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PREFACE

There are approximately 20,000 police departments in the United States.
Few are measuring performance adequately. The consequences of this condition
are damaging. Inability to measure performance inhibits meaningful evaluation
of the police enterprise by the public, impairs the ability of police
department management to function successfully, inhibits the ability ¢f local
g overnments to hold police departments accountable for effective and productive
operations, and inhibits the ability of police to remain accountable for
effective and productive operations, Individually, and especially in
combination, these consequences represent a public management problem of
the most fundamental and serious nature,

Neither police nor their superiors measure performance adequately
because the tools needed to do so have not been available, The National
Institute of Justice responded to this neéd by commission%pg research to
develop tools to measure the effectiveness and productivify of police
departments -- two of many components of police performance. The Police Program
Performance Measurement System ,(PPPm), a collection of tools for measuring
achievement of a comprehensiGé/;rray'of common police objectives, is the
principal product of the research.\/The system has been '"packaged" for
utilization by police agencies. The Package contains the conceptual material,
measurement tools, and procedural guidelines agencies need to build or improve
effectiveness and productivity measurement systems,

We strongly urge agencies that use the PPPm materials to improve their
measurement capabilities to view this effort not only as one that will minimize
tne damaging consequences of inadequate performance measurement but also as one
that offers opportunities of supreme significance. These include: opportunity
to improve evaluation of the police enterprise; opportunity to improve police
management; and opportunity to improve police accountability.
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I. PPPm: A SYSTEM FOR MEASURING
POLICE EFFECTIVENESS & PRODUCTIVITY

Police Program Performance Measurement (PPPm) is a comprehensive system for
measuring the performance of police departments. Unlike most systems, PPPm
measures not only the crime control function, but how well a department resolves
social conflict, serves segments of the community and criminal justice system,
and operates administratively. The system is designed to provide both police
managers and city administrators with a fairly complete assessment of the
result of the many and varied tasks the police are expected to perform. Although
thé system is referred to as a police system, it is also applicable to law
enforcement functions performed by sheriffs. In short, PPPm offers police chiefs,
sheriffs, and city and county officials a management information system that
comprehensively assesses achievement of the law enforcement function.

PPPm relies on use of a variety of methods to gather the data needed to
assess performance., Many of its measures rely upon crime data that police de-
partments routinely collect. Many require minor modifications to data that are
routinely collected. Surveys of the users of police services such as practi-
tioners in other segments of the criminal justice system, city and county
officials who work closely with the police, and citizens who have been served
are required in some instances. Although the system is set up to operate
manually, and was operated manually during field testing, it can be automated,

A. FOCUS ON EFFECTIVENESS & PRODUCTIVITY

PPPm focuses upon two of the many key aspects of performance:

® Effectiveness: the degree to which departmental objectives (or
‘goals) are achieved successfully.

@ Productivity: the cost incurred to achieve objectives (or goals)
successfully.

PPPm measures achievement of the ultimate goals or objectives of the
police rather than the processes or activities engaged in to achieve them,
It focuses exclusively upon outcome goals or objectives. In response to the
traffic function, for example, PPPm measures the vehicle accident rate and the
number of injuries and fatalities (outcome objectives) rather than the number

lportions of this Chapter are abstracted from the "Introduction" to Evalua-
tion of the Police Program Performance Measurement System: A Study In Tech-
nological Innovation by William G. Gay, University City Science Center,
Washington, D.C., July, 1979.




of traffic citations issued (activities) by a department. This orientation

does not dismiss the significance of activity data, but focuses instaad upon
police impact and performance measures. Activity objectives and measures,

in fact, go hand-in-hand with outcome objectives and measures. Activities

are the means by which police goals and objectives are achieved. Police
performance measurement systems that include both outcome and activity objectives
and measures, and particularly that reveal their interrelationships, are systems
of the future. None have been developed to date.

B. CONTENT & STRUCTURE OF PPPm

To measure objectives, the system supplies ''sets'" of measurement tools,
Sets contain: '

@ An Objective: a detailed and precise statement of an ultimate
outcome a department is striving to achieve.

® Measures: textual statements and mathematical formulas which,
when computed, indicate the extent to which an objective is
being achieved. :

® Instructions: standardized procedures and rules for collect-
ing data and. computing measures.

® Standards: norms to judge how successfully an objective has
been achieved.

PPPm supplies sets to measure 46 objectives. Objectives are grouped into
five categories:

@ Crime prevention: to minimize the occurrence of preventable
crime, The six crime prevention objectives address:

Major crimes against persons,
Major property crime,
Lesser personal and property c¢rime,

® Crime control: to maximize police knowledge of crime, success-

" fully close reported crimes; maximize adherence to constitutional
safeguards; present all relevant facts to prosecutors; partici-
pate as required in the judicial process; and recover and return
crime-related and stolen property. The 15 crime control objec-
tives address:

Police knowledge of crime,
Crime case closure,

Case preparation and testimony,
Stolen property return,
Constitutional propriety,
Custody of prisoners.,




® Conflict resolution: to minimize disorder resulting from inter-
personal and inter-group conflict and from personal stress and
disorganization, subsequent to police intervention. The three
conflict resolution objectives address:

Inter-personal conflicts,
Inter-group conflict,
Personal stress,

® Services: to maximize the level and quality of those police
services authorized or required by federal, state, and/or local
governments provided to the community and/or local governments.
The 12 services objectives address:

Traffic, '
General services to the public,
Information and assistance,
Services to other agencies,

® Administration: to maximize the achievement of those objectives
which facilitate the fulfillment of the primary responsibilities
of the local police and their parent local government. The 10
administration objectives address:

Integrity and competence,
Community leadership,
Coordination with other agencies.

An example will further illustrate the '"sets" structure of PPPm. The
following objective is one of 15 in the crime control area. It relates to the -
number of crimes against persons which are closed by some type of prosecutorial/
judicial review: '

Objective 2.2.1. To maximize the number of reported major crimes
against persons:

homicide,

forcible rape,
robbery,
aggravated assault

that are closed successfully by the police after independent verifi-
cation, such as:

formal diversion,

prosecutor acceptance of the case,
judicial acceptance of the case,
conviction.

For this objective, PPPm offers these measures:

A



Effectiveness: Proportion of reported major crimes against persons

referenced in the objective that are closed successfully by police -

after independent ver1f1cat10n, through at least one of the speci— S ®
fled actions. : :

Productivity: The total number of reported major crimes-against
persons referenced in the objective that are closed successfully by’
the police after independent verification, through at least one of

the specified actions, per employee-month expended in the process- )
ing, 1nvest1gation, and” preparatlon of all major crimes against.
persons,

PPPm then provides instructions for .collecting the data needed to compute the
recommended effectiveness and productivity measure, and specifies the pro-

cedural steps to be taken to compute the data to develop measurement data. o
“PPPm then specifies standards against which to appraise measurement results.

¢

C. - TECHNICAL -ADEQUACY OF PPPm

A technically adequate effectiveness and productivity measurement system ®
allows for comprehensive measurement -- measurement of every departmental out-
come objective, It produces measurements that are equitable,  valid, ‘and de- -
finitive. An equitable measurement specifies achievement attained in pursuit
of.an objective that has been defined realistically and reasonably. . "To
minimize crime," is an objective that is defined reasonably and realistically.

"To:prevent crime," implying total prevention, is not defined reasonably and ®
realistically. : T

A valid measurement specifies achievement attained in pursuit of the
proper’ kind of objective, an outcome rather than a process objective, an-
objective that has been defined accurately and fully, and specifies achieve-
ment precisely and inclusively. For measurement- purposes the objective: S C ]
“!to-protect constitutional guarantees," is not valid ---it will not yield
3preéise,-unamb1guous measurements, A:better objective 'would be:. "to minimize
‘the  number of verified violations .of. constitutional safeguards suchas,’ but
not limited to: ‘unlawful arrest; illegal stop, search. and seizure; violation:
of right against self-incrimination,"

-
A definitive measurement specifies achievement of an objective in absolute
terms, not relative or ambiguous ones, To specify that performance is "superior,"”
or "below~average,"‘is definitive. To specify that performance is "better than
‘1aSt year," or "as: good .as. that of comparable departments" is not.. -
- PPPm meets the standards of techn1cal adequacy quite well, though not )

Uﬁcompletely. The range of sets of measurement tools supplied by the system-

should enable the typical police agency to measure most, if not every one,
of the outcome objectives it strives to achieve. A complex array of "attri-

butes" incorporated in the tools will produce measurements that are- equitable,
are valid, and as definitive as is technically feasible at present. Measure-
ments. produced will not be as definitive as they could be..




D. FINANCIAL PRACTICALITY OF PPPm

Estimates suggest that a police department with 500 to 1,000 officers
could install and operate the entire PPPm system, measuring all 46 objectives,
for approximately $100,000 the first year, and less in succeeding years. if
one cluster of objectives is removed, that which requires victimization sur-
veys for measurement, the remaining system of 38 objectives can be installed

and operated for $50,000 the first year and less in succeeding years.

The estimates, developed in 1978, account for system design or adaptation
by a local government, implementaticn, and operation. Estimates of costs
which might be incurred by smaller or larger departments have not been
developed, although smaller departments should be able to measure for less,
while larger departments would require greater resources to measure the
same objectives.

Almost any agency can use at least a portion of the PPPm system to measure
effectiveness and productivity. However, since some police agencies and their
governments may find $50,000 to $100,000 a formidable financial burden, it
is possible to tailor the level and nature of PPPm and work within the city's
financial capabilities.

E. UNIVERSAL ADAPTABILITY OF PPPm

Effectiveness and productivity measurement potentials and demands differ
among police agencies. Financial conditions govern the number of objectives
that can be measured. External political demands and problems often dictate
which objectives must be measured, and indicate which need not. Departmental
stresses and anxieties usually influence the configuration of objectives that
will be measured. To accommodate differing environmental factors among
agencies, and the shifting factors within agencies through time, PPPm has been
structured in modular fashion -- as a "Cafeteria" of measurement tools. Each
PPPm measurement set is independent and self-contained. Any one set, any
combination of sets, or all sets may be withdrawn from the Cafeteria to accomo-
date the pattern of effectiveness and productivity measurement an agency wishes
to undertake, and to modify the pattern at any time. How to use the Cafeteria
to do so is explained later in the report.

F. CONFIRMED IMPROVEMENT POWER

With proper implementation PPPm tools will enable police agencies to
improve current effectiveness and productivity measurement capabilities. Police
agencies can use the tools to conmstruct systems which better measure objectives
or measure previously unmeasured objectives. This improvement power has been
confirmed through an independent evaluation by the University City Science Center.

G. HOW PPPm WAS DEVELOPED

PPPm development comprised four roughly distinct processes: conceptuali-
zation, development, testing, and refinement., Development began with modeling,
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a procedure aimed at defining what users had to be able to do to measure per-
formance better, and how the system should help them do it. The model,
developed and refined over the course of many months, called for tools that
would enable users to measure effectiveness and productivity more comprehen-
sively, and to produce valid, equitable, and definitive measurements.

The development process then turned to production of sets of tools. Ob-
jectives, which govern the definition and construction of all other tools,
were prepared first. A succession of laboratory models was prepared and re-
vised until a suitable structure of objectives was available. Corresponding
measures of effectiveness and productivity were then produced, These, too,
were revised repeatedly. Published articles, books, research reports, budget
and management documents of police agencies and municipal government, and
personal interviews with practitioners served as raw material for this portion
of the research. Developmental work on the objectives and measures was per-
formed by the project research staff and an 1ll-member panel of police chiefs,
municipal executives, and performance measurement consultants,

Performance standards, the last or fourth tool in measurement sets, were
formulated next. These required less developmental effort than either objec-
tives or measures. Most of the standards considered and ultimately selected
were familiar to the research staff and are ones known to be well accepted
by police. The standards chosen were linked to objective-measure pairs pre-
viously prepared.

All developmental work described thus far was completed during Phase I of
the research (1975-76). Production of computation instructions, the remain-
ing tool required to complete the sets, as well as field-testing and system
evaluation, were undertaken during Phase II (1977-78). Instructions were pre-
pared initially by the research staff, then revised after the field-tests
described below.

Laboratory formulation of the Cafeteria and its tools was conducted pur-
posefully and systematically. Nonetheless, evidence remained to be gathered
that the measurement tools were suited to use in operating environments, and
ppwerful enough to improve the measurement capabilities of operating police
departments. The tools had to be tested and evaluated. Pilot effectiveness
and productivity measurement programs were established in three cities.

Each city selected objectives from the Cafeteria., The measurement tools were
employed to compute measures of these objectives. As a result of careful
monitoring, feedback and user evaluation, the tools were refined., A number
of sets were withdrawn from the system.




II. GUIDELINES FOR USING PPPm TO BUILD OR IMPROVE
AN EFFECTIVENESS & PRODUCTIVITY MEASUREMENT SYSTEM

PPPm tools can be used to fashion a totally new effectiveness and produc-
tivity measurement system or to strengthen an existing system. To do either,
the measurement system development process illustrated graphically in Figure 1
and outlined below should be observed. The process allows agencies to do the
"tailoring" referenced in the preceding chapter -- to fashion a system ex-
pressly suited to an agency's unique blend of financial, political, and other
situational characteristics.

The system development process has not been field tested. It has not
been utilized to actually establish a new or enrich a current measurement
system. The development process has been crafted carefully, examined and re-
examined by the research staff. Applied with diligence and skill, the process
should enable agencies to establish measurement systems that in many instances
are superior to ones that now exist.

A. MODELING A SYSTEM

The first step to take to develop a new effectiveness and productivity
measurement system or enrich an existing one is to model a system. Modeling
involves determining how many and which departmental objectives will be
measured. For public policy and technical reasons, an agency should consider
total measurement, at least initially. It should decide to measure every
objective for which it may properly be held accountable. Modeling is the
most crucial system development activity. The comprehensiveness of the model
and the technical quality of the objectives within it govern the comprehen-
siveness and quality of the entire measurement system which is developed.

An agency models a system by preparing a Structure of Objectives. A
Structure of Objectives is a collection of all objectives for which a depart-
ment may be held accountable, clustered in thematically logical groupings,
Each objective in the Structure must be a department-level outcome objective.
Each must possess the attributes of measurability and achievability. An
objective possesses the attribute of measurability and when it is defined in exact-
ing, "elemental" detail. An objective that is logically or structurally
achievable possesses the attribute of achievability. Such an objective is
stated in relative terms such as "minimize" rather than absolute terms such
as "suppress,' or 'prevent," each of which implies totality,

An agency can assemble objectives which possess necessary attributes by
withdrawing them from the PPPm cafeteria presented in this document. It can
also use current objectives which possess the attributes, create new ones, or
combine the sources and methods. Preparing a Structure of Objectives is an
intellectually demanding and time consuming task. Potential difficulties can
be minimized through extensive use of the objectives supplied in this document,




THE EFFECTIVENESS AND PRODUCTIVITY

FIGURE 1
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Extensive use of PPPm may enable agencies to realize substantial. cost savings
as well, and to capitalize on the technical quality offered by PPPm tools.

B. DEVELOPING THE SYSTEM'S BASELINE

The second step in the process is to develop a Baseline for the system.
Those objectives in the Structure which can be measured with technically ade-
quate tools an agency already has form the Baseline. To measure any objective
in the Structure, an agency must have a measure of effectiveness and/or pro-
ductivity, instructions for computing measures, and standards for interpreting
results. It must have a full "set" of measurement tools., Measures in the set
should possess the attribute of fidelity. Instructions should possess the ;
attribute of reliability. A measure that possesses the attribute of fidelity
measures an objective completely and with precision. It accounts for the
entire content of an objective. An instruction possesses the attribute of"
reliability when it converts a measure completely and with precision. It
accounts for the entire content of a measure, '

To establish its system's Baseline an agency must determine how many
objective-specific, technically adequate sets of measurement tools can be
formed from tools already in use or available within the agency. A three-
step diagnostic process must be carried out to do this, All measurement
tools currently in use must be assembled. Sets must be composed from tools
that are assembled. Tools within any sets assembled must be evaluated for
technical adequacy or presence of essential. attributes. The first two steps
will not pose much of a challenge. The third will pose a very formidable one,

C. AUGMENTING THE BASELINE

The third step in the system de%elopmenf process 1is to augment the Base-
line. Augmentation is the process of determining which of the objectives in
the Structure that are not encompassed within the Baseline shall be measured,
and acquiring sets of technically adequate tools to measure them.

To honor the total measurement philosophy, an agency should choose to
measure every objective in the Structure which remains unmeasurable at the
conclusion of Activity 2, It should choose to close the gap between the
Model and the Baseline completely. Despite any appreciation which might
exist for the total measurement philosophy, the scope of augmentation will
not usually be governed by a commitment to this ideal, but rather by a com-
bination of reinforcing and conflicting factors unique to a local setting.
The most influential are likely to be: the desire to remain fully accountable;
the cost of further system development and operation; the degree of enthusiasm
for and resistance to further system development which exists within a police
agency; and the intensity of external pressure for more measurement. In the
final analysis the degree of augmentation is likely to be a compromise between
that which an agency would like to undertake and that which it can and must
afford, financially and politically.

Two groupings of tasks must be conducted to augment the Baseline, First,
an agency must determine which objectives will be measured. Second, it must
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acquire the sets of tools to measure them, Estimated costs, estimated

revenues, and system development strategies deemed to be logical by agencies

will determine the total number of additional objectives to be measured, as

well as which ones they will be., Sets of tools can be acquired in the same

way and from the same sources used to acquire objectives for the Structure. )
The financial and technical advantages of withdrawing sets from the PPPm

Cafeteria will be even more pronounced at this stage in the process, if for

no other reason than the number of tools to be acquired will be sizeable in

most cases,

The methodological program which must be conducted to augment the Base- ®
line will be uncommonly complex and quite time consuming. By its completion
however, the Measurement System Model will have undergone revision and an
agency will have a measurement system tailored to its potentials, one ready
for implementation,

D. SCHEDULING SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION

The fourth step in the process is to schedule implementation of the
system. Implementation scheduling is the act of specifying the order in which
objectives will be measured (prioritizing) and the target dates upon which
measurements will be "released."

Agencies should implement their systems as expeditiously as is finan-
cially and politically feasible, Attenuating the process is likely to
generate impatience and frustration among those targeted to receive measure-
ments. The reception given to system outputs when they do become available
is likely to be impaired as a result., It is advisable also, however, to
establish realistic target dates for delivering system outputs. The imple-
mentation schedule will foster expectations, which if not met, can generate
similarly impaired views of the worth of the measurements.

A two-step program must be conducted to schedule implementation. First,
the level of resources which can or will be committed to implementation for a
series of future periods must be specified. -The number of periods selected
should be bound by predictability or reasonable certainty of estimates,
Second, since revenues will rarely be sufficient to cover total implementa-
tion costs, priority objectives must be selected. The need to pilot the system
should also be accounted for during implementation scheduling.

E. PREPARING IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

The last step in the process is to develop implementation plans. This
will involve identifying every technical, organizational, and political con-
sideration perceived to be essential to implementing the system successfully e
and developing a plan to deal with each consideration,

The number and nature of implementation plans will vary somewhat among
agencies because of agency size, organizational and program structure, and
political considerations. A standard set of plans should be common among
all, however. Before measurement can occur, agencies must acquire staff, and <
organize and train them to conduct the measurement précess, A separate plan
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should be prepared for staffing, organizing, and training. Before measure-
ment does occur, agencies should prepare departmental personnel for the im-
pacts of implementation, determine how measurement system operations will

" affect on-going departmental policies and procedures and what must be domne
to control the impact, and formulate strategies to institutionalize the
system. A plan should be prepared to cope with each of these considerations
effectively and in a coordinated manner. Preparation of a plan for piloting
the measurement system is a must. Once plans have been prepared, the system
developmernit process is complete,

Implementation will reveal weaknesses and oversights in the plans, need
to account for changing conditions, and because of this, need to constantly

update and revise the plans,

F. THE SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT STAFF

System development will be a technical enterprise. It will involve
assembling people, measurement tools and data to produce appraisals of the
adequacy with which the police role is being conducted. More important,
however, system development will be a public policy enterprise. System de-
velopment will involve establishing, re-establishing, and modifying objec-
tives, perhaps even terminating pursuit -of traditional objectives. As a
public policy enterprise, these actions will constitute nothing less than
re-affirmation, redafinition, or clarification of the role of a police
agency -- a public policy action of the most fundamental nature.

Recognition of the public policy nature of system development must re-—
main paramount during the entire system development process. Its pre-
eminence should be reflected in structuring the staff appointed to develop
an effectiveness and productivity measurement system. The staff should be
dominated by public policy officials, not system designers.
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III. PPPm: A CAFETERIA OF MEASUREMENT TOOLS

The PPPm system is presented on the following pages. As already noted,
PPPm has been structured as a cafeteria of measurement .tools. How the cafe-
teria is organized and how to use it are discussed prior to presentation of
the tools themselves.

A.  STRUCTURE OF THE CAFETERIA

The Cafeteria contains 46 sets of measurement tools. Sets are grouped
within five '"Parts," each representing a common classification of police ob-
jectives: Part I ~ Crime Prevention; Part II - Crime Control; Part III -
Conflict Resolution; Part IV - General Services; Part V - Administration.

Each Part begins with a textual examination of the nature of the objec-
tives and other measurement tools contained in the sets within it, These
examinations focus on the innovative, unique, or atypical dimensions of the
objectives in the sets, and how using them should produce more insightful
and sophisticated measurement of police effectiveness and productivity. The
sets of tools themselves form the remainder of each Part.

Each set contains one objective, one or more measures, instructions, and
performance standards.

@ Objectives. One outcome objective introduces each set of tools.
Its makeup or composition governs the character of each tool in
the set.

® Effectiveness Measures. At least one effectiveness measure is
provided. for each objective. Several effectiveness measures are
provided for some objectives, Productivity measures are pro-
vided in addition to the effectiveness measure(s) for eleven
objectives, ’

@ Instructions. An instruction to be used to compute the measure
follows each measure. Each instruction has eight components,
The first three provide information to help users decide
whether to employ the set of tools. Remaining elements describe
how measurement is set up and carried out.

Data.Collection Information. This component of an in-
struction details information for using a measure.
Data Source specifies the police document or process
that normally provides the information or data needed
to compute a measure. Related Measures itemizes other
objectives in the Cafeteria that rely on the same data
source or collection process.2 The Data Availability

2

This information has been summarized in ready-reference form in Table 1 below. e
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entry specifies how complex or simple it will be to es-
tablish a data collection program for the measure,
Minimum Study Period specifies the minimum measurement
period that should elapse before a measure is computed.
Data for some measures can be collected over a period
as short as a month. For others, because of the infre-
quency of the events being counted or other reasons,
only a longer period, like a year, can be recommended.
Data Collection Mode tell whether counts should be

made continuously, at regular intervals, or sporadic-
ally as a special-purpose effort. Estimated Cost of
Collection indicates approximately how much it will
cost to design and carry out a program to measure the
objective in the set.3 Estimates are given in 1978
dollars, and express a best guess of costs on the

basis of field-testing experience. Approximations are
given for each measure if measured separately, and for
the total cluster of measures listed as related
measures. Measurement Interval indicates how often
(monthly or yearly) data should be collected to measure
an objective and how often a measure should be computed
and compared to standards. Directionality indicates

whether performance improvement -— success —= is indi-
cated by upward or downward movement in the value of a
measure,

Rationale. This component explains very briefly the
reasoning and significance underlying the measurement
set. It notes what distinguishes this set from
similar sets of tools.

Measurement Strategy. This component tells what docu-
ments must be counted and how the count is assembled
to make up a measure.

Data Elements. This component enumerates the specific
pieces of information that are required to compute the
measure.

Key Terms. This component presents operational defini-
tion of important concepts in the measure and its data
elements. Occasionally, the explanation is broader or
more limited than is normally assoclated with the term.
This is done to simplify and standardize collection
procedures, or to reduce the natural vagueness of the
term.

' 3This information has also been summarized for easy reference in.Table
2 below.
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Measurement Computation Formula. This component gives
a mathematical equation for calculating the value of
the measure., For readers who lack mathematical exper-
tise, a brief statement telling what the formula says
is provided.

Data Tabulation Procedures. The procedures in this
component are the heart of each instruction, and they
specify methods for collecting and organizing the
data. Procedures are tested and proven. They have
been employed in a test of the measurement system, and
they are based on valid assumptions about police
record systems and the flow of paperwork in law enforce-
ment. Many departments will be able to adopt the
recommended procedures with little change for local
conditions, while others can devise procedures more
appropriate to their needs, derived from these.

The Computation Work Sheet. This component provides a
form for calculating the value of the measure, Its
sequence of procedures will guide the users, step-by-
step, through the computation process., :

® Performance Standards. Performance standards complete each set of
tools., Four different ones are used:

Internal Norm: Comparison of the level of value of
performance achieved in a current measurement period
with the average achieved during a preceeding base-
line period =-- usually five or ten years.

Internal Trend: Comparison of the rate of change in
the level or value of performance achieved in a current
measurement period with the rate of change during a
Preceding baseline period -- usually one or five
years, . :

External Norm: Comparison of the level or value of
performance achieved with the average achievement of
other, similar police departments.

External Trend: Comparison of the rate of change in
the level or value of performance achieved with the
average rate of change of other, similar police de-
partments,

The standards are stated in measure form —— defined and incorporated
into a measure -- as well as labelled with generic titles,
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B. USING THE CAFETERIA TO BUILD AND ENRICH MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS

Agencies that use the Guidelines outlined.above will consider with-
drawing tools from the Cafeteria for two purposes: (1) to develop a structure
of objectives; and (2) to compose sets of tools. These are Activities 1 and 3
respectively of the system development process., Procedures to be followed to
accomplish these purposes are outlined below, as are procedures for using the
Cafeteria to estimate system augmentation costs, a task performed prior to
composing sets. As agencies develop structures of objectives and estimate
costs, they should remain alert. to the potential advantages of including many
objectives which require similar data for measurement in the measurement
systems being designed. This concept is examined further below. The objec-
tives which require similar data for measurement are identified as well.

Withdrawing Objectives to Develop a Structure, To utilize the Cafeteria
to develop a Structure of Objectives: '

® Study the display of objectives presented below in PPPm:
Objectives & Measures of Effectiveness & Productivity.

® Record the reference numbers of those objectives which seem
worthy of consideration for inclusion in the structure to
be developed., Reference numbers will appear with, and pre-
cede, the statement of the objective (inside the boxes).

@ Using the reference numbers, locate the full set of tools in
the appropriate Part of the Cafeteria, The first number in
each reference indicates the Part of the Cafeteria in which
the set will be found. For example, tool set 1.1,1 will be
found in Part I,

® Review the entire measurement set, and particularly the
Rationale which appears in the instruction portion of the
set., The rationale will provide insights about the purpose
and intent of the objective and/or measure which will help
in making decisions about tue pertinence of the objective
for a given local setting.

® Review the Data Collection Information section, paying par-
ticular attention to the item labelled '"Related Measures."
This will usually encourage agencies to include additional
objectives which can be measured for reasonable incremental
costs.

® Those objectives which, after review of rationales and data
collection information, have relevance for and appeal to an
agency should be included in the Structure of Objectives.

Withdrawing Tools to Compose Complete Sets. To utilize the Cafeteria
to complete sets of tools:
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@ Locate the set of tools with the reference number correspond-
ing to the number of the first objective in the Structure,
Be sure that the objective was originally withdrawn from
(contained in) the Cafeteria. If it was not, remaining tools
for a set should not be withdrawn from ‘the Cafeteria,

@ Withdraw the remaining tools from the set: an effectiveness
measure; an instruction; a performance standard -- more than
one of each when desired and available. Remember that the
tools in any set. can be used only with the objective in that
set and no other,

® Withdraw the productivity measure where available, and when

desired, prepare instructions and performance standards,
using effectiveness measurement sets as models.

To Estimate Costs of Augmentation. To utilize the Cafeteria to estimate
costs of augmenting the system:

® Locate the set of tools with the reference number correspond-
ing to the number of the first objective in the Structure.
Be sure that the objective was originally withdrawn from
(contained in) the Cafeteria. If it was not, cost estimates
cannot be withdrawn from the Cafeteria.

® From the Data Collection Information component of the Instruc-
tion, extract the cost estimate —-- the one given for the
"Separate" cost,

® Repeat the procedure for each objective in the Structure
which was originally withdrawn from the Cafeteria,

€ Add the individual estimates to develop a total estimate for
augmentation.

Benefits of Cluster Measurement. The cost of setting up procedures and
collecting data to measure individual objectives varies. It is modest in
some cases, high in others. Regardless of the level, a cost advantage can be
realized by carefully combining objectives whose measurement requires admini-
stration of similar data collection procedures and collection of the same or
similar data. Measurement of objectives l.1.1, 1.2.1, and 1.3.1, for ex-
ample, should cost $3,000 each to measure separately. Since measurement of
these three entails use of similar analytical and data collection schemes,
however, cost to measure all three together should approximate $5,000. Table
1 references objectives which can be measured in clusters, thereby reducing
average cost per objective. This Table should be referred to when agencies
select objectives for inclusion in measurement systems. Table 2, a companion
to Table 1, supplies estimates of the set-up and data collection cost assc-
ciated with measurement of each objective in the Cafeteria, Estimates are
given first for the cost of Separate measurement, and then for the total
cost of measuring selected combinations of Related Objectives. (With indi-
vidual cost estimates in the Cafeteria, agencies can explore any combination
they wish,) '
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The estimates which appear in Table 2 comprise probable expenditure
for the analytical, clerical, and other resources needed to establish PPPm
measurement programs in typical police departments -- unmodified PPPm
systems. As with all estimates, these forecasts are imprecise and subject
to a variety of influences, but they are based on actual experiences in the
pilot field-test.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION

. The American Justice Institute (AJI), with support from the National
Institute of Justice (NIJ), has developed a police performance measure-
ment system. The goal of NIJ and AJI has been to develop and field test
a comprehensive set of police objectives and measures that law enforce-
ment administrators and municipal officials can use to judge the effec-
tiveness of their police agencies. The final stage of this research and
development effort has been the testing and evaluation of the performance
measurement system in three large urban police departments. Because of
the importance of police performance measurement to public safety officials,
NIJ deemed it necessary to conduct an evaluation of the measurement system
.and the field test. The University City Science Center was selected as
an independent evaluator to conduct this evaluation. The evaluation had
three general objectives: to assess the measurement system, to examine
the methods used by AJI to support the field test in the three departments,
and to review factors in each department which facilitated or hindered
attainment of the field test objectives. The evaluation also served as an
opportunity to review some of the program development and technology trans-
fer processes that NIJ has frequently used to support innovation in the
criminal justice system.

i The PPPM system is a set of measurement tools which contain a police
objective, an associated measure, instructions describing how data can be
collected and tabulated, and standards by which to interpret and compare
the level of objective achievement. One of the more distinctive features
of the PPPM system is its focus upon effectivenees and productivity rather
than efficiency. The developers of the system have defined effectiveness
as the achievement of impact and/or outcome objectives. These impact ob-
jectives focus upon the ultimate goals of a police organization (i.e.,
level of crime) rather than the processes or activities departments use
(patrol, investigations) to control crime. This decision was consciously
made by the PPPM developers in order to design a system that would meet
the needs of police chiefs, their command staff, and public safety offi-
cials within city government. The PPPM system contains 46 objectives
clustered into five basic areas. These areas are:

Crime prevention
Crime control
Conflict resolution
Other services
Administration

During 1977 and 1978, a field test of the system was conducted in
three cities. The test was designed so that it would benefit a variety
of parties who were interested in police performance measurement. It
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would enable AJI to test the system, make necessary adjustments and
provide NIJ with a validated performance measurement system that it

could transfer to other jurisdictions. It would give the departments
first-hand experience in conducting performance measurements and provide
the cities as well as the departments with a comprehensive set of police
performance objectives and measures. Although no city tested all 46
objectives, each objective was measured in at least one department. Since
completion of the field test, one of the cities has incorporated the PPPM
eystem into its management Information and budget processes.

This evaluation was conducted by reviewing the PPPM reports, espec-
ially the objectives and measures, interviewing the PPPM staff, observing
implementation of the field test in each of the departments and interview-
ing a variety of police and city administrators who were involved in the
performance measurement process. This review system allowed the evaluator
to assess the PPPM system, review the technology transfer process used by
AJI to support the field test and identify factors which facilitated and/
or hindered completion of the field test objectives.

The Measurement System

The primary goal of the evaluation was to assess the extent to which
the PPPM system could contribute to the ability of law enforcement managers
and city administrators to measure police performance. Several research
techniques, based largely upon semi-structured interviews with department
and city participants, were used to assess the PPPM system. These tech-
niques included the evaluator's own independent assessment of the system,
a comparison of the PPPM system to each department's performance measure-
ment capability prior to the field test, an assessment of user feedback
concerning individual measures and the total PPPM system, and a descrip-
tion of how the departments plan to use the field test experience to
enhance their management information capabilities.

