ Should indicate \M.u.\hbh'. "—\An.v'q_s /qulz

Viglatoy

-15.

® Moeds Tuvthey bv‘cxko{owg oX woving v«olg_mn;

~{u~
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11, Did the manual provide adequate instructions {for using this form?
Yes_/{ No &

(If No, what was unclear?)

o T, vt o _e& Ye ~t (:'2.)
‘ 06 Mepweh
\.\
= |

B-5:Directs and Controls Traffic

~ deals with the officer's activities to ensure safe and expeditious
movement of traffic.

1. - Inevaluating the officer's traffic work, how important de you consider
“this activity to be? Would you say it is:

very important é somewhat important /{_ not very important Z

2., What specific things do you find out about an officer's pe rf;)rmancc when
you use this evaluation form?

e Awmount of time‘ﬂec}otel‘ t o each atc.'t"m’t;/ (6)

3. As a supervisor, do you find this information is very useful, somewhat
useful, or not very useful for evaluating the officer!s performance?

very useful 3 somewhat useful _/ 0} not very useful: <
4. Werxe there any items on this form that you didn't understand or had
problems interpreting?

Yes =3 No. /%

(If Yes, which items, and what was the problem?)
@ Settiua stawdawds is yevy A i ol
P 5! ll,..h ! !! oy ] l‘_' g t .il'

' :tg_?aw*ovm Tpe ‘

<17~

5.

When you established the standards of performance for this form, did
you use the same standards for all of your men?

Yes ﬁ No /O

(¥ No, why did you choose different standards for different officers?)
3 different requirements for different beats/duty tours
/_different expectations based on officer's experience

.ol different expectations based on officer's capability

Other reasons/remarks

(If ¥es, why did you use the same standards for all of your men?)

_ 4 department policy/set by higher conmand levels
<3 equal and fair for all

_/_all worked essentially the same beats/tours

_<&. needs are the same for all beats/tours

~- too complex/time consuming to tailor standards

Other reasons/remarks

How did you establish the standards?

" _|_department has specified standards (policy)

_Y past history of officers' performance (e.g., average)
_7 tied in with traffic volume

~3_tied in with accident frequency

J{ my own experience/gut fecling

J None set
Other ways/remarks

~18-
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Did you inform your men of the standards you set?
es_/ No 19\
{If Yes, when did you inform them?}

.___ brior to this pilot test (standards were already in force)
at the beginning of this pilot test
___part-way through the pilot test

Other time/remarks

{(If No, why didn't you inform them?)

3 they already knew what I expected of them
__’Lthxs was only a trial period
1 if they know the standard, that's all they'll do
£ don't want any impression of a quota system
1 don't wish %o limit their own initiative

Other reasons/remarks

® Standavds odw_a.d;/ lsnewn

8,

Did you have any problems or difficulties in rating the performance of
your men using the items on the reverse side of the form?

Yes S No /0O
{If Yes, please describe these problems.)

= Instructions unclear

- too many descriptors to consider
./ _descriptors vague or not relevant

.~ too many scale values {difficult to decxde)
5" difficult to observe or infer

. some important descriptors missing

. scale values difficult to understand

Other problems/remarks

9.

Which of the following items on this form are not rclevant to evaluating
an officer's traffic work?

(Any item within each)
. Exposure Measures
B. Quantity Mcasures
C. Rate Measures

D. Application of Performance Standards
E. Performance Rating

Not Relevant

Mluledris

List specifications and reasons:
® Standavds wot velevanty +to T DC

$ Ewxive Lactov (o wot velevant (S)

10. Have we left out any items that should be on this form? That is, is there

some other information that a supervisor needs to evaluate an o££icer'
performance of this activity?

Yes 3 _ No /Z

{If Yes, what have we left out and w.hy is it needed?)
¢ Twelude ecicion to peclove “TDC

— o Public velatlons aspect ofTOC

11.

Did the manual provide adequate instructions for using this form?

Yes /8 No O

(¥ No, what was unclear?)

@ S“HDCV‘V:SOV' lecated =z ailes {:v‘pm VA e

<19~

B-6:Preparcs and Provides Traffic-Related Testimony and Evidence

- " deals with the adjudication of the officer's traffic cases,

In evaluating the officer's traffic work, how important do you consider
this activity to be? Would you say it is:

very important 8 somewhat important 4 not very important 3

20~



2. What specific things do you find out about an officer's performance when
you use this evaluation form?

o Success in couvt a9yea¢anac:’@°)
@ Yoo~ ~ s ecovls vailable &)

.

I [ [ S ‘Vi y 3

3. As asupervisor, do you find this information is very useful, somewhat
useful, or not very useful for evaluating the officer's performance?

very useful 4 somewhat useful Z not very useful <5

4. Were there any items on this form that you didn't understand or had
problems interpreting? '

Yes 7/ No_z3
{If Yes, which items, and what was the problem?)

ci-d

5. When you established the standards of performance for this form, did
you use the same standards for all of your men?

Yes_ 3 No_ G Meowe
" (If No, why did you choose different standards for difféxent officers?)

¢ different requirements for different beats/ duty tours
/. different expectations based on officer's experience
w3, different expectations based on officer's capability

“Cther reasons/rermarks
. Riflicult o Sex Stanolavls because
of £ew oappeavawnces
2 Should considev onwly DPWL g Leduced
C‘\’\‘-\Yss-‘" { )

“2le

(If Yes, why did you use the same standards for all of your men?)

1 department policy/set by higher command levels
_3_cqual and fair for all

_J_ all worked essentially the same beats/tours
_I_needs are the same for all beats/tours

_~— too complex/time consuming to tailor standards

Other reasons/{remarks

6. 'How did you establish the standards?

department has specified standards (policy)
past history of officers' performance {e.g., average)
tied in with traific volume

_[_tied in with accident {requency

_9_my own experience/gut feeling

{ Newe , | Geoup Rvevase
Other ways/remarks
& oy set e t. & evieni e

[P
v "

40 LSe AaS ¢ Aquide
~

7. Did you inform your men of the standards you set?
Yes / No /O Néwe |

{If Yes, when did you inform thém?)

3

! _prior to this pilot test (standards were already in force)
/__ at the beginning of this pilot test
— part-way through the pilot test

Other time/remarks

22
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{If No, why didn't you inform them?)

| they already knew what I expected of them
__l_{_ this was only a trial period
. if they know the standard, that's all they'll do
4 don't want any impression of a quota system
{__don't wish to limit their own initiative

Other reasons/remarks

8.

Did you have any problems or difficultics in rating the performance of
your men using the items oa the reverse side of the form?

Yes I 3 No 8"
{(If Yes, please describe these problems.)

_—_ instructions unclear

_{_ too many descriptors to consider

__=_-descriptors vague or not relevant

.=_ too many scale valués (difficult to decide)
difficult to observe or infer

_=._ some important descriptors missing .

—

scale values difficult to understand

Other problems/remarks

e Diflieult To phrsevve A‘Frec_tky

9.

Which of the following items on this form are not relévant to evaluating
an officer's traffic work?

{Any item within each)
A, Exposure Measures
B. Quantity Measures
C. Rate Measures
D. Application of Performance Standards
E, ' Performance Rating

Not Releva.nt

[plolsbeps

List specifications and reasons:

e A\ o these ivvelevaunt

[ g

10, Have we leflt out any items that should be on this form? That is, is there
some other information that a supervisor nceds to evaluate an officer's
performance of this activity?

es_ [ No /A

(If Yes, what have we left out and why is it nceded?)
e Need to obtaln & vecopvd wexe ale,-toul.\'
eh‘?e L\al\7/ owv Ty |

11. Did the manual provide adequate instructions for using this form?

es d No O

(If No, what was unclear?)

