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PREFACE

One of the primary concerns of the authors was that this report be
organized in a manner that is useful to law enforcement decisionmakers and
planners, and at the same time include the degree of methodological and
analytical detail which is of special interest to the research community.
The first ten chapters, therefore, explain in detail many of the practical
aspects of planning, implementing and evaluating the field test, while
Chapters 11 through 15 include more in-depth explanations of the processes

‘used to analyze the survey data.

The first chapter, or Executive Summary, is intended to stand alone as
an overview of the project, and inciudes a summary of key findings and
their implications for police policy and implementation planning.

Chapter 2 provides background information on the field test design and
site selection, and includes a review of the 1literature.

The changes required in communications center operations to implement
differential police response (DPR) are emphasized in Chapter 3, which
discusses the development of new call classification and intake procedures
at the three test sites.

Chapter 4 compares the procedures used to test and implement alterna-
tive response systems at all three sites, and discusses the different
methods employed for randomly assigning calls for service to experimental
and control groups.

Chapters 5, 6, and 7 provide separate, detailed explanations of the
test and implementation phases in Garden Grove, Greensboro, and Toledo,
respectively. Each chapter includes a discussion of alternatives selected,
special considerations, test results and conclusions. Summaries of the
results of the citizen surveys at each site are also presented in these
chapters.

In Chapter 8, many of the major conclusions of the research and its
implications for planning, management and police policymaking are discus-
sed. This chapter will be especially useful to localities as they consider
adopting a DPR system, or changing their current use of dispatch alterna-
tives. Chapter 9 takes a closer Took at evaluation considerations, and
Chapter 10 is devoted to a number of important personnel and policy issues
related to changes in the role of the telecommunicator needed for success-
ful DPR implementation.

. Chapter 11 presents an analysis of the baseline citizen surveys,
1nc19ding a loglinear analysis of citizen acceptance. Chapters 12, 13, and
14 discuss the test phase citizen surveys in Greensboro, Garden Grove and
Toledo, respectively. Finally, Chapter 15 compares the results of the
baseline and test phase surveys. The survey instruments used are included
in the appendices.
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CHAPTER 1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This chapter provides a summary of the National Institute of Justice
Differential Police Response Field Test. It includes brief descriptions of
the test objectives, planning and implementation processes, evaluation
approach and results, and major conclusions. The summary also highlights
special considerations and future imﬁ1ications of particular interest to
police planners and decisionmakers who wish to introduce a comprehensive

DPR system, or to improve the effectiveness of existing alternative services.
PROBLEM STATEMENT

Reductions in police department budgets have occurred in many cities
at the same time that citizen demand for police service has increased.
Police departments have been under pressure to maintain or improve their
quality of service, reduce response times to urgent calls, and develop new
strategies for crime prevention; yet it is often no longer possible to hire
more officers to handle increasing workloads.

Many departments have attempted to cope with these problems by divert-
ing a number of non-emergency calls from immediate mobile response units to
alternative responses such as telephone report units and delayed mobile
responses. However, most departments did not carefully and systematically
plan for a comprehensive system to handle all calls for service -- a system
which included call classification, intake processing and alternative ser-
vice delivery. The optimal use of a wide range of possible alternatives
needed to be demonstrated, tested, evaluated, and ultimately accepted by
both police personnel and the public. A comprehensive field test was
needed to determine the best way to (1) develop and match appropriate
alternative responses with various types of calls for service; (2) imple-
ment procedures and training that encouraged the effective use of these
alternatives; (3) assess the impact of the alternatives on police patrol
practices; and (4) offer a model that could be successfully replicated by
police departments throughout the country.