: The simplest and mogt accurate way to illustrate the potential for
PPPM to improve police capabilities to measure performance is to compare
the PPPM system to each department's performance measurement capability
prior to the field test. Such analysis permits a farily systematic and
quantitative assessment of the extent to which PPPM would enable the
departments to measure a broader range of objectives and to measure these
objectives more precisely. The points of comparison for this analysis
were the PPPM system and the objectives and measures contained in each
department's program budget. The method of analysis was to use the
criteria designed during the PPPM project to develop and review objectives
and measures. The criteria for judging the completeness of objectives
and measures are: outcome, measurability, achievability, quality and
fidelity. These criteria are defined below:
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Outcome - There are generally two types of objectives: outcome
and process. Performance or outcome objectives are related

to the general goals and objectives of a department. They

are the ultimate "ends" or outcomes sought by the police, as
opposed to process objectives which are specific activities
conducted to achieve the desired outcomes. The PPPM system

is composed primarily of outcome objectives that are grouped
into five categories: crime prevention, crime control,
eonfliet resolution, service and administration. In comparing
PPPM and department objectives, the emphasis of review

on the extent to which the departments have developed

outcome rather than process objectives.

Measurability - A measurable objective is stated clearly
and precisely so that it can be readily quantified. This
generally means that it is stated in simple elemental
terms and that it is not a collective of several objec-
tives. To prevent crime is an example of a collective
objective. To prevent violent crimes against persons,
however, is measurable because crime has been disaggre-
gated to a more elemental level.

Achievability - Achievable objectives are stated in relative
rather than absolute terms. It is possible to minimize the
occurrence of crime or maximize the number of arrests, but

it may not be possible to reduce crime or ‘increase the number
of arrests. PPPM objectives are prefaced by the words minimize
or maximize and avoid stating absolutely that a specific level
of achievement can always be reached.

Quality - Quality is how well a department is achieving its
objectives. In some cases quality is intrinsic to the
objective while at other times it may be more explicit. It
is intrinsically worthwhile to prevent crime and to arrest
felons. At the same time it may be necessary to make
objectives qualitatively explicit. The notion that arrests
should be grouped by those that do and do not pass the first
judicial screening is an example of how quality can be ex-
plicitly added to an objective. :

Fidelity - Fidelity indicates the extent to which the
objective and the measure are related. For a measure to
have fidelity there must be a direct and explicit link
between the objective and the measure. The measure must
quantitatively express the content of the objective. By
applying the concept of fidelity in diagnosing information
systems, it is possible to identify two common errors in
most measurement systems - objectives without measures and
measures without objectives.

A second and more dynamic way to assess the PPPM system is to

gather feedback from those who have worked with the system in each
city. The basic approach was to review each measure with core field
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test staff as well as others in the department to whom the measure

would be especially important. This was generally done by reviewing

the PPPM measures being tested in conjunction with comparable measures
used in the department's own budgeting system. These discussions usually
focused upon the technical aspects of each objective and data collec-
tion problems, as well as the advantages and disadvantages of the PPPM

objectives.

The final step in gathering user feedback involved an open-ended
discussion of how the objectives/measures might be used to develop
programmatic responses. Exploring with staff and line personnel how
PPPM might facilitate program planning and development, decision-making
and evaluation (the ultimate ends of a management information system),
added considerable depth to the evaluators' efforts to assess the utility
of PPPM and the departments' understanding of the system. In addition to
the focused discussions described above, the evaluator also relied upon
documentation prepared by the departments. Two of the field test depart-
ments prepared discussions of the technical aspects of the data collection
process. They also assessed the utility of each of the measures in the
system and prepared reports recommending future initiatives in the area
of performance measurement systems.

The remainder of the summary is organized around the three assess-
ment issues raised above: comparison of the PPPM system to existing de-
partment objectives and measures; user feedback about the PPPM; and a
discussion of how the departments used the field test experience to re-
examine and upgrade their own measurement systems. It should be noted
that the same level of user feedback was not gathered about each PPPM
objective and its corresponding measures. User feedback was dependent
upon how important the department considered an objective, whether or not
the measure was collected by a data clerk or someone more knowledgeable
about performance measurement and the extent to which the departments
formally evaluated each objective and its measures. The discussion which
follows is organized according to the five groups of objectives in the
PPPM system:

l-crime prevention 6 objectives
2-crime control 15 objectives
3-conflict resolution 3 objectives
4-services 12 objectives
S5-administration 10 objectives

1. CRIME PREVENTION

Although police have traditionally held crime prevention as one
of their primary goals, it has been nearly impossible to measure it
since there is no way to judge the number of crimes that did not take
place as a result of police activities. 1In spite of this insurmountable
problem, departments have traditionally used changes in the reported
crime rate as a surrogate measure of crime prevention. As a result,
departments have counted the number of crimes that have been deterred.
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There has been a general feeling among police that the traditional
method of using reported crime rates as a crime prevention measure 1is
not completely satisfactory. Police administrations have pointed out
that criminal activity may be more a function of social and economic
conditions than police activity. Some attempts have been made to measure
more precisely the kinds of crimes that police might be held accountable
for preventing. Recent efforts to develop program responses to crime
problems have focused upon suppressible crimes, like commercial burglary
and street robbery. The idea implicit in the word suppressible is that

certain criminal activity is amenable to crime prevention and deterrence
activities by the police. Another attempt to more precisely define pre-

ventable crime is the distinction between inside and outside crime.
Outside crime is generally taken to mean crimes which occur where they
can be readily observed by the police. An example of an outside pre-
ventable crime is street robbery.

The PPPM system builds upon earlier efforts to define preventable
crime more precisely and is based upon the premise that police should
only be held accountable for a subset of crimes that are controllable by
police action. PPPM established several criteria for defining prevent-
able crime. These criteria are based primarily upon where a crime occurs
and the extent to which police have access to the crime. PPPM defines
preventable personal and property crimes as those which:

1. Oceur in Public View. 1If a crime takes place in a
public area or one which the police have access to
or are able to view the crime, it is defined as pre-
ventable.

2. OQOccur in_ Hgh hszard Areas. This applies to crimes
that occur in places that are at least partially
regulated by the police. Bars and massage parlors,
as well as other public hazard areas fall in this
category. These are places that create crime and
order maintenance problems and should be regularly
patrolled and observed.

3. Escalate After Police Arrival. All events where the
crime or conflict escalates after police arrive on.
the scene.

The crime prevention measures fall in two categories: Reported Crime
and Victimization. Within these categories data were collected about
major (Part I) personal and property crimes, as well as lesser (Part II)
offenses. The crime prevention measures are disaggregated by different
types of crime and are a good measure of a department's overall effective-
ness. They are unlike many measures in the PPPM system because they do
not measure the effectiveness of specific police units or operations.

A review indicates that crime prevention is a
departmental objective in each of the agencies. It is at this point,
however, that the differences between the PPPM objectives and the depart-
mental objectives appear. Perhaps the most noticeable difference is that
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the departmental system does not make a distinction in evaluating its
performance between preventable and non-preventable crimes. The de-
partments rely upon the basic Uniform Crime Reporting System developed

by the FBI. In addition, the departments do not routinely use victi-
mization surveys, as the PPPM system does. The data needed for measuring
the crime prevention measures are available from either department records
or a victimization survey.

The PPPM system offers a much broader and more precise method for
- measuring crime prevention. However, two limitations should be noted.
First, although the idea of more carefully defining the amount of crime
police should be held accountable for is attractive, more research into
the criteria for screening preventable crimes and the meanings of the
resulting data needs to be done. For example, another criteria for
identifying a preventable crime might be the detection of a pattern of
crime within an area. Although the crime in an area might not meet the
PPPM crime prevention criteria, the mere fact that a pattern of activity
~is detected may make it possible for the police to undertake preventive
and deterrent patrol activities. 1In addition, the rates of preventable
crime reported by the two departments appear to vary among categories
of crime. Analysis of the results reported by each of the cities could
provide a better understanding of the concept of preventability, as well
as the operational implications of this procedure for measuring depart-
ment effectiveness.

A second limitation found during the field test was associated
with the victimization surveys. Neither of the departments testing the
victimization component was able to collect adequate victimization data.
The technical requirements of victimization surveys may be beyond the
capabilities of most departments. Although the two departments relied
upon outside consultants for design and data collection support, neither
of the surveys resulted in the collection of adequate victimization data.
Because of the difficulties encountered in gathering the victimization
data during the field test, the developers of PPPM are recommending that
the victimization component of the crime prevention measure not be
adopted unless departments have the skills to design and manage the
survey.

The extent to which the two departments attempted to understand and
use the preventability concept varied considerably. In one department,
the crime prevention data were collected by a CETA employee who was working
for the city rather than the department. The role of the department was
to tabulate the data. No attempt was made to evaluate the preventability
concept or to review how the concept might be used to enhance departmental
decision-making. The second department reviewed the crime prevention
objectives and measures more carefullv. Due to the difficulty involved
in collecting victimization data, the department decided to drop this
aspect of PPPM. However, after reviewing the crime prevention measures
based upon reported crime, a decision was made to incorporate this element
into their management information system. The department expects to use
the crime prevention measures to more carefully manage and direct patrol

| operations and to serve as an effectiveness indicator in its budget.
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In summary, it can be stated that PPPM offers an improved system
of crime prevention objectives and measures. The PPPM objectives attempt
to measure only those crimes for which the police can be held accountable.
It should be noted, however, that the idea of preventability needs further
research. Although the idea of more carefully defining what crime the
police should be held accountable for is attractive, the data collected
during the field tests were not used by the evaluator, the departments or
the PPPM developers to verify the meaning of this method of measuring a
department 's crime prevention performance.

2. CRIME CONTROL

The crime control measures are quite diverse in nature ranging

from case closure to the secure detention of prisoners. Rather than
measuring the overall effectiveness of the entire department, they tend to
focus upon the investigativeé process that leads to the arrest and convic-
tion of suspects. There are six basic objectives (crime reporting, case
closure, case preparation, property recovery and return, constitutional
safeguards, and secure detention) in the crime control area.

Maximize Knowledge of Crime

Victimization surveys have revealed a considerable amount of under-
reporting of crime by citizens. The inclusion of this objective in the
PPPM system is based upon the idea that police cannot take appropriate
actions unless they are fully aware of the extent of crime in their
community. The objective and measure involve a comparison between the
actual level of crime (victimization survey) and the reported level of
crime.

One department field-testing this objective did not have a depart-
ment objective to maximize knowledge of crime prior to the field test.
Although this objective would appear to shed some important light upon
police~-community interaction and, perhaps, trust in the police, the field
test experience suggests that it be used cautiously because of the
difficulty and expense of collecting victimization data, The department
which field-tested this objective had difficulty with the victimization
survey, showed little interest in it and made no attempt to assess the

merit or operational implications of tracking the extent to which
citizens reported crime.

Maximize Closure of Reported Crime

Traditionally, departments have looked upon the arrest of a sus-
pect as a satisfactory way to close criminal cases and to clear the police
record. The process has been supported by the FBI's Uniform Crime Re-
porting System which routinely lists the number of arrests for major
personal and property crimes. Although it is important that police make
arrests, reviews of police information systems have noted a substantial
gap between the number of arrests and the number of arrests that lead
to conviction.
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The PPPM closure system is based upon the idea that police
objectives should not only include arrest measures but also indicatioms
of what happens to a case after a suspect is apprehended. The PPPM
system accounts not only for the police disposition, but also for the
judicial disposition that is reached by the prosecutor and the courts.
This objective, if implemented and adopted as a management tool, could
qualitatively affect investigative activities by patrol officers and
detectives. It could shift the focus of police actions from being
concerned primarily with arrests to being concerned with developing
cases so they could be favorably accepted by the prosecutor for judicial
action. The PPPM system allows a department to more carefully specifx
how cases are closed by the department and to track the disposition ot
each case in the judicial system. The following case disposition
descriptors were used:

Judicial Closure

Formal diversion
Prosecutor acceptance
Grand Jury indictment
Held after arraignment
Conviction

Collection of data to verify the judicial disposition of cases
can be a lengthy process. Because of the natural delays between the
time a case is presented to the prosecutor and the time a judgement is
rendered, a considerable time lag will exist before this data can be
collected. During the field test the department collected data from a
one year period prior to the test to ensure that a majority of the cases
were already closed by either the prosecutor or the court. Unless the
prosecutor or court has a case tracking system that automatically provides
disposition information, the data will have to be collected manually.
During the field test, a data clerk manually searched case files to
collect disposition data.

The field test department did not have any objectives concerning
judicial closures, and did not track the disposition of cases in the
judicial system. The PPPM system makes an important contribution by
tracking judical closures. Recent studies of the effectiveness of police
agencies in combating crime have documented a large gap between arrests
and convictions which deserves careful attention.Z Acknowledgement of
this gap, and the formulation of strategies by the police to narrow this
gap, could be a direct benefit of using the PPPM closure objectives as
a case tracking and quality control system. One of the departments
participating in the field test planned to adopt the case closure objective
at the close of the field test.

Makimize Case Quality

The Institute for Law and Social Research's review of the court

2For an example, see Brian Forst et. al. Wwhat Happens After Arrest,
A Court Perspective of Police Operations in the District of Columbia
(Washington, D.C.: Institute for Law and Social Research, 1977).
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operatlons cited above indicated that cases are sometimes rejected for
prosecution because of faulty case preparation by the police. The PPPM
objectives in the area of case quality are designed to encourage inves-
tigators to prepare technically sound cases and to provide a means to
review courtroom testimony by officers. These two important measures
appear to incorporate both process and -outcome attributes. Adequate case
preparation and courtroom testimony are important process activities in
achieving the previously described case closure objectives.

The case preparation objective is measured by having a
detective commander or sergeant, as well as a prosecuting attorney,
review the case file to evaluate its completeness and the quality of the
information it contains. The case preparation rating system prepared by
the PPPM system evaluated the completeness of the case file, including
the quality of the incident reports, criminal case history, evidence and:
crime scene information.” In addition, the chain of evidence, 1nformat10n
from victim/witness, and the handling of suspects are reviewed. The
method for ratlng case preparation involved a review of case jackets by
a detective sergeant. - Although the or1g1nal measure's design called for
a similar review by the district attorney's office, this was not accom-
plished during the field test. The review indicates that the o
department testing the case preparation objective had formulated a similar
departmental objective, but had not developed a way to measure the objec--
tive prior to the field test.

" The department field testing the case preparation objective had
been considering ways to improve the quality of its investigative effort -
prior to the PPPM field test. The field test gave the department an '
opportunity to review how investigative effectiveness might be monitored
and perhaps improved. As a result, the detective bureau was able to
develop a way to measure a case preparation objective that had been in-
cluded in the department's FY 78 budget. The detective commander anti-
cipated that the case preparation objective would be used as an effec-
tiveness tool of the detective bureau, as well as -individual detectives.

Maximize the Recovery and Return of Stolen Property

Stolen property poses at least two problems for the police.
First, there is a need to identify and tie it to a partlcular crime, so-
that it can be used as. ev1dence.. Second, there is a need to return it to
its rlghtful owner as rapldly as p0551ble., The PPPM obJectlve focuses’
upon the latter of . these two problems. It would appear to address ‘a
special need with1n the cr1m1na1 justice area - i.e., victim ass1stancer
Improving -the amount .of property returned and decrea51ng the amount of
time needed to return it are two things the police can do directly for
the victim of a property crime. The objective has been disaggregated’
into two measures that record the proportion of the value of the stolen
articles that are recovered and returned and the length of time
owners are deprived of their property.. The measures offer de- ,
partments- an improved way to monitor the property return process and,
perhaps, encourage the development of 1mproved methods to recover
stolen property.
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The field test department did not have a property return objective.
However, the department did have two other property related objectives
that should be reviewed. When the department's stolen property objectives
are combined with the PPPM objective, a stolen property recovery and return
chain can be formed. The objectives in this chain are:

Recovery of Stolen Property
Identification of Stolen Property
Return of Stolen Property

It should be noted that the recovery and identification of stolen pro-
perty are implicit in the PPPM property return objective.

The collection of the data for the property return objective in-
volved a search of department records by a data clerk. Because the de-
partment had good property recovery and identification records, it was
relatively easy to compute the property return measures. Those involved
in field testing the measure cautioned that estimating the actual value
of stolen property is a difficult and imprecise task. One of the depart-
ments has decided to adopt the property return objective as part of its
management information system.

Minimize Constitutional Violations

An important part of the crime control process is to collect the
information needed to develop cases and to operate within constitutional
guidelines. This PPPM measure is designed to monitor the following
constitutional safeguards:

Unlawful arrest
Illegal stop, search and seizure
Violation of rights against self-incrimination

The objective tabulates both complaints and violations
that are verified by a departmental investigation. In most departments
these data are compiled and reviewed by internal affairs.

The department which field tested the constitutional violations
objective had a similar departmental objective and measured the objec-
tive by tabulating the number of complaints as well as the disposition
of each case. It should be noted that although the department collect-
ed data similar to that found in PPPM, its system cf formal objectives
contained only one process objective concerning a commitment to
investigate complaints brought against the bureau. One of the departments
participating in the field test has decided to adopt this measure as
part of its management information system.

3PPPM objective 2.6, the Safe and Secure Detention of Persons held
in Custody, was not tested during the field experiment. Our review of
the objective indicates that it is an appropriate and useful objective
for law enforcement agencies that have detention facilities.
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Crime Control Summary

The six objectives in the crime control area offer police depart-
ments an improved way to evaluate their crime related mission and would
appear to be an important part of any police management information
system. The department field testing these objectives had only limited
outcome objectives in the crime control area. 1In addition, only three
of the six crime control objectives developed by the department could
be classified as outcome oriented. The remaining three were process
measures.

Perhaps the greatest contribution of the PPPM system in the area
of crime control is to very clearly and precisely specify a variety of
achievable crime control objectives. The contribution of PPPM in the
closure area is particularly noteworthy because it monitors police effec-
tiveness, not only in making arrests, but also in gaining convictions.

The net effect of the objective could enable departments to more clearly
focus their atténtion upon developing cases that will be accepted by the
prosecutor and ultimately lead to a conviction. The investigative case
preparation and officer testimony objectives should also enhance the
quality of cases prepared by law enforcement agencies. The department
field testing the case preparation objective found it helpful in monitoring
the investigative process. Although we feel that monitoring officer
testimony in court could prove useful, the field test experience suggests
that it may be difficult to get prosecutors to cooperate constructively
in this process. Perhaps other review mechanisms could be developed for
this objective. The recovery and identification of stolen property also
supports the crime control mission of the police. Although the PPPM
objective emphasizes the rapid return of stolen property to crime victims,
the identification process is an invaluable tool in developing cases.

The two final objectives in the crime control area address suspect
issues that can affect the outcome of cases. By minimizing constitutional
violation of suspect rights and safety and by securely detaining inmates,
law enforcement agencies can ensure that cases are not dismissed or lost
because of procedural errors. '

An assessment of the crime control objectives based upon user feed-
back from the field test department has been extremely limited. This is
due primarily to the department's attitude towards the field test and the
way in which the data were collected. The department field testing many
of the crime control measures had a low level of interest in the PPPM
system. As a consequence, except for collecting the data, little effort
was made to assess the validity or utility of the objectives and their
measures. Although the field test site for the crime control objective
does not plan to adopt the objectives, one of the other sites will adopt
all of the crime control objectives except the maximization cf knowledge
about crime that compares reported crime to victimization rates.
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3. CONFLICT RESOLUTION

_ The PPPM conflict resolution objectives recognize a very important
function of police responsibility. Although police officers usually

prefer to regard themselves as crime fighters, analysis of service

demands indicate that police have a much more varied function. James

Q. Wilson has stated that the patrolman's role is defined more by his
responsibility for maintaining order than his responstbility for enforcing
the law. Wilson's analysis of service calls in Syracuse, New York revealed
that approximately 30% of the complaints involved order maintenance incj-
dents (gang, family and neighbor trouble, assaults, fights and drunks).

The PPPM conflict resolution objectives enable police administrators
to evaluate how well a department is carrying out its order maintenance
function. The conflict resolution objectives apply primarily to patrol
operations. ’

The PPPM system identifies three general types of conflict that
frequently require police action. The three categories and their compo-
nent parts are listed below:

Interpersonal Intergroup Personal Stress
Domestic disturbance Youth gangs | Alcoholism/drunkeness
Landlord/tenant Labor/management Drug Abuse
Neighbor/neighbor Political/social Mental Illness
Merchant/customer factions

Two basic measures are used by PPPM to evaluate how well police are able
to minimize the disorder resulting from these incidents. The measures
are concerned primarily with what occurs after an officer arrives at the
scene. To qualify as an interpersonal or intergroup conflict incident,
both parties to the dispute had to be present when the officer arrived.
The measures assess performance by recording the rate at which incidents
escalated after the police arrived at the scene. The premise supporting
the objective is that police have a responsibility to prevent further
escalation of a conflict incident when they arrive at the scene. Esca-
lation is defined as increased personal property damage, personal injury
or criminal consequences. The second measure concerns the rate at which
police are called back to mediate a dispute in which an excalation had
occurred. This measure assumes the police have a responsibility to
moderate and resolve conflicts for a period.

The department tzsting the conflict resolution objectives had
similar departmental objectives prior to the field test. These objectives
were not measured. This is not surprising since the data needed to
monitor conflict resolution are not usually found in police management

James Q. Wilson, Varieties of Police Behavior. The Management of
Law and Order in Eight Communities (New York: Atheneum, 1974) p. 16-18.

The department that field tested this measure questioned this require-
ment. The department felt all conflict incidents should be recorded be-

cause police intervention was necessary, and these disputes could result
in a call-back at another time.
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information systems. Collection of data for the field test was
accomplished by requiring officers to fill out a special report each
time a conflict incident was encountered.

The department which field tested the conflict incident objectives
has collected similar data in the past. They used the field test experi-
ence to follow-up on the earlier reports and to generate information to
produce other reports for the department. Some questions were added to
the basic PPPM data instruments to collect information about battered
women, the use of patrol time and the number of units dispatched to each
incident. Rather than monitoring the conflict resolution objectives
continuously, the participants in the field test suggested that conflict
incidents be sampled periodically to produce special reports. In parti-
cular, the conflict resolution objectives could be used as:

® An effectiveness measure of patrol operations in
the budget;

® A method to assess training needs and develop
training programs to help officers handle
conflict situations; and

e A method to measure the performance of indivi-
dual officers.

The department field testing the conflict resolution objectives
has not made any decision to adopt them as part of its on-going manage-
ment information system. However, the department's analysis of the
objectives demonstrates a clear understanding of the objectives, and
documents the utility of the objectives for evaluating a substantial por-
tion of the patrol workload and for designing program responses. One of
the departments participating in the field test will be adopting the

conflict resolution objectives. This objective can enable departments to
assess their effectiveness in addressing a substantial portion of the
patrol call for service workload.

4. SERVICE

When in doubt about whom to call for assistance, citizens usually
call the police. The police also tend to receive a large number of calls
because they, unlike most public agencies, operate 24 hours a day and are
able to dispatch someone to the scene. Law enforcement analysts have
documented the variety of assistance police have been called upon to pro-
vide. The service ranges from providing assistance at traffic accidents
and medical emergencies to assisting people with missing persons and lost
property. The service activities of a department may account for more
than one-half of its call workload.

-6Wilson, op. cit., pp. 17-19.
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The PPPM system seeks to account for the service activities of a
department and to measure how effectively these responsibilities are
being performed. The objectives explicitly recognize the service role of
the police and provide a means to measure both the quantity and quality of
service that is provided. The objective applies not only to field services,
but also to other divisions of the department. In measuring the service
objectives, PPPM introduces the idea of gathering user feedback to rate
the effectiveness of discrete police activities. Although the police ‘
have occasionally used citizen surveys to gauge public satisfaction, few
departments have routinely and regularly used citizen feedback to measure
effectiveness. The PPPM system objectives can be divided into two basic ..
categories. The first category regards service provided directly to -
individuals while the second applies to service rendered to government
agencies and public and private organizations. The objective areas are
listed below:

Service to Individuals Service to Organizations
Traffic Criminal Justice Agencies
Medical Emergencies Public and Private Agencies
Missing Persons Local Government Agencies

Lost Property
Information Requests
Suspects in Custody

5. ADMINISTRATION

The objectives in the area of administration apply primarily to
the department's internal integrity and competence, and to the department's
relationship with the public and with other units of government. The
objectives recognize that the police have a responsibility to maintain an
atmosphere that is free of corruption, to provide general leadership to
the public in the areas of law enforcement and public safety and to work .
cooperatively with units of local government and other segments of the
criminal justice system. The administration objectives form the basis
for placidg the law enforcement function in the larger perspective of
municipal government.

Integrity and Competence

The three objectives7 in this grouping are designed to measure the
effectiveness of the department in minimizing police corruption (5.1.1),
minimizing misconduct and incampetence (5.1.2) and maximizing opportunities
for citizens to register positive or negative feedback with the department
(5.2.1). In most departments the achievement of these objectives is moni-
tored by the internal affairs division. It should be noted that the PPPM
system goes beyond the traditional monitoring of internal affairs cases
by creating a mechanism to gather feedback from citizens about how their:
jnteractions with the police were handled (5.2.1). This objective is im-
portant because it could permit police agencies to gather independent
citizens' feedback about how much trust is placed in the agency.

7 For the purpose of this review, we have chosen to discuss objective
(5.2.1) with the 5.1 group of objectives.
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The field test revealed that those interviewed have several concerns
that the department will need to be sensitive to while gathering feedback
from community leaders. There was, for example, a strong demand upon the
part of those interviewed for anonymity and assurances that their responses
would be held in strict confidence. These assurances were given, and were
reinforced by the department's use of a non-profit criminal justice re-
search organization to conduct the interviews. This research organization
suggested that the confidentiality and anonymity could be further guaranteed
by using a university to conduct the interviews. In spite of these safe-
guards, the interviewer encountered substantial reluctance upon the part
of municipal officials to participate in the interviews. Some felt it was
inappropriate to officially comment upon other divisions of government.
This was especially true for judges who had frequent contact with the
police. The interviewers found that comments were often guarded and
cautiously given. In spite of these problems, the field test department
found the process worthwhile and is considering its use in the future.
Those who conducted the test felt that if the interviews were conducted
periodically, anonymity was preserved and the department reviewed the
comments in a positive way, then more extensive and valuable feedback
could be gathered in the future. Decisions to replicate the interviews
in the future were further supported by the value of the information
gathered, and the complimentary reviews of the department expressed by
those interviewed. '

SUMMARY

Exhibit 1 illustrates the potential contribution of the PPPM
system to a department's Performance Measurement capabilities. The
exhibit contains two types of comparisons. First, columns two and three
compare the extent to which the departments participating in the field
test were measuring the PPPM effectiveness objectives. A review of the
budgets in each department indicated that only four of the PPPM objectives
were currently being measured. This finding confirms the results of a
review of performance measurement in a large number of police agencies
conducted by the PPPM developers prior to the field test. Their review
indicated that performance measurement was very limited. They found that
data from crime prevention and control measures, like the number of
crimes and clearance by arrest, were common. However, except for some
traffic and community satisfaction measures, little attention was paid
- to conflict resolution, service and adminstration measures. Departments
currently collect substantial amounts of information, but do not always
collate and format it in a way that makes it useful for monitoring per-
formance, making decisions), constructing budgets or evaluating programs.
An even more serious problem is that police management has generally
failed to connect the data they do collect to the objectives they are
trying to achieve. Perhaps if the departments used a system of objectives,
like the PPPM system, data. currently collected would take on new meaning
and become a more useful management tool. -
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COMPARISON OF PPPM OBJECTIVES TO OBJECTIVES USED

EXHIBIT 1

BY THE FIELD TEST

® & e e < e e ¢ ¢

DEPARTMENTS

Number of PPPM Number Measured||{Number Similar Number of Outcome
Objectives Objectives by Field Test Department Qut- Objectives Mea-
Departments come Objectives sured by Depart-
ments
1. Crime
Prevention 6 0 3 3
2. Crime
Control 15 1 3 1
3. Conflict
Resolution 3 0 3 1
4. Services 12 1 6 2
5. Administra-
tion 10 2 4 0
TOTAL 46 4 19 7




One could argue that the PPPM objectives and measures are so rigidly
constructed and specific that even good police management information sys-
tems would be judged inadequate in comparison to them. The fourth and
fifth columns of Exhibit 1 offer an opportunity to compare the kind of out-

‘come objectives and measures that the field test departments were using at -

the beginning of the field test. The departments had 19 outcome objectives
in their budgets which were similar to those contained in the PPPM system.
Of these 19 outcome objectives, the departments were measuring only seven
objectives. The analysis suggests that the PPPM system provides a theo-
retical framework as well as a measurement tool to more comprehensively
measure the effectiveness of law enforcement services.

Several features of the PPPM system commend it as a tool that law
enforcement administrators and city officials should consider as an im-
portant management information source. First, the objectives and measures
in the system are structured so that they can be used by city officials
to overview the law enforcement function and support decision-making
needs. It can enable city officials to review the functions performed by
police, to frame and answer relevant policy questions concerning public
safety, and to develop jointly with the police performance-oriented
budgets. Second, the PPPM system can support police administrators in
accurately assessing how effectively their departments are operating.

It can also provide the information needed to make decisions concerning
the use of resources and hold individual command personnel responsible
for the effective operation of their units.

A third important feature of the PPPM system is that it contains a
comprehensive list of 46 objectives that cover many of the basic
police missions. Departments may want to supplement this list by
adding objectives to meet special needs. However, most departments
should find the 46 objectives sufficient for measuring their public safety
mandate. For departments that want to develop their own objectives and .
measures, the format of the system makes it possible. It should be noted that
the  final report contains a msthodology for developing a measurement -system.
The description of how to build a measurement system and the methodology
upon which it is based is a very important part of the PPPM system. It is
relevant to police administrators and program evaluators alike. It can enable
police administrators to evaluate the adequacy of their current objectives
and measures and to develop an improved performance measurement system. In
a similar way, it can be used by program evaluators to design measurable ob-
jectives, The five at:ributes (Outcome Objective, Measurability, Achieva-
bility, Quality and Fidelity) present the heart of the PPPM system's
objective and measurement development process. Whether applied to _
established measures or used to develop new measures, they represent a very
powerful measurement and evaluation tool. By evaluating the extent to
which objectives and measures meet the five attributes, police administrators
can improve the usefulness of their management information systems.

Comparison of the PPPM system to the performance measures used in
the field test departments prior to the field test indicated that the
PPPM system could substantially improve the ability of the departments -
to measure their performance. The PPPM system was found to offer two
advantages. First, it contains a comprehensive set of objectives. There
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were 46 measurable objectives compared to only 19 objectives in the .
budget documents of the field test departments. Second, the PPPM system
contains both objectives and related measures. 1t exhibits the attributes
of fidelity which were not found consistently in the departments' mea-
sures. Although the field test departments had objectives in their budgets,
only a few of these objectives were outcome oriented and measurable.

These evaluation findings confirmed a trend found by the PPPM developers
in surveying the status of police performance measurement. In a large
number of law enforcement agencies their review indicated that perfor-
mance measurement was not well understood and was used only in a very
limited way by police administrators.

User feedback concerning the objectives varied according to the
departments' perceptions of the police mission, its need to develop a
comprehensive measurement system, and the interest of departmental
commanders responsible for the field test. On the whole, the response
to the objectives and measures was positive. Since completion of the
field test in June of 1978, one of the departments has incorporated most
of the objectives into its management information and budget system. A
second city has petitioned city government to support further testing
and possible adoption of the PPPM system. The third city in the field
test has decided to rely upon portions of the PPPM system and a locally
developed system of management by objectives.

The Technology Transfer Process — External Supports

The PPPM research effort and field test typify one of the methods
used by NIJ to develop and transfer innovative technology and mana-
gerial systems to operating criminal justice agencies. This method can
be described as the research, development, and diffusion model of tech-
nology transfer. The model has several sequential steps and is based
upon the assumption that the more successfully each stage is completed,
the greater the likelihood an innovation will gain widespread acceptance
and use. The five steps in the model are:

development in a research setting

-testing and demonstration in the field
communication to potential users

. testing by other users

. adoption or rejection based upon these tests

(V. RV SN

The PPPM development and field test represent the first two steps in this
model.

