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1. PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR POLICE
A. Research Objectives

The Police Foundation proposes to conduct research that would
lead to the identification of performance measures for the police sub-
system of the criminal justice system. The predominate orientation of
this project will be on the crime control-related aspects of police
work especially as they relate to the overall crime control goals of the
criminal justice system. Measures will be developed for determining
crime control goal éttainment and for determining how police related
factors (i.e. police outputs, police activity, and management decision-
making) as well as exogenous factors (i.e. city and social characteristics)
influence that goal‘attainment.

This project, which is the first of a multi-phase program, has
as its objectives the identification of measures, data sources, and
methodologies for validating those measures. The purpose of the multi-
phase program is to develop measures of police performance useful to
police management, city and state administratioms,.criminal justice planners
and cfime control researchers.

The fundamental approach to measurement development will be to
‘utilize a conceptal framework describing the way the police sub-system
- its management decisions, officer activities and outputs - contributes

to system~wide goals.

B. BACKGROUND
The need for a valid set of police performance indicators
was recognized as far back as 1931 by the Natiomal Commission on Law

Observance and Enforcement (Wickersham). Again in 1967 the President’s



Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice addressed
the need as did the American Bar Association in its project on the
standards relating to the Urbanm Police Function and most recently

the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals.

In the past decade a substantial amount of work hagybeen
directed toward the development of performarice measures in general
and poliée'performance measures in particular. Some efforts have been
university based and supported by Federal funds such as Ostrom,
Deutsch, Larson, and Blumstein. ' Others have occurred in private
research institutions such as the work at the American Justice In-
stitute, Rand (Chaiken), Urban Institute (Hatry) and Police Foundation
(Riccio, Heaphy, Lewis.) Still others have occurred as public sector
effo@enerally such as the amngoing efforts of the Natiomal
Commission on Productivity.

In addition to research specifically concerned with police
‘performance measurement, over the past ten yeafs we have begun to
develop a true body of embirically based knowledge on police oper-
ations. For example, research on robbery units, preventive patrol,
split-force, directed patrol, respomnse time, and field interrogations
have all indirectly contributed to the information about performance
measurement and will be a vaiuable resource fof the current project.

There are a number of reasons for the importance of’per—‘
formance measurement. One is the increased interest on the part
of public officials to view themselveé as mahagers, continuously

concerned with improving operatibns. The tightening fis¢al situation



that most state‘and local governments are facing has caused public
officials to be more concerned with performance. A third is that increased
crime over the past decade has lead to an increase in public and research
scrutiny of local programs. The greater emphasis on program evaluation
has intensified the need for useful measures of performance. All of
these (and others) have made performance measurement an important topic
for research.

C. RESEARCHABLE PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH DEFINING AND VALIDATING

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Developing a set cof performance measures for any public sector
servicé is difficult. The police pfesent some unique and difficult
challenges in this regard.

One problem is the specification of goals. What are the crime
control goals of the police? Crime reduction? If so, by how much? How
fast? Reducing the fear of crime? How much? How fast? The police
function is confused by the multiplicity of goals, goals which can often
be conflicting and/or éompeting. For example, the police expend large
portions of their time conducting activities which many observers argue
have little direct relationship to crime control. Some studies have
pegged the percentage of such activities as high as 807%. Nevertheless
whether the figure is 30% or 807% is somewhat ipcomsequential. The
challenge of the proposed study wiil be to sort out the crime control
and non-crime control activities of the police, and to determine their
relationship to each other, to the goals of the police and to the goals
of the criminal justice system.

A second problem is once goals have been astablished, how can
the police affect the attainment of those goals? How do various deployment
decisions relate to goals? How do different patrol practices? Investigative

practices? Support systems?



A third problem in police performance measurement is the -
consistency of goals between the police and other criminal justice
agencies. It is clear that the goals and objectives of the various
criminal justice agencies are at times in conflict. Recognizing
this and identifying these instances will be ome of the challenges
of this effort.