THE DIFFERENTIAL POLICE RESPONSE FIELD TEST: OBJECTIVES AND APPROACH

In order to test the utility of a comprehensive police response system
for managing calls for service, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) de- -
signed the Differential Police Response (DPR) Field Test Program in October
1980. The test was subsequently implemented in the cities of Garden Grove,
California; Greensboro, North Carolina; and Toledo, Ohio under controlled, Y
experimental conditions. The field test was coordinated by NIJ, with pro-
gram design and implementation directed by the Office of Development,
Testing and Dissemination; and the evaluation design and management under .
the Office of Program Evaluation.
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The first objective involved the following underlying expectations, or

As with other NIJ field tests, the overall purposes of the DPR test oo subobjectives:
were to (1) develop information on the effectiveness of specific criminal .

justice practices; (2) add to the knowledge base of law enforcement; and
(3) contribute to improved policy decisionmaking.

ot O

o Reduce the number of non-emergency calls for service
handled by immediate mobile response;

e Increase the number of non-emergency calls for service
handled by a telephone report unit, by delayed mobile
responses, or by other alternative responses;

Xi The most outstanding tribute to the success of the DPR project is that
i the police departments in all three cities have fully institutionalized the
changes made during the test, and have gone on to develop new programs to

ﬁ make best use of the time and resources saved as a result of adopting

Decrease the amount of time patrol units spent

ok effective alternatives to immediate mobile response. i. o : . .
I answering calls for service, and increase the amount
8" S of time available for crime prevention or other
i Evaluation Approach for the DPR Test T activities; and
i ypsvs .
- Research Management Associates, Inc. (RMA) was selected in June 1981 b e Increase the availability of patrol units to respond
j as the national evaluator for the DPR study. The evaluation grant was T rapidly to emergency calls.
awarded prior to the selection of the test sites, which provided positive Lol
long-range benefits for the evaluation by enabling RMA to use an approach - ' .
) whigh wag more formative ("hands-on") tﬁin summaé%ve ("hands-ofﬁﬁ?p Thus, b The second objective addressed the neep to determine how many and what
the evaluators were engaged to participate in the actual design of the b types of calls could be handled by alternative responses without adversely
B affecting citizen satisfaction with police service. It was hypothesized

roject. L - . e .
prod : 1 that if calls were carefully screened, if citizens were informed of poten-

tial delays, and if alternatives were appropriate and timely, citizen

Intensive activities by the evaluation team during the planning phase R . : . . . .
increased the success of subsequent interventions in the project, and T satisfaction might not decrease. Thus, the second objective included the
T following subobjectives:

. assured that a valid and complete evaluation could be conducted during the |

project's test phase. Involvement in the planning phase of any project, of .
course, can create the potential for the evaluators to become advocates in
program activities. However, the RMA team viewed its primary role as one o0
of providing information to program managers for their consideration as [ .
they designed or changed their activities. The evaluation team remained as : 1.
objective as possible throughout the project, endeavoring to provide infor- [ B
mation in an unbiased manner so that activities could be evaluated to give i

results with a high degree of confidence. i

, ¢ Provide satisfactory explanations to citizens at
- call intake on the nature of the police response
to their calls; and

e Provide satisfactory responses to citizens for
resolving their calls for service.

A unique characteristic of the DPR Field Test was its design as a two- Evaluation Objectives

hase process. The first, or planning phase, lasted eight months and R )
e P : e : 0 J : L The major objectives of the evaluation were as follows:

included the development and implementation of new call classification
systems. The second, or test phase, took place over a ten-month period and
involved the introduction of alternative responses. Because of this two-
phase approach, one evaluation was conducted of the changes in the police
communications centers, and a separate evaluation was conducted for the
implementation of the response alternatives.

Objectives of the DPR Test

The two overall objectives of the DPR test were (1) to increase the
efficiency of the management of calls for service; and (2) to maintain or
improve citizen satisfaction.
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e Assess the impact of the differential response
system on police practices;

e Assess the impact of the differential response
system on citizens; and

e Assess the transferability of the program.