The PPPM developers provided each department with considerable
support to facilitate completion of the field test. 1In fact, the level
of support and monitoring was considerably greater than that found in
most LEAA sponsored demonstration programs. The PPPM developers provi-
ded each department with the objectives and measures to be tested, a field
test plan and schedule, instructions for gathering data and computing
measures, monthly monitoring and technical assistance visits, training
seminars, and a small grant. The primary differences between the way
NIJ conducts demonstration programs and the PPPM field test were the
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size of the grant and the level of on-site technical assistance. Whereas
LEAA provides rather sizable grants and a very limited -amount of on-site

technical assistance, the PPPM developers emphasized on-site staff support
and only minimal grant funding. '

Although the PPPM developers used the same transfer techniques in
each field test department, the results achieved varied from open accep-
tance of the system and a decision to implement it to a rejection of the
system in favor of a locally developed management by objectives system.
The varied reactions of the departments to the field test experience
suggest some tentative conclusions concerning the research, development,
and diffusion model.

(1) The approach can enable police practitioners to benefit
from technical and managerial developments that would have
been difficult and expensive to develop in operational
settings. Although individual departments could create
their own effectiveness measurement systems, the costs in-
volved would be very high.

(2) The successful completion of one stage in the model does
not necessarily guarantee the completion of successive
stages. Two factors may account for the lapses in the
sequential diffusion of the technology. First, the model
may be too general or too specific in nature to meet the
needs of potential adoptors without modification. Second,
the model assumes a passive role on the part of the
adopting agency. It does not take into account organiza-
tional factors like the role of middle managers, rank and
file resistance, or competing priorities that affect
innovative efforts.

Departmental Implementation - Internal Supports

Innovation is an extremely complicated process that is affected by
a range of factors including the nature of the technology and the tech-
nology transfer process as well as the environment into which the tech-
nology is being introduced. The way each of the departments received
the PPPM system had a major impact upon the extent to which the goals
of the field test were accomplished. Although the field test represented
an experiment with performance measurement rather than a comprehensive
effort to implement a new management information system, the intensity
and scope of the test made it a likely example for studying the internal
issues involved in innovation. Because the field test affected police
personnel, their duties, work relationships, and police accountability
issues, it aroused both interest and hostility. The evaluation identi-
fied five factors which supported or hindered implementation of the field
test in each site.

First, city interest and the commitment of city funde to the field
test acted as an important force in enabling the departments to complete
the test. In two cities, the commitment of city funds to support the
field test contributed significantly to the departments' ability to meet the
goals of the field test and to become thoroughly familiar with the PPPM
system and productivity measurement. In the third site, the decision
of the city not to appropriate special funds to support the field test
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may have inhibited implementation. The field test experience suggests
that a city's strong initial commitment to an innovation can be an im-

portant consideration in transferring technologies.

Second, the interest and support of the police department command
staff played a determining role in the successful completion of the field
test. The earlier and more consistent such support is, the more likely
the program is to be implemented. Furthermore, the development of a
“change agent", who was willing to take. responsibility for the field test
greatly facilitated its completion.

Third, the relationship between the PPPM developers and the department
affected the course of the field test. Where PPPM staff and department
interest in performance measurement were similar, a strong working relar
tionship developed, and the field test moved forward. Where the goals
of the PPPM staff and department differed, a sense of common purpose did
not develop, and completion of the test was impaired.

Fourth, the commitment of departmental resources to an immovative
program is an important implementation factor. 1In addition to monetary
support, however, the field test experience suggests that two factors
contributed to the success of the field test. These were the commitment
of resources to hire professional staff to manage the field test and
collect the data and the emergence of a change agent to guide the field
test. In the one department where these commitments were not made, the

field test fared poorly.

Fifth, the field test experience suggested that the more closely
an externally developed technology fits the management information needs
of an organization, the more likely it will be tested, accepted, and
implemented. Unless an innovation meets the needs of an organization,
those transferring the technology can expect to have to alter their pro-
gram to better fit local concerns.
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A CAFETERIA
OF
MEASUREMENT TOOLS

PART 1
CRIME PREVENTION
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PART I

TOOLS TO MEASURE
CRIME PREVENTION OBJECTIVES

This part of the Cafeteria sets forth tools to measure police
effectiveness in the area of crime prevention. Sets of tools--
each of which contains one measurable objective, and at least one
measure, computation instruction, and performance standard--are
organized into three broad categories that correspond to common
crime classifications. Each broad category is in turn subdivided
into two parts, reflecting two different approaches to measuring
crime levels.

Part I objectives relate to the prevention of crime. In the
past, police agencies have been reluctant--and rightfully so--to
accept full responsibility for reducing crime levels. Crime is
a complex phenomenon, influenced by a multitude of social pressures.
It is unrealistic to hold the police to account for this single-
handedly.

On the other hand, it is almost universally agreed that police
have some responsibility for crime prevention. No system of per-
formance measurement would be complete or credible without some
provision for assessing success in the prevention of crime. Thus
the tools in this Part are offered not as a final solution, but as
a temporary stop-gap, to suffice until more satisfactory measurement
techniques are devised. The user will find these a significant
improvement over previous methods. Many have already found that
advance sufficient to warrant adoption.

Minimize Crime

To improve the measurement of crime prevention (as with the
other subject areas), all measurable objectives are expressed in
terms of optimizing (minimizing, in this case) crime levels rather
than the more absolute reducing. In many contexts, the forces
that promote crime are so powerful that there is nothing the police
can do to reduce crime; the best police can hope for is to temper
the rate of increase. This should be recognized and expressed in
the goal statement. All the crime prevention objectives read, "to
minimize the level..." of crime.

Preventability

A second provision of the crime preventior. objectives sharpens
the focus of measurement by narrowing the range of offenses under
consideration. There are always some crimes that the police--no
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matter what tactics might be employed--could never prevent, while
there are others that are more susceptible to police act1v1t1es.

As 'a means of gauging police effectiveness more precisely, three
criteria’ exclude ‘from consideration those crimes that are clearly
inaccessible to police patrol and, therefore, "unpreventable."

That is, the only crimes for whlch the police department is to be
held to account in this instance are those that occur in places to
which police have- recurrent, legal access. Crime prevention objec—'
tives, therefore, read, "to minimize the level of... crimes that '
are preventable under the following circumstances: .

‘e in public,

e in commercial ‘or 1ndustr1al establlshments that are
: pollce hazards, or e

e in situations where police assistance could have been .
provided in time to prevent a crime or an escalation of

‘the incident to a crime."

Dual Data Sources

Technical measurement problems have plagued all previous
attempted to appraise police success at crime Prevention. The most
glaring of these is the fact that prevention cannot be measured
directly, because the focus of the effort--a potentlal crime that
did not occur--~is not an event.

The only way this problem can be dealt with is to approach it
1nd1rectly. Since one cannot count prevented crimes, one must count
crimes that did occur and make some expert, profes51onal, or policy .
Judgment whether, in light of all the surrounding env1ronmental
condltlons, that flgure is as low as 1t can be.

The second technical'problem involves the manner in which the
number of crimes that have been committed is calculated. The usual
" and traditional practice, followed with the Uniform Crime Reports,
is to count the number of crimes that are reported to tHe police.
However, it is known that different people report (or fail to report)
offenses to the police in different patterns, and even the same
peoplé report in dlfferent ways at different times. So when the
rate of reported burglarles goes up, it is never really known whether
the level of burglaries that actually occurred went up or the people
just changed their reporting practices.

To keep track of crime rates without regard to reporting practices,
a special measurement technique has been devised. Called the
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victimization survey, this procedure estimates crime levels by
polling a representative sample of citizens. Each is asked whether
he/she has become the victim of a crime during the preceeding year.

While it solves some of the defects of the UCR method, the
victimization survey technique presents problems of its own. One
of the most prominent of these is the technique's complexity and
the need for outside, professional help in using it.

Since neither the UCR nor the survey technique is a wholly
satisfactory method of gauging crime levels, the PPPM system makes
provision for usinag both tools. For every class of "preventable"
crime (violent, major property, etc.), there are two objectives.

One points to minimizing reported crime (as measured by the UCR
technique), while the other stresses minimizing total crime (as
calculated from a victimization survey). Reliance on either objec-
tive in exclusion of the other is not recommended if it can be
avoided. Rather, it is suggested.that a combination of the two
approaches, carefully considered at appropriate (and often different)
intervals, may make the most sense of police experience with crime
prevention.

Community Expectations

A third, significant feature of the crime prevention
measurement tools is the fashion in which they deal with lesser
(Part IT) offenses. Not every crime, even among lesser offenses,
is as important as all others. Some officials may feel that their
police agencies should be judged by their success in preventing all
major crimes, but only certain, selected offenses of lesser moment.
They may claim that they are not as concerned about preventing minor
violations like drunkenness or vagrancy, as much as they care about
more serious crimes such as assault and arson. Their assessment
scheme, therefore, should reflect this emphasis.

The measurement tools are designed to accommodate such a concern.
Rather than lumping all Part II crimes together, the objectives and
measures treat each category separately. Further, they contend that
these lesser offenses should be minimized and measured not in the
absolute, but consistent with community expectations. This wording
permits each community to tailor the measurement tools to its own
needs, selecting for consideration only those crimes deemed appro-
priate to its own priorities.

Crime Prevention Objectives

The objectives and other tools in this Part are organized as
follows:
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‘Number : . Objective

l1.1.1 To minimize...reported, major, "preventable"
crimes against persons...

1.1.2 To minimize...total, major, "preventable"
crimes against persons...

1.2.1 To minimize...reported, major "preventable"
crimes against property...

1.2.2 To minimize...total, major, "preventable"
crimes against property...

1.3.1 To minimize, consistent with community
expectations...reported, lesser, "preventable"
crimes...

1.3.2 To minimize, consistent with community

expectations...total, lesser, "preventable"
crimes...

Productivity measurement of crime prevention is not practical
under the PPPM system.
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MEASUREMENT SET 1.1.1

MEASURABLE OBJECTIVE 1.1.1

To minimize the number of those major, violent crimes against

persons:

homicide

forcible rape
robbery

aggravated assault

that are preventable under the following
circumstances:

in public,

in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or

in situations where police assistance could have
been provided in time to prevent a crime or
an escalation of an incident to a crime,

as estimated from crimes reported to the police.

CORE EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE E1.1.1

Rate of

that are

those major, violent crimes against persons:

homicide

forcible rape
robbery

aggravated assault

preventable under the following

circumstances:

per 1,00
the poli

in public,

in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or

in situations where police assistance could have
been provided in time to prevent a crime or
an escalation of an incident to a crime,

0 population, as estimated from crimes reported to
ce.
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Data Source: Enhanced Crime Reports
Related Measures: El.2.1, E1.3.1

Data Availability: Generally available with minor
revisions to forms.

Minimum Study Period: One Month

Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $3,000 (Separate); $5,000
Measurement Interval: Monthly, Quarterly, Yearly (Cluster)
Directionality: Down

One very important segment of police responsibility
for crime prevention deals with the four major
crimes against persons. It is clear, however, that the
police cannot be held accountable for criminal events that
take place in areas where they do not have direct access;
e.g., in the privacy of a person's home, inside buildings
generally, or on private property to which the public does
not have access. This objective (and its associated
measures) seek to narrow the scope of police crime prevention
responsibility by restricting consideration to crimes that
take place in areas where the police might be expected to
have access. Thus the department is held to account only
for those crimes that have some possibility of prevention.

Data for this measure are taken from crime incident
reports. To facilitate tabulation, the typical report form
may be enhanced by four gquestions which explicitly set out
the preventability criteria.
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VARQO1l - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
homicide during study period.

VAR0Q02 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
forcible rape during study period.

VAR003 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
robbery during study period.

VAR004 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
aggravated assault during study period.

VAROO5 - The current resident population of the jurisdiction.

DATA ELEMENT DEFINITIONS

1. Reported occurrences of the crimes specified are
usually documented in official crime reports. The source
document is the crime report completed by the investigating
patrol officer. Many crimes, as reported, are later dis-
covered to be unfounded or improperly classified. Following
UCR practice, if these unfoundings or errors cannot be
corrected in time to be reflected on the current month's
tabulation, subsequent reports should be adjusted.

2. The four crime categories represent the Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part I person offenses. Definitions thus
adhere to the specifications of the federal Uniform Crime
Reporting Handbook (latest revision).

3. A jurisdiction's current resident population is that
established by the latest official (government) survey or
estimate.

4, Preventable circumstances:

(a) In public refers to an area where the police
could have or would have had access to the incident by virtue
of its location in the "public sector" of the community.

For each jurisdiction the areas to which police legally have
direct access may vary, and therefore what is "public" must
be governed by the convention of specific communities. The
intent here is to identify areas within which crimes occur
and the police have general patrol responsibility which
theoretically could result in the prevention of crime.
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(b) Commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards are the premises of specific estab-
iishments for which the police have been given or have taken
formal responsibility for crime prevention. The rationale
here is that there are certain known areas within cities
where the police are aware of recurring criminal acts, and
the police themselves or a municipal body will request that
such premises be inspected or surveilled on a regular basis.
In these instances the police have access and the opportunity
to prevent crime, because, for all practical purposes they
have assumed jurisdiction. Examples, shown in Figure 1, the
report addendum, include bars, liquor stores, convenience
stores, pool halls, and massage parlors.

(c) Situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime relates to (1) the
adequacy of response time and (2) what happens after the
police have or should have arrived, following police notifi-
cation of an incident requiring their assistance. Average
response time, by priority of call, must be determined in
advance. Due to the various stages of development of
departmental dispatch systems, the point at which the police
should be held responsible for prevention can vary in three
ways. If the department has good data on its response time
capabilities, an average figure can be used to serve as the
time at which responsibility is assumed. If the agency does
not know its response time capability, but the chief is
willing to stipulate a reasonable value, then this estimate
can be used. If average response time cannot be determined
or estimated, then the crime can be considered preventable
only if it occurs subsequent to police arrival on the scene.

(d) Escalation of the incident to a crime refers
to the progression of a conflict (pre-crime) incident into
one of the four crimes specified, or the commission of a
second major, violent offense while officers are present on
the scene. To count an offense as preventable under this
criterion the crime must have occurred subsequent to police
arrival and prior to departure.
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Figure 1

CRIME REPORT ADDENDUM

PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX:

1.

Did the crime occur in an area where police have direct
access or legal jurisdiction, such as:

@ On a public street e In a public‘area
e In an area normally e In any other "public
patrolled by police sector" of the community
/ / YES / / NO

Did this crime occur on the premises of one of the
following types of establishments? (Specify which by
placing an "X" in appropriate box below.)

/__/ Bar, Cocktail Lounge, etc.
/__/ Massage Parlor, etc.

[::7 Liquor Store

L::7 Pool Room, Game Room, etc.
/__/ Convenience Store

/__/ YES /__/ NO

Did this crime occur after police arrival and before
departure? (If crime is in progress upon arrival,
answer "NO.")

[/ YES /[ _/ WO

Did the nature of the crime escalate in police presence?
That is, after police arrived, did the crime incident
progress from say an assault to an assault with a

deadly weapon?

/__/ YES /__/ NoO
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Y VAROO1l thru VAR004
El.1.1 =

.001 x (VAROOS)

To calculate the measure E1.1.1, add the number of

reported occurrences of "preventable" homicide (VAR001l),
rape (VAR002), robbery (VAR003), and aggravated assault
(VAROO4). Multiply the resident population (VAR005) by
one-thousandth (.001). Divide the total "preventable"
crimes by the "adjusted" (multiplied) population. The
resulting value represents the rate of reported occurrences
of "preventable" major violent crimes against person.

1.

The data required for this measure deal solely with
reported Part I person crimes (homicide, forcible rape,
robbery, and aggravated assault) that are preventable. To
satisfy these requirements, two determinations must be made:

. offense type
. whether or not the offense was preventable.

The type of offense is determined in precisely the same
manner for this measure as for the Uniform Crime Reports.
Therefore, data collection procedures should be integrated
into the regular, UCR case accounting system.

Source Document

The source document that contains the data elements

required to compute this measure (that is, both type of
offense and "preventable" circumstances of crime occurrence)
is the department's crime report. Many departments may
choose to modify their forms to facilitate collection of
preventability data. An example of guestions that will
provide the appropriate information is given in the crime
report addendum shown in Figure 1.
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2. Tabulation Form

The Reported Offense Tabulation Form (Form 1) is
designed for hand tabulating Part I person offenses that
meet one or more of the "preventability" criteria. Provision
is also made on the form for tabulating data pertaining to
Part I property crimes and selected Part II offenses, data
elements that are required to compute subsequent measures.
The form is divided into three sections, Part I person
crimes, Part I property crimes, and selected Part II crimes.
The numbers of "preventable" offenses (in each crime
category) are tabulated in the column labelled Preventable
Occurrences.

3. Tabulation Procedures

Using the Reported Offense Tabulation form, tabulate
"preventable" offenses (crimes) using the following procedures
and decision rules:

a. Offense type. The type of offense is determined
in precisely the same manner for this measure as for the
Uniform Crime Reports. Therefore, data collection procedures
should be integrated into the regular, UCR case accounting
system.

b. "Preventable" circumstances. The department's
crime (incident) report should incorporate questions similar
to those shown in the crime report addendum, Figure 1. An
affirmative response to any of the four questions indicates
that the offense should be counted as "preventable." A
negative response to all four indicates a crime that is not
"preventable."

c. Tabulation. If an offense can be classified as
"preventable," mark one preventable occurrence in the appro-
priate crime category row on the Reported Offense Tabulation
Form. If more than one crime is shown on the crime report,
follow UCR practice and tabulate only the most serious
offense that meets one of the preventability criteria. All
Part I and the selected Part II offenses are tabulated, even
though this measure is restricted to Part I person offenses.
Subsequent measures (E1.2.1, E1.3.1) will make use of the
tabulated Part I property and Part II offense information.
For reference, see the completed sample tabulation form
attached.

After all "preventable" offenses have been tabulated,
sum the tabulations in each offense category of Part I
and II crimes and enter the total in the column labelled
“"Number." These totals provide the offense data elements
(VAROO1 thru VAR004) required to compute this measure.
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P REPORTED OFFENSE TABULATION FORM

El.2.1
Bl 30

QFFENSE PREVENTABLE OCCURRENCES - | wumeq

gC&BNTERFEEHNG;”-~~~~-*"
g?RAua o
xﬁnaszzLEMEnf

_ﬂpaasrztursax FTE v1ce
SEX OFFENSES - _
’Nkaccrzc ORUS VIOL&HO&
;GAMaLiuc -
| OFFENSES AGAWST THE FANILY § CHILOREN
DRIVING UNDER INFLUENCE ™~ -

LIQUOR AW ?!0LA¥10NS
fsauwxssN£ss - "
“DISORDERLY CONDUCT

OIHER LESSER OFFENSES

PAGE OF STUDY PERIOD

FORM 1
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After the number of "preventable" crimes in each
category were tabulated, each offense type was totalled.
Enter the number of reported "preventable" crimes in each
offense category on the following lines of the worksheet
(Form 2):

. preventable homicides--1line 1;

. preventable rapes--line 2;

. preventable robberies--line 3;

. preventable aggravated assaults--line 4.

Add lines 1 thru 4, and enter the total on line 5.
Line 5 represents the total "preventable" Part I person
crimes, for computation of this measure.

Enter on line 6 the population of the jurisdiction (city,
county, etc.) based on the latest official government (state
or federal) survey. Multiply the population by .001 (to
facilitate calculating the rate of crime per 1,000 population)
and enter the result on line 7.

Divide line 5 by line 7 and enter the result on line 8.
Line 8 is the value of effectiveness measure E1.1.1, and
represents the extent to which the police are successful in
minimizing the four specified crimes.

APPLICABLE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

1. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. oOne year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. one year period
. five year period
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compared to change in the average rate for all cities
of similar population size

within the
within the
within the
within the

over last

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

one year period
five year period.

U.S.
UCR Region
same State
SMSA

Rate....compared to the average departmental rate
over last ten years.

External-Norm Effectiveness Measures

Rate....compared to the average rate for all cities
of similar population size

within the
within the
within the
within the

U.Ss.
UCR Region’
same State
SMSA.
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PPPM

NEASURE COMPUTATION

El.1.1

WORKSHEET

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

Enter the number of reported
occurrences of "preventable"
homicide (VAROOL)...oivrereonanecans

Enter the number of reported
occurrences of "preventable"
rape (VARDO2) ..ot enneenennsans

Enter the number of reported
occurrences of "preventable"
robbery (VAROO3) ..o ierenrnnrnnaeaenas

Enter the number of reported
occurrences of "preventable,"
aggravated assault (VAROO4)...........

Enter the total number of

reported occurrences of
"preventable," major crimes

against persons (sum lines

1 through 4) ...t iiiniieiiienennnnn,

6. Enter the current resident
population of the jurisdiction
(VAROODS) « e v eve v ccnesrencecennanannnns

7. Multiply line 6 by .001l.......c.0. ...

8. Divide line 5 by line 7, and enter
the rate of "preventable," major
crimes against persons, per 1,000
population. This is the value of
measure El.)l.l. ...ttt iiirenneennnnnnn







MEASUREMENT SET I.1.2

To minimize the number of those major, violent crimes
against persons:

. forcible rape
. robbery
. aggravated assault

that are preventable under the following
circumstances:

. in public,
in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or
in situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime or an
escalation of the incident to a crime

as estimated from a victimization survey.

Rate of those major, violent crimes against persons:

. forcible rape
. robbery
. aggravated assault

that are preventable under the following
circumstances:

. 1in public,

. in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or

. 1in situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime or an
escalation of the incident to a crime

per 1,000 population as estimated from a victimization
survey.

NOTE: The crime of homicide was not included in this
measure since "surveys have proven most successful in
estimating crimes with specific victims who understand
what happened to them and how it happened and who are
willing to report what they know." National Crime Survey
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Report, Criminal Victimization Surveys, A Comparison of
1972 and 1974 Findings, U.S. Department of Justice, Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, NCJISS, November
1976, p.l. Obviously, victims of homicide cannot become
respondents in a victimization survey.

ECTION INFORMATION

Data Source: Victimization Survey

Related Measures: El.2.2, El.3.2, E2.1.1, E2.1.2, E2.1.3
E2.1.4

Data Availability: Requires Special Public Survey
Minimum Study Period: One Year
Data Collection Mode: Special Purpose Collection

Estimated Cost of Collection: $20,000 (Separate)
$40,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Yearly or Less Frequent

Directionality: Down

To some degree a department's success in preventing
violent crime can be determined by watching the rate of
reported crime reflected in El.1l.1l. However the level of
crime that occurs in a community includes much crime that
never gets reported to the police, and thus police must
strive to prevent unreported offenses as well as those
known to the police. The most accurate method of obtaining
this information is the victimization survey.
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Data for this measure are taken from a victimization
survey, a methodical poll of community residents and
businesses, that gives an estimate of crime levels inde-
pendent of police reports. NOTE: The conduct of a victim-
ization survey is an intensely complicated, technical proce-
dure. To preserve required levels of accuracy, most police
departments prefer to hire-out the task to a private organ-
ization or governmental agency that is experienced in public
opinion survey techniques.

VAR0O06 - Number of occurrences (reported and unreported) of
"preventable” forcible rape during study period
determined by a victimization survey.

VAR0OO7 - Number of occurrences (reported and unreported) of
"preventable" robbery during study period determined
by a victimization survey.

VARO08 - Number of occurrences (reported and unreported) of
"preventable" aggravated assault during study period
determined by a victimization survey.

VAROO9 - Number of respondents in the victimization survey.

DATA ELEMENT DEFINITIONS

1. Number of occurrences of crime refers to the number
of offenses that take place during a specified period of time,
without regard to whether those offenses are reported to the
police. For the purposes of this measure, the number of
actual occurrences is estimated by conducting a survey of
victimization among residents of the jurisdiction.

2. The three crime categories represent the Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part I person offenses, excluding homicide.
Definitions thus adhere to the specifications of the federal
Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook (latest revision).
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3. Preventable circumstances:

(a) In public refers to an area where the police
could have or would have had access to the incident by
virtue of its location in the "public sector" of the com-
munity. For each jurisdiction the areas to which police
legally have direct access may vary, and therefore what is
"public" must be governed by the convention of specific
communities. The intent here is to identify areas within
which crimes occur and the police have general patrol respon-
sibility which theoretically could result in the prevention
of crime.

(b) Commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards are the premises of specific

establishments for which the police have been given or

have taken formal responsibility for crime prevention. The
rationale here is that there are certain known areas within
cities where the police are aware of recurring criminal acts,
and the police themselves or a municipal body will request
that such premises be inspected or surveilled on a regular
basis. In these instances the police have access and the
opportunity to prevent crime, because, for all practical
purposes they have assumed jurisdiction. Examples include
bars, liquor stores, convenience stores, pool halls, and
massage parlors.

(c) Situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime relates to (1) the
adequacy of response time and (2) what happens after the
police have or should have arrived, following police noti-
fication of an incident requiring their assistance. Average
response time, by priority of call, must be determined in
advance. Due to the various stages of development -of
departmental dispatch systems, the point at which the
police should be held responsible for prevention can vary
in three ways. If the department has good data on its
response time capabilities, an average figure can be used
to serve as the time at which responsibility is assumed.
If the agency does not know its response time capability,
but the chief is willing to stipulate a reasonable value,
then this estimate can be used. If average response time
cannot be determined or estimated, then the crime can be
considered preventable only if it occurs subsequent to
police arrival on the scene.

(d) Escalation of the incident to a crime refers
to the progression of a conflict (pre-crime) incident into
one of the three crimes specified, or the commission of a
second major, violent offense while officers are present




at the scene. To count an offense as preventable under
this criterion, the crime must have occurred subsequent to
police arrival and prior to departure.

Y. VAR0O6 thru VAR0OS

El.1.2 =

.001 x (VARO009)

To calculate measure El.1.2, add the number of occur-
rences of "preventable" rape (VAR006), robbery (VAR0O07),
and aggravated assault (VAR(008). Multiply the number of
respondents in the victimization survey (VAR009) by one-
thousandth (.001). Divide the total preventable crimes
determined by the survey by the "adjusted" (multiplied)
number of respondents. The resulting value represents the
estimated rate per 1,000 population of the actual occurrence
of "preventable" rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.

DATA TABULATION PROCEDURES

The design and conduct of a victimization survey is a
complex and highly technical task. Procedures must be
tailored to each jurisdiction, but should follow the methods
used in the National Crime Panel study by the United States
Bureau of Census. Procedures are detailed in Criminal
Victimization in the United States-1973: A National Crime
Survey Report, U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, NCJISS, December 1976. Survey
design and data collection for the measures requiring a
victimization survey (El.l1.2, El1.2.2, El.3.2. E2.1.1,
E2.1.2, and E2.1.3) would normally be the responsibility of
a consultant or an organization with the required expertise.
Citizens included in the sample of the jurisdiction surveyed
are interviewed and asked if they (or someone in their house-
hold) has been victimized during a specific time period.
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The Victimization Survey Data Entry Form (Form 3) is
used to enter data output from the analysis of the incident
information collected during the victimization survey. The
form makes provision for the entry of incident data for the
Part I offenses (except homicide) and selected Part II
offenses. Incident data for each offense category is entered
in terms of the number of preventable offenses (Col. 1),
number of non-preventable offenses (Col. 2), total number of
offenses (Col. 3), and the number of offenses reported to
the police (Col. 4). The form also makes provision for the
entry of the following general survey information: (1)
number of households, (2) number of refusals, (3) total
sample size, and (4) total persons represented. As a refer-
ence for data entry, see the completed sample Victimization
Survey Data Entry Form (Form 3).

For E1.1.2, the number of "preventable" and "non-
preventable" rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults is
entered in Columns 1 and 2, respectively, on the data entry
form (see Form 3). At the bottom of the data entry form,
enter the (1) number of households, (2) number of refusals,
(3) total sample size, and (4) total persons represented in
the victimization survey.

From the Victimization Survey Data Entry Form, transfer
the number of "preventable" offenses to the following lines
of the worksheet (Form 4):

. preventable rapes--line 1;
. preventable robberies--line 2;
. preventable aggravated assaults--line 3.

Add lines 1 thru 3, and enter the total on line 4. On
line 5 enter the number of respondents in the victimization
survey. Multiply the number of respondents by .001 (to
facilitate calculating the rate of crime per 1,000) and enter
the result on line 6.

Divide line 4 by line 6 and enter the result on line 7.
Line 7 is the value of the effectiveness measure E1.1.2, and
represents the extent to which the police are successful in
minimizing the three specified crimes.
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PRPPM
NEASURES
E1.1.2
£1.2.2
£1.3.2
£2.1.1
£2.1.2
E2.1.3

VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
DATA ENTRY FORM

] moweeR
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012

006"
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013

007
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'T‘QIaEa ASSAGLIS
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faasa&
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: FORGERY
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VANOAL!SM

025

018

SEX OFFENSES

- 026

018

OFFENSES AGAINST
FARILY AKD CHILOREN

par

020,

FORM 3

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS

NUNBER OF REFUSALS

TOTAL SAMPLE SIZE

VAROOS
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1. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. one year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. one year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average rate for all cities
of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over last

. one year period
. five year period.

3. Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average departmental rate
over last ten years.

4. External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average rate for all cities
of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA.
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PP PM ¢ ¢ ® ® ® ® ® ®
nErsuRE COMPUTATION WORKSHEE
El.1.2
SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS COMPUTATION PROCEDURE
1. Enter the number of occurrences 5. Enter the number of respondents
of "preventable" rape (VAR0OO06)........ in the survey (VAROO9).....cceveevsen.
2. Enter the number of occurrences 6. Multiply line 6 by .00l........cccuce..
of "preventable" robbery (VARO07).....
7. Divide line 5 by line 7. This
3. Enter the number of occurrences figure is the rate of "preventable"
of "preventable" aggravated major crimes against persons, per
assault (VAROOB)....vveeeeeencveecncne 1,000 population. This is the
value of El.1.2...ccieicreneecnnnnanes
4. Enter the number of occurrences

of "preventable" major crimes
against persons (sum lines 1
through 3) ...ttt nnnennns

Form 4







MEASUREMENT SET 1. 2.1

To minimize the number of those major crimes against
property:

. burglary
. larceny
. vehicle theft

that are preventable under the following
circumstances:

. in public,

. 1n commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or

. 1in situations where police assistance could have
been provided in time to prevent a crime or
an escalation of the incident to a crime,

as estimated from crimes reported to the police.

° 'CORE EFPECTIVENESS MEASURE E1.2.1°

Rate of those major crimes against property:

. burglary
. larceny
. vehicle theft

that are preventable under the following
circumstances:

in public,
. in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or
. in situations where police assistance could have
been provided in time to prevent a crime or
an escalation of the incident to a crime,

per 1,000 population, as estimated from crimes reported
to the police.
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DATA COLLECTION INFORMATION

Data Source: Enhanced Crime Reports
Related Measures: El.1.1, E1.3.1

Data Availability: Generally available with minor
revisions to forms.

Minimum Study Period: One Month

Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $3,000 (Separate); $5,000
(Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Monthly, Quarterly, Yearly

Directionality: Down

" RATIONALE

A second very important segment of police responsibility
for crime prevention deals with the three major (Part I)
crimes against property. As with Objective 1.1.1, it is clear
that police cannot be held accountable for preventing offenses
that are not accessible. Thus, this objective and measure
also seek to narrow the scope of police crime prevention
responsibility by applying the same preventability criteria
as El.1.1.

Data for this measure, as for gl.l.1l, are taken from
crime incident reports. To facilitate tabulation, the
typical report form may be enhanced by four questions which
explicitly set out the preventability criteria.
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VAR0O10 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
burglary during study period.

VARO1ll - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
larceny during study period.

VAR(012 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
vehicle theft during study period.

VAR0OOS5 - The current resident population of the jurisdiction.

DATA ELEMENT DEFINITIONS

1. Reported occurrences of the crimes specified are
usually documented in official crime reports. The source
document, as in E1l.1.1, is the crime report completed by
the investigating patrol officer. Many crimes, as reported,
are later discovered to be unfounded or improperly classified.
Following UCR practice, if these unfoundings or errors cannot
be corrected in time to be reflected on the current month's
tabulation, subsequent reports should be adjusted.

2. The three crime categories represent the Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part I property offenses. Definitions
thus adhere to the specifications of the federal Uniform
Crime Reporting Handbook (latest revision).

3. A jurisdictions current resident population is that
established by the latest official (government) survey or
estimate.

4. Preventable circumstances:

(a) In public refers to an area where the police
could have or would have had access to the incident by
virtue of its location in the "public sector" of the
community. For each jurisdiction the areas to which police
legally have direct access may vary, and therefore what is
"public" must be governed by the convention of specific
communities. The intent here is to identify areas within
which crimes occur and the police have general patrol
responsibility which theoretically could result in the
prevention of crime.

-71-




(b) Commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards are the premises of specific
establishments for which the police have been given or
have taken formal responsibility for crime prevention.
The rationale here is that there are certain known areas
within cities where the police are aware of recurring
criminal acts, and the police themselves or a municipal
body will request that such premises be inspected or sur-
veilled on a regular basis. In these instances the police
have access and the opportunity to prevent crime, because,
for all practical purposes they have assumed jurisdiction.
Examples include bars, liquor stores, convenience stores,
pool halls, and massage parlors.