There are also definitional problems from one agency to
another. Such things as arrests, clearance rates, ar even crime'classi—
fications are not very precise. For example, a clearance as one time
may mean a person has been arrested, charged and convicted for the
crime in question. In dnother instance it may merely mean that a
person has been arrested for the crime. Still another time it may
ﬁean that a person is thought to have committed a crime-—for example
a person is arrested for a simple burglary and numerous others with
similar M-0's are "cleared" even though the individual may not be
charged with the other crimes.

Another problem has been the quality of the data sources
utilized. Questions about the accuracy and utility of UCR reports
are well known. Clearly, as the victimization surveys have shown
reported crimes varies dramatically from jurisdiction to jurisdictionm,
from neighborhood to neighborhood, from age group to age group, sex to
sex, and income group to income group. Not only are the UCR reports
open to question but so are many other data sources. For example,
the quality, completeness, and accuracy of agency reports such as
crime reports, incidént~reports, field interrogation raports,Acitations,

etc. have caused many a research plan to be seriously flawed.



A final problem (for discussion) is the problem of deter-
mining precisely what data will measure the concepts that one wishes
to measure. How best to measure crime and its reduction? Reported
crimé? Victimization studies? What is a "unit' of citizen fear?
How do we measure it? How do we measure deterrence? What data do
we need to measure quality of arrest?

These are examples of some of the researchable problems
associated with police performance measurement. In the next section
we show how these and other problems will be addressad by our re-

search.

D. RESEARCH APPROACH

The fundamental approach to measurement development will be
to utilize a conceptal framework describing the way the police sub-

system contributes to system—wide goals. The framework can be simply

diagrammed as follows:

Criminal Justice System Goals

w///”*,__—— Police Objectives €-\\\\\\\*

Pollce Qutputs Managerial Decisions

x\\\\\\“‘«—;- Police Officer ‘F___—ﬂ”’///’

Activities

Figure I



As the diagram shows police managers influence their de~
partments operations by making decisions that affect the activities
and performance of the resources under their commands. Police
managers can make decisions about organizational arrangements,
personnel administration, rules, regulétions, and procedures, and
the use of special equipment: These decisions directly influence
the activities officers perform and/or how often they perform them.
For example, allocation decisions determine the work load officers
have and, consequently, determine how much time officers have to do
field interrogations, and other officer-initiated activities.
Personnel decisions such as promotional criteria influence an officer's
interest in performing certain activities that may, for example,
léad to arrests. Procedures om investigations influence the amount
of information patrol officers might obtain at the scene of a crime.

And fiﬁally, the use of computers may improve the exchange of in-
formation between officers in different units.

The activities officers perform (including how well and/or
how often they perform them), in turn, influence the generation
of useful police related outputs. For example, the number of field
interrogations might, to a certain extent, influence the number of
arrests an officer makes or influence the amount of crime deterrence
that is presented. Or the number of citizen contacts, the-amountv
of victim/witness assistance, the thoroughness of investigatioms,
or time deyoted to case preparation, might influence the amount
and/or quality of prosecutions. These are just exémples of how

officers' activities lead to the production of pclice outputs.



1t should be noted that police managers do not affect outputs
directly; they influence their production through the encouragement of
officer performance of various activities. Those activities in turn
influence the production of useful outputs.

Finally, the generation of useful outputs affects the degree
of goal attainment a department achieves. Thus, if a department chooses
as a primary goal the reduction in armed robbery it might then be con-
cerned with number of arrests for that crime (if it was found that a
strong link existed between the two).

Thu~, we have a simple framework relating, first, management
decisions to police activities and the performance of activities;
second, police performance activities to police outputs; and third,
police outputs to police goals. Of course, there are numerous other
factors that influence these relationships. For example, citizen
cooperation affects response time as well as the probability of
making arrests. Such factors will be integrated into the basic frame-~
work for developing measures of policé work.

Figure 2 is an expanded version of the basic framework. It
is an example of how the framework can be used to help develop
measures. A measure will be createé for each entry in the list that is
finally approved.

