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PRET'ACE

As part of its research and development mandate, the National Institute of
Justice designs field test programs based on research findings. The know-
ledge and action goals of the Field Test Program are: )

e To add to the kriowledge base in law enforcement and
criminal justice. :

® To develop information on the effectiveness of specific
criminal justice practices.

® To contribute to improved policy-making in the areas
being tested.

® To identify those criminal justice practices in need
of further development.

® To generate hypotheses for further research.

Each individual field test is an experiment, conducted in a limited number
of sites, to determine the effectiveness of a concept or program strategy
under controlled or quasi-experimental conditions, and to assess the trans-
ferability of the concept to other jurisdictions.

The goal of this particular field test is to develop and assess the utility
of a comprehensive differential response system for managing the calls for
service function of police departments. The design consists of program
elements that will be uniformly implemented in three city police departments
in the 100,000 to 500,000 population range and evaluated by the National
Institute. This test has three primary evaluation objectives:

® To assess the impact of a differential response system on
police practices.

® To assess the impact of a differential response system on
citizens.

® To assess the transferability of the program.

Each site selected to develop and implement the field test will be required
to adhere to the administrative guidelines and program components detailed
in this document. Both process of development and implementation as well
as effects of the field test will be evaluated by the Institute in accord-
ance with the experimental evaluation design contained in this document.
Sites will be chosen on the basis of the selection criteria presented in
the final section of this document.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Rationale for Managing Citizen Calls for Service

The increased volume of citizen-initiated calls for service in recent years,
coupled with strained police budgets, has made it increasingly difficult for
police departments to respond to all calls for service in the traditional
manner of sending out a patrol unit as quickly as possible while maintaining
their current level of activity in other areas. Departments have attempted
to meet these competing demands through various  apprcoaches, all of which
share the common objective of developing more efficient means of allocating
available resources. These approaches include computerized communications
systems to simplify and expedite public access to the police, computerized
resougce zllocations wvlans, and efforts to return more officers to patrol
duty.

The National Institute of Justice has been actively involved in this search
for ways to improve the efficiency of various aspects of traditional patrol
practices, and has sponsored two previous field tests in related areas: The
Managing Criminal Investigations Test c¢zaght to increase the efficiency of
the investigation process by various techniques, including expanding patrol
officer involvement in investigations. The Managing Patrol Operations Test
sought to increase directed patrol activities by systematically matching
deployment to workload conditions.

The field test experiences in both of these programs, along with findings
from other research efforts, has made the NiIJ critically aware that the
efficiency of patrol is dependent on the efficiency of the calls for service
function. Improving the management of this function is not only necessary to
provide departments with sufficient uncommitted time to perform non-calls for
service activities, such as directed patrol or increased involvement of
patrol officers in the investigative process, but equally important, is
essential to assure that departments can rapidly respond to the increasing
number of critical or emergency calls for service.

1Sumrall et al., Differential Police Response Strategies Study, Bir-

mingham Police Department and Police Executive Research Forum, 1980, p.
?




The current workload difficulties faced by many departments stem from three
prevalent premises underlying the calls for service function. First, it is
necessary to respond to virtually all citizen calls for service by sending
out a patrol car; second, most calls cannot be delayed and must be answered
as quickly as possible; and third, responding to calls for sézvife takes
precedence over other activities performed by natrol officers.” - These
traditional beliefs are based on the assumption that rapid field response is
necessary in order to apprehend suspects, secure evidence, locate witnesses,
reduce injuries, and assure citizen satisfaction. '

However, this devotion to rapid respcnse is questionable for two reasons.
First, in light of rising levels of calls for service, many departments are
simply unable to respond to all calls immediately. As a result, departments
are forced to stack calls during peak periods, including critical calls which
require an immediate response. Yet, oftentimes, citizens are still promised
that a patrol unit will be sent immediately. When the patrol unit is not
forthcoming, citizen satisfaction may be jeopardized. Further, patrcl
officers may be forced to reduce the amount of time they spend on resvonding
to some--often critical--calls for service. Equally important, officers
may be frquently interrupted from performing essential non-calls for service
activities.

Second, there is now a growing body of research and some program experience
which challenges tie belief that rapid mobile response is the most appro-
priate way to respond to all calls for service. This literature suggests
that greater efficiency can be achieved in the calls for service function and
other areas of police activity through the implementation of differential
response systems which use call classification and prioritization techniques
in applying a broad range of response strategies to ¢(alls for service.

Various studies on the composition of calls for service have shown that only
a small percentage of calls received by the police (approximately 15 percent)
are for crimes in progress or medical emergencies where a rapid mobile
response is thought to be necessary to prevent or treat injuries or illness
or to attempt to arrest suspects. The remaining 85 percent of the calls

2Gay et al., Improving Patral Productivity, Vol. 1, Routine Patrol,
Prescriptive Package, National institute of Law &Enforcement and Criminal
Justice, 1977.

3A crucial finding in the Managing Criminal Investigations (MCI) Field
Test was that in the test sites where the calls for service function placed
constant demands on response units, police departments were unable to assign
patrol officers to continuing investigations and could not provide sufficient
time to patrol officers for initial investigations. . The Managing Criminal
Investigations Program Design reccommends improved call screening procedures
as an essential element for future MCI approvaches. Greenberg and Wasserman,
Managing Criminal Investigations, Program Design, National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1979.

are either crime incidents which are no longer in progress, and where sus-
pects or evidence are unavailable, or non-crime related calls. Many of the
non-crime related calls can be handled by various non-mobile responses. And,
many of the crime related calls do not reaquirs an immediate mobile response,
but rather can be delaved for a certain period of time or can be handled by
non-sworn officers. It has been suggested that roughly 30 percent of the
calls for service can be handled by non-mobile alternatives and 53 percent of
the calls for service can be handled by delayed mobile response.

Further support for the utility of differential response strategies comes
from research on the effectiveness of rapid response on crime related
incidents. The Kansas City Response Time Study, for example, found that
rapid response led to an arrest in only 3.7 percent of the Part I offenses
sampled. On scene arrests for discovery Uung in progress) crimes, which
compr ised 62,3 percent of the sample, were rare.

Moreover, the traditional notion that citizens expect an immediate mobile
response to all cails for service has also been called into question.
The findings from several studies suggest that citizens are willing to accept
delayed responses for certain calls provided cthat they are informed of an
estimated arrival time and the officer arrives within the designated time.
Pate's study on police response time indicates that the single most important
determinant of citizen satisfaction is the difference between citizen expec~
tations of police response time and citizen perceptions of actual police
response time. If response times are no longer than expected, they can be
quite long without reducing citizen satisfaction. However, if :response times
are longer than ex%ected, satisfaction is reduced even though actual times
are fairly short. Also, the Differential Police Response Strategies
(DPRS) survey of citizen attitudes showed that for certain calls for service,

citizens are willing to accept various non-mobile responses sugh as telephone

reporting, walk~in reporting, and referrals to other agencies.

These findings suggest that police departments can exercise considerable
flexibility in designing alternative approaches for responding to citizen
calls for service without jeopardizing the traditional objectives of assist-
ing the sick and injured, aprrehending suspects, and assuring citizen satis-
faction. Through the implementation of differential response systems,
departments should be able to systematically manage the calls for service
demand and ensure that critical calls are answered immediately.

4Gay et al., op. cit., Ch. 3.

5 . : ‘
Kansas City Police Department, Response Time Analysis, Exccutive
Summary, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1978.

6 . :
Pate et al., ©Police Response Time: Its Determinants and Effects,

Police Foundation, 1976, p. iii. ' —

7Sumrall et al., op.cit., p. 71.
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B. Current Use of Differential Response Systems

Although many police departments use some alternative response strategies for
certain calls for service, few. departments have developed comprehensive
differential response systems in which the full rarje of possible responses
is considered for the full range of citizen calls. The implementation of
such a system is dependent upon four elements. These elements include:

e Call Classification Schemes
Departments must devise ways of classifying calls based
on information critical to subsequent dispatching
decisions. Two types of information appear to be
critical to determining reasonable responses: the
nature of the incident and the time of occurrence. The
classification scheme must be sufficiently precise to
make fine distinctions‘among calls; the wider the range

of responses, 4‘he greater the precision regquired.

s Response Alternatives ‘
Departments must dotermine the appropriate response
for each of the categories in the call classification
scheme. The range of responses includes immediate mobile
response, delayed mobile response, and non-mobile
responses such as telephone reports, mail-in and walk-in
reports, and referrals to or responses by other agencies.

e Training and Supervision of Communications Personnel
Training and supervision of commun ications personnel
are essential to ensure that they collect information
from citizens necessary to evaluate each call for

service and assign it to the approprlate'priority
category and adhere to department policy on response

alternatives.

¢ Non-mobile Response Capability
Departments must assign personnel to handle non-mobile
responses such as. telephone reporting, walk-in report-
ing, mail-in reporting, and referrals.

The DPRS study on current police practices in the areas of call classifica-
tion, call intake, and use of alternative response techniques indicates that,
witn few exceptions, the irportance attached to rapid response has iimited
the present capability of police departments to implement the elements of a
differential response system. These findings, based on a mail survey of
175 police departments and other pertinent findings on current police prac-

tice in call screening, are reviewed below:

Ibid.