(c) Situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime relates to (1) the
adequacy of response time and (2) what happens after the
police have or should have arrived, following police notifi-
cation of an incident requiring their assistance. Average
response time, by priority of call, must be determined in
advance. Due to the various stages of development of
departmental dispatch systems, the point at which the
police should be held responsible for prevention can vary
in three ways. If the department has good data on its
response time capabilities, an average time can be used
to serve as the time at which responsibility is assumed.

If the agency does not know its response time capability, .
but the chief is willing to stipulate to a reasonable value
then this estimate can be used. If average response time
cannot be determined or estimated, then the crime can be
considered preventable only if it occurs subsequent to
police arrival on the scene.

(d) Escalation of the incident to a crime refers
to the progression of a conflict (pre-crime) incident into
one of the three crimes specified, or the commission of
a second major, violent offense while officers are present
on the scene. To count an offense as preventable under
this criterion the crime must have occurred subsequent to
police arrival and prior to departure.
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Figure 1

CRIME REPORT ADDENDUM

PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX:

1.

N

Did the crime occur in an area where police have direct
access or legal jurisdiction, such as:

® On a public street @ In a public.area
e In an area normally e In any other "public
patrolled by police sector" of the community

/_/ YES / _/ NO

Did this crime occur on the premises of one of the
following types of establishments? (Specify which by
placing an "X" in appropriate box below.) C

/__/ Bar, Cocktail Lounge, etc.
/__/ Massage Parlor, etc.

/__/ Liquor Store

/__/ Pool Room, Game Room, etc.
/__/ Convenience Store

v

YES /_/ NO

Did this crime occur after police arrival and before
departure? (If crime is in progress upon arrival,
answer "NO." :

/~7 s [T o

Did the nature of the crime escalate in police presence?
That is, after police arrived, did the crime incident
progress from say an assault to an assault with a

deadly weapon?

[7 s [T wo
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2. VAR010 thru VARO12
El.2.1 =

.001 x (VARO0O5)

To calculate the measure E1.2.1, add the number of
reported occurrences of "preventable" burglary (VAR010),
larceny (VARO1ll) and vehicle theft (VAR012). Multiply the
resident population (VAR005) by one-thousandth (.001).
Divide the total "preventable" crimes by the "adjusted"
(multiplied) population. The resulting value represents the
rate of reported occurrences of "preventable" major crimes
against property.

The data required for this measure deal solely with
reported Part I property crimes (burglary, larceny, and
vehicle theft) that are preventable. To satisfy these
requirements two determinations must be made as in El.1.1:

. offense type
whether or not the offense was preventable.

The type of offense is determined in precisely the same
manner for this measure as for the Uniform Crime Reports.
Therefore, data collection procedures should be integrated
into the regular, UCR case accounting system.

1. Source Document

The source document that contains the data elements
required to compute this measure (that is, both type of
offense and "preventable" circumstances of crime occurrence)
is the department's crime report. Many departments may
choose to modify their forms to facilitate collection of
preventability data. An example of questions that will
provide the appropriate information is given in the crime
report addendum shown in Figure 1.
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2. Tabulation Form

The Reported Offense Tabulation Form (Form 1) is
designed for hand tabulating Part I property crimes that
meet one or more of the "preventability" criteria. Pro-
vision is also made on the form for tabulating data
pertaining to Part I person crimes and selected Part II
offenses (see M1l.1l.1 for more detail on the form itself).

3. Tabulation Procedures

Using the Reported Offense Tabulation Form, tabulate
"preventable" offenses (crimes) using the following
procedures and decision rules:

a. Offense type. The type of offense is determined
in precisely the same manner for this measure as for the
Uniform Crime Reports. Therefore, data collection pro-
cedures should be integrated into the regular, UCR case
accounting system.

b. "Preventable" circumstances. The department's
crime (incident) report should incorporate questions similar
to those shown in the crime report addendum, Figure 1. An
affirmative response to any of the four questions indicates
that the offense should be counted as "preventable." A
negative response to all four indicates a crime that is not
"preventable."

c. Tabulation. If an offense can be classified as
"preventable," mark one preventable occurrence in the appro-
priate crime category row on the Reported Offense Tabulation
Form. If more than one crime is shown on the crime report,
follow UCR practice and tabulate only the most serious offense
that meets one of the preventability criteria. All Part I
and the selected Part II offenses are tabulated, even though
this measure is restricted to Part I property offenses. For
reference, see the completed sample tabulation form attached.

After all "preventable" offenses have been tabulated,
sum the tabulations in each offense category of Part I
and II crimes and enter the total in the column labelled
"Number." These totals provide the offense data elements
(VAR010 thru VAR01l2) required to compute this measure.
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PPPM

I REPORTED OFFENSE TABULATION FORM

£1.2.1
El. 3.0
OFFENSE PREVENTABLE OCCURRENCES NUNBER | VAR
PART - I PERSON (EE LI ’ -
}xomc:af
FORCIGLE a,;x_va 'f'?*'
ROBBERY N
assamraa ASSM}LT
-PART’ 1 pRopsRTY(st 2.1 PR, P
BURGLARY - 010
LARCENY o1t
vemu& THEFT 012
PART. I '_ i -
OTHER-ASSAULTS - , 016
ARSON: e 007
FORGERY -~ - . . 018
COUNTERFEITING - o 01y
FRAUD .~ © . 020
EMBEZZLEMENI S T 021
STOLEN Paopean”’?’? §§§§'§§s, 022
tisw o o 023

pxosnwmn an V!CE : 024 .
SEX OFFENSES o T 025
NARCOTIC  DRUG vmmmus 026
GAMBLING i 071
OFFENSES AGAINST rae FANILY & GRILOREN 928
DRIVING UNDER INFLUENGE 029
LIQUOR LAW VIOLATIONS - 1030
DRUNKEKNESS 031
DISORDERLY CONDUGT 037
OTHER LESSER OFFENSES

PAGE 0F STUDY PERIOD

FORM 1 76




After the number of "preventable" crimes in each cate-
gory were tabulated, each offense type was totalled. Enter
the number of reported "preventable" crimes in each offense
category on the following lines of the worksheet (Form 5):

. preventable burglaries--line 1;
. preventable larcenies--line 2;
. preventable vehicle thefts—--line 3.

Add lines 1 thru 3, and enter the total on line 4. Line 4
represents the total "preventable" Part I property crimes,
for computation of this measure.

Enter on line 5 the population of the jurisdiction
(city, county, etc.) based on the latest official govern-
ment (state or federal) survey. Multiply the population
by .001 (to facilitate calculating the rate of crime per
1,000 population), and enter the result on line 6.

Divide line 4 by line 6 and enter the result on line 7.
Line 7 is the value of the effectiveness measure Ml.2.1,
and represents the extent to which the police are successful
in minimizing the three specified crimes.

APPLICABLE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

l. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. One year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. one year period
. five year period
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compared to change in the average rate for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. "within the SMSA

over last

. one year period
. five year period.

3. Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average departmental rate
over last ten years.

4, External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average rate for all cities
of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
. within the same State.
. within the SMSA.
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PPPM

ek COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

El.2.1
SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS . COMPUTATIO PRC
1. Enter the number of reported 5. Enter the current resident
occurrences of "preventable" popoulation of the jurisdiction
burglary (VARO1O).....cieeeeeeencnenn. (VAROOS5) t i ittt ieseeversoaneansaananaens
2. Enter the number of reported 6. Multiply line 5 by .001l...............
occurrences of "preventable"”
larceny (VAROIl)........itieereecnnnnns 7. Divide the entry on line 4 by
the entry on line 6, and enter
3. Enter the number of reported the rate of reported occurrences
occurrences of "preventable” of "preventable" major crimes
vehicle theft (VAROl2).......ccveueenen against property, per 1,000
population. This is the value of
4. Enter the total number of measure El.2.1. .. .ctieiiirirncncanannas
reported occurrences of
"preventable" major crimes
against property (sum lines 1
through 3) ...ttt nneeenncens

Form 5




MEASUREMENT SET 1.2.2

To minimize the number of those major crimes against
property:

. burglary
. larceny
. vehicle theft

that are preventable under the following
circumstances:

. in public,

. in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or

. 1in situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime or an
escalation of the incident to a crime

as estimated from a victimization survey.

.. CORE EPFECTIVENESS: MEASUF

Rate of those major crimes against property:

. burglary
. larceny
. vehicle theft

that are preventable under the following
circumstances:

. in public,

. 1in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or

. 1in situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime or an
escalation of the incident to a crime

per 1,000 population, as estimated from a victimization
survey.

-80-




Data Source: Victimization Survey

Related Measures: El1.1.2, E1.3.2, E2.1.1, E2.1.2, E2.1.3
E2.1.4

Data Availability: Requires Special Public Survey
Minimum Study Period: One Year
Data Collection Mode: Special Purpose Collection

Estimated Cost of Collection: $20,000 (Separate)
$40,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Yearly or Less Frequent

Directionality: Down

 RATIONALE .

This objective and measure provide an indication of a
police agency's success in minimizing major property crimes.
Like E1.1.2 and El1.3.2, they aim to determine the total
level of offenses that occur in a community, including both
those that are reported to the police and those that go
unreported.

MEASUREMENT STRATEGY

Data for this measure, like El.1.2 and El.3.2, are
taken from a victimization survey, which is normally conduc-
ted on request or contract by a professional survey organiza-
tion outside the police department.
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VARO013

Number of occurrences (reported and unreported) of
"preventable" burglary during study period, deter-
mined by a victimization survey.

VARO14

Number of occurrences (reported and unreported) of
"preventable" larceny during study period, deter-
mined by a victimization survey.

VARO15 Number of occurrences (reported and unreported) of
"preventable" vehicle theft during study period,

determined by a victimization survey.

VAROO09

Number of respondents in the victimization survey.

s B0 R

1. Number of occurrences of crime refers to the number
of offenses that take place during a specified period of
time, without regard to whether those offenses are reported
to the police. For the purposes of this measure, as with
El.1.2, the number of actual occurrences is estimated by
conducting a survey of victimization among residents of the
jurisdiction.

2. The three crime categories represent the Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part I property offenses. Definitions
thus adhere to the specifications of the federal Uniform
Crime Reporting Handbook (latest revision).

3. Preventable circumstances:

(a) In public refers to an area where the police
could have or would have had access to the incident by
virtue of its location in the "public sector"” of the
community. For each jurisdiction the areas to which
police legally have direct access may vary, and therefore
what is "public" must be governed by the convention of
{ specific communities. The intent here is to identify areas
within which crimes occur and the police have general patrol
responsibility which theoretically could result in the
prevention of crime.
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(b) Commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards are the premises of specific
establishments for which the police have been given or
have taken formal responsibility for crime prevention.
The rationale here is that there are certain known areas
within cities where the police are aware of recurring
criminal acts, and the police themselves or a municipal
body will request that such premises be inspected or sur-
veilled on a regular basis. In these instances the police
have access and the opportunity to prevent crime, because,
for all practical purposes they have assumed jurisdiction.
Examples include bars, liquor stores, convenience stores,
pool halls, and massage parlors.

(c) Situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime relates to (1) the
adequacy of response time and (2) what happens after the
police have or should have arrived, following police notifi-
cation of an incident requiring their assistance. Average
response time, by priority of call, must be determined in
advance. Due to the various stages of development of
departmental dispatch systems, the point at which the
police should be held responsible for prevention can vary
in three ways. If the department has good data on its
response time capabilities, an average figure can be used
to serve as the time at which responsibility is assumed.
If the agency does not know its response time capability,
but the chief is willing to stipulate a reasonable value,
then this estimate can be used. If average response time
cannot be determined or estimated, then the crime can be
considered preventable only if it occurs subsequent to
police arrival on the scene.

(d) Escalation of the incident to a crime refers
to the progression of a conflict (pre-crime) incident into
one of the three crimes specified, or the commission of
a second major offense while officers are present on the
scene. To count an offense as preventable under this
criterion the crime must have occurred subsequent to
police arrival and prior to departure.
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Y VARO13 thru VARO15

El.2.2 =

.001 x VARO009

To calculate measure E1.2.2 add the number of occur-
rences of "preventable" burglary (VAR013), larceny (VAR01l4),
and vehicle theft (VARO01l5). Multiply the number of
respondents in the victimization survey (VAR009) by one-
thousandth (.00l1). Divide the total preventable crimes
determined by the survey, by the "adjusted" (multiplied)
number of respondents. The resulting value represents the
estimated rate per 1,000 population of the total occurrence
of "preventable" burglary, larceny, and vehicle theft.

The design and conduct of a victimization survey is a
complex and highly technical task. Procedures must be
tailored to each jurisdiction, but should follow the methods
used in the National Crime Panel study by the United States
Bureau of Census. Procedures are detailed in Criminal
Victimization in the United States - 1973; A National Crime

Survey Report, U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, NCJISS, December 1976.

Survey design and data collection for the measures requir-
ing a victimization survey (El.1.2, El.2.2, E1.3.2, E2.1.1,
E2.1.2, & E2.1.3) would normally be the responsibility of a
consultant or an organization with the required expertise.
Citizens in the sample of the jurisdiction surveyed are
interviewed and asked if they (or someone in their household)
has been victimized during a specified time period.

The format and content of the Victimization Survey Data
Entry Form (Form 3) were described under measure El.l.2.
For E1.2.2, the number of "preventable" and "non-preventable"
burglaries, larcenies, and vehicle thefts is entered in
columns 1 and 2, respectively, on the data entry form (see
Form 3).
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Et. 1.2
e€1.2.2
132
E2.1.1
E2.1.2
£2.1.3

VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
DATA ENTRY FORM

[ T
_TOUPOLICE -

REPORTED -

s o

021

Core

035 022

Riiy

FORGERY

b o - - s s e e

036 023

016

" COUNTERFEITING |

b s v s e b

031 024

EYE;

VANDALISH

038 025

018 .

SEX OFFENSES

038 026

0t9

OFFENSES AGAINST
FAMILY AND CHILDREN

040" 027

020

FORM 3

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS

NUMBER OF REFUSALS

TOTAL SAMPLE SIZE

VARO0S

-85~




From the Victimization Survey Data Entry Form, transfer
the number of "preventable" offenses to the following lines
of the worksheet (Form 6):

. preventable burglaries--line 1;
. preventable larcenies--line 2;
. preventable vehicle thefts--line 3.

Add lines 1 thru 3, and enter the total on line 4. On
line 5 enter the number of respondents in the victimization
survey. Multiply the number of respondents by .001 (to
facilitate calculating the rate of crime per 1,000) and
enter the result on line 6.

Divide line 4 by line 6 and enter the result on line 7.
Line 7 is the value of the effectiveness measure E1.2.2,
and represents the extent to which the police are successful
in minimizing the three specified crimes.

1. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. one year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. one year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average rate for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA
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over last

. one year period
. five year period.

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average departmental rate
over last ten years.

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average rate for all cities’
of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA.
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MEASURE

El.2.2

COMPUTATION

WORKSHEET

1. Enter the number of occurrences
of "preventable" burglary (VARO1l3)....

2. Enter the number of occurrences
of "preventable" larceny (VAROl4).....

3. Enter the number of occurrences
of "preventable" vehicle theft
(VARO1S5)........ ceeescesacenescnsesnas

4, Enter the number of occurrences
of "preventable" major crimes
against property (sum lines 1
through 3)..ccciiiiiieriiieininecenneans

Enter the number of respondents
in the victimization survey
(VAROO9) . v v v vnven cesens cesseseseane . e

Multiply line 5 by .001l.......cc0uv...
Divide line 4 by line 6. This

figure is the estimated rate of
"preventable" major crimes against

‘property, per 1,000 population.

It is the value of El.2.2....ccceeccenn

Form 6




MEASUREMENT SET 1.3.1

To minimize, consistent with community expectations, the
number of each of the lesser crimes against persons and
property, including:

. other assaults
. arson
forgery
. counterfeiting
. fraud
embezzlement
stolen property: buying, receiving, possessing
. vandalism
prostitution and commercialized vice
sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution,
and commercialized vice)
. narcotic drug laws
. gambling
. offenses against the family and children
. driving under the influence
. liquor law violations
. drunkenness
. disorderly conduct
other lesser offenses

that are preventable under the following circumstances:

. 1in public,

. in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or

. 1in situations where police assistance could have
been provided in time to prevent a crime or
an escalation of the incident to a crime

as estimated from crimes reported to the police.

CORE EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE E1.3.1

Rate of each of the lesser crimes against persons or property,
includinag:

other assaults
. arson
. forgery
counterfeiting
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. fraud

. embezzlement

. stolen property: buying, receiving, possessing

. vandalism

. prostitution and commercialized vice

. sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution,
and commercialized vice)

. narcotic drug laws

. gambling

. offenses against the family and children

. driving under the influence

. liquor law violations

. drunkenness

. disorderly conduct

. other lesser offenses

that are preventable under the following specified
circumstances:

. in public,

. in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or

. in situations where police assistance could have
been provided in time to prevent a crime or an
escalation of the incident to a crime

per 1,000 population, as estimated from crimes reported
to the police.

Data Source: Enhanced crime reports
Related Measures: El.1l.1, E1l.2.1

Data Availability: Generally available with minor
revisions to forms.

Minimum Study Period: One month

Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $3,000 (Separate); fS 000
Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Monthly, Quarterly, Yearly

Directionality: Down
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A third important area of police responsibility for
crime prevention involves selected minor (Part II) offenses.
Again (as with objectives 1.1.1 and 1.2.1), the scope of
this responsibility is restricted by the "preventability"”
criteria. An important addition incorporated into this
measure is the notion of community expectations. That is,
not every jurisdiction asks its police agency to give special
attention to preventing every type of lesser crime. In recog-
nition of this fact, E1.3.1 is to be tailored by each locality]
so as to measure only those Part II offense categories for
which the police have agreed to be held accountable.

EASUREMENT STRATEGY

Data for this measure, as for E1.1.1 and El.2.1, are
taken from crime incident reports. To facilitate tabulation,
the typical report form may be enhanced by four questions
which explicitly set out the preventability criteria.

' DATA ELEMENTS

VAROl6 - Number of reported occurrences of all other
"preventable" assaults during study period.

VARO17 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable
arson during the study period.

VAR018 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
forgery during the study period.

VARO19 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
counterfeiting during the study period.

VAR020 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
fraud during the study period.

VARO21 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
embezzlement during the study period.
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VAR022 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
stolen property offenses (buying, receiving, and
possessing) during the study period.

VAR0O23 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
vandalism during study period.

VAR024 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
prostitution and commercialized vice during study
period.

VARO25 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution,
and commercialized vice) during the study period.

VAR026 - Number of reported occurrences of violations of the
narcotic drug laws evaluated as "preventable"
during the study period.

VAR027 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
gambling during study period.

VAR028 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
offenses against the family and children during
the study period.

VAR029 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable” |
driving under the influence during study period. |

VAR030 - Number of reported occurrences of violations of the
ligquor laws evaluated as "preventable" during the
study period.

VAR031 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
drunkenness during study period.

VAR032 - Number of reported occurrences of "preventable"
disorderly conduct during study period.

VAR033 - Number of reported occurrences of other "preventable"
lesser offenses during the study period.

VAR0OOS5 - The current resident population of the jurisdiction.

1. Reported occurrences of the crimes specified are
usually documented 1in official crime reports. The source
document, as in E1l.1.1 and El.2.1, is the crime report comple-
ted by the investigating patrol officer. Many crimes, as
reported, are later discovered to be unfounded or improperly
classified. Following UCR practice, if these unfoundings
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or errors cannot be corrected in time to be reflected on
the current month's tabulation, subsequent reports should
be adjusted.

2. The crime categories listed represent the Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part II lesser offenses. Definitions
thus adhere to the specifications of the federal Unifdrm
Crime Reporting Handbook (latest revision). Specific crimes
to be considered in this measure must be determined by each
locality.

3. A jurisdiction's current resident population is
that established by the latest official (government) survey
or estimate.

4. Preventable circumstances:

(a) In public refers to an area where the police
could have or would have had access to the incident by
virtue of its location in the "public sector" of the
community. For each jurisdiction the areas to which police
legally have direct access may vary, and therefore what is
"public" must be governed by the convention of specific
communities. The intent here is to identify areas within
which crimes occur and the police have general patrol
responsibility which theoretically could result in the
prevention of crime.

(b) Commercial or industrial establishments that
are police hazards are the premises Oof specific establish-
ments for which the police have been given or have taken
formal responsibility for crime prevention. The rationale
here is that there are certain known areas within cities
where the police are aware of recurring criminal acts, and
the police themselves or a municipal body will request that
such premises be inspected or surveilled on a regular basis.
In these instances the police have access and the opportunity
to prevent a crime, because for all practical purposes they
have assumed jurisdiction. Examples include bars, liquor
stores, convenience stores, pool halls, and massage parlors.

(c) Situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime relates to (1) the
adequacy of response time and (2) what happens after the
police have or should have arrived, following police noti-
fication of an incident requiring their assistance. Average
response time, by priority of call, must be determined in
advance. Due to the various stages of development of
departmental dispatch systems, the point at which the
police should be held responsible for prevention can vary
in three ways. If the department has good data on its
response time capabilities, an average time can be used
to serve as the time at which responsibility is assumed.
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If the agency does not know its response time capability,
but the chief is willing to stipulate to a reasonable
value, then this estimate can be used. If average response
time cannot be determined or estimated, then the crime can
be considered preventable only if it occurs subsequent to
police arrival on the scene.

(d) Escalation of the incident to a crime refers
to the progression of a conflict (pre-crime) incident into
one of the crimes specified, or the commission of a second
such offense while officers are present on the scene. To
count an offense as preventable under this criterion the
crime must have occurred subsequent to police arrival and
prior to departure.

VAR016, VAR017, VARO01S,
VAR019, VAR020, VARO021,
VAR022, VAR023, VARO024,
VAR025, VAR026, VARD27,
VAR028, VAR029, VARO030,
VARO031, VAR032, VARO033

ELl1.3.1 =
.001 x VAROOS

To calculate measure E1.3.1, the number of each of the
selected, reported "preventable" lesser offenses (VAROl6,
VAR017, VAR018, VAR019, VAR020, VAR021, VAR022, VAR023,
VARO24, VAR025, VAR026, VAR027, VAR028, VAR029, VARO030,
VARO31l, VAR032, VAR033) enters the computation individually.
Multiply the resident population (VAR00S5) by one-thousandth
(.001). Then divide the number of each of the "preventable"
lesser crime by the "adjusted" (multiplied) population. The
resulting values represents the rate of reported occurrences
of each of the "preventable" lesser crimes against person
and property.
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Figure 1

CRIME REPORT ADDENDUM

PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX:

1. Did the crime occur in an area where police have direct
access or legal jurisdiction, such as:
e On a public street e In a public area
e In an area normally e 1In any other "public
patrolled by police sector" of the community
/ / YES / / NO
2, Did this crime occur on the premises of one of the

following types of establishments? (Specify which by
placing an "X" in appropriate box below.)

/ / Bar, Cocktail Lounge, etc.
/ / Massage Parlor, etc.
/ / Liquor Store
/ / Pool Room, Game Room, etc.
/- / Convenience Store
/ / YES / / NO
3. Did this crime occur after police arrival and before
departure? (If crime is in progress upon arrival,

answer "NO.")

/7 s /77 wo

4. Did the nature of the crime escalate in police presence?
That is, after police arrived, did the crime incident
progress from say an assault to an assault with a
deadly weapon?

/__/ YES /_/ NO
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The data required for this measure deal solely with
reported lesser, Part II crimes that are preventable. To
satigfy these requirements, two determinations must be made,
as in E1.1.1 and E1.2.1:

. offense type
. whether or not the offense was preventable.

The type of offense is determined in precisely the same
manner for this measure as for the Uniform Crime Reports.
Therefore, data collection procedures should be integrated
into the regular, UCR case accounting system.

1. Source Document

The source document that contains the data elements
required to compute this measure (that is, both type of
offense and "preventable" circumstances of crime occurrence)
is the department's crime report. Many departments may
choose to modify their forms to facilitate collection of
preventability data. An example of questions that will
provide the appropriate information is given in the crime
report addendum shown in Figure 1.

2. Tabulation Form

The Reported Offense Tabulation Form (Form 1) is
designed for hand tabulating the Part I1 lesser offenses
that meet one or more of the "preventability" criteria.
Provision is also made on the form for tabulating data
pertaining to Part I person and property crimes (seeE1l.1l.1
for more detail on the form itself).

3. Tabulation Procedures

Using the Reported Offense Tabulation Form tabulate
"preventable" offenses (crimes) using the following pro-
cedures and decision rules:

a. Offense type. The type of offense is determined
in precisely the same manner for this measure as for the
Uniform Crime Reports. Therefore, data collection pro-
cedures should be integrated into the regular, UCR case
accounting system.

b. "Preventable" circumstances. The department's
crime (incident) report should incorporate questions similar
to those shown in the crime report addendum. An affirmative
response to any of the four questions indicates that the
offense should be counted as "preventable." A negative
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oswes) REPORTED OFFENSE TABULATION FORM

El.2.1
El 3.0

PART I L e o S e

TOTHER ASSAULTS.

ARSON

FORGERY

GCOUNTERFEITING -

FRAUD

EMBEZZLEMERT

AR : (Bu_’l;:k‘f.'CE-!»VE‘;-:-
- STOLEN PROPERTY """ pocsrgy)

VANDALISH '

PROSTITUTION AND VICE-

SEX QFFERSES

NARCOTIC DRUG VIOLATIONS

GAMBLING

OFFENSES AGAINST THE FAMILY & CHILOREN

DRIVING UNDER INFLUENCE

LIQUOR LAW VIOLATIONS

DRUNKENNESS

DISORDERLY CONDUCT

OTHER LESSER OFFENSES

PAGE 0F STUDY PERIOD

FORM 1
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response to all four indicates a crime that is not
"preventable."

c. Tabulation. If an offense can be classified as
"preventable,” mark one preventable occurrence in the appro-
priate crime category row on the Reported Offense Tabulation
Form. If more than one crime is shown on the crime report,
follow UCR practice and tabulate only the most serious
of fense that meets one of the preventability criteria. The
Part II offenses shown in the effectiveness measure are
listed in their order of seriousness, from the most serious

All Part I and the selected Part II offenses are tabulated,
even though this measure is restricted to Part II lesser
offenses. For reference, see the completed sample tabula-
tion form attached.

After all "preventable" offenses have been tabulated,
sum the tabulations in each offense category of crimes and
enter the total in the column labelled "Number." These
totals provide the crime data elements (VAR0l6 thru VAR033)
required to compute the individual components of this
measure.

(other assaults) to the least serious (other lesser offenses).

After the number of "preventable" crimes in each
category were tabulated, each offense type was totalled.
Enter the number of reported "preventable" crimes in each
offense category on the following lines of the worksheet
(Form 7):

. "preventable" other assaults--line 1;

. '"preventable" arson--line 2;

. "preventable" forgery--line 3;

. "preventable" counterfeiting--line 4;

. "preventable" fraud--line 5;

"preventable" embezzlement--line 6;

. "preventable" stolen property: buying, receiving,
possessing--1line 7;

. "preventable" vandalism--line 8;

. "preventable" prostitution and commercialized
vice--line 9;
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"preventable" sex offenses--line 10;
"preventable" violations of narcotic drug laws--
line 11;
. "preventable" gambling--line 12;
. "preventable" offenses against the family and
children--1line 13;
"preventable" driving under the influence--
line 14;
. "preventable" violations of the liquor laws--
line 15;
. "preventable" drunkenness--line 16;
. '"preventable" disorderly conduct--line 17;
. "preventable" lesser offenses--line 18.
The number of "preventable offenses in each category are
entered on the worksheet. Each line represents the number
of incidents of each Part II crime for the computation of

this measure.

Enter on line 19 the population of the jurisdiction
(city, county, etc.) based on the latest official govern-
ment (state or federal) survey. Multiply the population
by .001 (to facilitate calculating the rate of crime per
1,000 population) and enter the result on line 20.

Divide lines 1-18 by line 20 and enter the results
on lines 2la - 21r, which present the values of the effec-
tiveness measure E1.3.1, that is the extent to which the
police are successful in minimizing the specified lesser

crimes.

APPLICABLE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

1. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. one year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. one year period
. five year period
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compared to change in the average rate for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSa

over last

. one year period
. five year period.

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average departmental rate
over last ten years. '

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average rate for all cities
of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region

. within the same State
within the SMSA.
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PPPM

L COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

El.3.1

 SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS =

Enter the total number of:

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

le.

17.

18.

Preventable all other assaults (VAROlIB).....oeeueeeeeeencaens
Preventable acts of arson (VARDLI7) i ittt ieeetecsncconannnnns

Preventable stolen property: buying, receiving,
possessing (VARDZ22) ... vttt eneeecaonacsoacanncsascacanees

Preventable acts of vandalism (VARD23).....ccuvrenvcacacvens
Preventable prostitution/commercialized vice (VARO24).......

Preventable sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution
and commercialized vice) (VARD25) .. ...ttt iieeecscaasnnnans

Preventable narcotic drug law violations (VARO26)...........
Preventable gambling violations (VARO27).....c.eceicencncenns

Preventable offenses against the family and children
(VAROD28) «te et innsoncanocncsecennasssnsennsasassncassssnsnss

Preventable instances of drunk driving (VARO29).............
Preventable liquor law violations (VARO30).......ceciveccaan
Preventable drunkenness violations (VARO3l).........ceecun..
Preventable disorderly conduct violations (VARO32)..........
Preventable forgery (VAROLB) vt eveeieeeeerencensaeacnnennans
Preventable counterfeiting (VARD19).......iiiiriirenennnns
Preventable fraud (VARO20) ... ...t iieinrannanooecnnnnss
Preventable embezzlement (VAROZ21)......ctieereccennnccnccons

Other preventable lesser offenses (VARO33).........c.00.. cene
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COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

19. Enter the current resident population of the
jurisdiction (VAROOS5)............. cetseeanes e eecraseenenn

20. Enter the resident population of the jurisdiction (line 19)
multiplied by .001.........c00vun.. e taessecsssseceoaoanns

21. Divide entries on lines 1 through 18 by entry on line 20,
and enter the rate of each Part II crime, per 1,000
population. These are the values of E1.3.1:
a. All other assaults............ ceeeecnne ceeitssesaassesan
b. Arson......cceceee.. cececsscsaesesanan ceesececenenes .
c. Forgery violations........ fcesesecaseaes e eseseansenan
d. Counterfeiting violations...... it cesererasaesareacanes
e. Fraud violations........... e ceeeceenaen ceeeeeaeenn
f. Embezzlement violations.............. Ceeceieaenaan ceoe
g. Stolen property...... et cseessessesassacsatsseesaensons
h. Vandalism.....cceceeeecennn. Ceecersesesasaceenesesasanen
i. Prostitution/commercialized vice....cciceirecsceconnens
j. Sex offenses............. cheeeeen checsccsssenaranacanen
k. Narcotic drug law violations..... ceesseeaaene cesceveens
1. Gambling violations..... ceesecessanasannn teseseresecsns
m. Offenses against family and children.........ccocaaa..
n. Drunk driving...... e cceectssssasaacenns cecasesecaceennn
o. Liquor law violations........ cesseaann cesaseaanneacesns .
p. Drunkenness.............. creenn ceeeeenen ceeseseereneccn
g. Disorderly conduct violations...........cctieeeisnecnne
r. Other lesser violationsS.......ceeirereeeececcnccecncnns

Form 7
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MEASUREMENT SET 1.3.2

To minimize, consistent with community expectations, the
number of each of the lesser crimes against persons and
property, including:

. all other assaults
. arson
. forgery
. counterfeiting
. vandalism
sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution
and commercialized vice)
. offenses against the family and children

. other lesser offenses

that are preventable under the following circumstances:

. 1in public,
in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or
. in situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime or an
escalation of the incident to a crime

as estimated from a victimization survey.

CORE EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE E1.3.2

Rate of each of the lesser crimes against persons and
property, including:

. all other assaults
. arson
. forgery
. counterfeiting
vandalism
sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution
and commercialized vice)
of fenses against the family and children
other lesser offenses

that are preventable under the following circumstances:

in public,
in commercial or industrial establishments
that are police hazards, or
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. 1in situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime or an
escalation of the incident to a crime

per 1,000 population as estimated from a victimization
survey.