When a logical determination has been made of management
decisions, officer activities, police outputs, and department ob-
jectives, our next research undertaking is to sort out the inter-
relationships among those facets of the framework. A perusal of

Figure 2 clearly indicates that a simple management decision will
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affect multiple activities and any one activity will affect numerous
outputs and any one output will effect numerous goals. The problem
is to determine how much, for exaﬁple, of one activity affects how
much of each output. The determination'of these interrelationships
is a key aspect of the proposed effort.

A subsequent step will be to refine Hy developing specific
measures, the entire output séction.of the framework.  While the
examples of outputs given (arrests, citations, etc.) have a degree
of validity they still suffer from all of the problems pointed out
above. Each output must be defined by a measure(s) that has
accuracy and face validity. For example, some further measures
of apprehengion success may be (Hatry, et. al.):

- Percentage of reported crimes clearasd, by type of crime
and whether cleared by arrest or by "exception."

- Percentage of "person-crimes' cleared, by type of crime.

- Percentage of adult arrests, that survive preliminary court
hearing (or state attorney's investigation) and percentage
dropped for police-related reasons, by type of crime.

- Percentage of adult arrests resulting in conviction (or
treatment) (a) on at least one charge, (b) on the

highest initial charge, by type of crime.

- Percentage of cases cleared in less than "x" days (with

"x"" selected separately for each crime category.

- Percentage of stolen property that is subsequently re-
covered: (a) vehicles, (b) vehicle value, and

(c) other property value.

The next logical activity if we follow the framework is to
begin to identify the data sources currently available for the
decisions, outputs, activities, and goals. The weaknesses of the
data sources will also be identified as will new data sources

necessary to validate the measures. As follows are some of the

traditional data sources:



a) victimization surveys
b) citizen surveys
c) Dbusiness surveys
d) crime reports
e) incident reports
-£) officer logs
g) arrest reports
h) court records
i) prosecution records
3) citizen contact reports
'k)  traffic citation reports
New ways of organizing and analyzing the data will be
eﬁplored. For example, the attribute based crime reporting system
may provide the capability of'analyziﬁg crime from many perspectives,
the mény perspectives associated with the variety of police objectives.
The same could be true of crime seriousness rating syétems.
- The following section discusses how the research apéroach

discussed in this part will be accomplished.

II. WORKPLAN
A, MethodologicalhApproach
The methodology that will be used to identify the specific
measures and factoré influehcing police performance in the area of
crime control will take advantage ;f three primary toéls. The first
is the concéptual framework, outlined in Section I, which illustréées
our understanding of the police subf;yétémuof the criminal justice

system. The second is the extensive literature that has developed

)
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over the past ten years on police research and evaluation and on
performance measurement in general and police performance measurement
in particular. The third is the knowledge and experience of a panel
of experts organized as a Delphi team to provide opinion and advice

on the selection of measures.

1.  Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework need not be discussed in detail
here since it is discussed in Secfion I. However, we wish to make
it clear that the framework will be the primary vehicle for identifying
the types of measures needed. The organization provided by the frame—
work facilitates, the defining of the right questions to be asked
(i.e. What activitiesfdo officers perform?. prvdo those activities
contribute ty the production of wvaluable outpuﬁé? etc.) and provides
guidance for the selectipn of'measgﬁes.'b
2. Lite;atu;e Review - :

In the past;Fen years an extensive }itér;ture has developed
on police ?eseafch. Some of this research has ﬁegp @irectly concerned
with the dé§elopment ofvperformaﬁée measures; whiié}gﬁhér work has
been concerned with testing the,effectiveness of vafioﬁé police
operations. I._ncluded in thg éer.formance me;sﬁremént l‘iterature are
works concerned with policg objectives and.cfiﬁ;ﬁ;l;jﬁétice system
goals. -

All police research concerned Wiﬁhtperfétmance measurement
and major studies on police'operatioﬁsfwill‘bé‘reviewed. Due to the
increased-reCOgni;ion of the‘iﬁﬁortén;e éf high~quaiity evaluation
a signifiéaqt number of studies on police operétions.have been very

concerned with measurement and sensitive to the difficulties inherent



in conducting precise evaluation given the state-of~the-art of po%ice
performance measurement. As a result many of these studies have in-

formation on the utility of various measures and on the factors that

influence performanci:.