‘B-7:Provides Highway Service and Assistance

deals with the officer's response to personnel and situations needing his
assistance.

1. In evaluating the officer's traffic work, how important do you consider
this activity to be? Would you say it is:

very important 7 somewhat unporta.nt 2 not very xmportant s

2., What speciﬁc. things do you find out about an officer's performance when
you use this evaluation form?

L Qu\.muuc"e_.&tiov\' a'l- +ime S e—({dvt
: om_these sevviewes (9)

3. As a supervisor, do you {ind this information is very useful, somewhat
useful, or not very useful for evaluating the officer's performance?

very useful S~ somewhat useful__ & not very uscful &

~24 -
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4. Were there any items on this form that you didn't understand or had
problems interpreting?
Yes_ /_ No /S
(If Yes,which jtems, and what was the problem?)
s D1 C icwlt <o \nﬁt\rpve-& o ount ot tiwme
pPex contoatt
P Suvnv‘ ised at toten]l tivne vecoydec]
P fav -ty Fartowv
5. When you established the standards of performance for this form, did

you use the same standards for all of your men?

Yea__’f_ No_7_

(If No, why did you choose different standards for different officers?)
__7 different requirements for different beats/duty tours
I ‘different expectations based on officer's experience

é different expectations based on officer's capability

Other reasons/remarks

6.

How did you establish the standards?

_/_depatrtment has specified standards (policy)
5 past history of officers' performance {e.g., average)
tied in with traffic volurne
_& tied in with accident {frequency
_z_my own e\cpenence Afut feeling
i & .“,ut oewn e
Other ways/ remarks

(If Yes, why did you use the same standards for all of your men?)

_;3: department policy/set by higher command levels
_+3 egual and fair for all '

.4 _all-worked essentially the same beats/tours
_&_needs are the same for all beats/tours
= too complex/time consuming to tailor standards

Other reasons/remarks

.

Did you inform yout men of the standards you set?

Yes [ No_ [

(i Yes, when did you inform them?)

1 prior to this pilot test (standards were already in force)

{_ at the beginning of this pilot test
~— pari-way through the pilot test

Other time/remarks

~25.

(If No, why didn't you inform them?}

_& they already knew what I expected of them
this was only a trial period

_~—_if they know the standard, that's all they'll do

.l don't want any impression of a quota system

_l don't wish to limit their own initiative

. Other reasons/remarks

70 Mot gv\ju.q"\ expevience to  Se 4

Lfovothis' Cactow

Standavd

w26



8. Did you have any problems or difficultics in rating the performance of
your men using the items on the reverse side of the form?

Yes _/ No_// Nowe &
(If Yes, please describe these problems.)

_{_instructions unclear

_d. too'many descriptors to consider

[ descriptors vague or not relevant

_— toomany scale values (difficult to decide)
1 difficult to cbserve or infer

_—_ some important descriptors missing

_~~ scale values difficult to understand

Other problems/remarks

9. Which of the following items on this form are not relevant to evaluating

tlﬂ an officer's traffic work?
b
» {Any item within each) Not Relevant
A. Exposure Measures 3
B. Quantity Measures 5
C. Rate Measures K2
‘D, - Application of Performance Standards A
E. Performance Rating Mand

List specifications and reasons:

10. Have we left out any items that should be on this form? That is, is there
some other information that a supervisor needs to evaluate an officer's
performance of this activity?

Yes__ / No /4

(¥ Yes, what have we left out and why is it needed?)

—=2T=

11. Did the manual provide adequate instructions for using this form?

Yes /4 No 2.

(if No, what was unclear?)

B-8:Manages and Investigates Traffic Accidents

-~ deals with the officer's activity in controlling/investigating accident
scenes, '

1. In evaluating the officer's traffic work, how important do you consider
thig activity to be? Would you say it is:

very important /8. somewhat important S~ not very important

2. What specific things do you find out about an officer's perfbrma.nce v;rhe_n
you use this evaluation form?

# Eudoviewment act:ow w‘esultjwa ?*0“\
cactilewvi £ [6)
. - *

-

3. As a supervisor, do you find this information is very useful, somewhat
useful, or not very useful for evaluating the officer's performance?

very useful /3  somewhat useful ~J riot very useful _/

4. Were there any items on this form that you didn't understand or had
problems interpreting?

Yes & _ No_ /¥ o

(If Yes,which items, and what was t.‘ze problem?)

~28-
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5. When you established the standards of performance for this form, did

you use the same standards for all of your men?
Yes_ S No_ 7 Nowne A
. {If No, why did you clicose different standards for different officers?)
_G different requirements for different l;eats /duty tours
different expectations based on officer's experience

14
A. different expectations based on officer's capability

Other reasons/remarks

(If Yes, why did you use the same standards for all of your men?)

__% department policy/set by higher command levels
_Z equal and fair for all

_A_all worked essentially the same beats/tours
~2_needs are the same for all beats/tours

_J__too complex/time consuming to tailor standards

Other reasons/remarks

@ T wvestigations ave assioned, oy sell -
h .‘M’h:“ttdl |

P § (¥4
® Pyoceduvs §‘p¢c.‘\€§ga.ﬂ,7 stated %;1 cxﬂ?t.

6. How did you establish the standards?

Y _department has specified standards (policy)

past history of officers! performance (e.g., average)
& tied in with traffic volume

tied in with accident frequency

my own experience/gut feeling

Other ways/remarks

-29=

7.

Did you inform your men of the standards yon set?
’ t
Yes LNo [0 /\)one,-——-
(If Yes, when did you inform them?)
2. prior to this pilot test (standards were already in force)
| at the beginning of this pilot test
part-way through the pilot test

Other time/remarks

(If No, why didn't you inform them?)

_i they already knew what I expected of them
_Z this was only a trial period

[ if they know the standard, that's all they'll do
_/. don't want any impression of a quota system
_J don't wish to limit their own initiative

Other reasons/remarks__

e

ok

8.

Did you have any problems or difficulties in rating the performance of
your men using the items on the reverse side of the form?

Yes_/ - No 5

(i€ Yes, please describe these problems.)

— instructions unclear
z too many descriptors to consider
_1 descriptors vague or not relevant .
_1  toomany scale values (difficult to decide)
) dilficult to observe or infer . :
¢/ some important descriptors missing
"J_ scale values difficult to understand

_ Other problems/remarks

-39.-



9. Which of the following items on this form are nét relevant to evaluating
an officer's traffic work? .
{Any item within each) Not Relevant
A. Exposure Measures S
B, Quantity Measures 3
C. Rate Measures s
D. Application of Performance Standards .
E. Performance Rating i

List specifications and reasons:
e Time spent (B) net welavant
T e Exposuve wmeasuvre is yipt velevant

10. Have we left out any items that should be on this form? That is, is there
some other information that a supervisor needs to evaluate an officer's
performance of this activity?

Yes_J _ No /3
w {If Yes, what have we left out and why is it needed?)
A Togle nk: ) ac BE ey

® ¢ Luyuvies S amodut at umu%&

il. Did the manual provide adequate instructions for using this form?
Yes_ /S No &

(X No, what was unclear?)