With regard to accomplishment of the evaluation objectives, determin-
ing the effect of the differential response system on the role of the
telecommunicator was considered to be of particular importance. Call taker
and dispatcher understanding and acceptance of the new call classification
systems, and of the philosophy behind providing alternative services, would
be key to both productive intra-departmental relations and favorable public
perception of the services. For this reason, the NIJ test design document
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recognized that the greatest emphasis should be placed on the changes in
the communications centers.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CITIES

Demographic Characteristics

One consideration in the evaluation design was the demographic differ-
ences across the three sites. While many of the same alternative responses
were implemented in all three cities, the evaluation did not attempt to
make extensive comparisons of results across sites, but instead highlighted
how a DPR approach can actually operate in three different environments.

The city of Toledo is an older, industrial and "blue collar" city. It
has a population of 354,600. Of the three sites, Toledo has the most
significant number of older residents who have lived in Toledo most of
their lives. Garden Grove is the "newest" of the three site cities,
incorporated in 1956 with the police department formed in 1957. With a
population of 123,300 in 17.4 square miles, Garden Grove is the most
developed and densely populated of the three sites. Greensboro is a blend
of urban, rural, and suburban. The second largest city in North Carolina,
Greensboro has a population of 155,600. In contrast to Garden Grove which
has 3.2 persons per housing unit, Greensboro has only 2.5 persons per
housing unit.

Several other factors are of particular interest because of their
direct impact on the police departments and the project.

Toledo's economy suffered more than the other two cities during the
nation's recent recession. Because of its heavy dependence on the auto-
mobile industry, unemployment reached 12 percent during the project. The
city layed off 200 employees, including 30 civilian police personnel (two
thirds of its civilian staff). Also, sworn personnel in Toledo were 13
percent below authorized strength at the beginning of the project, and none
of the police departments had increased staffing in several years. Garden
Grove had a policy of rigid fiscal restraint due to the advent of Proposi-
tion 13; Greensboro also had a policy of keeping the tax rate low.

Police Department and Communications Center Characteristics

With regard to the ratio of officers to citizens, Garden Grove (156
sworn personnel), with the fewest sworn personnel, had one officer for
every 814 residents, while Toledo (634 sworn personnel), with the greatest
contingent of sworn personnel, had one officer for every 559 residents.
Greensboro (367 sworn personnel), had a rate of one officer for every 423
residents. In terms of crime rate, the three sites were very close, with
Garden Grove having a rate of about 83 Part I offenses committed per 1,000
population, Greensboro with a rate of about 81 offenses, and Toledo with a
rate of about 87 offenses.

The Garden Grove Police Department differed from the other two sites
in that the patrol personnel were deployed according to a team policing
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model. A11 field services were essentially self-contained in the three
teams which geographically subdivided the city.

The police personnel in the three sites also had somewhat different
characteristics. In Toledo and Greensboro, personnel tended to be older
and more tenured. It was not unusual to meet patrol officers having ten or
twelve years with the department. By way of contrast, in Garden Grove,
many officers had been with the department for less that five years as
ref lected by the department's turnover rate of more than 40 percent, a
figure consistent with other police departments in Southern California due
to the favorable job market for experienced officers.

Of particular interest to the DPR evaluation were the following
differences among the three sites in communications center staffing and
operation:

e Toledo's communications center was staffed entirely
by sworn personnel. A1l dispatch positions were
reserved for sergeants; call taker positions were
filled by patrol officers.

e The Greensboro and Garden Grove communications
centers were staffed entirely by civilians.

e Toledo operated a manual call for service processing
system, while both Greensboro and Garden Grove used
computer-aided dispatch (CAD) systems.

e Calls for service into all three communications
centers were at record levels.

e Annual workloads for calls for service dispatched to
the field ranged from 280 calls per officer in Garden
Grove to 382 in Greensboro, and 503 in Toledo.

e Prior to DPR, Toledo and Greensboro handled only a
limited number of calls for service for minor property
offenses over the telephone, and Garden Grove had never
taken incident reports over the telephone.