Data Source: Victimization Survey

Related Measures: E1.1.2, E1.2.2, E2.1.1, E2.1.2, E2.1.3
E2.1.4

Data Availability: Requires Special Public Survey
Minimum Study Period: One Year
Data Collection Mode: Special Purpose Collection

Estimated Cost of Collection: $20,000 (Separate)
$40,000 (Cluster)
Measurement Interval: Yearly or Less Frequent

Directionality: Down

Like 1.1.2 and 1.2.2, this objective establishes a
goal of preventing lesser offenses that occur in a community,
including both those that are reported to the police and
those that go unreported. And like 1.3.1, the objective
incorporates the feature of community expectations, allowing
Ccities to select among specific Part IT offenses, to tailor
the measure to fit their own crime prevention priorities.
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& MEASUREMENT :‘STRATEGY -

Data for this measure, like E1.1.2 and E1.2.2, are
taken from a victimization survey, which is normally conduc-
ted on request or contract by a professional survey
organization outside the police department.

0 DATA BELEMENTS .

VAR034 - Number of occurrences, (reported and unreported)
of "preventable" other assaults during the study
period, determined by the victimization survey.

VAR035 - Number of occurrences, (reported and unreported)
of "preventable" arson during the study period,
determined by the victimization survey.

VAR036 - Number of occurrences, (reported and unreported)
of "preventable" forgery during the study period,
determined by the victimization survey.

VAR037 - Number of occurrences, (reported and unreported)
of "preventable" counterfeiting during the study
period, determined by the victimization survey.

VAR038 - Number of occurrences, (reported and unreported)
of "preventable" vandalism during the study period,
determined by the victimization survey.

VAR039 - Number of occurrences, (reported and unreported)
of "preventable" sex offenses (except forcible rape,
prostitution, and commercialized vice) during study
period, determined by the victimization survey.

VARC40 - Number of occurrences, (reported and unreported)
of "preventable" offenses against the family and
children during the study period, determined by the
victimization survey.

VAR0O09 - Number of respondents in the victimization survey.
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1. Number of occurrences of crime refers to the number
of offenses that take place during a specified period of
time, without regard to whether those offenses are reported
to the police. For the purposes of this measure, as with
E1.1.2 and E1.2.2, the number of actual occurrences is
estimated by conducting a survey of victimization among
residents of the jurisdiction.

2. The crime categories represent selected Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part II offenses. Definitions thus adhere
to the specifications of the federal Uniform Crime Reporting
Handbook (latest revision). Specific crimes to be considered
in this measure must be determined by each locality.

3. Preventable circumstances:

(a) In public refers to an area where the police
could have or would have had access to the incident by
virtue of its location in the "public sector" of the
community. For each jurisdiction the areas to which police
legally have direct access may vary, and therefore what is
"public" must be governed by the convention of specific
communities. The intent here is to identify areas within
which crimes occur and the police have general patrol
responsibility which theoretically could result in the
prevention of crime.

(b) Commercial or industrial establishments that
are police hazards are the premises of specific establish-
ments for which the police have been given or have taken
formal responsibility for crime prevention. The rationale
here is that there are certain known areas within cities
where the police are aware of recurring criminal acts, and
the police themselves or a municipal body will request that
such premises be inspected or surveilled on a regular basis.
In these instances the police have access and the opportunity
to prevent crime, because, for all practical purposes they
have assumed jurisdiction. Examples include bars, liquor
stores, convenience stores, pool halls, and massage parlors.

(c) situations where police assistance could be
provided in time to prevent a crime relates to (1) the
adequacy of response time and (2) what happens after the
police have or should have arrived, following police noti-
fication of an incident requiring their assistance. Average
response time, by priority of call, must be determined in
advance. Due to the various stages of development of
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departmental dispatch systems, the point at which the
police should be held responsible for prevention can vary
in three ways. If the department has good data on its
response time capabilities, an average figure can be used
to serve as the time at which responsibility is assumed.
If the agency does not know its response time capability,
but the chief is willing to stipulate a reasonable value,
then this estimate can be used. If average response time
cannot be determined or estimated, then the crime can be
considered preventable only if it occurs subsequent to
police arrival on the scene.

(d) Escalation of the incident to a crime refers
to the progression of a conflict (pre-crime) incident into
one of the crimes specified, or the commission of a second
offense while officers are present on the scene. To count
an offense as preventable under this criterion the crime
must have occurred subsequent to police arrival and prior
to departure.

MEASURE COMPUTATION FORMULA

VAR034, VARO035, VARO036,
VAR037, VAR038, VARO039,
VARO040

El.3.2 =

.001 x VARO0O09

To calculate measure El.3.2, the number of each of the
selected "preventable" lesser offenses (VAR034, VAR035,
VAR0O36, VARQ037, VAR038, VAR039, VARO040) enters the computa-
tion individually. Multiply the number of respondents in the
victimization survey (VAR009) by one-thousandth (.001).

Then divide the number of each of the preventable lesser
crimes uncovered in the survey by the "adjusted" (multiplied)
number of respondents. The resulting value represents the
estimated rate of each of the "preventable" lesser crimes,
per 1,000 population, regardless of whether these crimes were
reported to the police.

=107~




+ DATA- PABULATION PROCEDURE

The design and conduct of a victimization survey is a
complex and highly technical task. Procedures must be
tailored to each jurisdiction, but should follow the methods
used in the National Crime Panel study by the United States
Bureau of Census. Procedures are detailed in Criminal
Victimization in the United States - 1973; A National Crime
Survey Report, U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, NCJISS, December 1976.

Survey design and data collection for the measures
requiring a victimization survey (E1.1.2, E1.2.2, and E1.3.2)
would normally be the responsibility of a consultant or an
organization with the required expertise. Citizens in the
sample of the jurisdiction surveyed are interviewed and
asked if they (or someone in their household) has been
victimized during a specified time period. For E1.3.2, the
number of each "preventable" and "non-preventable" lesser
crime is entered in columns 1 and 2, respectively, on the
data entry form (see Form 3). The format and content of the
Victimization Survey Data Entry Form (Form 3) were described
under measure E1.1.2.

From the Victimization Survey Data Entry Form, transfer
the number of each of the "preventable" lesser offenses to
the following lines of the worksheet (Form 8):

. "preventable" all other assaults--line 1;
"preventable" arson--line 2;

. "preventable" forgery--line 3;

. "preventable" counterfeiting--line 4;

. "preventable" vandalism--line 5;

. "preventable" sex offenses--line 6;

. "preventable" offenses against the family

and children--1line 7.

The number of "preventable" offenses in each category are
entered on the worksheet.
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B2
Bl 2.2
€132
gE2.1.1
E2. 1.2
£2.1.3

VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
DATA ENTRY FORM

i R I N 3 & R TR

014

C0Es

CFORGERY .

016

© COUNTERFEITING

01t

VANODALISH

018

SEX OFFENSES

019

OFFENSES AGAINST
FARILY AND CHILOREN

020

FORM 3

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS

NUMBER OF REFUSALS

TOTAL SAMPLE SIZE

VAROQY
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Each line represents the number of incidents of each
Part II crime for the computation of this measure.

On line 8 enter the number of respondents in the
victimization survey. Multiply the number of respondents
by .001 (to facilitate calculating the rate of crime per
1,000) and enter the result on line 9.

Divide lines 1-7 individually by line 9 and enter the
results on lines 1l0a-10g. Lines 10a-10g represent the
values of the effectiveness measure E1.3.2, and indicate the
extent to which the police are successful in minimizing the
specified lesser crime.

1. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. oOne year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. one year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average rate for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over last

. one year period
. five year period.

3. Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average departmental rate
over last ten years.
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4. External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average rate for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. -within the SMSA.
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PP PM:

NEASURE

El.3.2

COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

 GUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

" T COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

Enter the total number of:

1. Preventable all other assaults
(VARO34) v e cvevecancnnaasnens ceecsessensen

2. Preventable acts of arson (VARO035)....

3. Preventable acts of forgery (VARO036)..

4. Preventable acts of counterfeiting
(VARD37) i e e et iieeeceacasnsonoanonnases

5. Preventable

10.

Enter the number of respondents in
the victimization survey (VARO1l0Q).....

Enter the number of respondents in
the victimization survey (line 8)
multiplied by .00l...cceitevecancenses
Divide entries on lines 1 through 7
by entry on line 9, and enter the
estimated rate of each preventable
Part II crime, per 1,000 population.
These are the values of El1.3.2:

(VARO38) . .cctv.. cceestssecstesenssnnne a. All other assaultS....cccceccanccns
6. Preventable sex offenses (except b. Arsonm............... ottt
forcible rape, prostitution and c. Forgery......... e cecceccencnascans
i ized vi VARO039)..... ceose .
commercialized vice) ( 39) d. Counterfeiting........... ceeenonne
7. Preventable offenses against the e. Vandalism......ceeerovanccecasenns
fami i VARO40) . e e eeeees
amily and children (VAR040) f. Sex offenses....ciciiieecncnecene
g. Offenses against family and
children......cieeeeeoneccccccansa
Form 8




A CAFETERIA
0F |
~ MEASUREMENT TOOLS

PART I
CRIME CONTROL
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PART II

TOOLS TO MEASURE
CRIME CONTROL OBJECTIVES

This Part presents tools for measuring a police department's
effectiveness in the control of crime. Objectives and measures are
organized into six broad categories, corresponding to success in
obtaining knowledge about crime, in closing cases, in conducting
thorough investigations, in returning stolen property, in protecting
constitutional rights, and in maintaining custody of prisoners.

Each broad category is further subdivided according to the needs of
its subject matter.

Crime Reporting Rates

A police force can do nothing to control crime unless it is
first informed about the occurrence of crimes. Therefore, a
fundamental objective for most agencies is to maximize their know-
ledge about the occurrence of crime. Objectives in this Part set
out measurable goal statements relating to knowledge about crime,
and the measures set out techniques for appraising success in this
arena. :

To determine the extent to which police are informed of the
occurrence of crimes, measures in this section return to the vic-
timization survey conducted in conjunction with Part I objectives.
As participants report being victimized by crime, each is asked
whether he or she made a police report on the offense.

Previous work with victimization surveys show that between
30% and 60% of all crimes get reported to the police, depending
on the types of crimes and on characteristics of the city and the
police department. Further information about victimization surveys
and reporting rates can be found in reports of the National Crime
Survey conducted by the federal Census Bureau for the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice.

Case Closures, Not Clearances

A second significant feature of the tools for measuring crime
control effectiveness is a substitution of the concept of case
closures for the more current clearances. Previous measurement
systems have often relied on case clearances as the sole indicators

1These reports have been published in many volumes, including
Criminal Victimization in the ‘United ‘States. See also James Garofalo,
Local Victimization Surveys: A Review of the Issues. Both documents,
are published in Washington, D.C. by the U.S. Government Printing Office.
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of investigative success. This practice has had limited utility
because it is overly narrow and mixes together a variety of dis-
similar -events.

The case closure scheme produces a more reliable indication’
of investigative success. Under this system, a successful closure
is indicated whenever a case investigation has reached some degree
of solution, and another body of the judicial system has passed
favorably on that conclusion. Successful closures may be recorded
by reason of formal diversion, prosecutor acceptance of the case, -
judicial acceptance of the case, or conviction. '

The advantage of the closure scheme over clearances is that
closures are less susceptible to artificial inflation, and they
allow for more detailed management of investigative success and
the progression of cases through the.criminal justice system. That
is, the closure system tells department and investigative commanders
not only how many cases reached the point of arrest (or "exception"),
but also how many cases made it through the prosecutor's screening,
through indictment, and how many continued on to conviction.

Case Investigation Ratings

The subsystem for measuring crime control effectiveness makes
provision for case investigation ratings. As each criminal case
is passed on for prosecution, the file is reviewed and rated, first
by the investigative supervisor (unsatisfactory files being returned
for further preparation), and then by the prosecutor. After pro-
secution, testimony is rated as well.

Property Returns

The recovery of stolen property and its return to the rightful
owner are very important facets of crime control. They may be the
most important to some victims. Yet previous measurement systems
have failed to produce a complete and standardized index of property
return.*

Two sets of tools have been provided relating to property
recovery. These include an objective that calls for maximizing the
value of stolen property that is returned to its owner, plus another set
of tools relating to the average length of time between loss and return.

* The UCR system provides for estimates of property stolen on
the monthly Supplement to Return A, but there is no formal accounting
of items recovered and returned to owners.
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Constitutional Adherence

Most measurement schemes neglect the important fact that
professional and ethical police investigators are limited in their
tactics by Constitutional standards of propriety. These systems
make it possible for unethical operators to show the appearance of
success at the expense of citizens' rights.

AJI's program for effectiveness measurement acknowledges the
precarious relation between performance measures and pressure for
unethical practice. As a control on this pressure, two objectives
and five measures have been included relating to the department's
adherence to legal and Constitutional investigating practices.

Prisoner Custody

Most police departments maintain some responsibility for the
custody of prisoners, if not through the maintenance of jail
facilities, at least in the transport of arrestees to a centrally
maintained, secure facility. The PPPM system makes provision for
custody issues in this crime control section. Three separate
objectives are recognized, involving security, safety, and the pro-
vision of legal rights.

Crime Control Objectives

The objectives and measures in this Part are organized as
follows:

Number Objective
2.1.1 To maximize police knowledge of...

major crimes against persons....

2.1.2 To maximize police knowledge of...
major crimes against property....

2.1.3 To maximize police knowledge of...
(selected) lesser crimes....

2.2.1 To maximize the successful closure of
major, violent crimes....

2.2.2 To maximize the successful closure of
major, property crimes....

2.2.3 To maximize the successful closure of
(selected) lesser offenses....
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Number Objective

2.3.1 To maximize the quality of case
preparation.
2.3.2 To maximize the quality of testimony given

in legal proceedings.

2.4.1 To maximize the...value of stolen...
articles that are returned to their owners.

2.4.2 To minimize the time that the owner of
stolen...articles is deprived of...that
property.

2.5.1 To minimize...complaints of violations of

Constitutional safeguards....

2.5.2 To minimize...verified violations of
" Constitutional safeguards....

2.6.1 To maximize the secure detention of persons
held in police custody.

2.6.2 To maximize the personal safety of persons
held in police custody.

2.6.3 To maximize the extension of legal rights
to persons held in police custody.

e
Productivity Measures
The PPPM system lists four measures of productivity in crime
control. These are:
P2.2.1 Total number of reported, major crimes against -

persons closed successfully...per employee-month
expended in the processing...of all major crimes
against persons.

P2.2.2 Total number of reported, major crimes against
property...that are closed successfully...per €
employee-month expended in the processing...
of all major crimes against persons.

P2.2.3 Number of each reported, lesser crime...that
are closed successfully...per employee-month
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expended in the processing...of all such lesser
crimes.

P2.4.1 Total value of all stolen...articles that are

returned to owners, per employee-year expended
in the...return of stolen...property.
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MEASUREMENT SET 2.1.1

To maximize the reporting of major crimes against persons:

. forcible rape
. robbery
. aggravated assault.

Proportion of the total (reported and unreported) major
crimes against persons:

. forcible rape
. robbery
. aggravated assault

that are reported to the police.

Data Source: Victimization Survey
Related Measures: E1.1.2, E1.2.2, E1.3.2, E2.1.2, E2.1.3

Data Availability: Requires Special Public Survey
Minimum Study Period: One Year
Data Collection Mode: Special Purpose Collection

Estimated Cost of Collection: $20,000 (Separate)
$40,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Yearly or Less Frequent

Directionality: Up
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One of the most fundamental elements of police effec-
tiveness in the control of crime involves the reporting of
crimes by the public. Before any action can be taken to
recover property or to apprehend and prosecute criminals,
the police must become apprised of the commission of offenses.
This objective articulates a department's intent to encourage
crime reporting; the measure, the ratio of reported, major
personal crimes of the total such crimes, is thus an important
indicator of a very basic constituent of police crime control
performance. )

 MEASUREMENT STRATEGY

Using victimization survey data, the measure presents a
reporting ratio for Part I, personal crimes.

-~ DATA ELEMENTS

VAR0Ol - Number of reported occurrences of forcible rape,
as determined by victimization survey.

VAR002 - Number of reported occurrences of robbery, as
determined by victimization survey.

VAR003 - Number of reported occurrences of aggravated assault,
as determined by victimization survey.

VAR008 - Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of forcible rape, as determined by victimization

survey.

VAR(009 - Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of robbery, as determined by victimization survey.

VAR010 - Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of aggravated assault, as determined by victimization

survey.
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1. Total occurrences (reported and unreported) refers
to the number of Part I, person offenses (reported and
unreported) that occurred, as disclosed by a sample of
respondents during a jurisdiction-wide victimization survey.

2. Reported occurrences refers to the number of Part I,
person offenses that occurred and that were reported to the
police, as disclosed by a sample of respondents during a
jurisdiction-wide victimization survey.

3. The three offense categories represent the Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part I person crimes, excluding homicide.
The rationale for the exclusion of the crime of homicide
was discussed under E1.1.2. Definitions adhere to the speci-
fications of the federal Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook
(latest revision).

Y. VAROOL thru VARO0O3

E2.1.1
Y. VAR008 thru VAR010

To calculate measure E2.1.1 add together the number of
forcible rapes (VAR00l), robberies (VAR002), and aggravated
assaults (VAR0O03) reported to the police. Then, add up the
total occurrences (reported and unreported) of forcible rape
(VAR0OO8) , robbery (VAR009), aggravated assault (VARO01l0).
Divide the total number offenses reported to the police
(VAROO1 thru VAR003) by the total number of occurrences
(VAROO8 thru VAR(01l0). The resulting value represents the
proportion of the total (reported and unreported) major
crimes against the person that are known to the police, as
estimated from a victimization survey.

-122-




As noted in El.1.2, the design and conduct of a victimi-
zation survey is a complex and technical task. Most police
departments will prefer to assign full survey responsibility
to a professional organization with expertise in this area.
In general, the methods used in the National Crime Panel
surveys should be adapted to the jurisdiction.

At the conclusion of the analysis of the victimization
survey data, the survey organization should provide summary
data for entry in the Victimization Survey Data Entry Form
(Form 3) described under El1.1.2. Summary data from the
survey is entered on Form 3 for (1) the total number of
crimes disclosed by respondents in the survey in each offense
category (column 3), and (2) the number of crimes in each
Part I category said to have been reported to the police
(column 4).

USING THE COMPUTATION WORKSHERT

From the Victimization Survey Data Entry Form, transfer
the total number of each of the Part I person offenses
(column 3) to the following lines of the worksheet (Form 10):

. total number of rapes--line 1;
. total number of robberies--line 2;
. total number of aggravated assaults--line 3.

Next, transfer the number of each of the Part I person
offenses reported to the police (column 4) from the data
entry form to the following lines of the worksheet:

. number of rapes reported to the police--line 4;

. number of robberies reported to the police--
line 5;

. number of aggravated assaults reported to the
police--line 6.

Add lines 1 thru 3, and enter the total on line 7.
Line 7 represents the total number of Part I, person offenses
(excluding homicide) disclosed by respondents during the
victimization survey. Add lines 4 thru 6, and enter the
total on line 8. Line 8 represents the total number of Part
I, person offenses (excluding homicide) that were reported
to the police.
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-PPPM
MEASURES

e VICTIMIZATION SURVEY

El 3.2

(21 DATA ENTRY FORM

£2.1.2
€2.1.3

CHEL NUMBER | 2. NUMBER NOF] 3. TOTAL:-

-;fpmmgmams,@f” ,:pmwfsgmz OFFEESES ‘?3

ff;OFffmse*

pnar I veasan

fAR!L‘{ klﬁ) CHILD RE

nuuasa or RESPOHDENTSD

NUMBER OF REFUSAL

_rorAL SAMPLE s&zs.
FORM 3 . E _
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Divide line 8 by line 7, and enter the result on line 9.
Line 9 is the value of effectiveness measure E2.1.1, and it
represents the extent to which police are informed of the
Part I, person offenses that are committed.

l. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. one year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. one year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average proportion for all
cities of similar population size

within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over the last

one year period
. five year period.

3. Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion ....compared to the average departmental
proportion over the last ten years.

4. External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion ....compared to the average proportion for
all cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
® . Within the same State
. within the SMSA.
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PPPM

E2.1.1

COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

Enter the total number of:

1. Rapes (VAROO8B) ...vveveneeeennneneenann
2. Robberies (VAROD9) .. veeieerrennnoennns
3. Aggravated Assaults (VARO1lO)..........

Enter the total number of the following
offenses that are reported to the police:

Enter the total number of Part I,
person offenses (sum line 1
through 3)...... i,

Enter the total number of Part I,
person offenses reported to the
police (sum lines 4 through 6)........

Divide the entry on line 8 by the
entry on line 7. Enter the proportion
of the total (reported and unreported)

|
=
N Part I, person offenses known to the
. AROOL) . v ittt ennnonnncencennne . s

? 4 Rapes (V. ) police; it is the wvalue of E2.1.1.....

5. Robberies (VAROO2).:.::ceeececconsnocns

6. Aggravated Assaults (VAROO3)......c...

Form 10
a a [ Y [ ] o o ® o




MEASUREMENT SET 2.1.2

MEASURABLE OBJECTIVE 2.1.2

To maximize the reporting of major crimes against property:

. burglary
larceny
vehicle theft.

Proportion of the total (reported and unreported) major
crimes against property:

. burglary
- larceny
. vehicle theft

that are reported to the police.

DATA COLLECTION INFORMATION

Data Source: Victimization Survey

Related Measures: El1.1.2, E1.2.2, E1.3.2, E2.1.1
E2.1.3

Data Availability: Requires Special Public Survey
Minimum Study Period: One Year
Data Collection Mode: Special Purpose Collection

Estimated Cost of Collection: $20,000 (Separate)
$40,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Yearly or Less Frequent

Directionality: Up
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This objective establishes a goal for the reporting
rate for major, property crimes.

Using victimization survey data, the measure presents
a reporting ratio for Part I, property crimes.

VAR004 - Number of reported occurrences of burglary, as
determined by victimization survey.

VAROO6 - Number of reported occurrences of larceny, as
determined by victimization survey.

VAR007 - Number of reported occurrences of vehicle theft, as
determined by victimization survey.

VARO1ll - Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of burglary, as determined by victimization survey.

VARO12 - Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of larceny, as determined by victimization survey.

VARO13 - Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of vehicle theft, as determined by victimization
survey.
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1. Total occurrences (reported and unreported) refers
to the number of Part I, property offenses (reported and
unreported) that occurred, as disclosed by a sample of
respondents during a jurisdiction-wide victimization survey.

2. Reported occurrences refers to the number of PartI,
property offenses that occurred and that were reported to
the police, as disclosed by a sample of respondents during
a jurisdiction-wide victimization survey.

3. The three offense categories represent the Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part I, property crimes. Definitions
adhere to the specifications of the federal Uniform Crime
Reporting Handbook (latest revision).

MEASURE COMPUTATION FORMU@A

> VAR004, VAR006, VARO0O7?

E2.1.2 =
). VARO1l thru VAROL3

To calculate measure E2.1.2, add together the number of
burglaries (VAR004), larcenies (VAR006), and vehicle thefts
(VAR007), reported to the police by the respondents. Then
add up the total occurrences (reported and unreported) of
burglary (VAROll), larceny (VAR012), and vehicle theft
(VARO13). Divide the total number of Part I, property
of fenses reported to the police (VAR004, VAR006, VAROO07) by
the total number of occurrences of Part I, property offenses
(VARO1l thru VAR013). The resulting value represents the
proportion of the total (reported and unreported) major
crimes against property that are known to the police, as
estimated from a victimization survey.
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As noted in El.1.2, the design and conduct of a
victimization survey is a complex and technical task. Most
police departments will prefer to assign full survey respon-
sibility to a professional organization with expertise in
this area. 1In general, the methods used in the National
Crime Panel surveys should be adapted to the jurisdiction.

At the conclusion of the analysis of the victimization
survey data, the survey organization should provide summary
data for entry on the Victimization Survey Data Entry Form
(Form 3), described under measure E1.1.2. The entry of

data on Form 3 was discussed under measure E2.1.1.

From the Victimization Survey Data Entry Form, transfer
the total number of each of the Part I, property offenses
(column 3) to the following lines of the worksheet (Form 11):

. total number of burglaries--line 1;
. total number of larcenies--line 2;
. total number of vehicle thefts--line 3.

Next, transfer the number of each of the Part I property
offenses that are reported to the police (column 4) from the
data entry form to the following lines of the worksheet:

. number of burglaries reported to the police--

line 4;

. number of larcenies reported to the police--
line 5;

. number of vehicle thefts reported to the police--
line 6.

Add lines 1 thru 3, and enter the total on line 7.
Line 7 represents the total number of Part I, property
offenses disclosed by respondents during the victimization
survey. Add lines 4 thru 6, and enter the total on line 8.
Line 8 represents the total number of Part I, property
offenses reported to the police.
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MEASURES |

e VIGTIMIZATION SURVEY

E1.3.2

(2 DATA ENTRY FORM

E2.1.2
£2.1.3

oL NUMBER |
VAR | REPORTED | VAR
i B

P = o 0 e

021 014

g 035 922 LN
CFQRGERY 036 023 016
COUNTERFEITING 937 024 o

TVANDALISH X 025 018
SEX OFFENSES 039 026 0ty

OFFENSES AGAINST ‘
FARILY AND CHILOREN 040 021 020

| : )
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS V,RROOB]

KUMBER OF REFUSALS l

) TOTAL SAMPLE SIZE
FORM 3
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Divide line 8 by line 7, and enter the result on line 9.
Line 9 is the value of effectiveness measure E2.1.2, and
represents the extent to which police are informed of the
Part I, property offenses that are committed.

-+ APPLICABLE PERFORM%NCE STANDARDS

1. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. one year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. one year period
! . five year period

compared to change in the average proportion for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over the last

. one year period
. five year period.

3. Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion ....compared to the average departmental
proportion over last ten years.

4. External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion ....compared to the average rate for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA.
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v v 9
PPPM

MEASURE

E2.1.2

COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

COMPUTATION PROCEDURE .

Enter the total number of:

1. Burglaries (VAROLl)......ecevinvucennn
2. Larcenies (VAROl2).....veeeereeeennnnns
3. Vehicle thefts (VARDOI3) eeeenveeeeecnnn

Enter the total number of the following
offenses that are reported to the police:

4. Burglaries (VAROO4).......vcvuuvcnseses
5. Larcenies (VAROOG)......veevencencncns
6. Vehicle thefts (VAROO7)...v.eveeceeeeenn.

Enter the total number of Part I
property offenses (sum lines 1
through 3).c.cieeeeieenecnsscsnnransans

Enter the total number of Part I
property offenses reported to the
police (sum lines 4 through 6)........

Divide the entry on line 8 by the
entry on line 7. Enter the proportion
of the total (reported and unreported)
Part I, property offenses that are
known to the police; it is the value
Of E2.1.2. . cuiceeeneceeenncncsnseanesns

Form 11




MEASUREMENT SET 2 . 3

MBAS RABLE. oaascwzvx 2.

To maximize the reporting of each lesser crime, consistent
with community expectations:

. other assaults
. arson
. forgery
. counterfeiting
. vandalism
sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution,
and commercialized vice)
. offenses against the family and children.
. other offenses

CORE EFFECTIVENESS ME&SURE EZ 1 3

Proportion of each (reported and unreported) lesser crime
(consistent with community expectations):

other assaults
. arson
. forgery
. counterfeiting
. vandalism
sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution,
and commercialized vice)
. offenses against the family and children
. other offenses

that are reported to the police.

<
Data Source: Victimization Survey
Related Measures: E1.1.2, E1.2.2, E1.3.2, E2.1.1, E2.1.2 ¢
E2.1.3
Data Availability: Requires Special Public Survey
Minimum Study Period: One Year
|
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Data Collection Mode: Special Purpose Collection

Estimated Cost of Collection: $20,000 (Separate)
$40,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Yearly or Less Frequent

Directionality: Up

This objective establishes a more detailed goal for
citizens' crime reporting trends by examining the reporting
rate for lesser crimes. The lesser crime categories listed
in this objective, as in 1.3.2, will be determined in
accordance with community expectations for crime control.

MEASUREMENT STRATEGY

Using victimization survey data, the measure presents
a reporting ratio for the Part II lesser crimes.

DATA ELEMENTS

VARO014 - Number of reported occurrences of other assaults,
as determined by the victimization survey.

VARO15 - Number of reported occurrences of arson, as
determined by the victimization survey.

VAROl6 - Number of reported occurrences of forgery, as
determined by the victimization survey.

VARO17 - Number of reported occurrences of counterfeiting,

as determined by the victimization survey.
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VARO18

VARO19

VAR020

VARO21

VARQ022

VAR023

VARO024

VARO025

VAR026

VARO027

Number of reported occurrences of vandalism, as
determined by the victimization survey.

Number of reported occurrences of sex offenses
(except forcible rape, prostitution, and commercial-
ized vice), as determined by the victimization survey.

Number of reported occurrences of offenses against
the family and childrxen, as determined by the
victimization survey.

Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of other assaults, as determined by the victimiza-
tion survey.

Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of arson, as determined by the victimization survey.

Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of forgery, as determined by the victimization
survey.

Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of counterfeiting, as determined by the victimiza-
tion survey.

Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of vandalism, as determined by the victimization
survey.

Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution,
and commercialized vice), as determined by the
victimization survey.

Number of total occurrences (reported and unreported)
of offenses against the family and children, as
determined by the victimization survey.

1.

to the number of each Part II offense (reported and unrepor-
ted) that occurred, as disclosed by a sample of respondents
during a jurisdiction-wide victimization survey.

2.

Part II offense that occurred and that was reported to the
police, as disclosed by a sample of respondents during a
jurisdiction-wide victimization survey.

Total occurrences (reported and unreported) refers

Reported occurrences refers to the number of each
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3. The seven offense categories represent the Uniform
Crime Reports (UCR) Part II crimes, excluding victimless
crimes and crimes which law enforcement agencies might not
be expected to be aware of, such as fraud and embezzlement.
Definitions adhere to the specifications of the federal
Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook (latest revision).

#COMPUTATION FORMULA, : .. 1o .

VAR(014, VAR01l5, VARO01l6, VAR017,
VARO21 VAR022 VARO023 VARO024

il

E2.1.3

VARO18, VARO019, VAR020

VARO025 VAR026 VARO027

To calculate the individual components of measure
E2.1.3, divide the number of offenses reported to the police
by the total number of occurrences for each of the lesser
crimes. The resulting values represent the proportion of
the total (reported and unreported) occurrences of each
lesser offense that are reported to the police, as estimated
from a victimization survey.

DATA TABULATION PROCEDURE

As noted in El1.1.2, the design and conduct of a victim-
ization survey is a complex and technical task. Most police
departments will prefer to assign full survey responsibility
to a professional organization with expertise in this area.
In general, the methods used in the National Crime Panel
surveys should be adapted to the jurisdiction.
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At the conclusion of the analysis of the victimization
survey data, the survey organization should provide summary
data for entry on the Victimization Survey Data Entry Form
(Form 3), described under measure E1l.1.2. Summary data
from the survey are entered on Form 3 for (1) the total
number of crimes disclosed by respondents in the survey in
each Part II offense category (column 3), and (2) the number
of crimes in each Part II category said to have been reported
to the police by the respondents (column 4).

From the Victimization Survey Data Entry Form, transfer
the total number of each of the Part II offenses (column 3)
to the following lines of the worksheet (Form 12):

. total number of occurrences of other assaults--
line 1;
. total number of occurrences of arson--line 2;
. total number of occurrences of forgery--line 3;
. total number of occurrences of counterfeiting--
line 4;
total number of occurrences of vandalism--line 5;
total number of occurrences of sex offenses--
line 6;
. total number of occurrences of offenses against
the family and children--line 7.

Next, transfer the number of each of the Part II offenses
reported to the police (column 4) to the following lines of
the worksheet (Form 12):

. number of other assaults reported
to the police--line 8;

. number of arsons reported to .the
police--1line 9;

. number of forgeries reported to the
police--1line 10;

. number of counterfeitings reported
to the police--11;

. number of vandalisms reported to
the police--~line 12;

. number of sex offenses reported to
the police--line 13;
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MEASURES
El.1.2
£l 22
€l 3.2
£2.1.1
£2.12
£2.1.3

VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
DATA ENTRY FORM

et

045

FORGERY

§2S

818

COUNTERFEITING -

024

PYE

vguba1lsn

025 |

018

e e s

026

ot9

OFFENSES AGMNST

SEX OFFENSES

FARILY AND CHILOREN

040 B2?

020

FORM 3

| NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS

NUMBER OF REFUSALS

TOTAL SAMPLE SIZE

VAROOS
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. number of offenses against the family and
children reported to the police--
line 14.

Divide lines 1 thru 7 by lines 8 thru 14, respectively,
and enter the results on lines 1l5a thru 15g for each Part II
offense. Lines 15a-15g are the values of effectiveness
measure E2.1.3, and represent the extent to which police are
informed of each of the Part II offenses that are committed.

RMANCE STANDARDS = -~

l. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. One year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. one year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average proportion for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSa

over the last

. one year period
. five year period.

3. Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion....compared to the average departmental
rate over last ten years.
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4.

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion....compared to the average proportion for all
cities of similar population size

within
within
within
within

the U.S.

the UCR Region
the same State
the SMSA.
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PPPM

e GOMPUTATION WORKSHEET

E2.1.3

S UMMARY “OF DATA ELEMENTS -

Enter the total number of occurrences of:

1. Other assaults (VARO021)

....................................

2. Arson (VAR022)

.............................................

3. Forgery (VAR023)

...........................................

4. Counterfeiting (VAR024)

....................................

5. Vandalism (VAR025)

.........................................

6. Sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution, and
commercialized vice) (VAR026)

------------------------------

7. Offenses against the family and children (VARO027)

 COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

Enter the total number of each lesser offense that was reported
to the police:

8. Other assaults (VAR014)

9. Arson (VARQ1l5)

.............................................

10. Forgery (VAROl6)

...........................................

11. Counterfeiting (VARO01l7)

12. Vandalism (VARO018)

.........................................

13. Sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution, and
commercialized vice) (VARDOLO) ... .ciieeireeeeeacecoeeeneans

14. Offenses against the family and children (VARO20Q)..........
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COMPUTATION PROCEDURE [(08T’'D} _

15. Divide the entries on lines 1 through 7 by the entries on
lines 8 through 14, respectively. Enter the proportion of
the total (reported and unreported) occurrences of each
lesser offense known to the police; these are the values
of E2.1.3:

a Othery assaUultS..v.ieeeeeeeeeeesascescacsasaasscsnssenes
b Y SOOI e o s e oo vaovccensscsscssassssssssescoasssasaosnscss
C. FOYgerY...eiviieioeeeaeaacsosencecssscasnossonsanssnns
d. Counterfeiting......c.eeieeeeeeereeonnanscaacsnncccnns
€. VandalisSmM. .. ceeeeeeeeeeeotasecossasoseasasassassacesas
f. SeX OffeNSeS .. e eeeeeeeeeeecossocaasscssancanssooses
g. Offenses against the family and children............
Form 12
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MEASUREMENT SET 2.2.1

To maximize the number of reported, major crimes against
persons:

. homicide
. forcible rape
. robbery

. aggravated assault

that are closed successfully by the police after independent
verification, such as:

. formal diversion

. prosecutor acceptance of the case
. Jjudicial acceptance of the case

. conviction.

. " CORE EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE E2.2.1

Proportion of reported, major crimes against persons:

.  homidice

. forcible rape

. robbery

. aggravated assault

that are closed successfully by the police after independent
verification, such as:

. formal diversion

. prosecutor acceptance of the case
. Judicial acceptance of the case

. conviction.
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DATA COLLECTION INFORMATION

Data Source: Case control log; case files
Related Measures: E2.2.2, E2.2.3

Data Availability: Available from current record system
with some modifications.

Minimum Study Period: One month

Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $2,000 (Separate)
$5,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Monthly, quarterly, yearly

Directionality: Up

The quality of investigation is central to a depart-
ment's crime control effectiveness. This objective, like
its related goals, improves on the traditional police
clearance concept by (1) broadening the range of disposi-
tions (for example, diversion) considered to be appropriate
culminations of investigations, and (2) imposing an addi-
tional quality control check (independent verification)
before the label of success is applied. Objective 2.2.1
deals with major, personal crimes.

MEASUREMENT STRATEGY

The clearance recording procedure is modified to record
the type of closure and to make provision for updating prior
records as cases progress.
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VAR028

VARO029

VARO 30

VARO31

VARQ32

VARO33

VARQ034

VARO35

VARO036

VARO037

VARO38

VARQ39

VAR040

VARO41

VAR042

VAR(043

VARO44

Number of reported occurrences of homicide during
the study period.

Number of reported occurrences of forcible rape
during the study period.

Number of reported occurrences of robbery during
the study period.

Number of reported occurrences of aggravated assault
during the study period.

Number of cases of homicide successfully closed by
the police through formal diversion.

Number of cases of homicide successfully closed by
the police, through prosecutor acceptance of the
case.

Number of cases of homicide successfully closed by
the police, through judicial acceptance of the case.

Number of cases of homicide successfully closed by
the police, through conviction.

Number of cases of forcible rape successfully closed
by the police, through formal diversion.

Number of cases of forcible rape successfully closed
by the police, through prosecutor acceptance of the
case.

Number of cases of forcible rape successfully closed
by the police, through judicial acceptance of the
case.

Number of cases of forcible rape successfully closed
by the police, through conviction.

Number of cases of robbery successfully closed by
the police, through formal diversion.

Number of cases of robbery successfully closed by
the police, through prosecutor acceptance of the
case.

Number of cases of robbery successfully closed by
the police, through judicial acceptance of the case.

Number of cases of robbery successfully closed by
the police, through conviction.

Number of cases of aggravated assault successfully
closed by the police, through formal diversion.
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VAR045 - Number

of cases of aggravated

assault successfully

closed by the police, through prosecutor acceptance
of the case.

VAR046 - Number of cases of aggravated assault successfully
closed by the police, through judicial acceptance
of the case.

VAR047 - Number of cases of aggravated assault successfully
closed by the police, through conviction.

1. Reported occurrences of the crimes specified are
usually documented in official crime reports. The source
document is the crime report completed by the investigating
patrol officer. Many crimes, as reported, are later dis-
covered to be unfounded or improperly classified. Following
UCR practice, if these unfoundings or errors cannot be
corrected in time to be reflected on the current month's
tabulation, subsequent reports should be adjusted.

2. The four crime categories represent the Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part I person offenses. Definitions thus
adhere to the specifications of the federal Uniform Crime
Reporting Handbook (latest revision).

3. The study period is the time interval for which
data is collected and tabulated. It is recommended that
this measure be adopted with a monthly study period.

4. Successful closure of a case occurs when (a) an
investigation culminates in the identification and appre-
hension of an offender, and (b) another organization or
agency (such as the prosecutor, or an agency that accepts
offenders for formal diversion) ratifies the police decision,
giving an independent verification.

5. Independent verification of a police case decision
occurs when an agency outside the police department indicates
concurrence with a police case decision by accepting the case
for further processing. Specific categories of independent
verification are:
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Formal diversion of an offender outside the

criminal justice system is the referral of a
case to, and its acceptance by, an agency or
service organization for handling, other than
prosecution. A diversion is formal when the

outside agency is given written notice of the
referral and a notation of case acceptance in

- the police case file.

Referral of a youthful offender to juvenile
justice authorities would be considered formal
diversion only when there.is (a) a subsequent
action taken by those authorities that ratifies
the police closure of the case as successful,
and (b) no subsequent prosecution.

Prosecutor acceptance of the case is an action
taken subsequent to apprehension, by the city
or district attorney, or juvenile prosecutive
authorities, that indicates a preparedness to
prosecute the offender.

Judicial acceptance is the action taken by

some court to indict an offender or take him/

her to trial. 1In order to qualify as a form

of independent verification of successful

closure, the judicial action must occur' sub-
sequent to apprehension and prosecutor acceptance,
and it must constitute some degree of ratifica-

- tion that the police have brought together the

elements of a crime and the correct offender.

Conviction is the decision by a court of law

that an offender is in fact guilty as charged.

To constitute independent verification of success-
ful closure, the conviction need not be for the

-original charge (for example, first-degree murder),

"+ - but it must be an adjudication of guilt of :some

“crime based on the facts of the case.under con- .

sideration. .Conviction for only one of two
related but separate offenses will not clear
the other. : .
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E2.2.1 = ) VAR032 thru VARO047

2. VAR028 thru VARO031

To calculate measure E2.2.1, add all the various types
of closures of the four major crimes against persons (VAR(032
thru VAR047.) Sum the number of reported cases of major
crimes against persons (VAR028 thru VAR03l). Divide the
total case closures by the total number of reported cases
of major crimes against persons. The resulting value, which
should vary between 0.00 and 1.00, represents the proportion
of major crimes against persons that are successfully closed
by the police after independent verification.

~ DATA TABULATION PROCEDURES

In order to collect data for effectiveness measures
E2.2.1, E2.2.2, and E2.2.3, it is necessary to establish a
feedback system that will identify the reported crime type
and the highest level of closure achieved. This feedback
system currently exists in most departments only to the
extent that clearances are recorded. The system that is
proposed here extends the UCR clearance mechanisms, provid-
ing a more detailed and informative picture of investigative
success.

Establishing A Feedback System

A feedback system, designed to monitor the closure of
cases, should be established in a central position, such as
a police department's records division or its detective
bureau. This mechanism must be designed so that the case
closure status can be recorded, then later modified to
reflect progressively higher levels of closure.

The case closure log. The first step in establishing a
system for updating closure status is to institute a case
closure log. The attached form (Form 13) is designed to
chart case closure changes from the initial decision to
investigate through to conviction. To use this form, the
case number of each case is entered in Column 1, and the
appropriate offense category code entered in Column 2. If
the initial offense report indicates any form of clearance
or closure (such as arrest of the perpetrators), the date of
that report should be entered in the column corresponding to
the type of closure.
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 PPPM

MEASURES
£2.2.14
£2.2.2
£2.2.3

MONTH OF

T SUCCESSFUL LLOSURE .
Tt {NDERENDENT VERIFICATION)

19

PAGE OF

CASE CLEARANGE /CLOSURE LOG

GASE NUMBER

UCR CRIME CLASSIFICATION:

A FORMAL
DIVERSION

FROSECUTR
NLEPTAICE [AQCEPTAKCE

l&iz
JUDICIAL
AK

u . E;‘ -

CONVICTHNIEXCEPTION
- HSEE UCR

HAKRBOOK)

s

&
PROSECUTOR

| REFUSAL

FORM 13
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The bulk of the initial entries in the log will be case
numbers and offense classifications. only, because most crimes
will not be closed with the preliminary report. Later
decisions will determine the point at which a case should be
closed. This log allows one to determine the current status
of all cases, providing that updates are recorded whenever
the closure status changes.

The sample case closure report (Form 14) will suffice

for updates originating from outside as well as inside the
police department.

Changes In Closure Status

A status change report should be initiated by the
1nvestlgat1ng unit or prosecutor's office whenever any
action is taken on a case that would change its clearance/
closure status, such as an arrest, an acceptance of the case
by the prosecutor, or a formal diversion.

Whenever a report is received from these independent
sources, the case clearance/closure log should be updated
by entering the date of the change in the column correspond-
ing to the action taken.

Counting Closures

At the end of each month, the log must be scanned, and
a count taken of the number of closures during that study
perlod Tabulation of cases is recorded on the clearance/
closure tally sheet (Form 20).

Multiple closures of a single case. Because of the way B
the closure rate is constructed, it is possible for a single
case to become closed repeatedly through two or three
separate actions (namely prosecutor acceptance, judicial
acceptance, and conviction). To prevent this fact from
confusing the statistics, two rules of counting have been
adopted. These are:

1. Count most recent closure only. When a case has
been closed in two categories during the same month (such
as both prosecutor and judicial acceptance), only the most
recent closure should be tallied. This will generally be
the highest order closure as well.
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PPPM| PASERS

wwies | GLEARANGE/CLOSURE e
Eiié REPORT FORM UCR CRINE CLASSIFICATION

£2.2.3

COMPLAINANT/ARRESTEE NANME

T USE ThIE
_sTATUS

CLEARANCE/CLOSURE COMPLETED(CHANGED) ON (DATE):

SOLVED BUT CANNOT MAKE AN APPREHENSION

EXPLAIN REASON

INTERNAL DIVERSION TO

ARREST. ARRESTEE NAME:
(ENTER BOOKING NUNBER ABOVE)

PROSECUTION REFUSED BY {PROSECUTOR)

EXPLAIN REASON

FORMAL DIVERSION TO

PROSECUTOR ACCEPTANCE OF GCASE BY (PROSECUTOR)

JUDICIAL ACCEPTANCE OF CASE BY (DIVISION)

veroicT ofF [ JeuiLty [Iwor cuiLry

CHARGE
|
SUBMITTED BY *
(OFFICER, OFFICIAL) { RANK, TITLE) (UNIT, AGENCY) (BADGE N*)
APPROVED BY *
( SUPERVISOR ) ( RARK, TITLE) (UNIT, AGENCY) (BADGE N2)
|
RECORDS DIVISION USE ONLY
PRIOR STATUS CHANGE RECORDED BY
(DATE) (CLERK)
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MEASURES

TALLY SHEET

22 CASE CLEARANCE /CLOSURE
‘CLEARARCE ONLY
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U uomws
2RAPE 1036
. - b
'3, ROBBERY a4
TASSAULT 184
L t [
5 BURGLARY +o51 : ;05!
T - b 7
BLARCENY 1055 056 {057 ' 058
LYEHICLE THEFT ‘039 1080 L 061 1082
] N [
8.O0THER ASSAULTS 080 'e8l 082 '983
it H I :
- - - T
9. ARSON Lo8e 1085 ‘086 1087
1 ) t . b
- t , ,
L0.FORGERY & COUNTERFETING 1088 F989 '030 (08t
' f N
¢ ]
(LFRAUD 092 1083 '094 1085
. : W £ 1 '
3 t
{2 EMBELILEMENT 1096 087 1098 1038
! : T P
13.5TOLER PROPERTY = '1og 101 102 (103
. : v . .
T4 VANDALISH, 10 (105 i 106 o7
N '
) 4
T v
ISUEAPONS ‘108 108 LE10 1
. £
t T T
(6. PROSTITUTIOR & VICE T2 13 T s
L] ‘ N
7. SEX OFFENSES HIEe Lt V118 V118
+ I : : ;
18.HARCOTIC DRUG VIOLATIONS 1120 L2t 122 23
i . 3 !
(5.6ARBLING 124 1125 '126 et
- X L 3 A
QFFENSES AGAINST [HE N | . :
2OFAMILY AND CHILDREN 128 128 130 131 B
21.0RIVING UNDER INFLUENCE 132 '133 ‘134 1135
T : . :
22.LIQUOR (AW VIOLATIONS 138 137 ‘138 139
L ] I
‘ T
23.01SORDERLY CONDUCT ‘140 Ty 142 (143
t 4
T N Y :
24,0THER ESSER OFFENSES 144 ! 145 146 ‘48
i

FORM 20
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2. Deduct cases closed in previous months. When a
case has been closed during the current month that was also
closed in a different category at the beginning of the
month (that is, a case that is closed through prosecutor's
acceptance or conviction), that case should be counted in
the highest new category and deducted from the old category.

These two accounting procedures are undertaken so that
the monthly case closure rate will always be current and
additive (that is, the total number of closures is equal
to the sum of each category, and the number for each year
is equal to the sum of the twelve months).

Relation Between Closures And Clearances

The case closure feedback system expands upon the
clearance system now in use by most police departments.
It is intended to be integrated into the clearance system
or to replace the older procedure entirely. Yet it will
still be necessary to calculate the 0ld clearance rates,
if for no other reason than to complete the monthly Uniform
Crime Reports. As the tally sheet implies, the depart-
ment's UCR clearance rate can be calculated at the same
time as the PPPM closure rate.

First, transfer the number of major crimes against
persons successfully closed through independent verification
from the designated boxes on the tabulation form (Form 20)
to the corresponding lines on the computation worksheet
(Form 21):
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Crime Tabulation Form Computation Worksheet

Homicide box 1la to line la

box 1b to line 1b
box 1lc to line 1lc
box 14 to line 1d
box 1le to line 1le
Forcible Rape box 2a to line 2a
box 2e to line 2e
Robbery box 3a to line 3a
box 3e to line 3e
Aggravated
Assault box 4a to line 4a
box 4e to line 4e

Next, obtain the number of reported major crimes
against persons from the police department's current,
monthly UCR report, and transfer them to the following
lines of the worksheet:

. reported homicides--1line 5a;

. reported forcible rapes--line 5b

. reported robberies--line 5c

. reported aggravated assaults--line 54.

The number of reported, major crimes against persons
are summed (add lines 5a-5d), and the total entered on line
S5e.

To total all successful, independently verified
closures of the major crimes against persons, sum lines le,
2e, 3e, and 4e, and enter the result on line 6 of the
worksheet.
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Divide line 6 by line 5e and enter the result on line 7.
Line 7 is the value of effectiveness measure E2.2.1, and it
represents the extent to which police are able to obtain
successful, independently verified closure of major crimes
against persons during the study period.

l. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. one year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. One year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average proportion for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over the last

. oOne year period
. five year period.

3. Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion....compared to the average departmental
proportion over the last ten years.

4. External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion....compared to the average proportion for
all cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
. WwWithin the same State
. within the SMSA.
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‘PPPM

e COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

E2.2.1

Enter the total number of:

1. Homicides successfully closed through independent
verification in each of the following categories:

a. Formal diversion (VARD3Z2) «uueeeeeeeeoeenoonnnceaneanse .o
b. Prosecutor acceptance of the case (VARO33)...coecurene.
c. Judicial acceptance of the case (VARO34)....v.c0veeeeue
d. Conviction (VARO35)......ciiuiiieirnnnananne Gessecenanens

e. Total homicides successfully closed (sum lines a
through ). .cv ittt ittt ittt i it iiereannssocccnnns

2. Forcible rapes successfully closed through independent
verification in each of the following categories:

a. Formal diversion (VARO36)......icccreniecconossnanoasos
b. Prosecutor acceptance of the case (VARO37):..cceevesecas
c. Judicial acceptance of the case (VAR038)....... N
d. Conviction (VARO39)...........cuinne Ceeecasseccesennnn

e. Total forcible rapes successfully closed (sum lines
a through @) ....cii ittt ineeteseesensossonsasnscansns

3. Robberies successfully closed through independent
verification in each of the following categories:

a. Formal diversion (VARO40).....iceeeieenccaneanascannnas
b. Prosecutor acceptance of the case (VARO41l).............
c. Judicial acceptance of the case (VARO42).....ccvveenan-
» d. Conviction (VARO43) .. ..ttt etnenesectoncsssascsenonenes
e. Total robberies successfully closed (sum lines a
through d) ...ttt ittt eiieeenannns
» 4. Aggravated assaults successfully closed through
independent verification in each of the following
categories:
a. Formal diversion (VARO44).....c.cieeerecrsccsscsoscannse




L SUMMARY OF ‘DATA ELEMENTS {0810}

b. Prosecutor acceptance of the case (VARO45).............
c. Judicial acceptance of the case (VARO4G) c e v ereeesnns
d. Conviction (VARODZ 7 ) iu .ot iieeeuneesoeosenooessencsnnnnans

e. Total aggravated assaults successfully closed (sum
lines a through d) ... it iii ittt stetenteennneenannanas

5. Reported major crimes against persons in each of the
following categories:

a. Homicides (VARO28) ...cueeeerroeenoncensncesassncncssnns
b. Forcible rapes (VARO29) ... .. ueiireroeneccensasnanaconns
C. Robberies (VARO30) .....ciuiveenrioececenccnosnsannnsens
d. Aggravated assaults (VARO3l).....ciitii i enenannns
e. Total (sum lines a through d).......ccciiiiniiii...

 COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

6. Enter the total number of major crimes against persons

successfully closed (sum lines le, 2e, 3e, and 4€).........
7. Divide the entry on line 6 by the entry on line 5e, and

enter the proportion of reported major crimes against

persons successfully closed by the police after indepen-

dent verification. This 'is the value of E2.2.1.....ccnnns
¢

Form 21
|
q
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MEASUREMENT SET 2.2.2

To maximize the number of reported major crimes against
property:

. burglary
. larceny
. vehicle theft

that are closed successfully by the police after independent
verification, such as:

. formal diversion

. prosecutor acceptance of the case
. Judicial acceptance of the case

. conviction.

CORE EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE E2,2.2

Proportion of reported major crimes against property:

. burglary

- larcency

- vehicle theft
that are closed successfully by the police after independent
verification, such as:

formal diversion

. prosecutor acceptance of the case
. Judicial acceptance of the case
conviction.

DATA COLLECTION INFORMATION

Data Source: Case control log; case files

Related Measures: E2.2.1, E2.2.3

Data Availability: Available from current record system
with some modifications
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Minimum Study Period: One month
Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $2,000 (Separate)
$5,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Monthly, quarterly, yearly
Directionality: Up

This objective, like 2.2.1, reflects on the quality
of a police agency's investigations. It improves on the
concept of clearance by extending categories and providing
for independent verification of police actions. It focuses
on major property crimes.

The clearance recording procedure is modified to record
the type of closure and to make provision for updating prior
records as cases progress.

SOBCERROLES oc SORSTESOS SORBOS0E 20

VAR048 - Number of reported occurrences of burglary during
the study period.

VARO049 - Number of reported occurrences of larceny during
the study period.

VARO50 - Number of reported occurrences of vehicle theft
during the study period.
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VARO51

VARQ52

VARO53

VARO54

VAROS55

VARO56

VAROQOS57
VARO0O58
VARO0S59
VARO0O60

VARO61

VARO062

Number of cases of burglary successfully closeéed
by the police through formal diversion during the
study perlod

Number of cases of burglary successfully closed
by the police through prosecutor acceptance of the
case during the study period.

Number of cases of burglary successfully closed
by the police through judicial acceptance of the
case during the study period.

Number of cases of burglary successfully closed
by the police through conviction during the study

" period.

Number of cases of larceny successfully closed by
the police through formal diversion during the
study period.

Number of cases of larceny successfully closed by
the police through prosecutor acceptance of the
case during the study period. :

Number of cases of larceny successfully closed by
the police through.judicial acceptance of the case
during the study period.

Number of cases of larceny successfully closed by
the police through conviction during the study
period.

“Number of cases of vehicle theft successfully closed

by the police through formal diversion durlng the
study period.

Number of cases of vehicle theft successfully cloéed
by the police through prosecutor acceptance of the
case during the study period.

Number of cases of vehicle theft successfuily closed
by the police through judicial acceptance of the
case during the study period.

Number of cases of vehicle theft successfully closed

~ by the police through conviction during the study

perlod.
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TER

RMS

KEY -

1. Reported occurrences of the crimes specified are
usually documented in official crime reports. The source
document is the crime report completed by the investigating
patrol officer. Many crimes, as reported, are later dis-
covered to be unfounded or improperly classified. Following
UCR practice, if these unfoundings or errors cannot be
corrected in time to be reflected on the current month's
tabulation, subsequent reports should be adjusted.

2. The three crime categories represent the Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part I offenses. Definitions thus adhere
to the specifications of the federal Uniform Crime Reporting
Handbook (latest revision).

3. The study period is the time interval for which
data is collected and tabulated. It is recommended that this
measure be adopted with a regular monthly study period.

4. Successful closure of a case occurs when (a) an
investigation culminates in the identification and apprehen-
sion of an offender, and (b) another organization or agency
(such as the prosecutor, or an agency that accepts offenders
for formal diversion) ratifies the police decision, giving an
independent verification.

5. Independent verification of a police case decision
occurs when an agency outside the police department indicates
concurrence with a police case decision by accepting the
case for further processing. Specific categories of inde-
pendent verification are:

a. Formal diversion of an offender outside the
criminal justice system is the referral of a
case to, and its acceptance by, an agency or
service organization for handling; other than
prosecution. A diversion is formal when the
outside agency is given written notice of the
referral and a notation of case acceptance is
placed in the police case file.

Referral of a youthful offender to juvenile
justice authorities would be considered formal
diversion only when there is (a) a subsequent
action taken by those authorities that ratifies
the police closure of the case as successful,
and (b) no subsequent prosecution.
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b. Prosecutor acceptance of the case is an
action taken subsequent to apprehension, by
the city or district attorney, or juvenile
prosecutive authorities, that indicates a
preparedness to prosecute the offender.

c. Judicial acceptance is the action taken by
some court to indict an offender or take him/
her to trial. 1In order to qualify as a form
of independent verification of successful
closure, the judicial action must occur sub-
sequent to apprehension and prosecutor accep-
tance, and it must constitute some degree of
ratification that the police have brought
together the elements of a crime and the
correct offender.

d. Conviction is the decision by a court of law
that an offender is in fact guilty as charged.
To constitute independent verification of
successful closure, the conviction need not be
for the original charge (for example, first-
degree murder), but it must be an adjudication
of guilt of some crime based on the facts of the
case under consideration. Conviction for only
one of two related, but separate offenses will
not clear the other.

MEASURE COMPUTATION FORMULA

). VARO51 thru VAR062

E2.2.2 =

Y’ VAR048 thru VAR050

To calculate measure E2.2.2, sum the various types of
closure for the three major property crimes (VAR0O51 thru

VAR(062). Sum the number of reported cases of major property
crimes (VAR048 thru VAR050). Divide the total case closures
D by the total number of reported cases of major property

crimes. The resulting value, which should vary between 0.00
and 1.00, represents the proportion of reported major property
crimes that are successfully closed by the police after
independent verification.
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The procedures for collecting data for effectiveness
measure E2.2.2, like E2.2.1, require that a case control
system be established which will identify the reported crime
type and the highest level of closure attained. This system,
described in detail in E2.2.1, involves establishing an
extra-departmental feedback link, which will establish and
update closures upon independent verification.

At the end of each month (or other study period) a
count must be made on Form 20 of the number of closures that
occurred. The two accounting conventions introduced in the
instruction for E2.2.1 (Count most recent closure only, and
Deduct cases closed in previous months) should be followed.

Transfer the number of major property crimes that are
successfully closed through independent verification from
the designated boxes on the tabulation form (Form 20) to the
corresponding lines on the computation worksheet (Form 22):

Crime Tabulation Form Computation Worksheet

Burglary box 5a to line la
box 5b to line 1b
box 5c to line 1c

box 5d to line 1d f

box 5e to line 1le .

Larceny box 6a to line 2a ;

|

n n 11] 1
box 6e to line 2e
Vehicle Theft box 7a to line 3a
box 7e to line 3e
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B CASE CLEARANGE/CLOSURE LOG
Y MONTH OF 19

€223 R - SYCCESSFULLLLOSURE .

*INDERENDERT VERIFIGATION) _
S B N Ty Emmlﬁumm ouveT EExcsme on |
-GASE RUNBER | UOR- (RN i ,Em.veasmm TACE pREPTRRE mftssc uee |

FORM I3
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PPPM
NEASURES

€z.2.1
£2.2.2
£2.2.3

CLEARANCE/CLOSURE
REPORT FORM

CASE N®

BOOKING N&

UCR CRINE CLASSIFICATION

COMPLAINANT/ARRESTEE NANE

USE THIS FORM TO ESTABLISR R cnauce THE CLEARANGE /GLOS\
STATUS OF A CASE -

CLEARANCE /CLOSURE COMPLETED(CHANGED) ON (DATE):
SOLVED BUT CANNOT MAKE AN APPREHENSION
EXPLAIN REASON
N INTERNAL DIVERSION TO
¢
Eg ARREST. ARRESTEE NAME:
: (ENTER BOOKING NUNBER ABOVE)
f PROSECUTION REFUSED BY (PROSECUTOR)
Y EXPLAIN REASON
.
b FORMAL DIVERSION T0
¢é.
g% PROSECUTOR ACCEPTANCE OF CASE BY ( PROSECUTOR)
Eg JUDIGIAL ACCEPTANCE OF CASE BY (DIVISION)
P E vernier o [Jewnry  [lwor cunry
o CHARGE
SUBNITTED BY *
(OFFICER, OFFICIAL) ( RANK, TITLE) (UNIT, AGENCY) {BADGE N®)
APPROVED BY .S
(SUPERVISOR ) ( RAKK, TITLE) (UNIT, AGERCY) (BADGE N%)
RECORDS DIVISION USE ONLY
PRIOR STATUS CHANGE RECORDED B
ATE) (CLERK)

FORM 14
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PPPM TALLY SHEET
e CASE CLEARANCE / CLOSURE
£2. 2.1
£2.2.2
£2.2.3 e , e . —

SUCCESSFUL CLOSURES CLEARANCE ONLY

GCR FopmaL | | gmxstcumiz3 cmtm:w.s e e c’é’la‘a%es'» s

B : . ' o, 3o TCONY s 1 ARRE L - {PROSECUTOR

“GRIME CL_A_SS!FKSMIOR.{WE_RSWNE_“R ACCEPTARGE: VAR ACCEPTANCE VAR .~ i ARESEEULE LT i RO L0} ge pysa
: [Ny L

L HOMICIDE 1032 038 1035

[ L

2RAPE 1036 031 '038 '038

) t [ERN ‘. c
; - N ' —

3.ROBBERY Lo4 041 r942 1043

- - t o L N

- - 1 - A )

TAASSAULY . . 1084 ¢046 [oar

S.BURGLARY Foss L 05¢ 1053 054

T P T 7

BLARCERY - 1055 Lo56 (057 058

* ,t_._: i ’ ~ i 4 ._ ‘:.«

TLYEHICLE THEFT = 'o39 (080 1861 ‘osz

BOTHER ASSAULTS ' 080 1081 082 ‘983

- i | S H ! )
]

9.ARSON ‘o8s 085 ‘086 1087
; L t — ¢
] ] M 13

£0.FORCERY & COUNTERFEMING 088 +088 1090 £091
] ] N H
I t

(LFRAGD 092 083 ‘034 1085
t L N 1

{2, ENBEZZLENENT 1096 1087 ‘098 1099
! 1. 4~ 5.

{3.STOLEN PROPERTY Ligg 1ot oz 103
- n T i -

J4 VANDALIS K 104 . 105] 156 107
I L v ¥

ISSUEAPONS ‘108 1108 il £
) §

6. PROSTITUTION & VIGE i He 113 F 14 s
t ] N

. SEX OFFENSES e Lt 118 118

$ : :

18.HARCOTIC DRUG VIOLATIONS 1120 121 122 123

i N I3 U

(S.6ANBLING 1124 (125 T 2t

. I 3 Iy " i
OFFENSES AGAINST THE ' r . ‘
20FAMiLY AND CHILDREN 128 + 128 130 3
21, ORIVING UNDER INFLUENCE 152 '133 134 1135
220L1QU0R LAY VIOLATIONS H13g L 137 ‘138 1138
t } X
: '

23.01SORDERLY CONDYCT ' 140 14 142 43
t t
T 4 T :

24, 0THER LESSER OFFENSES 144 , 145 146 148
3 L 1 L

FORM 20
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From the police department's monthly UCR return,
transfer the number of reported major property crimes to the
following lines of the worksheet:

. reported burglaries--line 4a;
. reported larcenies--line 4b;
. reported vehicle thefts--line 4c.

The number of reported major property crimes are then
summed (add lines 4a-4c), and the total entered on line 4d.

To total all successful, independently verified
closures of major, property crimes, sum lines le, 2e, and 3e,
and enter the result on line 5 of the worksheet.

Divide line 5 by line 4d and enter the result on line
6. Line 6 is the value of effectiveness measure E2.2.2, and
it represents the extent to which police are able to obtain
successful, independently verified closure of reported,
major property crimes during the study period.
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APPLICABLE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ~

Internal Trend Effectiveness

Measure

Change in proportion...

.over

one year period

the last

five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over last

one year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average proportion for all
cities of similar population size

within
within
within
within

the
the
the
the

U.S.
UCR Region
same State
SMSA

over the last

. one year period
five year period.

3. 1Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure
Proportion,...compared to the average departmental
proportion over the last ten years.

4. External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion....compared to the average proportion for
all cities of similar population size

within
within
within
within

the
the
the
the

U.S.
UCR Region
same State
SMSA.
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PPPM

ErSTie COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

E2.2.2

SUMMARY - OF DATA ELEMENTS

Enter the total number of:

1. Burglaries successfully closed through independent
verification in each of the following categories:

a. Formal diversion (VARO51)......cvvvennnnnn. e,
b. Prosecutor acceptance of the case (VARO52) . e cvvennnnn..
€. Judicial acceptance of the case (VAROS53).......c0vnu...
d. Conviction (VARDS54) ... eienenenenneenensennnannnn
e. Total closures (sum lines a through d).......ccovuuun..

2. Larcenies successfully closed through independent
verification in each of the following categories:

a. Formal diversion (VAROS5S5)...u.utrr i ieerenennnnnnnnnnn.
b. Prosecutor acceptance of the case (VARO56).............
c. Judicial acceptance of the case (VARO57) ... eennnnn..
d. Conviction (VAROS58) ... iueteennnnenneennneennanennnnnnns
e. Total closures (sum lines a through d)....ecvvuuunun....

3. Vehicle thefts successfully closed through independent
verification in each of the following categories:

a. Formal diversion (VARD59) .....ccuitnereunnennnnannnnnn
b. Prosecutor acceplance of the case (VARUGO) . . v e vvvennn..
c. Judicial acceptance of the case (VARO61)....cuvuunnnnn.
d. Conviction (VARDG2) .. .:iuiieeeenenenenneeenoannanennenan
e. Total closures (sum lines a through d)..........c.ou....