-31-

12. Of these 8 evaluation Iorms. which do you feel is the most zmportant
and which do you feel is the least important?

Most Important AW e aual (33‘(.1 atvol & Enfovcemeant (&)
Least Important 7 2 ( 'L\ L_(%C:ews 1--4.\ most i mperiani

13. Do you feel that any of these forms should be dxscarded from the evalu-
ation system?

Yes /0 No b

(I Yes, which one(s) and why? )

Conducts Surveillance )

. Detects and Apprehends 1g Cambine tWiege (,!2'

_8. Decides Action ]

_ 1 Takes Action
Traffic Direction

& Court-Related

&% Highway Assists

.. Accident~Related

14. Have we left out any aspects of Police Traffic Services from this sys-
tem? That is, do you feel we need any new forms that apply to some
items in an officer's performance that we have overlocked?

Yes_ oAk No /b

~ {if Yes, whét have we left out?)
® Public safexry education.
® T walfie @ nm{ncei‘\vxq Df’oBlth ("‘j

C, Overall Assessment

1, Overall, were you able to use this evaluation syatem to draw conclusions
about the traffic performance of your men?

es{y No f

(If No, please tell us, just briefly, why not.,)
o No better than present sysiem (4]

e Thi nti tq(:"vr"-——-sv‘gulé
‘ P ewgé;)

-32- /
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2. Did the system help you to identify any good points or problems in the
performance of any of your men that you had not been completely aware
of before?

es_ 7 No_ 8 _ Uncevtain - |

(If Yes, please tell ug, just briefly, some of the things it helped you iden-
tify.) @ Deetev assessment o time allpention
v oy {vdlmren) was
wat sfev\t oS SM?tv‘v‘iSov Naed qfs‘umei(fc)

3. How would you compare this evaluation system with your regular evalu-
ation procedures? Would you say that this {new) system is:

___~_3_ about the same
ruch worse

fmuchbetter . Jsomewhat better

ﬁ somewhat v orse

{If better, why is it better?)

/ Regular procedures are very bad, anything would be better
& Focuses on actual performance

_i Based on objective information/avoids guesswork

_& Pinpoints strengths/weaknesses

_& Aids supervisor in allocating resources

61-4d

Other reasons/remarks
o Move detailed §- cowvp calhensiUe than
piesent g%stemj (&

(If worse, why is it worge?)

_{__ Overemphasizes traffic
_R Too complex/confusing
@ Too much like a quota
Too time consuming/too much paperwork
& Ignores/overlooks important duties/infprmation

Other reasons/remarks
2 Detail ~veqguived by tliis sysiem {5
Wioo eubbevgorhe ™ (&)

~33=

5,

If the choice were left up to you, would you continue to use this evalu-
ation system?

Yes, as is_©_ Yes, if modified slightly /J\ No_ 3.

{If Yes, would you use it instead of or in additign to your regular evalu~
ation procedures?)

Instead of i In addition to S

Have you informed any of your men about the outcome of the evaluaticns,
using this syztem?

Yes O’L No /é
(If Yes, what has been their reaction to their ratings?)
Essentially complete agreement/acceptance
/_ General agreement/acceptance
General disagreement

Essentially complete disagreement

Other remarks

'Remnu{ Sesults a“\\f |v\'l:o¢mallv

(If No, do you plan to inform them of their ratings on this system?)

es % No_7_

Remarks

On the average, about how long did it take you fo complete the evaluation
{forms for any one officer?
Mayi mum = Lhouvs
MlV\\W\WM = I.S'vv\.ﬂ\u'fgs

vcva-a ¢ = J'yml nutes
Do you consider this to be too time consuming? 4

o With olata processing should = 1o minutes
es 8’ No I eWhen com letct)r unders cosd Fhoule
—_— ‘ qe edstev

Hour(s) Minutes

~34.
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D, Activity Report
Remaining questions concern the Activity Report we used in the program.

1. Do you feel that any or all of your men had problems urderstanding how
the Activity Report was to be filled out?

Yes, all/most 2 Yes, some/few 2 No, none ¢

(If Yes, what parts of the form seemed to have problems?)

{describe problems below)
_é_ All parts

. & Activity/Time

_{f_ Contacts

oDid

(7 8%V . A avi W
s treuctions (3

Court~related

s
A

2. Do you feel that the instructions on the back of the report were clear?

Yes [fr/ No 3

(If No, please point out instructions that were unclear.)
® Terwminology wot cleav (&)

—— e e,

[ \g cleay

3. How did you instruct your men in the use and purposeé of the Activity Re-
port?

{Check all that apply.)

Type of Instruction

Purposz

_A_(Participa‘ing in a pilot test of
a new PTS vvaluation system
for ecight weeks
Collectling data, ir qrder for

L_é Conducted a briefing/class
2. Told them to read back of form
-2 Gave manual to them to read
_ﬁ_ Gave them copy of illustrative

example supervisor to complete evalu-
Other, please describe ation
: Trying out new type activity
report

fic service performance
! Department wants it.
Olher 8 Tes+ only, vatings

oDifficult to Sum times L’-)

rl
Spec. of enforcement & Prablew. with oekinitisusl )

3 Want to get an idea of our traf-

~35~ \qﬂ; put n vecovds ()

4. Did your men mention any complaints about the form?
Yes_/ Z No_ /
(If Yes, please describe any complaints about the form?)
/[ Too time consuming
& Redundant with other paperwork
__é Confusing/complex
Badly designed
/ O Difficult to keep track of time/contacts/etc.
Other complaints/remarks_# Cd V\‘C\ASI'U"] ot the \Df-:yt‘v\wl'w (;l)
? Men Aid wnot ke additional paperwiovk (33
5. How wouyld you modify the Activity Report to make it morg useful? -
_® Srmuallev £ovmat — £ie c-lig\;oa.\fof (s
W Need o “totals' coliemn
e Add oval wavalngs ; A\
B _Distinguilh - Viaz.aveleus * fhauwharavdousg' (2]
¢ Peewmit wovd ehanges £l ecach glr,?awt mvmt['.?)
s Podd space tor “unUusuual gccmyrences
6. Do you feel that this Activity Report can be used effectively to keep you
. informed of the weekly traffic work of your men?
Yes_/ & No_ S Unucvt_a'o w ol
(If No, why not?)
A Doesn't reflect quality of work
_J_ Easy to falsify Activity Report
~— Information is badly/confusingly organized
_ & Iget a much better picture through my own observation
3 Takes too much time to review )
%, Report is difficult to interpret
Other reasons/remarks_# Should \(\cwe, a C&M?K‘i AN
¢ Too yanucW _papev weviy detvacts Lvoem ?em’wmamac.
@ Useful, Lut should be wedified to agvew

wik\W .‘Drucv\-t regavis

-36-
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E.

[ L

Conclusion

Did you find that using this system caused you fo observe your men more
closely, or pay more attention to their reports, or cha.nge your normal
procedures in any way?

Yes 3 No_._/{ ’ ’
(If Yes, how did it affect your procedures?)

/ Rode with men more frequenly
6 Reviewed their paperwork more closely
__A. Discussion/counselling sessions were more Irequent
Required to give more explicit assignments to men
__L_ Supervision took up more of my time
.| Spent more time observing men in court

Other effects/remarks € (Wis sysfi€wa WQulJ‘ PEAqUL P e
closde phsevvation

£ovee the supeguissy to

.'_!_T_‘:\JJ.._zju_t_rm__#zuli L
S¥end wnoavr tlvn g im absevi/atie LA}

2.

Do you have any final comments or observations you would like to make
about this evaluation system?