PHASE I: PRE-IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

New Call Classification Systems

Prior to DPR, the three sites, 1ike most police departments, operated
with traditional "10 code" call classification systems. When most calls
receive an immediate mobile dispatch, these systems are adequate. However,
in order to respond to calls for service with appropriate cost-effective
alternatives, a new system was needed.

Each department developed its own internal planning committee, and
three clust2r conferences were held during the course of several months to
design a call classification model.

B



In terms of degree of implementation, the objective of introducing a
new call classification system was achieved by all three sites. Together,
the three departments designed a generic model that jncluded call event
categories; and call descriptors, such as time of occurrence, 1ikelihood of
apprehension, and availability of witnesses. The three departments then
tailored the model to meet their local needs, requirements, and capabili-
ties. Although the final systems were not identical, the important point

and civilian personnel representing all key divisi i
c ° y divisions, particularl t
gggaczmmuglcat;o:sﬁ t?ese task forces worked effectively in both y patrol
rtments and helped increase the project' ili
departments. project's acceptability throughout the

Monitoring. One of the most critical methodolgi i
_ : . c gical steps prior to
implementation of the alternative response phase was to revis; §ctua1 phone

is that the principles were the same and the variations were minor.
conversations between citizens and call takers. These reviews enabled the

: ‘ departments to assess current information obtained i
- . | : art ) > and d
Call Classification Codes ; g T additional information was required. Supervisory revieweggr?;?gpng:emggg-
] Y versations between citizens and call takers was also part of the new tele-

Y communicator evaluation procedures developed by each site.
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The next step in the process was to develop call classification codes
which summarized the types of calls, descriptive elements, and selected : :
responses. A1l three sites successfully designed a call classification ; S
code, although they differed in their approach to the problem and reached ! L

different conclusions on the complexity needed. : Each

- ach department devoted an extensive amount of planning ti

] pare for training of personnel in the new call c]ass?ficatig;tggﬁlgg g:ﬁ

procedures. The degree of implementation for this training compbnent was

excellent at all three sites. Among the most successful training methods
were thg use of easy-to-use manuals and f1lip charts, and various simulation
anq role play techniques. Al11 three sites also developed training and
) orientation programs for other personnel including field officers, members
i of other departments, and city administrators. ’

M LR
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Training and Testing

E

The call codes allowed call takers to match call information with the g
R appropriate police response. The codes were numeric characters that aided ;
in rapid designation of characteristics. The numeric codes were also help- i -
ful in recordkeeping, further analysis of the classification systems, and ! .
monitoring by supervisors. In Garden Grove, for example, a four-digit call
7" code was implemented, which provided the general type of call as the first
character, the time of occurrence information as the second character, the

o injury information as the third character, and the selected response as the
‘ fourth character. : The next major step in the i i
[ | : ) p in process was to pre-test the call classifi-

‘ : ca%}on systems and review intake procedures. During this four-month per;od
ca takers useq the new system to query citizens, and selected appropriate’
Call Intake Procedures ; f responses, but did not dispatch the alternatives selected. Again, all

{ telecommunicators were closely monitored by communications superJisors,

‘ Intake Processing. In order to classify calls appropriately under the % : ;i project staff, and the evaluation team.

DPR system, call intake operators were required to obtain much more infor-
mation from callers than with the "10 code" system. The departments were z
expected to take steps to improve the intake and processing of calls to !
- ensure that telecommunicators were adequately trained and prepared.