In the review, the various research studies will be grouped
according to their cbntribution to the proposed project. Groupings
will include establishing goals and/or objectives for police, developing
definitional framework for performance measurement, testing particular
measures, developing large scale empirically based measurement programs,
and testing activities and/or factors that influence performance. The
reports will be gleaned of their useful information as it pertains
to indicator development. That information once collected, will then
be organized according to the framework discussed earlier. In addiﬁion
to reviewing the police performance measurement literature the staff
will also review such written documents as selected police, formal
statements defining agency goals, objectives, and activities (GOA)
and annual reports. A content analysis of these documents will help
in the determination of formally stated agency (GOA) as well as
the informal or operatiomal (GOA).

Finally, in the course of the literature review information
on the available data sources, their quality and utility, as well as
new data sources will be assembled.‘ The literature review will provide.
much of the information foxr filling out the framework.

3. Panel of Experts
CA panel‘of experts wili be organized and will serve two basic

purposes., One will be to serve as experts iﬁ using the Delphi technique
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to help determine specific measures. The other will be to provide the
staff with their experience and knowledge during the project's development
stage. |

The panel will not serve as an advisory board nor will they
have a final say on the selection of measures. However, they will
review documents prepared by the staff to check for completeness and
accuracy. The panel will take part in a Delphi exercise to specify:
goals, objectives, activities, outputs, interrelationships among the
four, measures useful in determining performance, and data sources and
their quality.

The exercises will take place following the literature search.
The timing will enable the staff to design the Delphi instrument with
the accumulated knowledge of past research. The results of the Delphi
exercise will be the primary basis for measurement selection.

The panel will comsist of ten researchers, police and other
public officials, and academicians wellknown in their field and knowledgeable
about performance measurement issues. The panel will meet early during
the project to become familiarized with the proposed work. After that,
and until the Delphi exercise, they will be contacted regularly by staff

personnel on particular issues as they arise.

B. ' CONSORTIUM COMMITTEE OPERATION
This committeé will be the coordinating vehicle for the total
project. The consortium committee will be composed of the principal
investigator from the system-level effort and the principal investi-
gators of each of the sub-system grants.
The primary responsibility of the committee will be to
finalize the goals and objectives first for the overall system and

second for the individual sub-systems. The consortium committee will
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take that work, ‘finalize it as it applies to each particular sub=system
and develop first cut goals and objectives for the individual sub-system.
The first sub-system goals and objectives will be used by the individual
grantees as a starting point for their work.

Once the sub-system groups have developed their goals and
objectives, the committee will once again convene to finalize the
sub-system goals and objectives. . 'ﬂ

After that, the consortium will operate on a more informal
basis. The project teams will coordinate their individual éfforts on
matters that concern two or more sub-system projects through staff
contacts rather than through the committee. For example, the issue
of measuring arrest quality is of concern to at least the police
-sub-system and the prosecutor sub—s;stem. Clearly the two respective
project teams will have to coordinate their efforts to insure compatability
of their products. |

It should be stressed that the authors of this concept paper
recognize that, although the sub-system goals should flow logically
from the total system goals, there is a high probability that there
will be conflicting and/or competing goals.

The consortium committee will meet bi-monthly to inform
gveryone of the progress of the sub~system projects, to agree on
goals and objectives of the sub-system—-particularly to pinpoint
conflicting and inconsistent goals and/or objectives--and to provide
general assistance to each other on such things as the data sources

available for 'measures, measuremelt strategies, and relevant literature

available, etc.