‘Cov\cept \s _cuovl bt w\a.;/ [&cu(: oflicev to* ?aol“

nisreport

» Sysdeng ig teo’

"n

‘numabevs Noviented

°Sustens i35 oo Lo MDIEK“' (3\

O SUctem 1S Mot

')ract'(_al

e T o ified fo 'eacly aleDuY'Lwteu'l vt would be

7. Did you review the ‘Activity Reports you received?
3 Yes, always
¢ Yes, usually
/ _ Occasionally
& Seldom or never
-— Only ta make sure they were there
Remarks ¢ Rey Leweu( avs‘,;{___;v\ o C..uv'.SoT\{ 14)6\.\/[3\
8. While the program was underway, did you ever have occasion to notice
any good points or problems in the performance of your men because
of things you saw in their Activity Reports? ’
es_} O No_B
(If ¥Yes, please describe the good puints or problems you saw,)
Good Points Problefns
! Allocation of time (types of activities) & EN
7 Number of contacts & !
.~ Number of enforcement actions # i
— Types of enforcement actions 4{ e
~- Gourt~related — /
Other observations/remarks
9. When you were working with the evaluation forms, did you find that you

necded to refer back to the Activity Reports?
es_/{ - No &
(If Yes, would you describe why?)

/{_ Determine hcw/W“hy time was spent
4 Check types/number of contucts made
& Check types/number of enforcement aclmna

} Check courtroom activitien

Remarks

——— it ot iy

37
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Based upon the current evaluation of your officer's performance, how
would you rank them?

~38«







APPENDIX C

PTS Personnel Perforrmance
Evaluation System Forms

The system is made up of fourteen forms and two manuals. One manual
is for management and implementation of the systems, the other is a super-
visor's guide to the use of the system. The forms are included here to illus-
trate the system as published following its revision based on the Pilot Test,
The forms are briefly described below: :

The first three forms relate to the collection of data from the
patrolman concerning allocation of time, nature and frequency
of PTS activities and the time spent in various PTS activities.
The forms are:
- Daily Police Traffic Services Activity Report
-  Weekly Police Traffic Services Report:
Both of the above are completed by the patrolman.
- A Summary Worksheet:
Used by the supervisor (or the data processing personnel)
to compile an individual officers activity reports from the

period of evaluation.

. The next two forms are summaries of the data for the period for one
officer.

- Traffic Activity Summary

This form provides the means for recording all of the times’
and frequencies from the summary worksheet,

-  Traffic Activity Measures:

This form provides the means for recording the measures
of PTS for a given officer over the evaluation period. The
manual contains complete instructions for computing these
measures.

i
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The final nine forms are the evaluation forms themselves, one
for each of the eight factors and one to summarize all eight into
a PTS Performance Summary. Each factor form includes the
following:

- A definition of the factor to be evaluated

- A f'performance!! area in which the collected measures are
entered and where the standards of performance are recorded
for comparison to each measure

- An "analysis of performance'' area which includes a complete,
detailed description of all the activities the officer will per-
form in carrying out this particular PTS factor. Also, there
is a systematic means for quantitative expression of how well
the man performs each of the activities.

~  Finally each form includes a space for a narrative summary of
the officer's performance

-~  The Evaluation Summary Form simply provides for entering
on one sheet the quantified measures of performance of each
factor, an overall rating of PTS performance and again a space
for narrative summary.

The forms and in fact the whole system are intended to be modified by
., each department to suit its own needs. Most importantly this requires each
~department and supervisor to establish standards of performance for two or
more measures in each factor. (There are in all 40 measures, and thus
standards, among the eight factors.) The modification can also be editorial
to adapt the words and usage to the department's own practices. It is not
expected that all departments would include all eight factors in each individual
evaluation. A factor may not be relevant for a given department or one or
more may not apply to a particular officer in a given evaluation period.

The following pages are reproductions of the fourteen forms.






SECTION ONE:

TIME SPENT ON
PATROL AND NUMBER.
OF STOPS MADEL

TIME SPENT

IN ACCIDEMT MANAGEMENT/
INVESTIGATION AND MAJOR

ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS TAKEN

SECTION TWOr

€=

TIME

SPENT ON OTHER POLICE
TRAFFIC SERVICES AND
NUMBER OF EVENTS

das 2Rl

SECTI0% THREE

TIME SPENT ON
NON-TRAFFIC DUTIES
(SPECIFY DUTIES)

SECTION FOUR:

PATROL TIME

MAJOR AGTIONS TAKEN IN PATROL STOPS

Written Verbal

AxrestajCitations [Warnings|Warnings

No
Actions

Moving
Patrol

Stationary
Surveillance

Tralfic
Road
Checks

Planned

Seiected
Surveiliance

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION TIME

MAJOR ENFORCEMENT ACTION IN EACH A

CCIDENT CASE

"Hazardous
Violation

Other No
Violation

Enforcement

Investigation
Continuing

Fatal

Accidents

+

Injury

Accldents

Property
Damage
Accidents

ACTIVITY TIME

Number of
Events

Highway
Service/
Asnsistance

Assigned X

TDC

Ag Needed

TDC

ACTIVITY TIME

TOTAL DUTY TIME
FOR THE DAY

L]

CHARGES FILED IN ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS

SECTION FIVE: NUMBER OF SPECIFIC

Pt

Alcohol/Drug
Related Traffic
Offenses

Other Traffic
Related Offenaes

WO mBR»

Non-Traflic
Offenges

Moving
Violations

Equlpment/
Regulatory
Violations

Other
Violations

NZO™uWda™ 0

Moving
Violations

Equipment/
Regulstory -
Violations

Zian-mg
nozZz-2P>=

Other
Viclations

Bond Forfeiture
(Vielationa Bureau)

Convicted as Charged
{In Court)

AT RO

Convicted
Lesser Offense

Not Gullty

Nol-Pros

SECTION SIX: DISPOSITION
OF ENFORCEMENT ACTION

z0Z
PRt ek 11

. CHARGES

Dismisased

DAILY POLICE TRAAFFIC SERVICES ACTIVITY REPORT

OFFICER NAME

DATE: )

PATROL AREA/BEAT

DUTY SHIFT

SHIELD NO. __

FOR SUPERVISOR'S USE ONLY:
'REFORT RECEIVED. _/ |/

REVIEWED BY,

—



SECTION ONE:

TDME SPENT ON
PATROL AND NUMBER
OF STOPS MADE

TN ACCIDENT MAMAGEMENT/

TNVESTIGATION AND MAJOR
- ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS TAKEN

SECTICH THREE: TIME % O ECTION TWO: TIMS SPENT

SPENT ON OTHER POLIXCE
TRAFTIC SERVICKS AND
NUMBER OF EVENTS

C 3 1
‘TIME SPENT ON
NON.TRAFFIC DUTIRS

BPECITY DUTILS)

HOURS SPENT BY DAY

MAJOR ACTIONS TAKEN IN PATHOL STODS

SECTION FIVE: NUMBER OF SPECIFIC

NS

Bt mmod>

Alcohol/Drug
Related Traflic
Offenges

Gther Traffic
Related Offonaes

Non-Traffic
Offensoa

CHARGES FILED IN ENFORCEMENT ACTY

-

ErEm

ZO"u»I™0

Moving
Violationa

Violatione

Equipmeat/
Regulatory

Other
Violaticps

-mg L

woZ=~ZI>E

Moving
Violations

Equipment/
Hegulatery
Violatioae

Cthsy
Violations

ge w1 an0n

Bond Forfeiture
{Violatione Bursau)

Convicted as Charged

{in Court}

Convicted
Lesaer Offence

xo3
o= ARt AR

Not Guilty

Nol-Proas

Diomissed -

1

SHIELD NO,

Ve—————-

REPORT RECEIVED

REVIEWED BY,

"