Telecommunicators were surveyed at the beginni j
| re. \ ginning of the project and at
; the end of the call classification development phase. A thirg tg]ecommuni-
: cator survey was conducted toward the end of the full implementation test.
These surveys included questions on call intake policies and procedures,

) In line with this objective, each department developed the following . training, job satisfaction, and other DPR cha i
products: ; | 23 also surveyed on two 0cCasions. nges. Patrol officers were
r e Written guidelines on the new classification § ; ;
; ! MAJOR CONCLUSIONS FROM PHASE I

systems and procedures; . ﬁ

o A set of standardized questions, tailored to
each site, to facilitate the classification

of calls;

. The experience of the three sites in re ifi i
i . ! gard to call classificatio
Q call intake processing can be summarized as follows: ation and

o The DPR Field Test sites successfully develo i
DPR _ _ ped a generic mode! for
call classification systems which can be modified by any go1ice department

. ¢ Standardized explanations for informing citi- ;
i
i to meet local needs.

zens of the appropriate responses; and

e New call intake forms.
g ® The three sites successfully tested and implemented new call

classification systems which resulted from this generic model.

In order to assist with the revision of call intake procedures,

Greensboro and Garden Grove initiated task forces which consisted of sworn ® Successful call classification systems may be simple or complex. A

more complex system may be desirable when (1) there are more alternatives
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available; and (2) the department wants to consider more types of calls and e
characteristics for matching with alternatives. .

responses. Garden Grove and Greensboro solicited mail-in responses.
Greensboro also set appointments and made internal referrals. Toledo used
a communications callback procedure, an innovative alternative in which an
officer called the offending party with a warning in “"barking dog" and

I

ot

® The new call classification systems and intake procedures (1)

increased the amount of information obtained from callers; (2) provided é @

callers with more accurate information on what to expect in terms of the
response to their calls; and (3) provided patrol officers with more
detailed information on calls prior to arrival at the scene.

e The time to develop the new call classification systems was under-
estimated. More time was required to review the current systems and
develop the most appropriate call characteristics.

e Input for the new systems was needed from telecommunicators as well
as from field operations personnel and other management personnel in the
department.

¢ The new call classification systems and call intake procedures,
well-documented in department manuals, resulted in more standardization,
uniformity, and accountability in the way telecommunicators handled citizen
calls for service.

¢ The three sites developed effective procedures for monitoring and
assessing the performance of telecommunicators.

THE TEST PHASE: IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE RESPONSES

This phase involved the matching of citizen needs, as defined in the
new call classification systems, with appropriate police responses.

Differential Response Alternatives

The NIq Test Design required that the police departments implement the
following differential response alternatives:

o Telephone report unit for taking reports over the
telephone;

¢ Procedures for a delayed mobile response (holding
calls for 30 to 60 minutes);

® Procedures for referring calls to other agencies; and

o At least one other alternative response technique
from.the following possibilities: scheduled
appointment, walk-in, or mail-in.

Each of these alternative responses was implemented to some degree,
and with some individual variation, at the three test sites. A1l three
sites set priorities for the use of immediate mobile response, delayed
mobile response, telephone report units, external referrals, and walk-in

Lot |
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"noisy party" situations.

The actual experimental designs by which the alternatives were tested
differed at each of the sites, but all were handled so calls were dispatch-
ed either to a traditional response or to an experimental alternative.
True emergency calls for service were not part of the experiment, but were
dispatched in the normal expeditious manner, generally to mobile units in
the field.

Evaluation Considerations

Measurement Periods. In all three sites there was at least a three-
month 1ag between implementation of the new call classification systems and
the actual field tests for the call alternatives. This allowed a sufficient
period for the communications center personnel to become accustomed to the
new procedures. The evaluation of the field test could then proceed without
having to be concerned about separating the effects of the communications
center changes from the effects of the alternatives.

There were occurrences at all three sites during both phases of the
project which dictated when each site was able to implement its call
classification system and the call alternatives. These included the city
personnel layoffs in Toledo and the establishment of a Project Advisory
Board in Greensboro. However, because each step in the various project
objectives was clearly delineated, the differences in schedules at the
three sites produced no adverse effects on the evaluation activities.