4. Reported major property crimes in each of the following

categories:
2. Burglary (VARO48) .. ...ttt entenensennensocnonnennnns
b, Larceny (VARO49) ... uuueeeeereeeeeoonennnennnnannnn ceoen
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_ SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS (¢S}

c. Vehicle theft (VARO50) .. ...t eieeeeeeceeceosenncononaans
d. Total (sum lines a through C)...cet it neernrnnnenas

COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

5. Enter the total number of major property crimes
successfully closed (sum lines le, 2e, and 3€)....vceeuu...

6. Divide the entry on line 5 by the entry on line 44, and
enter the proportion of reported major property crimes
successfully closed by the police after independent
verification. This is the value of E2.2.2.....c0tccvennn.

Form 22
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MEASUREMENT SET 2.2.3

_MEASURABLE OBJECTIVE. 2.2.3 .

To maximize, consistent with community expectations, the

number of each of the reported lesser personal and property
crimes:

. other assaults

. arson

. forgery and counterfeiting

. fraud

. embezzlement

. stolen property: buying, receiving possessing

. vandalism

. Wweapons: carrying, possessing, etc.

. prostitution and commercialized vice

. sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution,
and commercialized vice)

. narcotic drug laws

. gambling

. offenses against the family and children

. driving under the influence

. liquor laws

. disorderly conduct

. all other offenses

that are closed successfully by the police after independent
verification, such as:

. formal diversion

. prosecutor acceptance of the case
. Jjudicial acceptance of the case

. conviction

The proportion of each of the reported lesser personal and
property crimes:

. other assaults
. arson
. forgery and counterfeiting
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. fraud
. embezzlement
. stolen property: buying, receiving, possessing
. Vvandalism
. weapons: carrying, possessing, etc.
. prostitution and commercialized vice
. sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution,
and commercialized vice)
. narcotic drug laws
. gambling
. offenses against the family and children
. driving under the influence
. liquor laws
. disorderly conduct
all other offenses

that are closed successfully by the police after independent
verification, such as:

. formal diversion

. prosecutor acceptance of the case
. Jjudicial acceptance of the case

. conviction

DATA COLLECTION INFORMATION

Data Source: Case control log; case files
Related Measures: E2.2.1, E2.2.2

Data Availability: Available from current record system
with some modifications

Minimum Study Period: One month
Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $2,000 (Separate)
$5,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Monthly, quarterly, yearly

Directionality: Up
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RATIONALE

This measure, like E2.2.1, reflects the quality of a
police agency's investigations. It improves on the concept
of clearance by extending categories and providing for
independent verification of police actions. This measure,
like E1.3.1 incorporates the notion of community expectations
with regard to the closure of lesser crimes.

. - MEASUREMENT STRATEGY

The clearance recording procedure is modified to record
the type of closure and to make provision for updating prior
records as cases progress.

PATA ELEMENTS

VARO63

VARO64

VARO65

VAR066

VARO67

VARO68

VARO069

VARO70

Number of reported occurrences of other assaults
during the study period.

Number of reported occurrences of arson during the
study period.

Number of reported occurrences of forgery and
counterfeiting during the study period.

Number of reported occurrences of fraud during the
study period.

Number of reported occurrences of embezzlement
during the study period.

Number of reported occurrences of stolen property:
buying, receiving, possessing during the study
period.

Number of reported occurrences of vandalism during

the study period.

Number of reported occurrences of weapons: carrying,
possessing, etc. during the study period.
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VARO71 - Number of reported occurrences of prostitution and
commercialized vice during the study period.

VAR072 - Number of reported occurrences of sex offenses
(except forcible rape, prostitution, and commercial-
ized vice) during the study period.

VAR073 - Number of reported occurrences of narcotic drug
violations during the study period.

VAR074 - Number of reported occurrences of gambling during
the study period. :

VAR0O75 - Number of reported occurrences of offenses against
" the family and children during the study period.

VAR076 - Number of reported occurrences of driving under the
influence during the study period.

VAR0O77 - Number of reported occurrences of liquor law viola-
tions during the study period.

VAR078 - Number of reported occurrences of disorderly con-
duct during the study period.

VAR079 - Number of reported occurrences of other offenses
during the study period.

VAR080 - Number of cases of all other assaults successfully
closed by the police through formal diversion
during the study period.

VAR0O81 - Number of cases of all other assaults successfully
closed by the police through prosecutor acceptance
of the case during the study period.

VAR(082 - Number of cases of all other assaults successfully
closed by the police through judicial acceptance
of the case during the study period.

VAR083 - Number of cases of all other assaults successfully
closed by the police through conviction during the
study period.

VARO84- Number of cases of arson successfully closed

VAR0O87 - through independent verification during the study
period.

VARO088- Number of cases of forgeryﬁaﬁd counterfeiting

VAR091 - successfully closed through independent verifica-
tion during the study period.

VAR092- Number of cases of fraud successfully closed

VAR095 - through independent verification during the study
period.

VAR096- Number of cases of embezzlement successfully closed

VAR099 -~ through independent verification during the study
period.
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VAR100-
VAR103

VAR104-
VAR107

VAR108-
VAR11l1

VAR112-
VAR115

VAR1l1l6-
VAR119

VAR120-
VAR123

VAR124-
VAR127

VAR128-
VAR131

VAR132-
VAR135

VAR136~
VAR139

VAR140-
VAR143

VAR144-
VAR147

Number of cases of stolen property: ' buying,

- receiving, possessing successfully closed through

the study period.

through independent verification during the study
period.

Number of cases of weapons: carrying, possessing,
etc. successfully closed through independent veri-
fication during the study period.

Number of cases of prostitution and commercialized

vice successfully closed through independent veri-
fication during the study period.

Number of cases of sex offenses (except forcible
rape, prostitution, and commercialized vice) suc-
cessfully closed through independent verification
during the study period.

Number of cases of narcotic drug law violations
successfully closed through independent verifica-
tion during the study period.

Number of cases of gambling successfully closed
through independent verification during the study
period.

Number of cases of offenses against the family and
children successfully closed through independent
verification during the study period.

Number of cases of driving under the influence
successfully closed through independent verifica-
tion during the study period.

Number of cases of liquor law violations success-
fully closed through independent verification
during the study period.

- Number of cases of disorderly conduct successfully

clogad 'l-'hrr\nn'h indenendent verification during the

R AR “—savans

study perlod.

J o TR =T ¢ R - ST S I OF - 3 SR O 391

¢

uris 13 o8 $ ¥

Number of cases of other offenses successfully
closed through independent verification during the
study period.
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1. Reported occurrences of the crimes specified are
usually documented in official crime reports. The source
document is the crime report completed by the investigating
patrol officer. Many crimes, as reported, are later dis-
covered to be unfounded or improperly classified. Following
UCR practice, if these unfoundings or errors cannot be
corrected in time to be reflected on the current month's
tabulation, subsequent reports should be adjusted.

2. The crime categories listed represent the Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) Part II lesser offenses. Definitions
thus adhere to the specifications of the federal Uniform
Crime Reporting Handbook (latest revision).

3. The study period is the time interval for which
data is collected and tabulated. A regular monthly study
period is recommended for this measure.

4. Successful closure of a case occurs when (a) an
investigation culminates in the identification and appre-
hension of an offender, and (b) another organization or
agency (such as the prosecutor, or an agency that accepts
offenders for formal diversion) ratifies the police decision,
giving an independent verification.

5. Independent verification of a police case decision
occurs when an agency outside the police department indicates
concurrence with a police case decision by accepting the case
for further processing. Specific categories of independent
verification are:

a. Formal diversion of an offender outside the
criminal justice system is the referral of a
case to, and its acceptance by, an agency or
service organization for handling other than
prosecution. A diversion is formal when
the outside agency is given written notice
of the referral and a notation of case
acceptance is placed in the police case file.
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Referral of a youthful offender to juvenile
justice authorities would be considered formal
diversion only when there is (a) a subsequent
action taken by those authorities that ratifies
the police closure of the case as successful, and
(b) no subsequent prosecution.

b. Prosecutor acceptance of the case is an action
taken subsequent to apprehension, by the city or
district attorney, or juvenile prosecutive
authorities, that indicates a preparedness to
prosecute the offender.

c. Judicial acceptance is the action taken by some
court to indict an offender or take him/her to
trial. 1In order to qualify as a form of inde-
pendent verification of successful closure, the
judicial action must occur subsequent to appre-
hension and prosecutor acceptance, and it must
constitute some degree of ratification that the
police have brought together the elements of a
crime and the correct offender.

d. Conviction is the decision by a court of law
that an offender is in fact guilty as charged.
To constitute independent verification of suc-
cessful closure, the conviction need not be for
the original charge (for example, first-degree
murder), but it must be an adjudication of guilt
of some crime based on the facts of the case under
consideration. Conviction for only one of two
related but separate offenses will not clear the
other.

£2.2.3 = O VAR080 thru VAR083 ., .. ) VARL44 thru VAR147

t
VARO063 VAROQ079
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To calculate measure E2.2.3, sum the various types of
closure for each of the Part II lesser offenses individually.
Divide this sum for each crime classification by the cor-
rYesponding number of reported occurrences of that crime.

The resulting values, which should vary between 0.00 and 1.00,
represent the proportion of each of the lesser offenses that
is successfully closed by the police through independent
verification.

The several closure rates for the various crimes are
not summed. Therefore, there can be as many as seventeen
scores for this measure.

" DATA TABULATION PROCEDURES

The procedures for collecting data for effectiveness
measure E2.2.3, like E2.2.1 and E2.2.2, require that a feed-
back system be established which will identify the reported
crime type and the highest level of closure attained. This
system, described in detail in E2.2.1, involves establishing
an extra-departmental feedback link, which will establish
and update further closures upon independent verification.

At the end of each month (or other study period) a
count must be made of the number of closures that occurred.
Again, use the two accounting conventions explained in
E2.2.3 (Count most recent closure only, and Deduct cases
closed in previous months).
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PPPM PAGE 0F

TR CASE CLEARANGE/CLOSURE LOG

ge2.2.t

E2.2.2 MONTH OF 19

£2. 23 v SUCCESSFUL CLOSORE ..
-~ CINDEPENDENT VERIFICATION)

“CLEARANCE (oNLI)

FRCE HE R BIMES ORI  |A FORMAL siual. YCEPTION | AmREST :
GASE WUNBER | UOR CRINE CLASSIFICATION |1 il s conmranf it s o

FORM 13
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GASE N2

x| CLEARANGE / CLOSURE  frsmers
222 R EPO RT FO R M UCR CRIME CLASSIFICATION

£2.2.3

COMPLAIRANT/ARRESTEE KAME

CLEARANCE /CLOSURE COMPLETED(CHANGED) ON (DATE):
SOLVED BUT CANNOT MAKE AN APPREHENSION
EXPLAIN REASON
N INTERNAL DIVERSION TO
) ARREST. ARRESTEE NAME:
(ENTER BOOKING MUNBER ABOVE)
f | PROSECUTION REFUSED BY (PROSECUTOR)
Y EXPLAIN REASON
§
U FORMAL DIVERSION T0
¢cé
g% PROSECUTOR ACCEPTANGE OF CASE BY (PROSECUTOR)
$S
5 JUDICIAL AGCEPTANCE OF CASE BY (DIVISION)
f
v veroier oF  [Jeuwty  [Inor cuty
CHARGE
SUBMITTED BY *
(OFFICER, OFFICIAL) ( RARK, TITLE) (UNIT, AGENCY) (BADGE K®)
APPROVED BY *
(SYUPERVISOR ) (RARK, TITLE)  (UNIT, AGENCY) (BADGE N2}
® RECORDS DIVISION USE ONLY
PRIOR STATUS CHANGE RECORDED BY
TE) (CLERX)
FORM 14
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PPPM
MEASURES

g2 2.1
£2.2.2

TALLY SHEET

CASE CLEARANGE /CLOSURE

£2.2.3

CCLEARANGE ONLY

' "}o-m nurae

- 5. : - A RN T X
c RINE cg NSSGATION mn?zxsm AR Mggggg, W ,ﬁa‘é‘e’s’%&i ' VAR fﬁ% Bl (7
SR omgio ;655
2RAPE Y938
3, aﬁ_és’a ERY { 03
et b 4
4 ASSAULT :ms Loar
“fs.'a ux‘émé Y. 1053 : §§4'
‘;’;a L ucem !;{;651 E_g;s
vewctz rasf fos: Edsz
vomes sonuirs ] o
. ~ ang Eﬂal
m mncm 8! cmreafzmss- :uso Eos;:
i FRAUD Efosé_ ;o_gs
t2 €x§£znuﬁu¥ (038 ';6_99
:

’ﬁ”o omusss TRGAIRST

FAMILY ARD CHILDRE
2 amms uawea WFLENCE. 35
zzuouaa uw vromwssw;. m gcss
zs mseaoaau cououcr ‘mz :Ms
24 omea tEssse afrensss Escsi fiaé '

FORM 20
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First, sum the number of lesser crime closures across
closure categories for each crime class. Then transfer the
number of successful closures to the following lines on the
computation worksheet (Form 23):

Crime Tabulation Form Computation Worksheet
Other Assaults Zbox 8a-d to line 1la
Arson Zbox 9a-d to line 1b
Forgery and

Counterfeiting Zbox l1l0a-d to line 1lc
Fraud Zbox lla-4d to line 1d
Embezzlement rXbox 12a-4d to line le
Stolen Property Zbox 13a-d to line 1f
Vandalism 2Zbox l4a-4d to line 1lg
Weapons Zbox 1l5a-d to line 1lh
Prostitution and

Commercialized Vice Zbox l6a-d to line 1i
Other Sex Offenses Zbox 17a-d to line 1j
Narcotic Drug Laws Zbox 1l8a-d to line 1k
Gambling Ybox 19a-d to line 11
Offenses Against the

Family and Children Ibox 20a-d to line 1lm
Driving Under the

Influence Lbox 2la-d to line 1n
Ligquor Laws 2.box 22a-d to line 1lo
Disorderly Conduct Zbox 23a-d to line 1lp
All Other Offenses Ebox 24a-d to line lq

» From the current monthly UCR return, transfer the

number of each of the reported lesser Part II crimes to
lines 2a-2p on the worksheet.
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Divide the number of each of the lesser Part II crimes
successfully closed after independent verification (lines la-
1g) by the corresponding number of reported occurrences of
each crime (lines 2a-2q), and enter the results on lines
3a-3g. Lines 3a-3q are the values of effectiveness measure
E2.2.3, and represent the extent to which police are able
to close successfully cases of each of the Part II lesser
offenses, through independent verification, during the study
period.

1. Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. one year period
. five year period.

2. External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion..over last

. oOne year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average proportion for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region

et
. within the same Statc ¢

. within the SMSA
over the last

. oOne year period
. five year period. 4

3. Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion....compared to the average departmental
proportion over last ten years.
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4.

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion....compared to the average. proportlon for all

.cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
within the same State
within the SMSA.
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PPPM

RERSTRE COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

E2.2.3

'"‘réiMWVAkiuéﬁj

Enter the total number of:

1. Each of the lesser crimes successfully closed through
independent verification:

a. Other assaults (ZVARO80-VARO83).......c00004. ettt
b. Arson (ZVAR084-VAR087)....... eccces etecscesasscsssasnsene
c. Forgery and counterfeiting (ZVARO88-VARO91)..... csae e
d. Fraud (ZVAR092-VAR095)....... et aceseenessasecas seecasens
e. Embezzlement (ZVARO96-VAR099).......c.c0-vc.0n. ceeanaas s
f. Stolen property: buying, receiving, possessing
(ZVARIO0-VARIO3) s ivivtevecncncecncasanns ceacscesanas .o
g. Vandalism (XVAR104-VAR107)....... ctecsseseraracanan cones

h. Weapons: carrying, possessing, etc. (ZVAR108-VAR11ll)...
i. Prostitution and commercialized vice (XVAR112-VAR115)...

j. Sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution,

and commercialized vice) (XVAR116-VAR119).......000c.0..
k. Narcotic drug laws (£VAR120-VAR123)........ ceecacenas .o

Gambling (ZVAR124-VAR127)....... Ceaccecee s ceieeans
m. Offenses against the family and children (LVAR128-

VAR13l)..... eeecesesecscsrsocsacsesssesasecnsns ccecosenvane
n. Driving under the influence (£VAR132-VAR135)...... csenes
0. Liquor laws (ZVAR136-VAR139)........ erececas cescenacaces
p. Disorderly conduct (ZVAR140-VAR143)....... tcecececocecas
g. All other offenses (ZVAR144-=VAR147)....ccueeecevcoosacons

2. Reported lesser crimes in each of the following categories:

a. Other assaults (VAROT7) .. ece.ueseenneeennennnns ceesaceas
b. Arson (VARO78)......... ceeeen ceeesesean Cesceccnscen ceees
c. Forgery and counterfeiting (VARO79).....cc0vecenn. ceaecan
d. Fraud (VARO80)...... srecscsranccecannnan crecerenncacan .
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e. Embezzlement (VARO8l)........... Crececccecesenaas cescene

f. sStolen property: buying, receiving, possessing

(VARO82) ....... Ceeracssecaann ceenen ceeeas ceacosseenen .
g. Vandalism (VARO83) ... ..cciieeneeneneconncscnnsccnnnsns . ee
h. Weapons: carrying, possessing, etc. (VARO84)...........
i. Prostitution and commercialized vice (VARO85)...........

j. Sex offenses (except forcible rape, prostitution,

and commercialized vice) (VAR0O86)......... cteseceeteanen
k. Narcotic drug laws (VAROB87) .. .c.cieeievecncaoaasceasansns
1. Gambling (VARO88)....... ceeeneen eeeceeesenennans [N
m. Offenses against the family and children (VARO089)...... .
n. Driving under the influence (VARO90)......ivieteccrianans
0. Liquor laws (VARO91l) ....cievecocasoces et tcececosecncenee
p. Disorderly conduct (VAR092)...... ceanas erecesensenaacans
g. All other offenses (VAR0O93)............ ciecacecacasanes .

COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

Divide the number of successful closures of each of the
lesser Part II crimes after independent verification
(lines la through 1q) by the corresponding number of
reported occurrences of each crime (lines 2a through 2q),
and enter the results on lines 3a through 3g below.

These values are the proportion of each of the reported
lesser offenses that is successfully closed by the police
through independent verification; they are the values of
E2.2.3.

! Divide Line By Line
la 2a
1b 2b

c. le 2c
d.. 14 24
e. le 2e
f. 1f 2f
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Pl LCOMPUTATION PROCEDURE (CORI'D):
Divide Line By Line

g. 1g 2g

h. 1h 2h

i. 1i 2i

. 1j 25

k. 1k 2k

1. 11 21

m. 1m om

n. 1n on

O. 1o 20

p- lp 2p

ES 1q 2q

Form 23
q
|
q
-188-
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MEASUREMENT SET 2.3.1

To maximize the quality of case preparation.

Proportion of cases in which the quality of case preparation
is rated to be satisfactory by both the police and
prosecutor.

DATA COLLECTION INFORMATION

Data Source: Case ratings by supervisors and prosecutors
Related Measure: E2.3.2

Data Availability: Data notgenerally available at present
Minimum Study Period: One month

Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $500 (Separate)
$1,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Monthly, quarterly, yearly

Directionality: Up
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This objective articulates a goal of quality case
investigation. The measure tracks patterns in case prepara-
tion through ratings by investigative supervisors and
prosecutors, giving an on-going, systematic indication of
investigative quality.

Prosecutors and police supervisors make systematic
ratings of the quality of preparation of criminal case files
as they are passed on for prosecution.

VAR167 - Number of criminal cases that are rated for the
quality of preparation as satisfactory by both a
police investigative supervisor and a working
prosecutor.

VAR168 - Number of criminal cases that are rated for the
quality of preparation as unsatisfactory by either
a police investigative supervisor or a working
prosecutor.

1. Criminal cases are completed investigations in which
a crime has been detected, a suspect has been apprehended,
and the matter has been passed on to the prosecutor's office
for prosecution.
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2. The gquality of case preparation is multi-dimensional
and must be assessed using locally established criteria.
This measure requires a composite rating of case preparation
as either satisfactory or unsatisfactory.

3. Rating as satisfactory or better by both a police
investigative supervisor and a working prosecutor, specifies
that to be counted as a qualifying case, both a police super-
visor and a prosecutor must have reviewed the file and rated
its preparation as satisfactory or better. Any case rated
as less than satisfactory by either a police supervisor or
a prosecutor would not be counted as a data item for VAR1l67.

4. A police investigative supervisor is a departmental
official (such as a detective sergeant) assigned to super-
vise investigations and who normally reviews cases.

5. A working prosecutor is a lawyer employed by the
controlling jurisdiction whose function it is to prosecute
offenders. The prosecutor who makes case ratings should be
the attorney who personally handles the case, not a super-
visor or administrator.

MEASURE COMPUTATION FORMULA

VAR167
E2.3.1 =

VAR167 + VAR168

To calculate measure E2.3.1, divide the number of
cases rated as satisfactory or better by both a police
supervisor and a working prosecutor (VAR167) by the total
number of cases rated (VAR167 + VAR168). The resulting
value represents the proportion of cases in which the quality
of preparation is rated as satisfactory or better by both the
police and the prosecutor.
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BB

The quality of case preparation is not currently rated
or evaluated formally, either by most police departments or
by prosecutors. A data collection program must therefore be
established to complete the data elements for the computation
of this measure.

Establishing Case Rating Procedures

The first step in data collection is to establish case
rating procedures. If the police department already has
some system by which supervisors and prosecutors review each
case and make a formal judgement about quality this step can
be omitted. If the department is like most, however, it will
be necessary to devise a formal rating system.

A sample case preparation rating from (Form 24) has been
drawn up to meet the needs of this measure. Departments may
choose to use these rating criteria or develop their own, new
standards. As each case is prepared for prosecution, it is
submitted first to a detective supervisor for review. At
the time the police supervisor reviews the case, a case rat-
ing form is completed, even if the case is rejected and sent
back for further investigation. Cases that were re-investiga-
ted and re-submitted for approval by the detective supervisor
should also have arating form completed. Once the rating form
is filled out, it should be submitted to the departments'
performance measurement personnel. At this time the detec-
tive supervisor's rating will be placed on file in case
number sequence to await the prosecutor's rating of the same
case. Cases that receive two detective supervisor ratings
due to re-investigation will be appraised on the basis of the
first rating.

Before the case is forwarded for prosecution, a rating
form will be inserted in the file, to he completed by the
prosecutor assigned to the case. The prosecutor will com-
plete the rating on his first review of the case file.

Once the prosecutor has rated the case, the rating form
will be returned to the department's performance measurement
personnel, where it will be matched (using case number)
with the first rating by the detective supervisor.
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Case PreParation Rating Form

MEASURE

£2.3.1
Case Number Defendant (s)
Case Prepared By: ’ . Case Reviewed By: ] ) " Date:

Note: Sergeant reviewing case is to sign off below only after all elements of case file are

satisfactorily completed. However, no_changes will be made in rating after initial review.

1. Are Criminal Elements =~
Satisfied

1. Casefile Organization

2. Report Summaries .
: 2. Search Warrants Obtained

3. Report Quality s o

3. Was there Justification ~

a. Neatness for Search and Seizure

b. Conformity to €. Victim/Witnesses:

Format

. 1. Record of Statements Made

4. Completeness of File by Victim/Witnesses '

- 2. Have all witnessés and
Participants been Inter-
viewed

a. Crime Report
b. Custody Report

3. Have all Undeveloped
Leads Been Satisfied

¢. Criminal History
Record

d. Follow-up Invest-
jgation Report

D. Suspect

1. Was Suspect Advised. of
His Constitutional

e. Description of Phy- !
Rights :

sical Evidence, in-
cluding latent finger- .
prints ’ 2. If Suspect Confessed to.
. Crime, Is there a Record
f. Routing Card of His Staterents '
g. Crime Scene Diagram
(homicide or rape)

000 0O 000o0oooooo

h. Certified Medical and
* Lab Reports (rape)

000 0O 0000000ocoo

REMARKS :

in

i

%

O
O

.

=B

O
o
o

Soo

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING : REQUIRES ACTION CRITERIA FOR.EVALUATING L :
CASE PREPARATION , YES  N/A CASE PREPARATION - REQUIRES ACTION
b YES . N/A
A. Supporting Documentation B. Legal Constraints

O O

Sergeant's Signature (Indicates Case Reviewed and Accepted)
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TALLY SHEET
PRPPM CASE PREPARATION
T TESTIMONY L]

£2.3.2

COURT - (VARIGT) (VAR168)

FORM 25 —194—




4.

Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. oOne year period
. five year period.

External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Development of External Measure not meaningful
under the circumstances.

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion ....compared to the average departmental
proportion over last ten years.

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Development of External Measure not meaningful
under the circumstances.

-195-




When it is determined that a case has been rated by both
a detective supervisor and a prosecutor, the ratings will be
scored. If both ratings are satisfactory in every respect, a
tally is made on the tabulation form (see Form 25) in the
satisfactory column. If one or both ratings are unsatisfac-
tory, then the case should be tallied in column 2.

At the end of each month, the number of cases receiving
satisfactory and unsatisfactory ratings will be totalled and

entered on the appropriate lines of the measure computation
worksheet.

First, transfer the total number of cases that the
detective supervisor and the prosecutor rate as satisfac-
tory from column 1 of the tabulation form (Form 25) to line
1 of the computation worksheet (Form 26). Transfer the
total number of cases rated as unsatisfactory from column 2
of the tabulation form to line 2 of the worksheet. Add lines
1 and 2, and enter the total on line 3.

Finally, divide line 1 by line 3 and enter the result
on line 4. Line 4 is the value of effectiveness measure
E2.3.1, and is an indicator of the quality of cases prepared
by the police for prosecution.
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PPPM

E2.3.1

COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

Enter the total number of:

1. Cases that the detective supervisor
and prosecutor both rate .80 or more
of criteria as satisfactory or
better (VARI67) ...t eereresasssssas

2. Cases that either, or both, the
detective supervisor and/or the
prosecutor rate as less than
satisfactory.....cocii ittt ennnnn

Add the value on line 1 to the
value on line 2, and enter the
total on this line (VAR168)....cccoc.s

Divide the entry on line 1 by the
entry on line 3. Enter the pro-
portion of cases in which the quality
of case preparation is rated as
satisfactory or better by both the
police and prosecutor; this is the
vdlue of E2.3.1.. it eerencnnns

Form 26




MEASUREMENT SET 2.3.2

w . . .. ... MEASURABLE Q@jggm;va_z,aﬁz S ﬁ=:§"r*ffgﬁj

To maximize the quality of testimony given during legal
proceedings.

" CORE EFFECTIVENE!

Proportion of cases in which the quality of the police
officer's testimony is rated to be satisfactory by the
prosecutor.

Data Source: Ratings of testimony by prosecutors
Related Measures: E2.3.1

Data Availability: Data not generally available at
present

Minimum Study Period: One month
Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $500 (Separate)
$1,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Interval: Monthly, quarterly, yearly
Directionality: Up
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This objective articulates a goal of quality case
investigation and presentation. The measure gauges the
quality of officers' court testimony, using ratings
given by the prosecutor.

Prosecutors make systematic ratings of testimony as it
is given in criminal trials.

DATA ELEMENTS

VAR169 - Number of cases in which the police officer's court
testimony is rated to be satisfactory by the
prosecutor.

VAR170 - Number of cases in which the police officer's court
testimony is rated by the prosecutor.

KEY TERMS

1. Cases...of court testimony to be rated for this
measure are occasions on which a police officer is called
upon to present oral evidence in a criminal trial. Each
officer's testimony should be rated, so one trial might
yield several ratings. Similarly, each occasion on which
testimony is given should be rated, so a single officer's
presentation might be rated both during the preliminary
hearing and at the trial. However, trivial or strictly
pro forma presentations need not be rated.
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2. Rating of court testimony must of necessity be
multi-dimensional, using criteria established as appropriate
by local officials. This measure requires a composite rating
of testimony as either satisfactory or unsatisfactory.

3. The prosecutor is the lawyer employed by the con-
trolling jurisdiction and assigned to prosecute the case
under consideration.

VAR169

E2.3.2 -
VAR170

To calculate measure E2.3.2, divide the number of cases
in which testimony is presented satisfactorily (VAR169) by
the number of cases in which testimony is rated by the
prosecutor (VAR170). The resulting value represents the
proportion of cases in which the police officer's testimony
is rated to be satisfactory by the prosecutor.

In order to collect data for E2.3.2, like E2.3.1, a
formal procedure must be established to rate police officers'
testimony at formal adjudication proceedings. This rating
should be completed by the representative of the prosecutor's
office assigned to the case.

Establishing Testimony Rating Procedures

At the conclusion of the adjudication proceedings, the
prosecutor must rate the various dimensions of police
officers' testimony as satisfactory or unsatisfactory, for
each case prosecuted using criteria such as those shown on
the experimental testimony rating form (Form 27). Once
completed, the form will be sent to the performance measure-
ment unit in the police department.
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wre RATING OF POLICE TESTIMONY

£2.3.2

)fficer Giving Testimony - Court Date ~Prosecutor Case Number
o ,

Defendant ‘ ' Police Case Number
).IMENSIONS OF OFFICER TESTIMONY SATISFACTORY UNSATI'SFACT\ORY

L. Appearance

Presentation of Evidence and Testimony

Knowledge of the Laws of Evidence : ! | ~ :

Knowledge of Court Procedures.Regarding
the Presentation of:

a. Evidence

b. Testimony

5. Demeanor and Conduct

. Knowledge of the Facts of the Case

7. Ability to Withstand Cross-examination

8. Ability to Refrain from Deviating from
Previous Testimony

. Case Preparation (Reports and Evidence)

Remarks (Note exceptional points and explain unsatisfactory elements) :

Form 27 201 Prosecutor Reviewing Case
®




As testimony rating forms are received, they should be
scored and placed on file according to the date they are
received. At the end of each month all testimony rating
forms are reviewed.

For each case that is scored satisfactory, a tally
should be made in Column 3 of the case preparation and
testimony rating tabulation form (Form 25). All unsatis-
factory presentations of testimony should be tallied in
Column 4 of this form (Form 25).

At the end of each month the number of satisfactory
ratings of police officers' testimony should be totalled
and entered on the appropriate line of the computation
worksheet (Form 28).

First, transfer the number of cases in which the prose-
cutor rated police officer's testimony to be satisfactory
from Column 3 of the tabulation form (Form 23) to line 1 of
the computation worksheet (Form 28). Next, transfer the
total number of cases in which testimony is rated from
Column 5 of the tabulation form to line 2 of the worksheet.

Divide line 1 by line 2 and enter the result on line 3.
Line 3 is the value of effectiveness measure E2.3.2, and
is an indication of the quality of police testimony during
adjudication proceedings.
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MEASURES

£2.3.1
£2.3.2

TALLY SHEET
CASE PREPARATION

L]

=

A
L
L
Y

COURT

(VARIGT)

(VAR168)

FORM 2§
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"APPLICABLE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over the last

. one year period
. five year period.

External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Development of External Measure not meaningful
under the circumstances.

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion....compared to the average departmental
proportion over the last ten years.

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Development of External Measure not meaningful
under the circumstances.

=204~




-50¢2-

PPPM

E2.3.2

COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

- COMPUTATION 'PROCEDURE -

Enter the number of:

1. Case in which the police officer's
testimony is rated as satisfactory
on .80 or more of the criteria
(VARLIOG9) .ttt vevevenncectacsanssascsans

2. Cases in which the police officer's
testimony is rated by the prosecutor
(VARLI70) .ot veeceseacsosnsessaasensnsns

Divide the entry on line 1 by the
entry on line 2. Enter the propor-
tion of cases in which the quality
of the police officer's testimony
during the adjudication process is
rated to be satisfactory by the
prosecutor; this is the value of

E2.3.2...... ceeeccreccsesetecassesoaan

Form 28




MEASUREMENT SET 2.4.1

féééﬁéf;%ﬁ’é;é;i'”“

To maximize the proportion of the total value of stolen
and other crime-related articles that is recovered and
returned to owners.

ORE EFFECTIVEN

Proportion of the total value of stolen and other crime-
related articles that is recovered and returned to owners.

" one contsorion taromATIOS

Data Source: Crime Reports; property receipts
Related Measures: E2.4.2

Data Availability: Generally available with minor record
modifications.

Minimum Study Period: One month
Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $2,000 (Separate)
$3,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Intervals: Monthly, quarterly, yearly
Directionality: Up
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 RATIONALE &=

This objective expresses one aspect of a department's
goal for recovering and returning stolen property. E2.4.1
relates the proportion of the total value of stolen articles
that is recovered and returned.

Data are taken from the departments' log of property
return receipts and collated with information from the
original crime report.

DATA ELEMENTS

VAR175 - Value of crime-related articles and items of stolen
property that is recovered and returned to the
owners.