- 1. Current gall Classification Schemes in Police Departments

The I . ’ - ’

make?iiimsu;:iinféfliates that, while 71 percent of the surveyed departments
P o prioritize calls according to

" _ | Ll ' g to the urgency of the

b;;z;;:z;il:hisetcﬁf551f1catlon schemes make only general dist{nctions
at obviously require an immediate mobil

: . ‘ e response and t
g:EV?:;ch mobile r?spons§ can be delayed. In many department;T)the callshgze
workload is still handled on a first come, first served basis

Many departments also classify calls for service in terms of signal codes™

;ﬁ;;g t;ﬁii:ifadlegal categorlgs set by state statute or local ordinance.
White oh seIVi:s are gheoreﬁlcally designed to highlight the nature of each
calt < e, in practice Fhey subsume a variety of different situa-

+ each of which may requirée different responses. Further, in many

- e [4 ar e a <

Th . .
re:p;:g:ance 3? s%gnal codgs, as well as the importance attached to rapid
, results in complzint operators collecting minimal information from

~egitizeus before passing the rall on to dispatchers. However, several studies

Z?Zii:?:::ttgzlehetpre :f information collected by complaint operators has

\ ' ications for the decision-making of dispat

officers. The dispatcher's s i : e e
election of the appropriate res st is
_ . & ponse strateg:

constricted by the meager information collected by the operatogﬂfag“;i

turn, the information provided to patrol officers by the dispatchers influ-

ences not only the responding officers' i
esp preparation for appropriate respons
at the scene of the incident, but their reporting behavior as well ?1 ponee

2. Call Intake Procedures

g?:;;:liirtaqce iraditionally attached to expeditious report taking and
ng is also reflected in the way in which lai
dispatchers are prepared to i e oPeS ety bureey
; carry out their Jjobs. The DPRS study su
izund Fhét complélnt operators. and dispatchers received liitle tra%nin;vzz
pervision. Thirty-one percent of the departments provided no training to

%1bid., p. 30.

Antunes and  Scott, Callin i '
.‘ “ g the Cops: Police Telephone O
and Citizen Calls for Service, ‘Indiana University, 1980, £ BEEBROES

Pepinsky, "Police Patrolman's Offense- ti .
of Research in Crim i , reporting Behavior,”  Journal
3345 e and Delinquency, Vol. 13, No, 1, January 1976,  pp.
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Qperators, while 25 percent of the:deﬁertments provided no training to

dispatchers. Departments which trained complaint operators and:dispatchers
' provided only a minimal amount. Also, operators were seldom giyen”much
guidance on how to respond to calls for service. Only 35 perceﬁt of the
deparuments gave telephone cperators written instructions on how to ‘deal with
varying types of citizen calls. Only 41 percent of the departments used
standardized set of questions to ask citizens who requested wmservice.

v
i%

The limited training, supervision, and guidance provided to cgﬁplaint oper a~
tors and dispatchers, coupled with the widespread us- of civilians who often
have little knowledge of police practices, result in their exercising con-
siderable, discretion in determining the type of responses citizens will
receive, Studies have shown that communlcatlons personnel cope with
their largely unguided discretion by sendlng out a patrol unit to the major-
ity of calls. As Antunes and Scott note,,this resnhonse enables communica-
tions personnel . to "shift the ultimate decigion about what action should be
taken to the officer dispatched to the scerne who presumably will have ‘more
information about the particular in01dent, and in any event is professionally
trained to make such de0151ons."

The lack of supervision and training also influences the manner in which
operators interact with callers. Antunes and Scott found that complaint
operators were often térse and abrupt with citizens, and unless specifially
asked, provided little information to citizens on the nature of the "police
response. Citizens were not informed on the length of time they would have
to wait before a unit would arrive and often were not prov*ged with explana-
tions for police unw1111ngness to respond to certain calls.

12Sumrall et al., op. cit., p..32. SR

13The DPRS survey found that 44 percent of the departments exclusively
employ civilians as dispatchers and 64 percent of the departments exclusively
employ civilians as operators. Ibid., p. 31.

4Antunes and Scott, op. cit., p. 28. Maxfield found that the switch
from sworn to civilian dispatchers in San Francisco in 1972 resulted in an
increase in the number of patrol cars dispatched and a decrease in the number
of calls handled over the phone, Civilians were less likely to resolve the
situation themselves than sworn officers who had training and street exper-
ience. Further, patrol officers frequently refused calls from the civilian
dispatchers asking for reassignments, and civilians more frequently.granted
their requests, resulting in an increase in service times for incidents,
Maxfield, Service Time, Dispatch Time, and Demand for Police Services:

Helping More by Serving fess, Indiana University, 1979, p. 8.

7 -

15 Antunes and Scott, op. cit., p. 30.

G

3. Use of Alterna&ive Response Strategies in Police Departments

The DPRS survey indicates that only 20 percent of the departments send a
sworn officer to all calls for service. The remalnlng €0 percent of the
departments use some type of alternative response mechanisms such as delayed
mobile response (71 percent), teleplioc.ie reporting (62 percent), station house
reporting (54 percent) and appointment scheduling (25 percent). However,
these responges dre only used for a small proportion of calls for Sservice.
Few departments have systematically applied the full range of alternative
response strategies to the full range of citizen calls.

Antunes and Scott's analysis of police responses to calls for service in the

metropolitan areas of Rochester, St. Louis, Tampa, and St. Petersburg fur ther
confirms the frequent use -of mobile response. . Overall,:a patrol unit was

-promised for 49 percent of the calls. A unit wads promised in over 70 percent
of the calls about violent crimes, interpersonal conflicts, public nuisances,

suspicious circumstances, nonviolent crimes, and medical assistance. Refer-
rals to outside agencies and 1T§ernal units of the pollce department were
made in 15 percent or the calls.

C. Effectiveness: of Differential Response Systems-~ o

Since'sg few police departments have implemented comprehensive differential
respohsefsystems,,and even fewer departments have undertaken rigorous evalua-
tions of their efforts, there is a paucity of information on the effective-
ness of these procedures in managing the calls for service demand. To date,
empirical documentation on the impact of differential response procedures is
limited primarily to evaluations undertaken’ on programs in the Wllmlngton,
Delaware and Kansas City, Missouri Police Departments.

-The Wilmington Police Department has undertaken two projects in recent years

to increase their efficiency in managing the calls for service demand. The
first project, the Wilmington Split-Force Experiment, involved two compon-
ents: a patrol componen: and a communications related component. In the
patrol component, patrol resources were divided into two units: a basic unit,
responsible for responding to calls for service, and a structured unit,
responsible for undertaking directed activities and, if necessary, responding
to critical calls for service. The communications related component involved

three procedures. The first procedure involved the implementation of a

1.
15

Sumrall et al., op. cit., p. 35.

7 » .
1 Antunes and Scott, op. cit., p. 23.
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prioritization ‘scheme for classifying calls for service. Three priority
desigrnations were used: = in-progress .calls, which required an immediate
response by either the basic or structured unit; basic patrol critical calls,

which required a response by the first available basic unit; and basic

patrol, which required .an eventual response by the basic unit. The second
procedure involved the dispatch of calls on a first come, first served
basig within each of the three priority designations, irrespective of whether

the calls originated in the unit's designated response sector. The third

procedure involved formally adv151ng callers if responses to non-critical
calls for service were to be delayed, and the amount of time that’ ;t ‘would
take for the patrol unit to arrive. When all basic units were busy, callers
were informed that their call would be delayed for 30 minutes,

The findings from the evaluation cf the Split-Force Experiment provide

,-varylng levels of support for the effectivenss of the three communlca-”

tlons related .procedures. The study rnuirates that:

® Complaint takers and disratchers were often confused
about the three priority designations. They tended

to categorize calls for service as - either critical or
non-critical. However, the, delay time (time between
the receipt of a call and the dispatch -of a unit) and

" travel time were shorter for critical calls than for
non-crltlcal calls, demonstrating that .-the department
was able to respond approprlately to these ‘requests.

e The first come, first served dlspatoh witiiin each brior— =

ity designation had both positive and negative. effectS,;-h”j L

Although it resulted in decreased delay times and de-
creased workload imbalances among unlts, it’ 1ncxeased

travel time and increased intersector’ dlspatches, As ‘a
result, response time was unchanged. The increased

number of intersector. dispatches had an advérse effect .on

patrol officers who felt a lack’ ‘of sector identity sihce

, calls wers Jdispatched to the first available unlt,

-7 regardless of which sector the call .originated in.

® The formalized dgelay procedure was implemented with

some success but was often underutilized. The evaluation

suggested that- greater use of the formalized delay

) procedures could serve to reduce the lack of sector

> identity mentioned above which resulted from the first
come, first served dispatching procedures.

IQ Txen et al., An Alternative Approach in Police Patrol: The Wilming-

~ton Split-Force Experiment, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crim-
inal Justice, 1978.

<
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) Ana1y51s of c1t‘zen satisfaction w1th the formalieed
delayed respo*se, based on telephone surveys of | a sample
of residents who had called for polrce service on a
non-critical matter before and during the program, L
indicated that citizens were djust as satlsfled with a’
response t1me of less than 10 mlnutes as ‘they were with ' a
response :time of 20 mlnutes, provided that they<,were
advised- of the deLay. #7

The second pro;ect, Mandgement of Demand for: ‘Police berv1ce 2, undertaken as a

Follow—up to the Spllt—Force Experiment, sought to further 1ncrease the‘
efficiency of the calls for service. response by implementing a reactlve

system of managing calls for service. This system involved the use of call
prioritization technlques and a range of ‘responses, including immediate
response; iormal;ze& delayed Tobile response, including the use cf: appoint=_

ment - esponses by field units; and non-moblle responses, 1nclud1ng referrals,‘\

telephone reporting based on a call.: .back system, _and’ walk-ln, ‘reporting.
Preliminary, unpublished findings fr m the e"elaatlon of thls ‘project indi-
cate that the department has met . ;ts overall objectlves “of decreasing the
number of complaints dispatched to the Basic 'Unit by 20 percent and decreas-
ing ‘the number of basic patrol units by 20 percent. These findings indicate
that the managing demand for service concept is, yiable and productive, but

“also that it may be utilized to a greater extent.