Project Objectives. It was believed that stated objectives were nec-
essary in order to assess the worthiness of the changes made in all phases
of the project. On the other hand, the research nature of the project made
it difficult for the project personnel to quantify their objectives with
any precision. For example, one of the aims was to determine how many
calls could be diverted to the alternatives, yet there was no relijable
information with which to predict what the number of eligible calls would
be. Without this information it was not possible to develop other quanti-
tative objectives for the impact on unit utilization, decreases in average
travel time, and other reilated measures. In the evaluation, these values
were calculated from the actual experiences of the sites, and in some cases
comparisons were made with previous performance. Project objectives were
developed to cover all critical areas of the project; however, many of
these objectives were, by necessity, process-oriented.

Randomization. A11 three departments stated in their grant applica-
tions that they would conduct a field test with a randomization procedure
as part of the evaluation design. Two important results made possible
through randomization were that (1) comparisons on control and experimental
groups could be made during the same time period, eliminating the possible
effects of a number of outside influences; and (2) "before/during" compari-
sons of citizen satisfaction could be made. The combination of these two




e —
e

pE

SO S

E
¥

v

iy

i ¥

2

¥ ®

i
¥ @

L

¢

== == P =

N ¥

advantages offered the strongest possible evaluation design for the DPR
Field Test.

Implementation of Alternatives

Each site used a different method to achieve randomization and imple-
ment alternative responses. In Toledo, this was accomplished by having one
call taker position designated as experimental. In Garden Grove, the CAD
system automatically alternated calls for service between traditional dis-
patching and experimental alternatives. The design in Greensboro was more
elaborate, and involved dividing four shifts of call takers into two
groups. The first group of call takers dispatched calls in the traditional,
pre-DPR manner for four days in a row to constitute a control group. The
second, or experimental group, dispatched calls using the new DPR criteria.

The experiments were monitored by on-site personnel from the evalua-
tion team. Subsequent analysis showed that the design was carried out as
planned, and the control and experimental groups proved comparable.

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS FOR POLICE PRACTICES

The first evaluation objective was to assess the impact of the differ-
ential response system on police practices. Major conclusions from this
assessment are as follows:

e In all three sites there was a sizable reduction in the‘number of
non-emergency calls handled by immediate dispatch of mobile units.

On non-experimental days in Greensboro, for example, only 10.4 percent
of dispatched calls were handled by alternative responses. The use of
alternatives was almost doubled on experimental days--19.5 percent of all
calls were handled by non-patrol responses, primarily the telephone report
unit. Larceny reports constituted the major typ: of calls taken by the
telephone report units; however, there were incrzases in the burglary
category, public nuisance, and over thirty other call types not handled by
telephone on control days. In addition, 26.9 percent of all calls on
experimental days were classified as eligible for the alternative of a
delayed mobile response. Thus, a total of 46.4 percent of all ca1'l§ could
have received an alternative response. Similar benefits were experienced
in Toledo and Garden Grove.

o The objective tu increase the amount of time available for pqtfo]
units to devote to crime prevention, directed patrol, and other activities
was achieved at all three sites.

For example, in Garden Grove there was a 40 percent increase in the
number of field-initiated reports taken as a result of DPR. A special
study in Toledo found that patrol units were on calls for service 19.6
percent of the time during the test phase. If these alternatives had not
been available in Toledo, patrol units would have handled about 6,325 more
calls, increasing unit utilization to 22.8 percent. In a large police
department such as Toledo, a three percent reduction in patrol unit utili-
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zation is important and would have been difficult to achieve without the
DPR project. If the department had desired to respond to all calls without
alternatives but reduce unit utilization to 19.6 percent by adding patrol
units, about two more units per shift would have been necessary. Staffing
two units per shift would have required at least ten additional officers,
which is considerably more than the four assigned to the telephone report
unit.

o Proper screening under the new call classification systems allowed
call takers and patrol officers to respond quickly when needed. However,
travel time to emergency calls was not significantly reduced at all three
sites.

e Particular attention needs to be given to the impact of the DPR
system on telecommunicators. The conclusions from an analysis of the role
of the telecommunicators in the DPR project can be summarized as follows:

e The use of civilian call takers and dispatchers had
many more advantages than disadvantages. Civilian
call takers were better educated, had higher reten-
tion rates, and were hired at lower costs, than sworn
personnel.

e Patrol officer satisfaction with telecommunicators at
all three sites improved as a result of the DPR
project.

e Improvements made in environmental working conditions
at all three communications centers resulted in posi-
tive changes in the job satisfaction and morale of
many telecommunicators.