T
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IV  The Qualifications of the Police Foundation

During the past seven years, the Foundationm has either funded, or
itself conducted, a significant amount of empirically-based research on
police operations. Attached as an Appendix is a list of published Police
Foundation studies. Thew include work on random preventive patrol, community
team policing, special apprehension—oriented techniques, field interrogatioms,
different ways of allocating detectives, one- and two-officer patrol car
staffing, police response time, and policewomen on patrol. Other studies
have looked at third party intervention approaches in domestic disputes, peer
counselling techniques for errant officers and the nature of the problems in
a community with which policing must deal, e.g: firearms abuse and rates and
correlates of domestic violence,

In each of these studies the issue of measurement has been paramount.
What do we measure to find out whether, and to what extent, a particular
police technique 'works?" We have collected, audited and analyzed routinely
gathered police data from manual and automated files. We have established
supplemental data bases, such as observers' reports, community attitude surveys
and personnel questionnaires. In the Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment,
alone, we made 648 different comparisons of measures of performance of officers
in police heats.

But the luxuries Bf research--relatively long time and abundant
resources-—are not available to the average department to measure the effectiveness
of the average activity or unit. The challenge we face is to develop a few useful
measures which can be used routinely. Our experience of having used a large
number of different measures in a research setting is a most helpful preparation

for this task.
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Our experience has also given us a considerable degree of sophistication i
in understanding the strengths and weaknesses of different measures. Two of

our reports-—Auditing Clearance Rates and Random Digit Dialing: Lowering the

Cost of Victimization Surveys—-have focused on the methodological and practical

issues involved in using various measures of police‘operations. The former
concluded that arrest frequency is a far more reliable measure of the
productivity of police investigative activities than clearance rate. Thexiatter
showed that telephone victimization surveys are as accurate, and much less
expensive, than traditional door-to-door surveys, as long as the community being
surveyed has a representative telephone-owning population. j

Other projects have focused particularly on the issues of measuring

productivity in policing. Readings on Productivity in Pelicing (1975) was

prepared for the Foundation-sponsored Natiomal Conference on Police Productivity.
Various Foundation staff members participated in the work of the National
Commission on Productivity.

Several current and pending Foundation projects will be quite useful in
bringing the broadest range of issues into the consideration of police performance
measure development. We are now entering the second year of work om evaluating
police foot patrol operations in New Jersey. Evaluations of decoy operations in
Birmingham and a variety of crime analyses and operatiomal techniques for
improving police ability to apprehend "serious” and '"continuing" offéﬁderg}in
San Diego are also under way. These efforts represent the fg}; usage of police
goals--from citizen-interaction, service oriented work to té;éetted crime-fightirng.

Pending grant applications for studies of the role of the police and of

the factors which are related to or contribute to:police arrests are also directly



related to the sorts of thinking which the performance measures project will
require. .

Five people on the staff of the Foundation have teen directly involved
. In research on police performance measures,

Patrick V. Murphy, President of the Foundation has served on the
Advisory Board of the National Commission on Productivity, the American
Justice Institute, the Innovative Resources Planning project, the American
Bar Asscociation and the National Academy of Sciences, all of which were
concerned with the measurement of police performance, the establishing of goals
for police, or the measurement of crime.

Joseph Lewis, Director of Evaluation, has served on the Advisory Boards
of the ﬁatiOnal Commission on Productivity, the National Academy of Sciences,
Elinor Ostrom's Police Services Delivery project, The Urban Indtitute's Local
Government Performance Measurement project and on the Patrol-Related National
Evaluation Program First Phase projects.

John Heaphy has served on the boards of Public Technology Incorporated
énd the Phase-Two American Institute's Police Productivity projects, has worked
with the cities of New York, Boston, Denver, and Detroit and the Connecticut

Conference of Municipalities, He is co-editor of the book Readings on Police

Productivity.

Dr. Richard Staufenberger has heen instrumeatal in the design and
conducting of research on police personnel performance measurement and systems
development, as well as in the conception and design of experiments into

police operaitons. He is co-editor of the book Police Personnel Administration.