The Kansas Clty, Missour i Police’ Department implemented a call prioritization
system as part of its Dlrccted Patrol Project to ensure that uncommitted
blocks of time were available for directed patrol assignments. Under the
call pricritization system, call intake personnel screened incoming calls for
service in terms of three response alternatlves. immediate response, delayed-
response of up.'to 40 minutes for non-emergendy calls, and call diversioin” for
non-urgent calls including walk-in reporting, telephone reporting, and
referrals 'to other -agencies. The effectlvenﬁfs of these procedures : was
evaluated by the Kangas City Police De.artment.

The findings on the use of formallzed deray parallel those of the Wilmington

Split-Force Experiment. A total of 1072 percent of the calls for service

were delayed, for an average - of. 22 mlnutes. While the use of delayed -
response assured patrol unit.- avallablllty for emergency calls ourlng peak
workload periods, the evaluatlon indicates that the percentage of calls
handled by delayeu response was smaller than originally anticipated and that

‘Presentation by Dr. Michael Cahn, Public Systems Evaluation at NIJ

'Speclal National Workshop on Research Methodology and* Crlmﬂnal Justice

Program Evaluation, March .17, 1980.

0Kansas City Police Departméent, Dlrected Patrol Project, ¥#inal Evalua—
tion Report, January ~ December 1979, Kansas City Police Deépartment, 1980.




the percentage of calls handled in this manner could be increased. Analysis
of da*ta on walk-in and telephone reports., which accounted for 26.8 percent of
all rerorts handled, yielded similar findings. While the use of these two
alterratives resulted in a time savings of 32,124 hours, equivalent to 17
patrol man years, an analysis of the types of calls handled by walk-in
and telephone reports indicates that there is a greater potential for the
expanded use of these strategies. The evaluation suggested that continued
success of the three alternatives is dependent upon the ability of dispatch
personnel to screen incoming calls for service and to determine the appro-
priate response.

D. Research Questions for Testing

Although these studies provide varying levels of support for the utility of
differential response systems involving call prioritization technique' and
alternative response strategies as mechanisms for managing the calls for
service demand, they also raise numerous questions for future research:

e First, the optimal use of alternative respcnse techniques
has not been demonstrated. While it has been suggested
that as much &s 55 percent of the calls for service can
be handled by delayed mobile responses and 30 percent of
the c¢alls for service can be handled by various non-
mobile responses,: the available evaluations indicate that
the percentage of calls for service handled by these
responses is much lower.

e Second, it has yet to be determined what types of alter-
native response techniaues are appropriate for what types
of calls for service.

"e_rThird, it is not clear what procedures are necessary
“to increase the use of alternative techniques. T+ has
been'pointed out that the call classificatior schemes
which aEEnbased on existing signal codes do not provide
sufficient information to determine the appropriate
police response.'°Also, it appears that communications
personnel are not adequately trained to use these simple
call classification schemési_let alone more sophisticated
models., Both of. these factors may contribute to the
underutilization of alternative“‘response techniques.

@ TIourth, in light of the limiteéd use of comprehensive
differential response systems, minimal attention has been
focused on their -impact on police patrol practices.
Further, information 'is needed on the extent to which
patrol resources devoted to responding to calls for
service can be decreased and used for non-calls for
service activities. 1Information is also needed on patrol
officer acceptance of alternative responses.

10

K

® Finally, the costs of implementing~a1trrnative'tesponse
techniques have not received adequate attention. While
it has been suggested that alternative responses will be
less costly than the traditional responses of sending out
a mobile unit, the anticipated savings must be weighed
against the costs of training communications persoﬁnel
and other affected personnel in the new procedures, in
assigning additional personnel to carry out the non-
mobile techniques, and in terms of citizen attitudes and
patrol cfficer acceptance of the new response techniques.

In light of the current need of police departments to improve the efficiency
of th management of the calls for ‘service function, and Ehe need for further
emp%rlcal documentation on the impact of differential response systems on
?ollce gractices and citizens, the National Institute of Justice is support-
1?g‘a field test of a comprehensive differential response system for managing
cltizen-initiated calls for service. This test will be administered under
controlled conditions involving the random assignment of non-critical calls
fqr service to traditional and new response alternatives. (As will be
discussed in later sections of the Test Design, if a citizen refuses the
alternative response called for under the experimental design, the department
shogld provide tne iype of response requested by the citizeﬁ.) The specific
action goals and scope of the test effort are described in Section II of this
docu@ent. Section III presentc the programmatic components of the test and
Section IV, the evaluation issues to be addressed. The implementation

schedule and site selection criteria can be found in Sections V and VI
respectively. ’
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II. GORLS AND SCOPE COF THE FIELD TEST PROGRAM

A. Action Goals

There are two primary action goals of the program to be field tested and
several objectives associated with each goal.

The first goal is to increase the efficiency of the management of the calls ./

for service function. Through the implementation of a comprepensive differ-
ential response system, it is expected that ?gpartments will be able to
rapidly respond to the increasing number of critical or emergency calls for
service and have sufficient uncommitted time to perform non-calls for service
activities. The objectives associated with this goal are:

@ To assure that calls for service of greater urgency
receive priority treatment;

® To reduce the rate of non-critical calls for service
handled by immecdiate mobile responses;

® To increase the rate of non-critical calls for service
handled by delayed mobile responses;

® To increase the rate of non-critical calls for service
handled by non-mobile responses; and

@ To increase the amount of officer time available fo:
non~calls for service activities.

The second goal of the program is to maintain or improve citizen satisfac- /

tion. In many departments, call intake personnel fail to provide sqfficient
information to citizens on the nature of the police response for their calls.
Citizens are often not informed that their calls will be delayed, but ratber
promised a patrol car immediately, and are not informed of the length of tlwe
it will take a patrol unit to arrive. As part of this test program, communi-
cations personnel will receive training and supervision to ensure that
citizens receive adequate explanations on the nature of the pgllce §e§ponse
and to ensure that the designated response is delivered. 7Tt is ant}c1pated
that these activities will facilitate citizen satisfaction with the differen-
tial response program. Objectives associated with this goal are:
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® To provide satisfactory explanations to citizens at
call intake on the nature of police response to their

calls; and
e To provide'satisfactory responses to citizens for resolv-
ing their calls for service.

2

B. Scope of the Test Program

Participating departments will engage in a variety of activities for the
purposes of developing and implementing a differential response system. It
is anticipated that the implementation of the differential response system
will, over time, reduce the number of calls for service which are dispatched.
As such, departments would have increased patrol resources which could be
used for addressing crime and service-related problems. This freed up time
could be used for various directed patrol options, including crime prevention
activities, such as community education, secur ity surveys, target hardening,
and property marking techniques; crime deterrence activities, such as satura-
tion patrol and field interrogation; criminal apprehension activities,
including decoys and stakeouts and suspect identification; and involving
patrol officers in the investigative process.

However, departments are strongly encouraged not to undertake formal new
programs for using the freed up time during the field test period. This
limitation is suggested for three reasons. First, it is expected that
the full field test period would be required to ensure that findings regard-
ing calls for service patterns and resultant workload reductions are valid
(for example, changes in the calls for service workload might occur as a
result of seasonal variations). Second, new programs might jeopardize
achievement of the goals of the programs. For example, a new community
education program might result in an increase in the volume of calls for
service and thus reduce the extenc to which efficiency in the calls for
service function can be achieved. Finally, new programs might confound the
evaluation of the differential response program. For example, it would be
difficult to determine whether changes in levels of citizen satisfaction are
a result of the differential response system or of other new activities.

13



TII. PROGRAM COMPONENTS OF THE FIELD TEST PROGRAM

Overview

This section describes the administrative guidelines and activities to be
undertaken for the development and implementation of a differential vesponse
system in the departments selected to implement the field test. The differ-
ential response system ultimately involves the use of:

® a new call classification scheme to categorize calls for
service along certain dimensions;

e the application of a range of response techniques, includ-
ing immediate mobile responses, delayed mobile responses,
and non-mobile responses; and

var ious changes in call intake procedures, including  the
establishment of an Expeditor Unit to handle the bulk
of calls which are eligible for non-mobile responses.

[N

The development and implementation of the differential response system will
be accomplished by undertaking three sequential program componen?si ' 1)
development of a differential response model for classifying citizen-lnlt%at-
ed calls for service and for determining the types of response alternatives
for call categories; 2) development of a differential response system capa-
bility; and 3) implementation of the differential response system. The fi{st
two components will be addressed during an eight month pre-implementat%on
period and the third component will occur during a ten month implementation
period. The implementation schedule is summarized in Section V.

As noted in the Introduction and explained more fully in Section 1V, Evalua-
tion Issues, the differential response system will be administered under
controlled conditions, involving the random assignment of non-critical
calls for service to traditional and new response alternatives in order to
determine the effect of the program on police practices and citizens. The
implications of the evaluation for the development and implementation of the
differential response system are also noted in the following discussion of
the pregram components.
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A. Development of a Differential Response Model

Implementation nessitates first that depa.tments develop a differential
response model. The model includes three elements: developing a classifi-
cation scheme which will enable calls to be categorized along certain
dimensions; determining the types of response alternatives; and determining
the appropriate response alternative for =zach call category.