VAR176 - Total value of crime-related articles and items of
property that is reported stolen.

KEY TERMS

1. Stolen property refers to property that is taken
during the commission of a crime (any crime) and listed on
the crime report as stolen.

2. Crime-related property refers to property whose
possession is changed during the course of a crime, such as
a pair of eyeglasses lost during an assault of a brief case
inside a stolen vehicle.
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3. Recovered and returned to the owner specifies that
the property must have been recovered by or turned into the
police and returned to its legal owner. Recovery alone does
not quality for inclusion.

4. The value of crime-related articles and items of
stolen property is accepted as the dollar amounts shown on
the crime reports, whether they are replacement or fair
market value.

E2.4.1 = VARLTS

VAR176

To calculate measure E2.4.1, divide the value of stolen
and crime-related articles that are recovered and returned
to owners (VAR175) by the total value of stolen or crime-
related property reported to the police (VAR176). The
resulting value represents the proportion of total value of

stolen and crime-related articles recovered and returned to
owners.

Effectiveness measures E2.4.1 and E2.4.2 deal with
various aspects of success in handling stolen or crime-
related property. At the present time, most departments
summarize information about stolen property for UCR purposes
on a form entitled "Supplement to Return A." This supple-
ment is completed using information from official crime
reports.

These two stolen property measures require only slight
modifications to current record procedures. The first modi-
fication is that at the time the UCR clerk completes the
Supplement, an entry is made on the Stolen Property Report
Summary (Form 29), indicating the case number (column 1),
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the date of the case (crime report) on which property is
reported stolen (column 2), the number of articles reported
missing (column 3), and the estimated value of the property
taken (column 4). This information, once collected, should
be forwarded to the performance measurement office.

The second modification to standard departmental
procedures reguires that property room personnel establish
a log that will reflect critical information when an article
of stolen property is receipted and returned to its owner.
This Stolen Property Log (illustrated in Form 30) is
designed to capture information on the case number (column
1), the date the property was stolen (column 2), the date
the property was returned (column 3), and the value of
property recovered and returned (column 4). The elapsed
time (date reported stolen to date returned, for measure
E2.4.2) will be calculated by performance measurement
personnel and recorded.

At the time that a receipt is written for articles of
stolen or crime-related property that is returned to the
owners, the value of the articles that are returned is
calculated (following UCR procedures for valuation) and
entered in column 4 of the Log. The value of articles
reported stolen during the same period of time will be
provided by the UCR clerk in column 3 of Form 29 (Stolen
Property Report Summary).

This procedure of logging the value of stolen articles
that are returned to owners should be completed and sum-
marized on a monthly basis.

USING THE COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

First, transfer the total value of stolen and crime-
related articles that is returned to owners from column 4
of the stolen property log (Form 30) to line 1 of the work-
sheet (Form 33). Transfer the total value of articles
reported stolen from column 3 of Form 29 (stolen property:
[ number and value of articles) to line 2 of the worksheet.

Finally, divide line 1 by line 2 and enter the result
on line 3. Line 3 is the value of effectiveness measure
E2.4.1 and represents the extent to which the police are
effective in recovering and returning to the owner a por-
| tion of the total valuation of property stolen.
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MEASURES
£2.4.1
£2.4.2

STOLEN PROPERTY REPORT SUMMARY

(NOTE: EACH LINE REPRESENTS OQNE CASE)

1. GASE HUMBER

2.DATE

-3 NUMBER OF ARTIGLES STOLEN

4. VALYE OF ARTICLES STOLEN

COUNT:

“Tomns)|

q TOTAL

(VARIT6 )

FORM 28
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PPPM STOLEN PROPERTY LOG

MEASURES

£2.4.1
® £2.4.2

LUEAVE BLARK

- CASERUMBER | propenry:stoen | Propemry sEmumien |

.

SR
" |PROPERTY
© | AND RETURNED

UE OF
RECOVERED

. {VARITT)

TOTAL:

(VAR ITS)

FORM 30
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Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over last

. One year period
. five year period.

External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in proportion....over last

. One year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average proportion for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over the last

. one year period
. five year period.

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion...compared to the average departmental
proportion over last ten years.

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Proportion....compared to the average proportion for
all cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA.
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A
PPPM

E2.4.1

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

COMPUTATION ~ PROCEDURE " i

Enter the total value of:

1.

Crime-related articles and items of
stolen property recovered and returned
to the owner (VARI75) ...t irnnnnennnn

Crime-related articles and items of
property reported stolen (VAR176).....

Divide the entry on line 1 by the
entry on line 2, and enter the
proportion of total value of stolen

and other crime-related articles
recovered and returned to owners;
this is the value of E2.4.1....ccveu..

[ [ | L o L

AR COMPUTATION WORKSHEET




MEASUREMENT SET 2.4.2

To minimize the time that the owner of stolen and other
crime-related articles that are deprived of the possession and
use of that property.

Average time that the owner of stolen and other crime-
related articles is deprived of the possession and use of
that property.

:qﬁ.ﬁﬂTA CQ$L3C$$O$;§$FQ333TION

Data Source: Crime reports; property receipts
Related Measures: E2.4.1

Data Availability: Generally available with minor record
modifications

Minimum Study Period: One month
Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $2,000 (Separate)
$3,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Intervals: Monthly, quarterly, yearly

Directionality: Down
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Like E2.4.1, this objective states an aspect of a
department's goal for recovering and returning stolen prop
property. E2.4.2 estimates the average time that owners
of stolen property are deprived of its possession and use.

Data are taken from the department's log of property
return receipts and collated with information from the
original crime report.

DATA ELEMENTS

VAR177 - The total number of elapsed days between the date
that property was stolen and the date returned,
for all cases in the study.

VAR178 - Number of cases in the study involving stolen or
crime-related property, where property was returned.

KEY TERMS

1. Cases involving stolen property refers to cases in
which property is taken during the commission of a crime
(any crime) and one or more articles of property are listed
on the crime report as stolen.
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2. Crime-related property refers to property whose
possession 1s changed during the course of a crime, such as
a pair of eyeglasses lost during an assault or a brief case
inside a stolen vehicle.

3. Returned to the owner specifies that the property
must have been recovered by or turned into the police and
returned to its legal owner. To qualify as a case in which
property is returned, one (or more) articles of stolen
property must be returned.

4. The date that property (or crime related articles)
were stolen refers to the date of occurrence shown on the
crime report.

5. The date that property was returned refers to the
date on which the stolen property was returned to the posse-

sion of its legal owner as recorded on the property return
receipt.

6. The total number of elapsed days is derived by sub-
tracting the date stolen from the date returned for each
case in the study.

VAR177

E2.4.2

VAR178

To calculate measure E2.4.2, divide the total number of
elapsed days between the date stolen and the date returned
for all cases in the study (VAR177) by the number of cases
in the study involving stolen or crime-related property,
where property was returned (VAR178). The resulting value
represents the average time that the owner of stolen or
crime-related property is deprived of the possession and
use of that property.
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This measure, as measure E2.4.1, depends on minor modi-
fications to the stolen or crime-related property record
system.

At the time that a receipt is written for articles of
stolen or crime-related property that are returned to the
owners, the date that the property was stolen and the date
that the property was returned are entered in Columns 1 and 2
of the stolen property log (Form 30). The number of cases
involving stolen or crime-related property where property
was returned can be determined by counting the number of
lines completed on the stolen property log for the period
of time under consideration.

This procedure of logging dates for stolen and returned
property should be followed and submitted monthly to the
persons responsible for the performance measurement function
in the department.

At the performance measurement desk, a clerk must cal-
culate the elapsed time between theft of property and its
return. This value is entered in column 3 (Office Use).

USING THE COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

First, transfer the total number of elapsed days between
the date stolen and the date returned for all cases in the
study to line 1 of the worksheet (Form 34). Enter the total
number of cases in the study where stolen property was re-
turned on line 2. Finally, divide line 1 by line 2 and enter
the result on line 3. Line 3 is the value of effectiveness
measure E2.4.2, and represents the extent to which the police
are effective in reducing the period of time that owners
of stolen property are deprived of the possession and use of
that property.
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£2.4.2

(NOTE : EACH LINE REPRESENTS ONE CASE)

| STOLEN PROPERTY REPORT SUMMARY

4 YALUE OF ARTICLES STOLEN

COUNT:

(VARIT8) | -

TOTAL

(VARITS )

FORM 29
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MEASURES
£2.4.1
£2.4.2

STOLEN PROPERTY LOG

i D] 5 YALUE OF

8 UEAVE BUANK
. Gorriewn

" | PROPERTY RECVERED
© 7.} AND RETURKED

(VARITT)

TOTAL:

(VAR 175)

FORM 30
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Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in average time....over last

. One year period
. five year period.

External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in average time....over last

. one year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average time for all cities
of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over last

. one year period
. five year period.

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Average time....compared to the average departmental
rate over last ten years.

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Average time....compared to the average time for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA.
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COMPUTATION WORKSHEET
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PPPM

NEASURE
E2.4.2

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

COMPUTATION PFQC)C;EJDLJFQE

Enter the total number of:

1.

Elapsed days between the date that
property was stolen and the date
returned for all cases in the study

(VARL77) e ettt e it siiee e tennnnn.

Cases in the study where stolen or
crime-related property was returned

(VARL78) .o iiii ittt it iiiieereeennnn.

Divide the entry on line 1 by the
entry on line 2, and enter the
average number of days that the
owners of stolen and crime-related
articles are deprived of the
possession and use of that property;

+this is the value of E2.4.2............

Form 34




MEASUREMENT SET 2.5.1

To minimize the number of complaints alleging violations
of legal safeguards such as:

. unlawful arrest
. 1illegal stop, search, and seizure

. violation of the right against self-incrimination.

Ratio of complaints alleging violations of legal safeguards
such as:

. unlawful arrest
illegal stop, search, and seizure
. violation of right against self-incrimination

to total police arrests.

Data Source: Prosecutor's notice of procedural challenge
Related Measures: E2.5.1b, E2.5.2a, E2.5.2b, E2.5.2cC

Data Availability: Not currently available in most
departments.

Minimum Study Period: One month (one year, in small
agencies)

Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $1,000 (Separate)
$2,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Intervals: Monthly, gquarterly, yearly

Directionality: Down
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Police responsibility for crime control is not without
limitations. Objectives 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 both reflect aspects
of the department's concern for legal procedures in criminal
investigation and apprehension.

No measure of legality or propriety is definitive by
itself. All must be examined in concert to give a true
picture of the department's performance. E2.5.la and E2.5.1b
show the department's rate of legal challenges in two differ-
ent contexts. The first compares challenges to total arrest
levels, while the second relates challenges to population.

. MEASUREMENT STRATEGY

Data are taken from prosecutors' reports concerning
challenges to police investigative procedures.

VAR179 - Number of complaints of unlawful arrest during
study period.

VAR180 - Number of complaints of illegal stop, search, and
seizure during study period.

VAR181 - Number of complaints of violations of rights against
self-incrimination during study period.

VAR182 - Total number of police arrests during study period.
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1; Complaints alleging violations of legal safeguards

are legal challenges raised by the defense or judge relating
to the lawfulness of arrest, search, and interrogation proce-
dures. All challenges, regardless of factual circumstances
will be considered complaints, and should be reported by

the prosecutor to the police agency on a cooperative basis.

2. Unlawful arrests are violations of departmental,
state, or federal prescriptions defining the conditions and
methods by which arrests can be made.

3. Illegal stop, search, and seizure refers to acts
in conflict with (1) the fourth amendment, (2) the fourteenth
amendment, (3) state or federal statutes, or (4) departmental
regulations prescribing the conditions and procedures by
which detentions, searches, and seizures can be made.

4. Violations of rights against self-incrimination
are acts in conflict with federal, state, or local prescrip-
tions regarding the right of suspects (1) to remain silent,
and (2) to have legal counsel during gquestioning (Miranda).

5. Total police arrests refers to the total number
of felony and misdemeanor arrests made by the department.

Y. VAR179 thru VAR181

E2.5.1la = VAR182

To calculate measure E2.5.1la, add up the number of com-
plaints of unlawful arrest (VAR179) illegal stop, search,
and seizure (VAR180), and violation of rights against self-
incrimination (VAR181), during the study period.

Divide the total number of complaints of violation of
legal safeguards (VAR179 thru VAR181) by the total number of
police arrests during the study period (VAR182). The resul-
ting value represents the ratio of complaints of violations
of legal safeguards to total police arrests, for the study
period.
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Unlike other measures of police propriety (E5.2.la-
E5.2.2b), which depend on the internal affairs unit to give
feedback on officer conformity to rules and regulations,
effectiveness measure E2.5.la solicits the court system for
information on the observance of legal safeguards. This
method of acquiring data is recommended with full recognition
that a cooperative arrangement must be established with
another component of the criminal justice system. This
cooperative link, perhaps through the prosecutor's office,
would provide information on the number of times that legal
challenges are entered with regard to the illegality of
(1) an arrest, (2) a stop, search, or seizure, and (3) inter-
rogation ("mirandizing") procedures.

Other effectiveness measures (E2.3.l1la and E2.3.1lb) also
request prosecutor assistance in measuring police performance,
and procedures for this cluster of measures can be integrated
with those. For this series of measures a transmittal form
must be prepared by the prosecutor assigned to the case, and
sent to the performance measurement unit in the police depart-
ment. The form must identify the number of challenges raised
and the number that are sustained.

When notice of the various challenges is received by
the department, a tally should be made in column 1 of the
procedural challenge tabulation form (Form 36). Similarly,
sustained rulings (verified violations) reported by the
prosecutor should be entered in column 2. The tabulation
form makes provision for counting each category of challenge
alleging (1) arrest, (2) stop, search, and seizure, and
(3) self-incrimination violations. At the end of the data
collection period, tabulated challenges (complaints) and
sustained rulings (verified violations) in each of the three
categories are tallied, and the sums of these are entered in
row 4 of the Tabulation Form.

USING THE COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

First, transfer the number of each type of complaint of
procedural violation from Column 1 (rows 1-3) of the tabu-
lation form (Form 36) to the following lines of the computa-
tion worksheet (Form 37):
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U | PROCEDURAL CHALLENGE
i TABULATION FORM

€2.5.2¢

LT

FORM 36
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unlawful arrest--line 1la;
. 1illegal stop, search, and seizure--line 1lb;
. self-incrimination--line lc.

Next, sum lines la-lc and enter the total on line 1d.

Enter the total number of police arrests (during the same
time period that violations of legal safeguards are tabu-
lated) on line 2.

Finally, divide line 1d by line 2 and enter the result

on line 3. Line 3 reflects the degree to which police
are following legal procedures in carrying out their inves-
tigative and apprehension activities.

Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in ratio....over the last

. One year period
. five year period.

External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in ratio....over the last

one year period

five year period
compared to change in the average ratio for all cities
of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over last
one year period
. five year period.

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Ratio....compared to the average departmental ratio
over the last ten years.
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External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Ratio....compared to the average ratio for all cities
of similar population size

. WwWithin the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA.
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COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

PPPM
MEASURE
E2.5.1a

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

Enter the total number of:

1. Complaints of violation of each type
of legal safeguard:
a. Unlawful arrest (VAR179)..

Illegal stop, search, and seizure
(VAR180) ..evvvvernnnn ceecanan

c. Rights against self-incrimination

(VAR18l)......... cetecercaccecennns

d. Total complaints (sum lines a
through c¢)....

2. Police arrests (VAR182)....cceececoecen

s 00w

3. Divide the entry on line 14 by the
entry on line 2 and enter the ratio
of complaints of violation of legal
safeguards to total police arrests.
This is the value of E2.5.1la..-cvevuese

Form 37




MEASUREMENT SET 2.5.1

To minimize the number of complaints alleging violations
of constitutional safeguards such as:

. unlawful arrest
. 1illegal stop, search, and seizure
. violation of the right against self-incrimination.

Rate of complaints alleging violations of constitutional
safeguards such as:

unlawful arrest
illegal stop, search, and seizure
. violation of the right against self-incrimination.

per 1,000 population.

Data Source: Prosecutor's notice of procedural challenge
Related Measures: EZ2.5.l1la, E2.5.2a, E2.5.2b, E2.5.2cC

Data Availability: Not currently available in most
departments

Minimum Study Period: One month (one year, in small
agencies)

Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $1,000 (Separate)
$2,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Intervals: Monthly, quarterly, yearly
Directionality: Down
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Objectives 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 both reflect aspects of a
department's concern for propriety in criminal investigation
and apprehension. This measure, E2.5.1b, relates the level
of legal challenges to the size of the jurisdiction.

0N oS

Data are taken from prosecutors' reports concerning
challenges to police investigative procedures.

VAR179 - Number of complaints of unlawful arrest during
the study period.

VAR180 - Number of complaints of illegal stop, search, and
seizure during the study period.

VAR181 - Number of complaints of violation of rights against
self-incrimination during the study period.

VAROO5 - The current resident population of the jurisdiction.

l. Complaints alleging violations of legal safegquards

are legal challenges raised by the defense or judge relating
to the lawfulness of arrest, search, and interrogation proce- |
dures. All challenges, regardless of factual circumstances
will be considered complaints, and should be reported by the
prosecutor to the police agency on a cooperative basis.
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2. Unlawful arrests are violations of departmental,
state, or federal prescriptions defining the conditions and
methods by which arrests can be made.

3. Illegal stop, search, and seizure refers to acts in
conflict with (1) the Fourth Amendment, (2) the Fourteenth
Amendment, (3) state or federal statutes, or (4) departmental
regulations prescribing the conditions and procedures by
which detentions, searches, and seizures can be made.

4. Violations of rights against self-incrimination
are acts in conflict with federal, state, or local prescrip-
tions regarding the right of suspects (1) to remain silent,
and (2) to have legal counsel during questioning (Miranda).

5. A jurisdiction's current resident population is
that established by the latest official (government) survey
or estimate.

MEASURE COMPUTATION FORMULA

Y 'VAR179 thru VAR181

M2.5.1b =
.001 x (VAROOS5)

To calculate measure E2.5.1b, add up the number of com-
plaints of unlawful arrest (VAR179), illegal stop, search,
and seizure (VAR180), and violation of rights against self-
incrimination (VAR181), during the study period.

Multiply the resident population of the jurisdiction
(VAR005) by .001. Divide the total number of complaints of
violation of constitutional safeguards (VAR179 thru VAR1S81)
by the "adjusted" (multiplied) population. The resulting
value represents the rate of constitutional safeguards, for
the study period.
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For measure E2.5.1lb, like E2.5.la, the data on the
number of challenges (complaints) of legal violations should
be generated by the prosecutor's office as the challenges
arise. As challenges and sustained rulings (verified
violations) are referred to the performance measurement
unit, a tally should be made in column 1 of the tabulation
form. This form makes provision for counting each category
of (1) arrest, (2) stop, search, and seizure, and (3) self-
incrimination violations. Similarly, sustained rulings
should be tallied in column 2.

At the end of the data collection period, tabulated
challenges (complaints) and sustained rulings (verified viola-
tions) in each of the three categories are totalled, and the
sums of these are entered in row 4 of the tabulation form.

First, transfer the number of each type of complaint of
legal violation from column 1 (rows 1-3) of the tabulation
form (Form 36) to the following lines of the computation
worksheet (Form 38):

. unlawful arrest--line 1la;

illegal stop, search, and seizure--line 1b;
. self-incrimination--line c.

Sum lines la-1lc and enter the total on line 1d. Enter
the current resident population of the jurisdiction on line 2.
Then, multiply line 2 by .001 and enter the result on line 3.

Finally, divide line 1d by the adjusted population on
line 3 and enter the result on line 4. Line 4 reflects the
degree to which police are following legal procedures in
carrying-out their investigative and apprehension activities
in relation to the population of the jurisdiction.
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PROCEDURAL CHALLENGE
TABULATION FORM

RIGHTS | Acamsr
SELF- INCRININATION

TOTAL

FORM 36
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APPLICABLE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. oOne year period
. five year period.

External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over last

. oOne year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average rate for all cities
of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over last

. one year period
. five year period.

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average departmental rate over
last ten years.

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average rate for all cities
of similar population size

. within the U.S.

. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA.
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A XA

NEASURE
E2.5.1b

- TlPPPMy T 6 e e e e e
COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

COMPUTATION, PROCEDURE ..

Enter the total:

1. Number of complaints of violation of
each type of legal safeguard:
a. Unlawful arrest (VAR179).......... .

b. 1Illegal stop, search, and seizure
(VARIBO) .ot viveececosacscnsccccans

c. Right against self-incrimination
(VAR181).......... checseneas ceecsne

d. Total complaints (sum lines a
through c)....civeieieenans eeane

2. Resident population of the
jurisdiction (VAROOS5)....ceceeesecaca-a

Enter the resident population of the
jurisdiction (line 2) multiplied by

T ccecenons

Divide line 1d by line 3, and enter
the rate of complaints of violations
of legal safeguards, per 1,000
population. This is the value of

E2.5.1b.......... Cesesctcacstecaceann

Form 38




MEASUREMENT SET 2.5.2

To minimize the number of verified violations of constitu-
tional safeguards, such as:

. unlawful arrest
. 1illegal stop, search, and seizure
. violation of the right against self-incrimination.

Ratio of verified violations of constitutional safeguards
such as:

. unlawful arrest

. 1illegal stop, search, and seizure

. violation of the right against self-incrimination.
to total police arrests.

\ COLL

Data Source: Prosecutor's notice of procedural challenge
Related Measures: E2.5.1la, E2.5.1b, E2.5.2b, E2.5.2c,

Data Availability: Not currently available in most
departments

Minimum Study Period: One month (one year, in small
agencies)

Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $1,000 (Separate)
$2,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Intervals: Monthly, quarterly, yearly
Directionality: Down
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Objectives 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 both reflect aspects of a
department's concern for legality in crime control. While
the previous objective dealt exclusively with challenges,
however, this objective focuses on sustained rulings of
impropriety. Measure E2.5.2a, accordingly, relates the level
of sustained rulings to the level of total police arrests.

Data are taken from prosecutors' reports concerning
challenges to police investigative procedures.

DATA ELEMENTS

VAR183 - Number of verified instances of unlawful arrest
during the study period.
VAR184 - Number of verified instances of illegal stop, search,
and seizure during the study period.
| VAR185 - Number of verified violations of rights against
| self-incrimination during study period.
| VAR182 - Total number of police arrests during study period.

KEY TERMS

1. Verified (instance of) violations of legal safe-
guards are legal, procedural challenges that are sustained
by the judge, thus indicating that the arrest, search, or
linterrogation procedure was carried out in an improper
manner. Such judicial rulings should be reported to the
police agency by the prosecutor on a cooperative basis.
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2. Unlawful arrests are violations of departmental,

state, or federal prescriptions defining the conditions and
methods by which arrests can be made.

3. 1Illegal stop, search, and seizure refers to acts in
conflict with (1) the fourth amendment, (2) the fourteenth
amendment, (3) state or federal statutes, or (4) departmental
regulations prescribing the conditions and procedures by
which detentions, searches, and seizures can be made.

4. Violations of rights against self-incrimination
are acts in conflict with federal, state, or local prescrip-
tions regarding the right of suspects (1) to remain silent,
and (2) to have legal counsel during gquestioning (Miranda).

5. Total police arrests refers to the total number of
felony and misdemeanor arrests made by the department.

) VAR183 thru VAR185

E2.5.2a = VAR182

To calculate measure E2.5.2a, add the number of sustained
rulings ©f unlawful arrest (VAR183), illegal stop, search,
and seizure (VAR184), and violation of rights against self-
incrimination (VAR185), during the study period.

Divide the total number of verified violations of legal
safeguards (VAR183 thru VAR185) by the total number of police
arrests during the study period (VAR182). The resulting value
represents the ratio of verified violations of legal safe-
! guards to total police arrests, for the study period.
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For measure E2.5.2a, like E2.5.1la and E2.5.1b, the data
on the number of sustained rulings (verifications) of legal
violations should be generated by the prosecutors' office
as the rulings are made. When these verified sustained
rulings are reported to the performance measurement unit, a
tally should be made in column 2 of the tabulation form.
This form makes provision for counting each category of
ruling concerning (1) arrest, (2) stop, search, and seizure,
and (3) self-incrimination safeguards. Police arrest totals,
which are also required for this measure, will be available
in the department.

At the end of the data collection period, tabulated
verified violations (sustained rulings) are totalled in each
of the three categories, and the sum of these entered in
row 4 of the tabulation form.

USING THE COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

First, transfer the number of each type of verified
violation of legal safeguards from column 3 (rows 1-3) of the
tabulation form (Form 36) to the following lines of the
computation worksheet (Form 39):

. unlawful arrest--la;
. 1illegal stop, search, and seizure--line lb;
self-incrimination--line 1lc.

Next, sum la-lc and enter the total on line 1ld. Enter
the total number of police arrests (during the same time
period that verified violations of legal safeguards are
tabulated) on line 2.

Finally, divide line 1d by line 2 and enter the result
on line 3. Line 3 reflects the degree to which police
are following legal procedures in carrying out their
investigative and apprehension activities.
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PPPM:

MEASURES

£2.5.2¢

25 PROGEDURAL CHALLENGE
cr.sm TABULATION FORM

L LESAL sAF

CHALLERGES

| 2. SUSTAINED RULINGS

FORM 36
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Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in ratio....over the last

one year period
. five year period.

External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in ratio....over the last

. one year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average ratio for all cities
of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over last
. one year period
. five year period.

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Ratio....compared to the average departmental ratio over

last ten years.

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Ratio....compared the average ratio for all cities
of similar population size

within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA.
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A TA

E2.5.2a

T COMPUTATION

WORKSHEET

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS

COMPUTATION PROCEDURE

Enter the total number of:

1. Verified violation of each type of
legal safeguard:
a. Unlawful arrest (VARI83).....0.0.0-

b. Illegal stop, search, and seizure
(VARIB4) .. iieienneneenacnnas ccecens

c. Rights against self-incrimination
(VAR1I85) .....c.u. Ceceseeetesnaan .-

d. Total verified violations (sum
lines a through ¢)..evvecenvnanenn

2. Police arrests (VARIB2) .eeeeeeesocosons

Divide line 14 by line 2. Enter the
ratio of verified violations of legal
safeguards to total police arrests;

this is the value of E2.5.2a....... .-

Form 39




MEASUREMENT SET 2.5.2

To minimize the number of verified violations of constitu-
tional safeguards such as:

. unlawful arrest
. 1illegal stop, search, and seizure
violation of the right against self-incrimination.

Rate of verified violations of constitutional safeguards
such as:

. unlawful arrest
illegal stop, search, and seizure
violation of the right against self-incrimination

per 1,000 population.

Data Source: Prosecutor's notice of procedural challenges
Related Measures: E2.5.l1la, E2.5.1b, E2.5.2a, E2.5.2c

Data Availability: WNot currently available in most
departments

Minimum Study Period: One month (one year, in small
agencies)

Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $1,000 (Separate)
$2,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Intervals: Monthly, quarterly, yearly

Directionality: Down
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Objectives 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 both reflect aspects of a
police department's conformance to legal guidelines in the
conduct of its investigations. Here, E2.5.2b relates the
level of sustained rulings of procedural violations to the
size of the jurisdiction.

Data are taken from prosecutors' reports concerning
challenges to police investigative procedures.

VAR183 - Number of verified instances of unlawful arrest
during the study period.

VAR184 - Number of verified instances of illegal stop, search,
and seizure during the study period.

VAR185 - Number of verified violations of rights against
self-incrimination during the study period.

VAR005 - The current resident population of the jurisdiction.

1. Verified (instances of) violations of legal safe-
guards are legal challenges to procedures that are sustained
by the judge, thus indicating that the arrest, search, or
interrogation procedure was carried out in an improper
manner. Such judicial rulings should be reported to the
police agency by the prosecutor on a cooperative basis.
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2. Unlawful arrests are violations of departmental,
state, or federal prescriptions defining the conditions and
methods hy which arrests can be made.

3. 1Illegal stop, search, and seizure refers to acts in
conflict with (1) the fourth amendment, (2) the fourteenth
amendment, (3) state or federal statutes, or (4) departmental
regulations prescribing the conditions and procedures by
which detentions, searches, and seizures can be made.

4. Violations of rights against self-incrimination are
acts in conflict with federal, state, or local prescriptions
regarding the right of suspects (1) to remain silent, (2) to
have legal counsel during questioning (Miranda).

5. A jurisdiction's current resident population is
that established by the latest official (government) survey
or estimate.

E2.5.2b = Z VAR183 thru VAR185

.001 x (VAROOS5)

To calculate measure E2.5.2b, add up the number of
sustained rulings of unlawful arrest (VAR183), illegal stop,
search, and seizure (VAR184), and violation of rights against
self-incrimination (VAR185), during the study period.

Multiply the resident population of the jurisdiction
by .001. Divide the total number of verified violations of
legal safeguards (VAR183 thru VAR185) by the "adjusted"
(multiplied) population. The resulting value represents
the rate of verified violations of constitutional safeguards,
for the study period.
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For measure E2.5.2b, like E2.5.la thru E2.5.2a, the
required data should be generated by the prosecutors office.
As verified violations (sustained rulings) are reported to
the performance measurement unit, a tally should be made
in column 2 of the tabulation form. This form makes pro-
vision for counting each category of (1) arrest, (2) stop,
search, and seizure, and (3) self-incrimination rulings.

At the end of the data collection period, tabulated
verified violations (sustained rulings) are totalled in each
of the three categories, and the sume of these is entered
in row 4 of the tabulation form.

First, transfer the number of each type of verified
violation of constitutional safeguards from column 3 (rows
1-3) of the tabulation form (Form 36) to the following lines
of the computation worksheet (Form 40):

. unlawful arrest--line la;
. illegal stop, search, and seizure--line lb;
. self-incrimination--line lc.

Sum lines la-lc and enter the total on line 1ld. Next,
enter the current resident population of the jurisdiction
on line 2. Then, multiply line 2 by .001 and enter the
result on line 3.

Finally, divide line 14 by the "adjusted" (multiplied)
population on line 3 and enter the result on line 4. Line 4
reflects the degree to which police are following legal
procedures in carrying out their investigative and apprehen-
sion activities in relation to the population of the juris-
diction.
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GRS

\EASURES
£2.5.1b

£2.5.2b
£2.5.2¢

c25.n PROGEDURAL CHALLENGE
t520 TABULATION FORM

0 wleear
J STOP, SEARCH .
. ﬁ_&”DfSECURE ﬁ¥'.~

© YIOLATION OF
RIGHTS AGAINST
~ SELF- INGRIMINATION

TOTAL

FORM 36
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Internal Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over the last

. one year period
. five year period.

External Trend Effectiveness Measure

Change in rate....over the last

.+ one year period
. five year period

compared to change in the average rate for all cities
of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA

over last
. One year period
. five year period.

Internal Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average departmental
rate over last ten years.

External Norm Effectiveness Measure

Rate....compared to the average rate for all
cities of similar population size

. within the U.S.
. within the UCR Region
. within the same State
. within the SMSA
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PPPM

COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

E2.5.2b

SUMMARY OF DATA ELEMENTS COMPUTATION  PROCEDURE

Enter the total:

3. Enter the resident population of the

1. Number of verified violations of each
jurisdiction (line 2) multiplied by

type of legal safeguard:

00l......... ctscecenns ceececeseceanns .o
. Unlawful arrest (VARI83)...........
Illegal stop, search, and seizure 4. Divige 11ne'1§ by }1ne ?' Enter the
(VAR184) rate of verified violations of legal
"""""""" eI safeguards, per 1,000 population;
c. Right against self-incrimination this is the value of E2.5.2b...... ceenn
(VAR1S85)..... ceenns ceereiana )
U
o d. Total verified violations (sum
v lines a through c)....... ciereenan

2. Resident population of the
jurisdiction (VAROOS5)......ccevvccencan

Form 40




MEASUREMENT SET 2.5.2

To minimize the number of verified violations of constitu-
tional safeguards such as:

. unlawful arrest
. 1llegal stop, search, and seizure
. violation of the right against self-incrimination.

Ratio of verified violations of constitutional safeguards
such as:

. unlawful arrest
. 1illegal stop, search, and seizure
. violation of the right against self-incrimination

to complaints of violations of such constitutional safeguards.

Data Source: Prosecutor's notice of procedural challenge
Related Measures: E2.5.la, E2.5.1b, E2.5.2a, E2.5.2b

Data Availability: Not currently available in most
departments

Minimum Study Period: One month (one year, in small
agencies)

Data Collection Mode: Continuous

Estimated Cost of Collection: $1,000 (Separate)
$2,000 (Cluster)

Measurement Intervals: Monthly, quarterly, yearly

Directionality: Down
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Objectives 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 both reflect aspects of a
police department's concern for propriety in the conduct of
its investigations. This measure, E2.5.2c relates the level
of sustained rulings of procedural violations to the level

L of complaints 