Dr. Lucius J. Riccio has worked on police performance measurement at the

National Commission on Productivity, at Lehigh University and at the Police



Foundation. He serves as Project Director of the Foundatiom's Arrest
Productivity project. He has published extensively on the subject of police

productivity and performance measurements.

fouy]
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III BUDGET 18 Months

A. Personnel Costs

1.

o

\J Foow
.

Police Foundation Staff
a) Principal Investigator
L. Riccio 50% @ $2,667/mo.

b) Joseph Lewis, Director of Evaluation
approximately 10% (Police Foundation
Contribution)

¢) John Heaphy, Assistant Director

approximately 10% (Police Foundation

Contribution)

d) Richard Staufenberger, Assistant Director

approximately 10% (Police Foundation
Contrivution)

e) Two Research Assistants @ $1,400/mo.
£) Secretary 50% @ $1,000/mo.

g) Total

Benefits 21% of $83,400

Total 1+2

Panel of Experts and Consultants

Total Personnel

B. Other Costs

1.
2.
3.
L.
5.
é.

Travel

Rent

Telephone

Materials - Books, etc.
Misc.

Total ' ‘ N

C. Overhead 52% of A + B ($130,61k4)

D. TOTAL

% This contribution is accounted for as an indirect cost charged to’

&4

$ 24,000

50,400

9,000

$ 83,400

17,51k

$100,914

15,000

$115,91k

$ 5,000
6,200
2,000
1,000

© 500

$ 14,700 -

$ 67,919
41987533

. this project through the Foundation's overhead allocation.



Lucius J. Ricgio Police Foundatiqn

Apartment 611 Suite 400

1101 New Hampshire Ave., N.W. 1909 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20037 Washington, D. C. 20006
(202) 833~8465 (202) 833-1460

In September, 1975, Lucius J. Riccio (Ph.D., Lehigh University, 1973) assumed
the position of Assistant Director for Research at the Police Foundation, Washington,
D. C. and serves as Project Director of its Arrest Productivity Study. In addition,
he is on the faculty of the Operations Research Department of George Washington
University's School of Engineering., As an Assistant Professorial Lecturer, Dr. Riccio
teaches courses on Operations Research and Public Policy. Prior to working at the
Police Foundation he was an Assistant Professor of Industrial Engineering at Lehigh
University where he developed courses and research in the application of industrial
engineering and operation reseaxrch to governmental problems. He has served on the
staff of the Mayor's Criminal Justice Coordinating Council of the City of New York
where he performed analyses on New York's felony processing system, police
allocation, pre-arraignment processing and other criminal justice problems. He
also served on the staff of the law enforcement task force of the National )
Commission on Productivity on which he worked on the development of productivity,
effectiveness, and efficiency measures for evaluation of the patrol function of police
departments.

Dr. Riccio has served as a lecturer and consultant to the Federal Judicial Center of
the Supreme Court of the United States, the Police Foundation, PRC-~Public Manage~
ment Services, Inc., the Corruption Analysis and Prevention Bureau of New York
City's Department of Investigations, and the New York City Police Department.

While at Lehigh, Dr. Riccio was Project Director of Lehigh's participation in the
Allentown (Pa.)--Lehigh Urban Observatory and was principie investigator on a
research project within the observatory analyzing housing problems.

Education:
Lehigh University B.S.L.E. June 1969 Cum Laude
Lehigh University M.S.LE, ‘June 1970
Lehigh University Jh.D, December 1973

Previous Employment: (cther than consulting positions)

September 1972 - August 1975
Instructor and Assistant Professor
Department of Industrial Engineering
Lehigh University

Bethlehem, Penonsylvania




February 1973 - May 1973

Research Specialist

Law Enforcement Task Force
National Commission on Productivity
Washington, D. C.