Depar tments participating in the test program will be required to implement a
call classification system that is uniform across sites and will be required
to implement similar types of responses for similar categories of calls.
This level of uniformity is necessary to ensure that the field test provides
an adequate basis for determining the comparative effectiveness of the
differential response program in multiple settings. The evaluation findings
of this field test will be strengthened under this approach since if there
are consistent results in ‘all sites, they provide complementary evidence
of the effectiveness of the selected approaches. If the elements of the
model are not implemented with a suitable degree of uniformity and the
evaluation findings are inconsistent, it will not be possible to determine
whether the findings are a function of unique site characteristics or the
variation in the program components.

Following grant award, the managers of each police department will engage in
a joint planning éffort to obtain consensus on a uniform call classification
scheme and on the types of responses to be used for given categories of
calls. To facilitate this planning process, a technical assistance contrac-
tor will provide consultant services in the area of organizational develop-
ment. The issues to be addressed during this planning effort are discussed
below; according to the elements of the differential response model:

1. Call Classification Scheme

In order to determine the appropriate police response for the full range of
citizen-initiated calls for service, the classification scheme must be
sufficiently precise to make fine distinctions among the calls for service,
and thus, must be based on information which will permit communications
personnel to determine the dynamics of the specific incident. Current
classification schemes based on signal codes do not provide this level of
information. While the particular call classification scheme to be used in
the field test cannot be specified at this time, the scheme to be developed
by the three departments will include, at a minimum, two types of information
—-the nature of the incident and its time of occurence.

The DPRS study, which included the development of a model for classifying
calls, provides some guidance on the dimensions that departments might
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consider for classifying calls in terms of the nature and time of occurrence.
This project suggests that in determining the nature of the incident, three
factors need to be considered. The first factor is whether an incident has
already happened or potentially could happen. For example, a call for a
prowler who could be a potential robber is more important from the standpoint
of the rqu}rement for a quick recponse than a burglary that has already been
committed. The second factor is whether the incident involved property
or persons. This categorization reflects the two basic distinctions made by
criminal law and provides the police with some idea of the type of event they
will be handling. The third factor is whether the call is of a service
nature. These calls could involve minor crimes or simply the provision of
some rorm of assistance. Based on these three factors, eight categories of
incident types are suggested. These include: major personal injury; major
property damage/loss; potential personal injury; potential property damage/
loss: minor personal injury; minor property damage/loss; other minor crime;
and other minor ncn-crime. AS indicated by the developers of this classifi-
cation scheme, however, these are not the only factors which departments may
consider pertinent. Other factors could include the age of the victin, the
geographical location of the ircident, or c¢ s from different types of
institutions (i.e., schools, banks, hospitals).

The time interval between the occurrence of the incident being reported and
the actual report to the police department is also an important element in
determining the appropriate police response. Many incidents are reported
hours or days after the incident occurred. In many of these cases, the delay
in citizen reporting of the incident negates the value of immediate mobile
response. Even for certain calls which are in-progress, immediate mobile
response may not be required. The DPRS study suggects three time intervals
by which incident types could be divided: in-progress; proximate, defined as
those incidents that occurred less than one hour before the citizen contacted
the department; and cold, defined as reports received more than one hour
after their occurrence.

By considering the various dimensions regarding the nature and time of
occurrence of incident, it is expected that the police managers in the test
sites will be able to develop a uniform call classification system which
will be acceptable to all parties. Consensus will be necessary regard-
ing the definition and number of incident categories included in the classi-
fication scheme; the types of calls which fit into the classification
categories; the number of time categories to differentiate calls with} the
incident time categories; and the definition of the time categories. It

21Sumrall et al., op. cit., p. 52.

22:1id., p. 51.

23 _ . S s ; ' P .
While it is expected that agreement on a uniform call classification
scheme will recduce the number of calls which are classified as miscellaneous,
it is recognized that a certain percentage of calls may remain unclassified
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is recognized that the percentage of calls for service within the various
categories in a uniform call classification scheme might vary acrdss the
thre? selgcted departments based on the current nature of the calls for
service workload. However, as previously noted, a uniform call classifica-

tion scheme is necessary in order to facilitate cross-site comparisons among
the departments.

2. Types of Responses for Managing Calls for Service

There are three basic classes of responses and additional options for each
class of response which can be considered in developing a differential

" response model for calls for service. These are as follows:

e Immediate Mobile Responses
-- one vs. two officer units
~- one or more units

—~= S8SWOrn vs. non-sworn personnel

® Delayed Mobile Responses
In addition to the options specified for immediate
mobile responses:
--_ calls would be delayed for a set period of
t ime
~- calls would be responded to by scheduling an
appointment with the citizen

e Non-Mobile Responses
-- telephone reports
-— referrals to other agencies
~=- mail-in reports -
—- walk-in reports in resvmonse to police direction
-- 1.0 response e

The selected police departments will be required to implemént the three basic
classgs of responses. However, the departments will have scme-latitude in
choosing among the various options under each basic class of response. For
calls requiring immediate mobile response, it is anticipated that the depart-
ments will vary regarding the use of sworn versus non-sworh personnel, one or
more units and one vs. two officer units. Decisions regarding vechicle
preference (i.e., first come, first served, irrespective of the beat where
the call originated) may also vary across the departments for these calls.

dge.to differences ameng the cities. This percentage should be kept to a
minimum lev«l, to be Aetermined jointly by the managers from the three
departments, and to be monitored as part of the study. :
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For calls requiring aelayed mobile responses, the depagﬂpents will be ex-
pected to respond to these calls within 30-40 minutes. It is strongly

encouraged that these callisbe responded to by the car asSignea to the beat

where the call originated. However, if the call can not be responded to
within this time frame by the beat car, cars from other beats should be
dispatched so as to prevent a delay period exceeding 30-40 minutes. Depart-
ments will have latitude regarding whether to use appointment scheduling in
which a mobile unit would respond to a call for service at an appointed
time. If appointment scheduling is used, the maximum delay time would not be
applicable.

For calls requiring non-mobile responses, all departments will be expected to
implement a minimum of three response options. Two of these options, tele-~
phone reporting and referrals to other agencies, will be uniformly implement-
ed in each selected department. Departments may vary. on their choice of
a third option or additional options, such as walk-in reports or mail-in
reports.

3. Matching Calls for Service with Selected Responses

The three police departments will be required to agree to a certain level of
uniformity regarding the types of responses which will be used for given
categories of calls. Consensus should be obtained among the departments on
the types of calls requiring immediate mobile responses; delayed mobile
responses; and non-mobile responses. This level »f uniformity is necessary
to ensure that similar categories of calls receive the same class of re-
sponse. However, it is recognized that there may be departmental circum-
stances which necessicate different responses for similar categories of
calls. Por example; a department which has the capability to process and use
evidence may place a higher priority on sending a patrol Egit to a delayed
burglary report than a department without such capability. The externt. to
which this variation will occur will be addressed in the planning effort.

24 . i . o . -
This time frame is based on the findings reported earlier on citizen

satisfaction on formalized delays and the suggestion that patrol officers
need at least 30 minutes of uninterrupted time to take any constructive
preventive crime measures (Gay, op.cit., p. 74). However, if this time
frame is not feasible, it may be nodified in negotiations between NIJ and the
test sites.

25The preference for assignment of the beat car for  calls requiring
delayed mobile response is based on the findings reported earlier on the
Wilmington Split-Force Experiment. ’

6 Sumrall et al., op.cit., p. 70.
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Although a level of uniformity in matching calls for service with selected
responses will be required, the individual departments will have latitudéﬁin
selecting the particular response options under each of the three bagic
classes of responses for given categories of calls. For example, drawing on

the DPRS study classification_ scheme of incident types, a call which has been

categorized across the sites as proximate, minor property damage/loss, might
be handled in one police department by taking a telephone report, while in
another department, the same call might be handled by requiring the citizen
to walk-in to the police department to file a report.

L)

For illustrative purposes, Figure 1 presents an example of a format for a
differential response model (the classification categories are those develop-
ed by the DPRS project). The X's indicate possible responses for calls which
have been categorized hy nature of the incident and the time of occurrence.
By the end of the planiing process; it is expected that the test sites will
devise a similar model based on their joint judgments regarding the type and
number of classification categories and type of responses for given categor-
ies of calls. '

B. Development cf a Differential Respr- .2 Capability

’

Following the development of a differential response model, the selected

departments will undertake a variety of planning, training, and data collec- .~

tion activities to prepare for the implementation of the differential
response system and to facilitate the evaluation of the program. This
component includes eight elements. '

1. Revise Call Intake Procedures

Implementing a differential response system is obviously a more complicated
process. than the traditional practice of immediate mobile response for all
calls for service, and as such, will require significant changes in the call
intake procedures in communications. ST e

The use of a differential response model places increased responsibility on
complaint operators and dispatchers. The current devotion to immediate
mobile response usually requires that complaint operators collect minimal
information from citizens to classify the call according to signal codes
before passing the information on to the dispatchers. Under a differential
response system, complaint operators will be required to collect an expanded

range of information from citizens in order to evaluate each call in terms of <

the dimensions of the call classification scheme--nature and time of occur-
rence of the incident and other appropriate criteria--and assign each call
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to t%e appropr iate classifigafion category. Based on the selected depart-
mental response strategies for given categories of calls, the complaint
" operator Wlll also have to inform the c1t1 en of the approprlate response.