Written Verbal No
MON | TUE WED | THU FRI | SAT | SUN BTOTL] poceuisCitations Warninge |[Warninge } Actions
Moving
Patrol
Stationary
Survelllarce
Trafilc
Road Checks
Planned
Selective
Surveillance
MAJOR ENFORCEMENT ACTION IN EACH ACCIDENT CASE
l Hazardous Other No {aveatigation
MON | TUE | WED | THU | FRI | SA7 SUN ITOTL| viotation Violatisn | Enforcement] Continuing
Fatal
Accidente
Injury
Accldents
Property
" Damage
Accidents
moN | Tue |wep | thu | Frifsat | sun frorr | Rymber of
P4
P4
Highway : o2
Service/ I ™
Asalstance i g
[
Assigned g" :‘2
TDC ay
1]
Ao Needod § 3]
TDC ' 2l &
ol v
g &
8]
Ly
Hio é
MON | TUE WED | THU FRI | SAT SUN JTOTL
f ‘ WEEKLY POLICE, TRAFFIC SERVICES ACTIVITY REPORT
OFFICER NAME
ACTIVITY PERIOD: I__ ! l_4
! Start End
TOTAL DUTY TIME BY DAY PATROL AREA/BEAT
N " ; DUTY SHIFT
MON | TUE | WED | THU | FRJ] |SAT | SUN §rorL

FOR SUPERVISOR'S USE ONLY)

/

S A
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Officer Name Supervisor
Shield No. i Summary Period /. to / /
: ' staxt ehd
Weeks
Time Allocation @1‘8-) 1 4 5 6 7 8 10 11 12 13 14 Totals

Moving Patrol

Stationary
Surveillance

Traffic Road
Checks

Planned Selective
Surveillance

Fatal Accidents

Injury Accidents

Property Damage
Accidents

Highway Service/
Asgsistance

Assigned TDC

As Needed TDC

Other {non-traffic)

Total Duty

Specification of
Enforcement Actions

Alcohol/Drug Rela-
ted Traffic Offenses

Other Traffic
Related Offenses

Non-Traffic
Offenses

Moving Violations

Equipment/Regula-
tory Violations

VZOHHEPHR-OIOH i T WD

Othér Vieolations

Moving Violations

Equipment/ Reguiay-
tory Violations

BOZ 2

S AHR g

Other Violations

Number of Events

‘Highway Service/.
Assistance Stops

Fatal Accident
Investigations

‘Injury Accident
Investigations

‘Proper'tyk Damége
Accident Investigations}.

(Qver)



S e
. \/;[» et

Major Actions Taken

in Patrol Stops

10

11

12

13

14

Totals

Arrests

TRC |

PSS

Citations

TRC

PSS

Written Warnings

TRC

Pss

Verbal Warnings

No Actions

Total

TRC = Traffic Road Checks

Major Enforcament
Action Accidents

- M = Moving Patrol; S = Stationary Patrol; PSS = Planned Selective Surveillance;

Hazardous Violation

Other Violation

No Enforcament

Investigation

Continuing

Total

Disposition of Efxforce—
ment Action Charges

ZorHOR<Z00

Bond Forfeiture
{Violaticna Bureau)

| Convicted as

Charged (In Court})

Convicted

1 Leaser Qffense

202
1Zo=Ha=<200

Not Guilty

Nol-Pros-

Dismissed

C-6
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LD

Officer Name

1.0  TIME ALLOCATION

TRAFFIC ACTIVITY SUMMARY

Shield No. Evaluation Period_/ / - / [/ Evaluation Date__/ /  Supervisor

start end

4.0 ENFORCEMENTS IN ACCIDENT INVESTIGATIONS

JO W | Total Duty Time hrg 4,1 Hazardous Violations
1.2 Total Traffic Patrol Time hrs 4,2 Other Violations
1.2.1 Moving Patrol hrs 4,3 No Enforcements —
1,2.2 Stationary Surveillance hra 4.4 Investigations Continuing
1,2.3 Traffic Road Checks kra 5.0 CIARGES FILED
1.2.4 Planned Selective Surveillance hrs 5.1 Total Arrest Charges
1.3 Total Traffic Direction and Control (TDC) Time hrs 5.1.1 Alcohol/Drug Traffic Arrests
1.3.1 Assigned TDC Time hrs 5. 1.2 Other Traffic Related Arrests
1.3.2 As Needed TDC hrs 5.1.3 Non-Traffic Related Arrests
1.4 Tota] Highway Service/Assistance Time hrs 5.2 Total Citation Charges
1.5 Total Accident Investigation Time hrs 5.2.1 Moving Violations Citations
1.5,1 ¥Fatal Accident Inveatigation hra 5.2.2 Equipment/Regulatory Gitations
1.5.2 Injury Accident Investigation hre 5.2.3 Other Citations
1.5.3 Property Damage Accident Investigation hrs 5.3 Total Written Warning Charges
2,0 TRAFFIC STOPS 5, 3.1 Moving Violation Warnings
2,1 Total Stops on Patrol 5.3,2 Equipment/Regulatory Warnings
2; 1.1 Moving Patrol Stépa 5.3,3 Other Written Warnings
2.1,2 Stationary Surveillahce Stops 6.0 CHARGE DISPOSITIONS
2,1,3 Traffic Road Check Stops 6.1 Total Convictions
2.1.4 Planned Selective Surveillance Stope 6.1.1 Bond Forfeitures

&2 Highway Service/Asslotance Stops 6.1.2 Convictions as Charged, in Court
2.3 Total Accident Investigations ———— 6. 1.3 Convictions on Lesser OHehsg
2, 3.1 Fatal Accldent Investigations 6.2 Total Non-GCounvictions
2.3.2 Injury Accident Investigations 6.2.1 Not Guilty, in Court
2.3.3 Property Damage Accident Investigations 6.2.2 Nolle Prosequt
3.0 MAJOR ACTIONS TAKEN IN PATROL STOPS 6.2.3 Dismissal
‘3, 1 - Arrests ‘ ‘ 6.3 Total Dispositions -
3.2 © Citations
3,3 Written Warnings
3.4 Verbal Warnings
3.5 Mo Actiona



Officer Name

TRAFFIC ACTIVITY MEASURES

Shield No.

SECTICON A, PATROL TIME DISTRIBUTION
Al Percent on Moving Patrol %
AZ  Percent on Stationary Surveillance ' %
A3 Percent on Traffic Road Checks %
A4  Percent on Planned Selective Surveillance %
SECTION B, PATROL STOPS PER HOUR
Bl Stops Per Hour Total Patrol /hr.
B2  Stops Per Hour Moving Patrol /hr.
B3 Stops Per Hour Stationary Surveillance /hr.
B4  Stops Per Hour Road Checks /hr.
B5  Stops Per Hour Planned Selective Surveillance /hr,
SECTION C. HIGHWAY SERVICE/ASSISTANCE STOPS
cl Service/Assistance Stops per Total Patrol Hour
2 C2 Service/Assistance Stop Per Moving Patrol Hour
C3  -Average Time Per Service/Assistance Stop

SECTION D. ACCIDENT IN‘VESTIGATION

D1
D2
D3
D4

D5 .