September 1971 - August 1972

Urban Fellow and Consultant

Office of the Mayor

Criminal Justice Coordinating Council
City of New York

Summer 1970

Systems Programmer

Air Products and Chemicals
Allegtown, Pennsylvania

Summer 1969

Research Assistant
Lehigh University
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania

Summer 1968

Industrial Engineering
Eastmen Kodak Company
Rochester, New York

Summer 1967

Industrial Engineering
Carpenter Technology
Bridgeport, Connecticut

Publications:

""Measuring and Improving the Productivity of Police Patrol, " with Gary B.
Hirsch, Journal of Police Science and Administration, Juyne, 1974,

"Opportunities for Improving Productivity in Poﬁcg Services, ' with others,
Report of the Advisory Group on Productivityin Law Enforcement, National
Commission on Productivity, Washington, D. C., 1973, :

"Data As A Guide To Measuring Police Productivit?,\\z’v in The Future Of Polj.cggg, |
forthcoming from Sage Publications, Beverly Hills, California. :
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"Simulation of New York City's Felony Adjudicatory System, " Proceedings:
Wmte;' Simulation Conference, San Francisco, January, 1973.

"Direct Deterrence ~- An Apalysis of the Effectiveness of Police Patrol
and Cther Crime Prevention Technologies, ' presented at QRSA~TIMS Joint
National Meeting in Boston, April 1974 and published in the Journal of
Criminal Justice, Vol. 2, No. 3, Fall, 1974.

"A Model for Court Resource Planning, " The Justice System Journal, Vol. 1,
No. 2, March, 1975.

"Optimal Integrated Offensive Patrol Strategy," ?roceedings 1975 Carnahan
Conference on Crime Countermeasures, Umv ersity of Kentucky, Lexington,
Kentucky, May 7-9, 1975,

Proceedings of the Criminal Justice Symposium Focusing on Police Productivity,
Editor, Department of Industrial Engineering, Lehigh University, July 19, 1974.

""Police Productivity--The Management Analyst's Viewpoint, " Proceedings of
the Criminal Justice Symposium Focusing on Police Productivity, Lehigh
University, July 19, 1974.

"Productivity in the Public Sector: Its Measurement and Improvement, "
Proceedings, AIE Systems Engineering Conference, Boston, Massachusetts,
December, 1976.

"Simulation of Arrest Processing in the New York City Police Department,
with William P. Mann, Proceedings, Summer Computer Simulation Conference,
Washington, D. C., July, 19786,

""Preductivity Measurement: New Directions for Police Management Information
Systems, ! presented at the Pre-~Conference Workshop on Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice Information Systems of the Urban and Regional Information
Systems Association National Meeting, Atlanta, Georgia, August, 1978.

"Crime in New York--A Systems Analysis, ' presented at ORSA-TIMS Joint
National Meeting in Chicago, April 30 - May 2, 1975.

"Fault Detection of Electronic Microcircuits Using GERTS, " with G. E.
Whitehouse, presented at the 36th National ORSA Conf2rence, October, 1963.

"Development of a Methodology for Neighborhood Indicators," with Gary E.
Whitehouse and James R. Brown, Allentown Urban Cbservatory, Allentown,
Pennsylvania, January, 1976.



""Neighborhood Dynmaics and Neighborhood Indicators, ! with James R. Brown,
presented at the ORSA~TIMS Joint National Meeting, M.Laml, Florida, November,
1976.

"Apprehension Productivity of Large United States Cities, ! presented at the
ORSA~TIMS Joint National Meeting, Miami, Florida, November, 1976.

Evaluations:

Evaluation of LEAA Grant No. 73-N1-89-0030-G, ""Computer Simulation of
Police Patrol and Dispatching Function, ' with Dr. Michael Maltz, 1975.

Evaluation of Division of Criminal Justice Services, New York State, Grant
DCJS-1209, "Queens Ceatral Booking, '' with William P. Mann, Feb., 1976.

Invited Presentations:

/

"Improving Criminal Justice Policy: Can Management Science Play A Role ?",
a preseatation to the Wharton Public Policy Club, University of Pennsylvania,
 September 29, 1976.