A differential response system will also place increased responsibility on

= dispatchers. who must ensure that departmental policies regarding the handling

of emgrgency calls are carried out. Dispatchers will also be required to
manage. the calls which are being handled by delayed mobile response to assure
‘that departmental policy regarding the length of time a call will be delayed

~and citizen expectations are met. Participating departments will be required

to closely monitor . dispatchers' adherence Ua_départmeﬂtal policy in these
areas. ‘ ' N o

Participating departments will be expected to undertake several procedures to
ensure that call intake perscnnel are adequately prepared to implement the
differential response techniques. Firsty v departments will be required to
dévelop” written guidelines on the new call classification procedures.
Second, departments “will. -need to reviéw the types of information currently
collected by complalnt operators to determine how much additional information

will be required to classify calls along the dimensions détermined through -

‘the planning process. Third, departments will be required to develop a set

of standardized questions +to ‘facilitate the classification of calls~and. .. .

~thcreny enable complaint operators to gquickly determine which calls require
an immediate mobile response. Fourth, departments will 'be required to
develop standardized explanations for informing citizens of the appropriate
response. Finally, departments may need to develop new call intake forms to

address the elements of the call classification’scheme and to facilitate the

evaluation of the program. (Program reguirements for facilitating the

evaluation are discussed on pp. 24~25.) The technical assistance contractor’

will assist departments in addressing the first four areas.

2. Training of Call Intake Personnel

~

Following the development of the call intake procedures, the technical-

assistance contractor will assist in the development of training for commun-
1cat10ns personnel on the new procedureq~ The training will focus on conmun-

ication skills, including .how to ‘ask the standardized . questxons for complaint .-

evaluation and. inst fructions for cla551fy1ng calls acco:dlng to the unlform

_ecall-c classification scheme. . L st

3, Pre-Te esting of Call Intake Procedures

Following the training sessi&ns, complaint operators will pre~test the new
call classification techniques for a short time period, but will still

21




respond to calls for service in the department's traditional mannec.
Compiaint operators will use the standardized gquestions in their conversa-
tions with citizens; will classify each call in terms of the dimensions of
the uniform call classification scheme; and will record the appropriate
information on each call using the new call intake forms. This pre-test
period will provide the complaint operators with the opportunity to indicate
any operational problems regarding the new call intake procedures so tﬁat
apprcpr iate modifications can be made. In addition, observation of coqplalnt
opefaﬁdr«citizen conversations will be undertaken during this period to
assure that operators are properly carrying out the new procedures.

It is anticipated that the three elements described above will be completed
by the end of the second month of the program period.

4., Data Collection and Analysis of Citizen-Initiated Calls
for Service

Over the next six months, complaint operators will classify citizen~initiated
calls for service according to the new call classification procedures in
order to establish baseline data on the calls for service workload. However,
during this time period, they will still respond to calls for service in the
department.'s traditional manner. The establishment and subsegquent analysis
of these baseline data will serve several purposes. First, it will enable
the departments to accurately determine the volume and nature of wv~rious
types of calls received over various time periods and the percentage of calls
which will be handled by immediate mobile response, delayed mobile response,
and non-mobile response. Second, this data base will permit departments to
J2termine the required crganizational changes to respond to calls according
to the new procedures, including, for example, whether adjustments in the
staffing levels for complaint operators and dispatchers are necessary; how
many personnel will be required to staff the Expeditor Unit which will.handle
the bulk of non-mobile calls for service; and the volume of calls which can
be referred to outside agencies. Third, the data base will permit the
evaluator and the departments to determine the duration of the field test's
experimental design phase by providing an indication of the calls for service
workload. (Lower workloads will require a longer test period.)

5. Preparation and Submission of Preliminary Program Plan

Each department will be required to submit a preliminary program plan to the
NIJ for review. The plan will describe the department's progress in under-
taking the above mentioned activities and the anticipated organizational
changes to respond to calls according to the new procedures, based on
a preliminary analysis of calls for service workload. This plan will be
submitted by the end of the sixth month. While NIJ is reviewing this plan,
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the departments will undertake the other activities described below to
prepare for the implementation of the differential response system,

6. Develop Procedures for Facilitating Implementation of
the Differential Response System

a. Develop Relationships with Outside Referral Agencies

Since departments will be required to use outside referral agencies for
certain calls for service, several activities will be necessary to establish
working relationships with these agencies. These include: identifying the
available non-police public and private agencies, such as animal control,
crisis intervention units, detoxification centers, and utility companies;
establishing communications with the appropriate managers of these agencies;
determining the range of services they currently offer, their hours of
availability, and their capacity for handling referred calls; and establish-
ing agreements pertaining to the operating procedures for diverting calls to
these agencies. The baseline data developed during this phase will permit
the departments to estimate the percentage and types of calls which the
outside agencies can anticipate receiving once the differential response
system is implemented. Following the establishment of agreements with these
agencies, each department should develop a directory of referral agencies to
be used by complaint operators and staff of the Expeditor Unit in referring
calls. The directory should specify the operating procedures, eligibility
criteria, and hours of availability of the outside agencies. The department
should also develop procedures for amending this directory as services
provided by the referral agencies change or are no longer available and as
new agencies are added.

b. Develop Procedures for the Expeditor Unit

Each department will be required to develop procedures for the operations of
an Expeditor Unit (i.e., complaint report writing unit) comprised of indivi-
duals who will be responsible for handling calls screened by complaint
operators as appropriate for non-mobile responses. Staffing and appropriate
supervision of the Expeditor Unit will be the responsibility of each police
department. Staffing options might include use of sworn officers, civilian
employees, or volunteers. (While the NIJ test funds cannot be used to pay
for the salaries of the Expeditor Unit, some of the test funds can be used to
support the equipment-related expenses of the Unit such as telephone lines.)
The location of the Expeditor Unit (i.e., within communications or another
division) will be left to the discretion of each department. However,
departments will be required to implement procedures to facilitate close

working relationships between the Expeditor Unit and the communications
division.
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The Expeditor Unit will, at a minimum, be responsible for handling calls
which have been screened by the complaint operators as eligible for telephone
reporting. Additionally, it is anticipated that the Unit may handle calls
eligible for referrals to outside agencies which cannot be completed by the
complaint operators at call intake. Diversion of these calls to the Unit

would occur in situations where the information requirements necessary to

make a referral by the complaint operators are lengthy. Ir addition, if a

department selects mail-in reports as an option, the Unit would be respon-
sible for mailing out the appropriate forms and reviewing the completed
forms. Also, if the department uses walk-in reporting, the Unit would be
responsible for taking these reports. However, placement of the responsi-
bility for walk-in reporting within the Unit would only appear appropriate if
the department does not have neighborhood precincts. Departments which use
appointment scheduling as an option for delayed mobile response may want to
consider having the Unit schedule an appointment with the caller and then
refer this information to the appropriate dispatcher, who would inform the
patrol units of the calls requiring this response.

Departments which have used Expeditor Units for telephone reporting have
handled these calls in one of three ways. First, some departments request
that citizens call the Unit directly after the complaint operator has deter-
mined that the call is appropriate for the Unit. Second, in some depart~
ments, appropriate calls are referred directly by the complaint operator to
the Unit at the initial point of contact with the citizen. This mechanism
assures that contact with the citizen is maintained. and third, in some
departments,; a call back system is used whereby the complaint operator
obtains the phone number of the citizen and advises him that the Unit will
call him back. This mechanism avoids the problem of having too many tele-
phone reports at a given period of time and too few at other periods of time
and thus enables the Unit to better manage the workload. The test depart-
ments have the option of selecting the appropriate mechanism for taking
telephone reports. However, since a critical feature of alternative response
techniques’ is citizen convenience, the first option, in which the citizen
must call the department twice, would appear to be less preferable than the
other two options for telephone reporting.

7. Coordination of Data Needs

It is anticipated that the departments will need to revise the call intake
forms used by complaint operators to reflect the elements of *he new call
classification scheme and the new response alternatives. They will also need
to develop forms for the Expeditor Unit. Since much of the data required for
the evaluation of the program will be extracted from these forms, the evalu-
ator will collaborate with the departments in developing the data elements to
be included in these forms. This will prevent unnecessary duplication. of
data collection efforts and will ensure that special data needs related to
the evaluation can be integrated into the departments' regular data collec-
tion process. For example, as part of the evaluator's effort to develop a

data base useful for interpreting the results of the test program and to
ensuFe the integrity of the experimental evaluation, it would be important to
require each complaint operator to record on the call intake form whether the
dgs%gnated response under the experimental procedures was provided to the
citizen., This information would provide a useful check on complaint operator

adherence to experimental procedures and citi
citizen accept i
response. ptance of the designated

8. Preparation and Submission of Final Program Plan for
NIJ Review

The concluding activity of this component involves the preparation of a final
plan by each department for the administration of the differential response
system fqr NIJ review. The plan will describe the department's overall
progre§s in undertaking the task activities called for in this component It
would include, for example, any suggested modifications in program proceéure;
based on gIJ's review of the preliminary program plan; the final analysis of
the baseline data; a description of the structure, functions, and staffing
levels for the Expeditor Unit, and the department's efforts to establish

' ide referral agencies; and the new
co : : v ew forms dev i

C. Implementation of the Differential Response System

Implemgntatioq of.the differential response system over the ten month imple-
mentation PeFlod involves three elements: generating support for the pro-
gram; training of personnel; and monitoring the activities of communi~

cations personnel and the Expeditor Unit in admini i i
ministering the i
response system. ° alfferential

1. Generating Support for the Program

?he' erartments will be required to undertake appropriate activities to
:gllltate écceptancg °§ the program by personnel within the departments.
This would involve briefing all command personnel and units within the police

2. Training of Personnel

Train?ng wil% be provided to complaint operators, dispatchers, staff of the
Expeditor Unit, and first line supervisors of patrol officers. Complaint
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operators will receive training on the evaluation design procedures for
assigning the appropriate type of response to calls, and on communication
skills to assure that citizens are provided adequate explanations of the
designated response. Training of dispatchers will focus on assuring that
they understand department policy on the time frame and procedures for
dispatching calls requiring immediate and delayed mobile responses. The
training of the Expeditor staff will focus on report writing skills and
communication skills. Also, training for communications staff and Expeditor
staff might involve field observation of patrol officer responses to calls
for service. Training of the first line supervisors of the patrol officers
is necessary to ensure that they have ‘a clear understanding of the types of
calls which will be handled by field officers under the new procedures.