Average Time Per investigation, Fatals
Average Time Per Investigation, Injuries

Average Time Per Investigation, Property

.Percent Investigations: Any Enforcement Action

Percent Investigations: Hazardous Violation Enforcement

SECTION E. TDC TIME DISTRIBUTIONS

El
B2

s

E3

Percent Total TDC Time, Total Duty Time /)

Percent Asgigned TDC Time, Total Duty Time %

Percent As Needed TDC Time, Total Duty Time %
’ *

Evaluation Period

/hz.
/hr.
Min.

i

[/

!/ / Evaluation Date Supervisor

hrs
hrs
hrs
%

—_—

start

end

SECTION F. PATROL ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS DISTRIBUTIONS

F1
F2
3
4
F5

Percent Stops, Major Action Arrest %
Percent Stops, Major Action Citation ‘ %
Percent Stops, Major Action Written Warning %
Percent Stops, Major Action Verbal Warning %
Percent Stops, No Enforcement Action %

SECTION G. ENFORCEMENT ACTION CHARGE DISTRIBUTIONS

Gl

G2

a3
G4
G5
Gé
G7
G8
G9

Percent Arrests, Alcohol/Drug Traffic Violation %
Percent Arrests, Other Traffic Violation %
Percent Arrests, Non-Traffic 6gfense %
Percent Citations, Moving Violation ’ %
Percent Citations, Equipment/Regulatoxy Violation / %
Percent Citations, Other Violation %

Percent Written Wazrnings, Moving Violation . %
Percent Written Warnings, Equip./Reg. Violation %
Percent Written Warnings, Other Violation %

SECTION H, DISTRIBUTION OF CHARGE DISPOSITION§

H1
HZ
H3

H4

HS5
Hb

Percent Charges Convicted, as Written %
Percent Charges Convicted, Lesser Offense ; To -
Percent Charges, All Convictions %
Percent Charges Court - Conviction, as Written %
Percent Charges Court - Conviction, Lesser Off:g‘nae %
Percent Charges All Court - Convictions %






Dfficer Name Supervisor

Shield No. Evaluation Date / / . Evaluation Period / / to

/1

start

end

EVALUATIVE FACTOR 1: Performs Patrol--This factor aids the supervisor in determining how well an officer
utilizes his patrol resources in observing traffic to detect traffic law violations, (It is
fully defined on Page 5, Refer to the Factor Rating Form Instructions on Page 49 in

the Supervisor's Manual to complete this form.)

I, PERFORMANCE

2‘

Operates patrol vehicle and equipment: Shows proper concern for driving safety; does not abuse

vehicle/equipment; attends to maintenance requirements; uses approved communication procedures;
performs proper 'Micusekeeping'’ to maintain vehicle/equipment condition and appearance.

Fulfills patrol assignment plahning requirementa: Plans patrol in accordance with departmental
policy and directives and traffic, environmental and situational considerations; implements plans
effectively and efficiently; properly interprets plan in light of actual conditiona and changing needs,

Monitors traffic and environment: Observes and properly responds to hazardous/dangerous

conditions; allocates proper attention to times, places and conditions of high accident/violation
likelihood; conducts appropriate types of patrol in accordance with traffic, accident and violation
patterns. )

NARRATIVE COMMENTS ON THE REVERSE SIDE

C-9

Measures Comparison to Standards
}
Al Percent of time on moving patrol % (') AR 2[5 FEr T 5]0 el 7|5 L B 13‘0
A2 Percent of time on stationary ! |
surveillance % Tt TP T T T T T T T T T T i 171
0 25 50 75 100
A3 Percent of time on traffic road | : v |
YT TP T T T T TT T 7T T T 717711 !
checks % 0 25 50 e | 100
A4  Percent of time on planned [ | | ]
selective surveillance : ) % ; b 2,5 FPUTT 5‘0 I I 7'5 P ICI)O
Overall rating of distribution of patrol time:
Superior Acceptable Unacceptable
II,  ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE
Data Sources: Supervisor's observation; enforcement records; citizen comments; dispatcher's log
Numerical Ratings: 1 = outstanding; 2 = better than expected; 3 = expected; 4 = needs some improvement;
5 = needs much improvement
Numerical
Analyses Rating




NARRATIVE COMMENTS

Rater's Signature

C-10



Officer Name Supervisor

Shield No. - Evaluation Date / / Evaluation Period ! / to

EVALUATIVE FACTOR 2:

Bl

B2

B3

B4

B5

Data Sources:

[

start

end

Makes Traffic Violation Stops--This factor allows the supervisor to evaluate the type of

Ytraffic stops® an officer makes. (It is fully defined on Page 8. Refer to the Factor
Rating Form Instructions on Page 49 in the Supervisor's Manual to complete this form. }

I, PERFORMANCE

Measures Compariason to Standards
| }
Stops per hour total patrol per br. T T T 17T 1 VT 1T i T
| {
Stops per hour moving patrol per hrx, L L L B L 111
Stops per hour stationary 1 ]
surveillance per hr, L L L L L A L L L O L T T 71
, | |
Stops per hour road vhecks per hr. FrrT T T rrr T T T T
Stops per hour planned i f
selective surveillance per hr., T T 17T T 1T v I 17171571 17 1T T
Overall rating for patrol stops per hour:
Superior Acceptable Unacceptable
o, ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE
Interview with patrolman; enforcement records; supervisor's observation; dispostion records;
simulation/testing; citizen comments; activity reports; dispatchesr's log
Numerical Ratings: 1 = outstanding; 2 = better than expected; 3 = expected; 4 = needs some improvement;
5 = peeds much improvement
Nurmerical
Analyses Rating

2.

3.

4.

Recognizes traffic law violations: Knows the behaviors and conditions specifically prohibited or
required by statute; knows the elements of traffic offenses,

Remains alert for likely violations: Knows violation accident patterns by locations and time of
day for his patrol area and tour of duty; recognizes potentially hazardous vehicle conditions/
operations; concentrates attention in accordance with patterns and suspicious/unusual behaviors
and conditiona.

Operates special-purpose equipment designed for violation detection: Applies correct operating
procedures for special-purpose equipment; employs equipment properly relative to situational and
environmental conditions and statutory/judicial requirements; properly interprets, records and
preserves equipment data.

Conducts pursuit: Bases decision to pursue on the nature of the violation, departmental policy,
traffic safety considerations and other situational needs; applies correct pursuit driving techniques
and procedures; acquires evidentiary and descriptive information during pursuit; conducts appro-
priate radio communication during pursuit; détermines need for assistance.

Makes stop: - Establishes proper command position to initiate stop; selects appropriate stop
location; effectively communicates stop command to suspect; properly positions vehicle at scene
of stop. '

Conducts traffic road check: Knows proper procedures for conducting checks and vebicle
inspections; selects appropriate locations for road checks; devotes appropriate time to each
vehicle.

NARRATIVE COMMEN'Il‘(S\ON THE REVERSE SIDE
C-11




MmTW E COMMENTS

Rater's Signature
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Qfficer Name . Supervisor

Shield No. Evaluation Date / / Evaluation Perfod  / / to

EVALUATIVE FACTOR 3:

L L

start

end

Evaluates Viclation and Selects Appropriate Action~-This factor permits the supervisor to

evaluate the various enforcement actions resulting from the stop as well as his skills as a
traffic astop investigator. (It is fully defined beginning on Page 8. Refer to the Factor
Rating Form Instructions on Page 49 in the Supervisor'ds Manual to complets this form.)

I, PERFORMANCE

Meagures Comparison of Standards
! {
F1  Percent stops, major action arrest % g P T T T T T T T T T T 1bo
| , i
: L R L L LAt A T A N M T R
FZ2  Percent stops, major action citation % 0 25 50 75 loa
F3  Percent stops, major action written % I e e B B A e e s B B I
warning L 25 s0 75 100
F4 Percent stops, major action verbal | {
warning P8, may % T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 25 50 75 100
F5  Percent stops, no enforcement : T T T T [ , {
action %o 25 50 75~ b Tibe
Overall rating of distribution of enforcement actions:
Superior Acceptable Unacceptable
II, ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE
Data Sourcis; Supervisor's observation; enforcement records; citizen comments; dispatcher's log
Numerical Ratinga: 1 = outstanding; 2 = better than expected; 3 = expected; 4 = needs some improvement;
5 = needs much improvement
Numerical
Analyses Rating.

z.