[ond
"Productivity Measurement: A Revolution In OCur Government, ' a presentation o
at the AIIE-Region II Annual Conference, Valley Forge, Pennsylvania, October 22,
19786.

""Modeling Court Systems, " a presentation to the Federal Judicial Center of the
Supreme Court of the United Statés, Washington, D. C., December 6, 1974.

"Developing a Science of Crime Coatrol," a presentation at LEAA, Washington,
D, C., April 6, 1978, ;

Working Papers:

"ﬂmulatxon of Brooklyn's Pre—Arra.L,nmeni: Processmg, " prepared for New
York City's CJCC, 1971.

"Allocation of Patrol Force-—-A Work Unit Approach, ' working paper: prepared
for Chief Donald Cawley, NYCPD, 1971.

"Apprehension Prcduct:.vxty of Large United States Cmes, n prepared for the
Police Foundation, 1975.

*"Pohce Management Science~<The. Eﬁectxve Utxlxzatmn of Police Resourcef' t
prepared for the Police Founuahun, 1973,




w

A Model for the Study of Crime Control’ A.cxmmlstra,tlon, " Lehigh University,
1971,

Dissertaiior;. |
"A Dynamic Systems Model and General Theory of Crime Control,” Ph.D.
Dissertation under Gary E. Whitehouse, Lehigh University, 1973, University
Micrefilms, Apn Arbor, Michigan.

Honors and Fellowshipé:

New York City Urban Felio_w, 1971~1972
NSF Trainee, 1969-1971
Membership in Sigma Xi, Alpha Pi Mu

Professional Societies:

American Institute of Indtistrial Engineers
Operations Research Society of America
Washington Operations Research Couneil

Symposium Coordinator:

Dr. Riccio was the organizer -ind coordinator of the '""Criminal Justice Symposium
Focusing on Police Productivity, " held at Lehigh University, July 19, 1974, presented
by the Department of Industnal Engmeenng in cooperation with the National Commission
on Productlvfcy.

In copjunction with that symposium, Dr. Riccic was moderator of a PBS produced
television show entitled, '"Police and Crime Control: A Corversation with Patrick V.
Murphy and Edward J. Kiernan,' produced at Channel 39, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania.



POLICE FOUNDATION SELECTED PUBLICATION LIST

Domestic Violence and the Police: Studies in Detroit and Kamsas City, 1977
Firearm Abuse: A Research and Policy Report, 1977

Guidelines and Papers from the National Symposium on Police Labor
Relations, 1974

Kansas City Peer Review Panel: An Evaluation Report, 1976

Ransas City Praventive Patrol Experiment: A Summary Report, 1974
Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment: A Technical Report, 1975
Managing Investigations: The Rochestér System, 1976

Patrol Staffing in San Diego One- or Two-Qfficer Units, 1977
ferformance Appraisal in Police Departments, 1977

Police Chief Selectiou:> A Handbook for Local Govermment, 1976
Police Corruption: A Perspective on Its Nature and Comtrol, 1975
Police Qfficer Height and Selected Aspects of Performance, 1975
Police Personnel Administration, 1974

Police Personnel Exchange Programs: The Bay Areé Experience, 19786
Police Response Time: Its Determinants and Effects, 1976

Police Use of Deadly Force, 1977

- Policewomen on Patrol: Finai Report, 1974

Policewomen onm Patrol: Final Report (Methodology, Tables, and
Measurement Instruments), 1975~ BRI :

Random Digit Dialing: Lowering the Cost of Victimization Surveys, 1976
Readings on Productivity in Policing, 1975
San Diego Community Profile: Final Report, 1975

o

San Diego Field Interrogation: Final Report, 1975




Selection Through Assessment Centers, 1977
Team Policing: Seven Case Studies, 1973

The Police and Interperscnal Conflict: Third-Party Intervention
Approaches, 1976

Three Approaches to Criminal Apprehension in Kansas City: An Evaluation
Report, 1976

Women in Policing: A Manual, 1975