3. Differential Response System Activities

Following completion of the training activities, each department will imple-
ment the differential response system. During this pericd, complaint opera-
tors will be required to evaluate each citizen-initiated call for service in
terms of the dimensions of the call classification scheme in order to assign
the call to the appropriate classification category and determine the appro-
priate response. All calls which are classified into categories which
require an immediate mobile response will be referred to the dispatchers.
As indicated in the Evaluation Issues. section, the remaining non-critical
calls for service will be randomly assigned to receive either the new
response alternatives (experimental group) or traditional response alterna-
tives (control group). Calls which are classified into categories which are
eligible for delayed mobile response will either receive a delayed mobile
response (experimental group) or an immediate mobile response (control
group) . For those calls which will be delayed, the complaint operator would
inform the citizen of this response and the expected arrival time of the unit
and refer the call to the dispatcher, who would then dispatch a unit within
the designated time f:ame. Similarly, for those calls which will be handled
in the traditional fashion, the complaint operator would inform the citizen
that his call will be responded to immediately and would refer the call to
the dispatcher for immediate dispatch.

Calls classified into categories which are eligible for non-mobile responses
will either receive the appropriate non-mobile response option (i.e., tele-
phone reporting or referral) or the department's traditional response (either
immediate mobile response or delayed mobile response, depending upon current
policy). For those calls which will be handled by the non-mobile response
options, the complaint operator would inform the citizen of the appropriate
procedures, and where appropriate, divert the call to the Expeditor Unit,
For exa-ple, the caller would be requestza to walk in to the station house to
file a report or would be referred to the Expeditor Unit for a telephone
report. For those calls which will receive the traditional response (i.e.,
immediate mobile response), the complaint operator would inform the citizen
of the designated response and refer the ~all to the dispatcher. Procedures
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for implementing the random assignment process will be developed at each site
through negotiations with NIJ, site representatives, and the evalua:or.

The dispatch or communications supervisor will be reguired to continually
monitor the calls which have been assigned to receive either immediate mobile
responses or delayed mobile responses to ensure that departmental policy for
these responses is met. ’

The Expeditor Unit will handle the calls which have been screened by the
complaint operators as appropriate for their unit. At a minimum, this
will include telephone reports and referrals which cannot be processed by the
complaint operator. Depending upon departmental procedures, the Unit might

also handle calls eligible for mail-in reporting, walk-in reporting, and
appointment scheduling,

It is anticipated that citizens might refuse to receive the response alter-
native called for under the experimental design. For example, a citizen
might demand that a patrol unit be dispatched for a non-critical call which
under the random assignment procedures is designated to receive a non-mobile
response. In these cases, the complaint operator should provide the response
alternative requested by the citizen, either an immediate or delayed re-
sponse, as deemed appropriate.

The first month of the program activities (month nine) will serve as a pre-
test period of the experimental procedures. During this period, any neces-
sary modifications in the call classification scheme, response alternatives,
and random assignment procedures will be made. Following this pre-test
period, the departments will be required to provide supervision and in-
service training to ensure that communications personnel and staff of the
Expeditor Unit adhere to the new call classification and response procedures.
In order to maintain the integrity of the evaluation design, complaint
operators will be required to provide written explanations of calls for
service which result in deviations from the experimental procedures. The
supervisor of the communications unit should periodically monitor complaint
operators' conversations with citizens to ensure that citizens are provided
adequate explanations of the response alternatives. In-service training
should be provided to address any problems which might arise. Ongoing
supervision of the Expeditor Unit and in-service training will be required
to ensure that the staff of the Unit has adequate phone communications and

report writing skills and adequate knowledge of the existing referral
agencies' procedures.
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IV. EVALUATION ISSUES

t

The purposes of this section are to present the analytic framework and
evaluation objectives of the field test program and to provide a discus-
sion of the evaluation design requirements. An independent organization will
be selected by the NIJ to conduct the evaluation. The evaluation grantee
will work closely with the program staff in each site to collect the data
required by the evaluation design. A full description of the evaluation

effort will be set forth in the NIJ solicitation for the evaluation of the
field test.

A. Analytic Framework

Through the implementation of a process and outcome evaluation in each site,
the evaluation will examine the extent to which the test sites achieved the
action goals and objectives of the differential police response to calls for
service field test as delineated in Section II,.

The primary purpose of the process evaluation will be to document the degree
to which the differential response system was implemented as planned. While
it is anticipated that the departments selected to implement the field test
are those best suited to achieve the goal and objectives of the program
(based upon the current needs of their police departments and their demon-
strated willingness to undertake the program requirements), past field test
experiences have shown that the process of program implementation often
results in changes in the program design. While some of these changes
may be necessary to improve the feasibility of the desigr. based on local
variations across departments, others may result from unexpected changes in a
jurisdiction--for instance, an increase in the volume of calls for service
~-and essentially are expected to represent necessary compromises. The
process evaluation, in providing detailed documentation of the process of
implementation and changes which occurred in test sites, is critical for
determining whether the program is responsible for the observed outcomes.
Also, the process evaluation is essential for identifying factors which are
related to goal attainment and those which impede program implementation; and
unanticipated side effects of the program. The identification of these
issues is important for an understanding of the necessary conditions for
implementing similar programs in other jurisdictions.
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The primary focus of the outcome evaluation will be on improvements in the
efficiency of the calls for service function and effects of the differential
response system on citizen satisfaction. The evaluation will involve estab-
lishing the linkages between the findings of the process and outcome evalua-
tion. Of special concern will be the consideration of possible non-program-
matic interpretation of observed outcomes.

B. Evaluation Objectives

There are three primary evaluation objectives of the field test program:

1. To Assess the Impact of the Differential Response System
' on Police Practices

It has been a recurrent theme of this test document that the development and
implementation of a differential response system for managing calls for
service will have a significant impact on current operations of police
departments. While a differential response system should be expected
to have a major impact on the communications division of a department, it
will also affect patrol operations. To the extent that the communications
division is able to successfully implement differential responses and
thereby achieve greater efficiency in managing the calls for service demand,
patrol resources traditionally devoted to calis for service activities should
be reduced and, in turn, can be used for other accivities. The evaluation
will be concerned primarily with assessing the changes which occur in the
communications division and the associated changes in patrol activities
related to responding to calls for service. However, the evaluation will
also document the ways in which individual officers make use of freed up time
for non-calls for service activities which might occur as a result of the
implementation of the differential response system. As noted in Section II,
departments are strongly encouraged not to undertake formal new programs for
using freed up time during the field test period. Should departments under-
take such programs, the evaluation will not be concerned with assessing their
impact. Rather, the evaluation activities in this area will be limited to
describing the nature of these programs.

Both process and outcome measures vwill be collected by the evaluator to
address this evaluation objective.

a. Process Ccmponent

The process component will encompass the activities undertaken during the
pre-implementation and program implementation periods., During the pre-imple-
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mentation period, the evaluator will observe the planning activities under-:
taken to develop a uniform differential response model and new call intake
procedures; the training sessions provided to police managers, communications
personnel, and staff of the Expeditor Unit; the efforts undertaken by each
department in implementing the new call classification procedures; establish-
ing and analyzing the baseline data on the calls for service workload; and
developing the procedures, guidelines, and organizational modifications for
facilitating program implementation. Three issues are of particular interest
during this phase of the evaluation. The first is the nature of the call
c¢classification scheme developed by the police managers and the extent to
which it differs from the traditional classification schemes used by these
departments. The evaluator will also identify the factors that contribute to
the development of a new call classification scheme and any constraints which
impede its development. The second area of interest is the extent to which
the response alternatives selected by the police managers differ from the
traditional responses used by these departments. The third area of interest
is the adequacy and types of training provided to personnel on the new call
intake procedures and the nature and ramifications of the organizational
modifications undertaken to facilitate the 1mplementat10n of the differential
response system.

During the implementation period, the evaluator will document the process of
implementation and the degree to which the differential response model, as
developed during the pre-implementation period, was 1mpleméhted as planned.
Several isgsues are of. particular interest durlnc this phase of the evalua-
tion. The first: involves communications- personnel adherence to the new

‘call classification scheme and expeziméhtal procedures for assigning response

alternatives, as indicated by»fﬁe percentage of calls which receive a re-
sponse which deviates from-policy guidelines. The second area of interest is
the extent to which the call intake procedures result in more accurate
classification of calls as indicatea by the percentage of calls which are
reclassified upon officer arrival at the incident. The third area of inter-
est is the degree of understanding and acceptance of the program by communi-
cations personnel, Expeditor staff, and patrol officers.