4.

Approaches vehicle and violator: Keeps vehicle/occupants in view throughout approach; shows
proper concern for his own safety; positions himself properly with respect to suspect and vehicle;
instructs occupants to remain within or exit from vehicle as appropriate,

Interviews viclator: Obtains necessary identification from suspect; follows propeyr procedures in
verifying suspect's identification; properly observes and avaluates suspect's appearance, behivior
and condition; properly conducts formal and informal tests to evaluate driver's condition; main-
tains professional attitude and demeanor throughout interview.

Examines vehicle: Follows proper procedures in verifying vehicle ownership/registration;

properly observes and evaluates evidence of equipment/regulatory viclations when appropnate,
remains alert for suspicious/contraband material and evidence of other offenses,

Collects all appropriate evidence: Knows the elements of the offense; recognizes all facts,
testimony and physical evidence that are relevant and admissible; records and preserves all
such facts, testimony and evidence.

Selects enforcement action: Conducts wants/warrants check; bases decision on facta of the cage;
knows and adheres to appropriate guidelines for enforcement action selection; demonstrates con~
sistency; avoids being swayed by extraneous factors.

NARRATIVE COMMENTé (iN THE REVERSE SIDE
~13




NARRATIVE COMMENTS

ey

Cc-14

Rater's Signature



Officer Name - ) Supervisor

Shield No. Evaluation Date ___ / / Evaluation Period =~ 7/ / to ) /
start end

EVALUATIVE FACTOR 4:  lssues Enforcement Action--This factor allows the supervisor to evaluate the type of L,
charges an officer issues and his skills in following procedures required to file thoss
charges., (It is fully defined on Page 10. Refer to the Factor Rating Form Inatructlons
on Page 49 in the Supervisor'ﬂ Manual to complete this form.)

-

"I, PERFORMANCE

g

Measures Comparison of Standards
Gl Percent arrests, alcohol/drug 1. ~ ‘ l‘
. . R A DR O ML e Y R A Y DR N N O e B
traffic violation % 0 25 50 ‘ 15 100
G2 Percent arrests, other traffic i . 1
. . LK B TRV R N ' P ROEMS R S T
violation % 0 25 50 s T T
[ I
G3 DPercent arrests, non-traffic offense ] % o, ¢ ot by VT Ty T T T 100
| p ; o
G4 Per<ent citaticas, moving violation P 6 L 2‘5 UL 50 L 7‘5':i R 150
G5 Percent citations, equipment/ | j
regulatory violation % (5 R 2'5 R '.5'0 oo 7'5T R IbO
[} i
Gé Percent citations, other violation % o LU gt g @ 7 750 Pt 10
G7 Perxcent written warmngs, moving L . 3
violation % d L 2'5 R 5'0 LI 7[5“[ L 160
G8 Percent written warnings, | '
equipment/regulatory violation % 67 Lo 1"“2!5 L 5'0 el 7r5 ' ' 7 ' Ibo.
G9 Percent written warnings, other 1 ‘ ) i
violation % 6 T 7 T 7T zls LI L e 510 | L S M | ,IJEF 1 7 |.160

Overall rating of distribution of charges:

Superioxr : Acceptable Unacceptable

II. 'ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE

Data Sources: Dispatcher's log; enforcement records; activity reports; supervisor's observation; records personnel
comments; citizen comments; file checks

Numerical Ratings: 1 = cutstanding; 2 = better than expected; 3 = expected; 4 = needs some improvement;
. 5 = needs much improvement i

‘ : Numerical
Analyses : . Rating

1, Informa suspect of enforcement action: Notifies suspect in accordance with statutory and jﬁdic{al
- requirements; avoids debating charges with suspect; maintains control throughout the enforcement
process; determines need for assistance in x.mplementing enforcement action.

2. Issues cifations and warnings: - Properly completes forms; prmn.des appropriate copiea to suspect;’
- explains suspect's obligations/options.

3. Makes physical arrest: Uses minimum requ:.red force; apphes appropnate regtraint to suspect,
notifiea dxspatcher, collects and preserves physical ewdence.

4, Terminates activity at scene~--non-arzasts: Returna documents to suapect, aasxsta auepect‘
return to traffic flow; notifies dispatcher and resumes patrol, :

5. Transmits enforcement records/material: Provides a copy of citations, wa.rnmga', arrest records
to appropriate personnel/departments; preserves chain of possession in transmittmg evidence;
- compiles complete and accurate notes for subsequent adjudication.

NARRATIVE COMMENTS ON,‘THE REVERSE SIDE B e
C-15 - , Lo ~
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NARRATIVE COMMENTS
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e

Officer Name___ . Su‘perviaof

Shield No. ’ ‘ Evaluation Date / / Evaluation Period: / / to / J
. ’ start I end )

EVALUATIVE FACTOR 5: Manages and Investigates Traffic Accidents--This factor aids the supervisor in evaluating
an officer's performance of activities required to control and investigate traffic accidents.
(It is fully defined on Page 12, Refer to the Factor Rating Form Instruc‘cxona on Page 49
in the Supervisor's Manual to complete this form. )

I. PERFORMANCE

) Measures : Comparison of Standards
‘D1 ?a:ea;:ge time per investigation, hrs F—r— T T T T T T T T T T T -
- . s s ‘ :
D2 igzi?egse time per iavestigation, hrs F--—rr— Tl
D3  Average tim i tigation, —
P;?erg:; dla.r:agzr mvests hrs Tt T T T T T T T T T T T
D4 Percent investigations: any } : —— l "
. enforcement action ) 0 . 25 i 5'0 AR 75 "“ [1(')0
"D5 - Percent investigations: hazardous ! — T T |
. ; ) L N e v I
violation enforcement % o 25 50 75 100
Overall rating of accident management/investigation stops:
Superior v Acceptable Unacceptable

I, ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE
Data Sources; Supervisor's observation; accident reports; enforcement records; dispatcher's log; activity reports;
citizen comments

Numerical Ratings: 1 = outstanding; 2 = better than expected; 3 = expected; 4 = needs some improvement;
5 = needs much imnprovement

: ) Numerical
» Anpalyses Rating
1. Properly proceeds to accident scene: Selects best route; attempts to minimize travel time without
creating unacceptable risks; attempts to acquire as much information as possible while en route to
formulate appropriate scene management plans; properly positions patrol vehicle at scene.
2. Determines and initiates on-scene management requirements: Correctly identifies most urgent emer«

gency needs; identifies and calla for appropriate special agsistance; conducts first aid when necessary;
implements proper .procedures for traffic and bystander control; properly positions warning devices to
protect scene and divert traffic safely; follows correct procedures for control/removal of vehicles and
debris commensurate with investigative requirements and traffic/environmental considerations.