The fourth area of interest is adequacy of the in-service training and
supervisory practices of communications personnel and staff of the Expeditor
Unit. The final area of interest is the identification of other factors
which might account for any modifications in the differential response
system. These migh include, but are not limited to, changes in the volume
and nature of citizen-initiated calls for service, communications and Expe-
ditor personnel turnover, the way in which supervisory personnel communi-
cate the goals and reguirements of the program to both communications person-
nel and patrol officers, citizen resistza:ice to the new procedures, and
changes in the referral practices of outside agencies.
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b. Outcome Component

Under this component, the evaluator will address the extent to which the

sites achieved the first program action goal:

® To increase the efficiency of the calls for service

function, through attalnment of the following objec~
tives: :

To assure that calls for service of greater
urgency receive priority treatment;---

To reduce the rate of non-critical calls for
service handled by immediate mobile responses;

To increase the rate of non-critical calls for
service handled by delayed mobile responses;

To increase the rate of non-critical calls for
service handied by non-mobile responses; and

To increase the amount of officer time available
for non-calls for service activities.

test

The types of questions to be addressed in examining this goal and its objec-
tives include, but are not limited to:

Does the program result in a reducﬁfon in the
rate of calls for service traditionally, but no
longer, handled by immediate mobile response?

Does the program result in an increase in the
rate of calls for service handled by delayed
mobile responses?

Does the program result in an increase in the
rate of calls for service handled by non-mobile
responses?

Does the program result in quicker response
times (both delay and travel time) for calls of
greater urgency?

Does the program result in a change in service
time (travel time and time on scene) for given
categories of calls?

Does the program result in a change in patrol
unit utilization (fraction of time patrol unit is
committed to responding to calls for service
during its tour of duty)?
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Does the program result in a change in officer

workload utilization (ratio of calls for service
workload to number of available. officer hours
or patrol unit utilization factor divided by the
number of officers per unit)?

‘'Does the program result in an ‘increase in the

amount of time available for non-calls for
service activities?

Does the program result in changes in the fre-
quency of calls for service for varlous cate-
gorles of calls?

Does the program eppearrto have an effec;_on
arrest and clearance rates?

What are the costs of implementing a differential
response system?

2. To Assess the Impact of the Pifferential Response System

on Citizens

The evaluator will address{;héﬁextent to which the test sites
second program action goal:

the

The types of questions to be addressed in examining thls goal and its objege”;

maintain or improve citizen satisfaction, through
attainment of the following objectives:

To provide satisfactory explanations to citizens
at call intake on the nature of police response
to their calls; and

To provide satisfactory responses to ‘c1t1zens
for resolving their calls for service.

{tlves include, but are not limited to:

their calls by compla1nt ope'ators at’ call
intake?

How does citizen satisfaction with the differen-
tial response strategies compare to citizen
satisfaction with the traditional response
strategies, for given categories of calls?
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-~ For similar categories of calls, does citizen
satisfaction with the differential response

strategles vary by type of response optlon
used?

The evaluator will assess citizen responses to the procrmn by conducting
surveys of citizens who requested police services and by analyzing the
frequency of citizen refusals of alternative responses and the frequency
of citizen complaints to the police departments.
provide further empirical documentation of citizen satisfaction based on

actual experlence with a range of alternative responses for a range of

citizen calls.

3. To Assess the Transferability of the Program

In assessing the transferability of the differential response system to other
police departments, the evaluation will determine whether the test sites
achieved the action goals and objectives of the field test and 1dent1fy the
conditions which facilitated-or impeded goal achievement. As noted at the
outset of this section, the process evaluation will document the extent to
which the differential reswonse system was implemented as planned. Should
any of the- test sites experience implementation problems which cannot
be overccme, the process evaluation would identify the characteristics of
_ sités and departments which should be avoided. in future replication efforts.

.~ At the same time, the process evaluation would serve ‘to 1dent1fy the charac-

teristics of departments or cities which would be favorable settings for the
~ implementation of a differential response system. . In addition, through the
analyses of process and outcome measures, the evaluation will be able to

determine any necessary refinements in the elements of the differential
response system. ‘ o -

-.~C.~Bva&luation Design

In order to assess the effects of the differential response to calls for
service program on police practices and on citizen satisfaction, an experi-
mental design will be implemented in each police department during the
program  implementation period. Under this design, non-critical-.calls for
service will be randomly assigned to receive either the new response alterna-
tives (experimental group) or the traditional response alternatives (control
~group) .  The use of this experimental design 1nvdlv1ng random assignment is
required since it is the only method for ensuring that the evaluation yields
definjte conclusions about the program effects. It minimizes the chance that

significant pre-program dlfferences—‘such as, _variations in the characteris~-

tics of complaint operators, will exist in the two groups, and it assures
that these groups will be exposed to the same envirommental changes except
for the treatment conditions. Therefore, it reduces the possibility that
non-program factors: such as changes in citizen composition of nelghborhoods
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or changes in non-calls for service poliwé practices, will be interpﬁéééa as
program effects. T ' =

Under this- design,
_alternatives and traditional responzs alternatives on a random basis during
theﬁcourse of the experiment for responding tc non-critical calls for
service. As calls are received,.gach complaint operator - will collect the
ngcessary information frqmvcitizens to classify calls’according to the
dimensions of the uqiﬁozm call classification scheme. Calls which are
cla;sified intq categories which require an immediate ﬁ@biiec}esponse
(critical calls) will be referred to the dispatcher and will._.not be part of
the experiment. The remaining ~on-critical calls which are classified into
categories for which the response alternatives of delayed mobile response or

non-mobile responses are available will serve as the starting point of .thg: "

_experiment. Based on a random number system, calls which have been%lassi-
fied by the complaint operator into categories which ar _ligiijéu%or delayed
mobile response will either receive a delayed mobile Eﬁnse (experimental
-group) or the department's traditional gggponééﬁgf'immediate mobile response
'(co?prol group) . Similarly, cg;}sﬁwﬁféh have beer. classified by the com-
plaint operator into‘gggggorieéwwhich are eligible for non-mobile responses
will either ;gggivﬂﬂiﬁé appropriate non-mobile response (experimental group%
or t@gf@gpartméht's traditional response, such as immediate mobile response, 7

]

For example, referring to the differential ‘response format on p. 20, an
incoming burglary call would be classified into the major property loss/cold
category for which a delayed mobile response is possible. If, based on the
“-random number system, this call falls into the expérimenta1>group and

thus is to receive a delayed mobile response, the citizen would be..informed

that an officer will arrive within a certain time interval “{i.e., within
30-40 minutes). The complaint operator would record this response on the
call in;ake/cané and transmit it to the dispatcher, who would then dispatch
«A-Anit within the designated time period. On the other hand, if a similar
bgrglary call is received by the same complaint operator, for example five
minutes later, and based on the random number system, the call falls into the
qgnprol group and thus is to recieve an immediate mobile response, the
citizen would-be informed that a unit will be dispatched immediately (as if
the delayed mobile response does not exist). The complaint operator would
record this response on the call ‘intake card and transmit it to the dis-
patcher, who would send a unit immediately.

o 27 . . : )
It is 1likely that the definition of "traditional" response might

vary across departments according to current procedures for handling calls.
Fgr example, if under the new call classification procedures, it is deter-
mined that a larceny could be handled by a non-mobile response and Department
A gurrently responds to this type of call by immediate mobile response, -then
this response would be its "traditional" response. However, if Deparﬁment
- B currently responds to a larceny by delayed mobile response, tﬁén this
response would be its "traditional" response.

each ‘complaint operator will .wsSe both the new response:-

a0

PN e b s

it

é\ SEE

SN

0

“would then dispatch the call immediately.

Similarly, -an incoming larceny call would be classified into the minor
property loss/cold category for which a non—mob;;g;gespﬁnse such as telephone
reporting is possible. If based on the rand@n’number system, this call falls
into the experimental group and thgsfig”éligible for telephone. reporting, the
citizen would be informed that“his call will be referred to the Expeditor
Unit. On the other hand,,yhéh a similar larceny call is received by the same

“complaint operator, fogmﬁ&ample ten minutes later, and based on the random

number system, the call falls into the control group and is tc be handled in

. the traditionalqyénner of immediate mobile response, the citizen would be

informed that*& Unit will be dispatched immediately (as if the Expeditor Unit
@Qgsxnéf“éxist).”‘This information would be transmitted to the dispatcher, who
Drawing from the differential
response format, the experimental design procedures are illustrated in Figure
2. ) :

The implementation of this evaluation design will permit reliable éomgarisons

between non-critical calls handled in the traditional manner and nomn~-critical
calls handled by the alternative response techniques in-terms of the police
efficiency measures and citizen satisfaction measures indicated on pp. 31-32.

These comparisons will address the question of whether greater efficiency in

the calls for service function can be achieved without jeopardizing citizen
satisfaction. . -0

It is anticipated that the eXpe;imenﬁal“desiquwilltbe in effect during the

day and afterncon shifts.” However, the exteft to which it"will occur on the

- midnight shift depends upon "hather the participating departments choose to

operate the Expeditor Unit during this shift. The duration of the experiment
will depend on the time frame necessary to generate the requisite number of
calls within each category of the classification scheme to provide for an
adequate level of statistical power for the analyses to be conducted.
The final sample sizes within each category might be reduced” as a result of
citizen refusals to accept the designated.response., The baseline data
developed by each department during the pre-implementation period will serve
as the basis for determining the duration of the experimental design. .

To facilitate implementation of this evalution design, during the pre-imple-
mentation period activities all complaint operators will receive appropriate
training on the design requirements. In addition, the evaluator will assist
the police :departments in devising a random number system for complaint
operator assignment of non-critical calls to either the experimental or
control groups. In departments which do not have computer aided dispatch,
possible-mechanisms might involve either having stacks of pre-coded labels. or
pre-printedradio cards which indicate the appropriate response for each of
the call categories. In departments which have computer aided dispatch, the
assignment of calls to either the experimental or control groups could be
accomplished through programming changes.
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FIGURE 2
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN PROCEDURES
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V. IMPLEMENTATION AND NIJ SUPPORT

A. Implementation

The proposed test effort has been designed for impiamentation within three
jurisdictions. The test is designed in two stages over an 18-month period
(see Figure 3). The initial stage, the pre-implementation stage, will
involve up to eight months of planning, training, data collection activities,
and program plan review by the NIJ, for the purposes of developing a differ-
ential response model and developing a differential response capability. The
second stage will involve implementing the differential response activities
and will extend over a maximum of ten months.

A separate grant will be awarded by NIJ to an independent firm to evaluate
the field test. The evaluation will extend for 24 months. This time frame
will enable the evaluators to observe both phases of the program and spend an
additional six months analyzing the data and preparing the final report.

B. NIJ Support to Participating Departments

NIJ support will be provided in the form of training and financial assis-
tance. A consulting firm will be retained by the Institute to provide
implementation assistance to the participating departments. Support will
include training for communications personnel (operators and dispatchers),
staff of the Expeditor Unit, and field supervisory personnel; consultant
services to aid the departments in the planning and implementation of the
program components; and various conferences and meetings to enable selected
program participants from each department to discuss problems and issues of
mutual concern. Funds will also be included to support research utilization
efforts such as hosting visiting police officials so they may observe program
operations.

Funds will be made available to each participating department for the 18-~
month period to cover a project director and management analyst; telephone
service costs to support the Expeditor Unit; participation of police manag-
ers, communications perso.nel, staff of Expeditor Unit, and field supervisory
personnel in training provided by the NIJ training contractor; and other
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FIGURE 3

TIMETABLE AND TASKS FOR FIELD TEST

TEST PR FAM

CUMULATIVE TIME IN MONTHS
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17

14

19

20

21

22

24

PRE-IMFLEMENTATION PHASE

® Lewvelop Differential Response
Model

- Planning Session

e Levelop bDifferential Response
Capability

Revise Call Intake Procedures

- Train Pe:sonnel

- Pre-test Call Intake
Procedures

- Baseline Data Collection
and Analysis

- Submit Preliminary Program
Plan to NIJ

uUnit and Referral Agencies

- Develop Prucedures for Expeditor

- Coordinate Data Needs with
Evaluator

- Submit Final Plan for
HIJ Review

IMPLEMENTATION PHASE

e Implement Differential Response
Lystem

- Generate Internal Support

- Train Fersonnel

- Fre-test Experimental
Frocedures

- lmplement and Monitor Handom
Assignment Procedures

EVALUATION:
PRE~IMPLEMENTATION PHASE

e Collaboration on Design of
Forms for Evaluation

e Assist in Quality Control of
Bareline Data Collection

e Determine Sample Sizes and
Length of Experiment

® Data Collection for Process
Component

IMPLEMENTATION PHASE

e Doevelop wandom Assignment
Procedures

e 1Train Prograr Staff on Yrocedures
R

e Monltour Pre-test ¢f Kandom
Assigynment Procedures

® Oversee Random Assigninent

® Data Collection for Outcome
_Analysis

e Data Collection for Process
Component

® Analysis
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training costs not provided by the training contractor.
determine the amount of funding to be provided to each
assessment of several factors,
the department's call screeeni
workload.

The Institute will

' ' site based on an
including the current state of development of
ng system and the volume of call for service
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VI.

SITE SELECTION

The site selection criteria are divided into two gategories..
category consists of those criteria which are considered essent}al for the
successful development and implementation of the differential police response

to calls for service field test progrem.

-

The first

The second category consists of a

criterion which, while not essential, would enhance the validity of the
evaluation findings of the field test program,

Criteria Considered Essential to.Program Development and

Implementation

The prospective site must be a city police department
serving a population between 100,000 to 500,000,

The prospective deparcrtment must have direct control
over dispatch operations for police services.

The prospective department must not currently bg in
the process of ‘implementing either compqter _alded
dispatch or 911 and must not be anticipating 1mgle-
menting either of these during the f{ield test pet1?d.
This criterion does not preclude departments which
already have these systems operational.

The prospective department must not have any organi-
zational, political, or 1legal constraints thaF would
impede the process of implementation. These .1qc}ude,
but are not restricted to: contractual prohibitions;
opposition from the local police union; and absence of
an approved Equal Employment Opportunity Plan.

The prospective department must not have, or be.in
the process of implementing, any other programs which
would impede the evaluation of the field test.

There must be an. indication of interest aqd coopera-
tion and written commitment from key officials (mayor
or city manager) supporting the police chief's inter-
est in the program.
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® The prospective depariment must agree to provide neces-

Sary personnel for staffing the Expeditor Unit and for
supervising the Unit.

The prospective department must provide a profile of
its citizen-initiated calls for service workload,
preferably for the most recent 12-month period. At a
minimum, this profile should include:

~=- The number and percentage of calls for service for
each signal code used by the department by time of
day (by hour, if available, or by watch); and

-~ The types of response strategies presently used.

It is also desirable that the departments provide the
following data elements, if available:

-= Response time defined by two intervals: delay time
(time between receipt of call and dispatch of a
unit) and travel time (time between dispatch of a
unit and arrival of the unitj for calls, by signal
code; and -

== The rnumber and percentage of calls for service (by
signal codes, if available) handled by immediate
mobile, delayed mobile, and non-mobile techniques.

The prospective department must agree to participate
in a planning process with the other selected sites
following grant award for the purposes of obtaining
consensus on a uniform call classification scheme and
on a certain level of uniformity in the types of re-
sponses for given categories of calls.

The prospective department must agree to participate
in the evaluation of the fieid test and adhere to the
evaluation design requirements.

B. Criterion Facilitating Evaluation of the Field Test Program

The following criterion, while not considered essential,
enhance the validity of the program findings.
as a preferred criterion which will be applied

candidates who meet the essential criteria spelled out ahove.

Preference will be given to departments which agree
not to undertake  formal new programs during the field
test period for using the freed up time which might
result from the implementation of a differential response
system.
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GLOSSARY

Appointment Response: Response by a patrol unit at a designated time
arranged with the citizen.,

Beat: A designated geographic area to which a single patrol car is assigned.
Also called sector in some departments.

Calls for Service Workload: Number of calls for service responded to by a
patrol unit weighted by corresponding service times.

Citizen-Initiated Calls for Service: All requests for police assistance
made by citizens, including alarms, and received by the communications
center. For purpose of the field test, this definition does not include
on-view incidents requiring police intervention.

Critical Calls: Calls for service where an immediate or emergency police
response is necessary to prevent or treat injuries or interdict criminal
activities. Most in-progress calls where suspects or evidence are available
would be considered critical. These..are time critical calls where an officer
can take some kind of prevention, deterrence, or apprehension action, or
provide other emergency services.

Delay Time: [Length of time between when a call for service is received
by the police and when a radio dispatcher dispatches a patrol unit to handle
the call., It includes two intervals: the length of time between when
a call is received by the complaint operator and when sent to the dispatcher,
and the length of time between when the dispatcher receives the call and
dispatches a patrol unit.

Delayed Mobile Response: Response to a call for service by a patrol unit
which is not an immediate response. There are two options for delayed mobile
response: 1) response within 30-40 minutes, or 2) appointment response.

Efficiency: Extent to which citizen-initiated calls for service workload
can be handled at a minimum cost in resources.

Expeditor Unit: A unit within the department which will handle calls re-
quiring non-mobile responses. At a minimum, the unit will handle telephone
reports and referrals to non-police agencies. It might also handle mail~in
and walk-in reports.

Immediate Mobile Response: Response to calls for service by a patrol unit
as soon as possible.

Mobile Response: Response to calls for service by a patrel unit.

Non-calls for Service Activities: Patrol resources which are not used
for responding to calls for service. Includes administrative tasks; offic-
er-initiated activities; and preventive or directed patrol activities.

42

E
F
J
B
i
%
%
3

i
-.1’5:'

BE

Non-critical Calls: Calls for service which require a response by either

,gol}ge o:wqther non-police agency but not on an immediate or emergency
asis. : .

Non-mobile Response: Response to calls which can be handléé 6§3€é1e§honé
reports, walk-in reports in response to police direction, mail-in reports,
and referrals to non-police agencies.

Officer Workload Utilization: Ratio of calls for service workload to number

of avai;ane officer hours or, equivalently, the patrol unit utilization
factor divided by the number of officers per unit.

Patrol Unit: Any police vehicle or other unit normally assigned to call

re§ponse, i.e., cruiser, wagon, foot, mounted, scooter, motorcycle, marine
unit.

Patrol Unit Utilization: Fraction of time a patrol unit is responding to
calls for service during an eight hour tour or, equivalently, the ratio of
calls for service workload to number of available unit hours.

Response Time: Length of time between when a call for service is made

and when a patrol unit arrives at the scene of the incident. It includes
delay and travel time.

Se;vice Time: Length of time between when a dispatcher sends a patrol
unit to handle a call and when the unit indicates that the service is
completed. It includes travel time and on-scene time.

Travel Time: Length of time between when a dispatcher sends a patrol unit

to handle a call and when the unit arrives at the scene of the incident.
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