3. Conducts investigation; Correctly determines need for and scope of investigation in accordance with
policies and directives; identifies and collects statements from drivers and other witnesses; mitlatas
hit and run procedures when applicable; follows correct procedures in collecting and preservmg . T
physical evidence and measurements; takes appropriate enforcement actions,- v o

4. Concludes on-scene manag»ment and investigation: Ensures thatall appropriate actions ha.ve been.
taken; assists motorists in returning to traffic flow when appropriate; removes or repositions
warning devices as appropriate; notifies dispatcher i’ termm\txon of activities; prepares complete
and accurate investigation and activity reports, anc’l ‘transmits reports to appropriate personnel/

departments. i
i

NARRATIVE COMMENTS ON THE REVERSE SIDE‘
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Officer Name . Superviaor

Shield No. Evaluation Date / / Evaluation Period / / to /]
i i start : .end
EVALUATIVE FACTOR 6: Prepares and Presents Traffic~-Related Testifnony and Evidence--This factors allows the
supervisor to evaluate the ullimate outcome of an officer's enforcement actions. (It is

fully defined on Page 13. Refer tan the Factor Rating From Instructions on Page 49 in the
Supervisor's Manual to complete this form.)

I PERFORMANCE

Meagures \ Comparison of Standards
H1 Percent charges convicted L » . '
as written | % o 7 PhZg VT T Ty T TR T b
H2 Percent charges convicted, . F—r —rT r {
- lesser offense % ) J5 ! AN L A 25 T 160
l 1
K3 Percent charges, all LI S R A JOOO MY N RN | T T 1T Tr1T 1
convictions % 6 25 50 15 100
H4 Percent charges court - ' .
. g s | ANV S A RN HY R R TS RS B N T T T T T™T1 .
convictions, as written % . 0 25 20 ] 7% ; 1100 R
H5 Percent charges court - L o . \
conviction, lesser offense % 6 L L 2|5 LR S S ;‘3‘0 | I R B 735 Ty 1:’10‘
1 3
H6 Percent charges all couri- T T T LT T T T T T T
convictions # % 0 25 50 75 100
Overall rating of convictions:
Superior Accéptable ‘ Unacceptable

‘II. ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE

Data Sources: Supervisor’s observatmn, adjudication records; officer's notes; citations and case fxle, prosecutor's
comments; court liaison oificer s comments X

Numerical Ratings: 1 = outstanding; 2 = better than expected; 3 = e::pécted; 4 = needs some improvement;

5 = needs much improvement
: Numerical -
Analyses - ; : Rating
1, Prepares evidence and testimony: Properly collects all relevant information; selects charge

appropriate to violation; maintaing chain of posdession of evidence; prepares and maintains case file,

2, Prepares for court appearance: Reviews notes and case fxle, as required, meets with prosecutor,
appears on time, .

3. Maintains appropriaté demeanor and appearanceé: Uses proper language and diction; avoids nervouas/
disturbing mannerisms; is well-groomed; avoids appearing biased,

4, Follows correct procedures of testimony and evidence: Preserves self control; avoids retorts and
argumentative answers; remains alert for attempts by defense counsel to discredit testimony;
politely ingists on being allowed to provide a full answer to a ''yes or no" question, when
appropriate, . . -

i
{
Y

NARRATIVE COMMENTS ON THE REVERSEYSIDE
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Officer Name Supervisor

Shield No. Evaluation Date / / ~ Evaluation Period / /

to

L. .1

start

end

EVALUATIVE FACTOR 7: Provides Highway Service and Assistance-~This factor aids the supervisor in evaluating
an officer's performance of activities intended to assist the safety of motorists and other
persons in the traffic environment, (It is fully defivied on Page 14. Refer to the Factor
Rating Form Instructions on Page 49 in the Supervisor's Manual to complete this form. )

C1

c2

C3

I. PERFORMANCE

Measures Comparison of Standards
Service/assistance stops _ ;
per total patrol hour per hr. N R N B B IO N R B S M B e T
Service/assistance stops "
per moving patrol hour per hr. T T T T T T T | e ws |
Average time per gervice/ .
assistance stop minutes UDEEE B R D D R A R N D D DR T A T 1T JI

Qverall rating of highway service and assistance:

Superior ' ’ Acceptable Unacceptable

II, ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE

Data Sources: Supervisor's observation; activity reports; citizen comments; dispatcher's log; enforcement records

- Numerical vRat’mgs: 1

1.

2’

3.

5 = needs much improvement

Analyses

Initiates highway service/assistance contact: Preperly ééaesses need for eervice/a.éaistance
relative to other patrol requirements; follows correct procedures in positioning patrol vehicle
at scene of contact; communicates appropriate information to dispatcher,

Determines and implements type of assigtance/action required: E?alua.téa nature and urgency
of the problem; provides or arranges for assistance in accordance with policy and directives;
conducts records checks when appropriate; determines need for enforcement action and/or

follow-up investigation; properly attends to personal and other safety considerations throughout

the incident.

Terminates highway service/assistance contact: Ensures that all appropriate actions have been
taken; assists motorist in returning to traffic flow when appropriate; notifies dispatcher of

resumption of patrol; properly completes and transmits applicable racords.

NARRATIVE COMMENTS ON THE REVERSE SIDE -
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Officer Name Supervisor

Shield No. Evaluation Date / / Evaluation Period = / / to / /

start end

EVALUATIVE FACTOR 8: Directs and Controls Traffic--This factor allows the supervisor to evaluate an officer's
performance in traffic direction and control activities. (It is fuliy defined on Page 15,
Refer to the Factor Rating Form Instructions on Page 49 in the Supervisor's Manual to
complete this form.)

I. PERFORMANCE

Measures Comparison to Standazds
E1 Percent total TDC time, I f
total duty tim % T T T T T T T T T T T YT |
yHme 0 25 50 75 LY
E2  Percent assigned TDC 1 [
time, total duty tim % T T T T T T T T T T T T
e uty time 0 25 50 75 10
E3 Percent as needed TDC | y
time, total duty time % T T T T T T T T T T T T
, 0 50 75 100
Overall rating of direction and control of traffic;
Superior Acceptable Unacceptable

II. ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE!

Data Sources: Supervisor's observation; citizen comments; traffic congestion reports; interview with officer;
activity reports; dispatcher's log

Numerical Ratings: 1 = outstanding; 2 = better than expected; 3 = expected; 4 = needs some unprovemeig H
5 = needs much improvement
, ) Numerical
Analyses i Rating

1. Asgesses need for manual regulation of traffic flow: Selects appropriate position to monitor
traffic; observes congestion; detects traffic control device malfunctions, hazardous conditions;
selects appropriate TDC strategy.

2. Manually regulates traffic flow: Selects appropriate position; properly employs hand signals;
gestures, whistle, lighted baton, etc.; keeps intersection clear; allocates traffic movement
time commensurate with traffic volume and flow; manually operates traffic control devices
when appropriate,

3. Prepares for and implements special traffic escort: Develops or studies plans for special
escort; assists in establishing and preparing routes; maintains appropriate control poaition
relative to escorted traffic; uses proper communication/signalling procedures and warning
devices to facilitate safe escort.

NAR.R.A.TJ;VE COMMENTS ON THE REVERSE SIDE
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Officer Name Evaluation Date / /

Shield No. Evaluation Period / / to / /
start end

PTS PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SUMMARY

FACTOR RATINGS: The ratings should be extracted from the overall rating section, for applicable Evaluative

Factors, )
Ratings
Factors . Superior Acceptable Unacceptable
1, Performs Patrol
2. Makes Traffic Violation Stops
3. Evaluates Violation and Selects .
4. Issues Enforcement Action
5, Manages and Investigates Trafﬁc'Accidenta
6. Prepares and Presents Traffic-Related Testimony
and Evidénce
1. Pzovides Highway Sexrvice and Assistance
8. Directs and Controls Traffic
Overall rating of PTS performance:
Superior - : Acceptable Unacceptable
Special considerations {include time on PTS):
Narrative summary:
Actions/Recommendations:
Rater ’ Reviewer ’ Officer__
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