8 A DPR project imposes standards, uniformity and con-
sistency on telecommunicators which may initially be
resisted. Such resistance should be anticipated and
telecommunicators should be included extensively in
the planning and design of the project and in develop-
ing and delivering the DPR training.

e Monitoring was a very useful tool for communications
center managers to assess call takers. This proce-
dure called for frequent sampling of the calls and a
fﬂrma1 assessment of how well the call takers handled
them.

® The telecommunicators at all three sites lacked a
comprehensive career development plan. Call taker
and dispatcher positions need to be upgraded; the
promotional picture needs to be improved; subse- -
quently, selection standards need to be upgraded.

e The findings show that the alternatives are less costly than the
traditional response of sending out a mobile unit to all calls for service.
Moreover, the productivity levels are much higher for personnel using the
alternatives, such as TRU, in comparison to traditional mobile patrol.

11




® The use of evidence technicians in Greensboro was highly successful.
These technicians, who were non-sworn personnel, were dispatched (as an
alternative to using a sworn police unit) to handle the initial calls,
write the crime reports, and gather evidence. They were able to handle
over 18 percent of non-mobile responses, primarily for burglary, vandalism,
and larceny calls.

¢ Mail-in reports were not found to be successful. The volume at
which they were used was very low over the test period, and they were not
well distributed throughout the cities.

eElimination of service was one additional successful alternative.
In Greensboro, prior to the test phase, escort services averaged 100 per
week. The department made the decision to eliminate these services as much
as possible, and reduced them to 20 per week during the DPR test phase.

® The task force approach was successful. The Response Advisory Board
in Greensboro achieved good policy and operational procedures for the
alternatives and aided the institutionalization of the project within the
police department. Disadvantages to this approach were that it delayed
test implementation, and reached decisions which made for a more conserva-
tive approach to the test.

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH THE DPR SYSTEM

Methodology

The second primary evaluation objective was to assess the impact of
the differential response system on citizens. To assess this impact,
surveys were conducted throughout the project at all three sites of citi-
zens who had received some type of service for a non-emergency incident.
During the baseline period, the primary aim of the surveys was to determine
the Tevel of citizen satisfaction with the call takers, and to estimate
what percentage would have been willing to accept some type of alternative
to the immediate dispatch of a patrol unit. In Greensboro and Toledo,
where telephone report units were already taking some minor reports over
the phone, a sample of citizens was surveyed to determine their satisfac-
tion levels with this telephone service.

During the field tests, the citizen surveys were aimed at determining
the levels of satisfaction with the variety of service alternatives that
were implemented. Opinions of citizens in the experimental group receiving
the alternative services were compared to opinions of citizens in the
control group receiving immediate mobile responses. In addition, some

comparisons were made with the surveys conducted during the baseline period.

The dispatch records were the source documents for selecting the citi-
zens to be surveyed. In Toledo, the selection process was manual; at the
other two sites, daily lists of calls from the CAD system served as the
sampling frame. In all, over 11,930 citizens were surveyed at all three

sites.

12

]

rowes i

PR

PN

{oicid

SR |

b=

i
ézgi
i

CONCLUSIONS WITH REGARD TO CITIZEN SATISFACTION

Pre-Implementation Surveys

o The most significant findings from the baseline data were that
citizens expressed an overall high willingness to accept alternatives other
than the immediate dispatch of a patrol unit to non-emergency calls. Citi-
zens were asked whether they would have been willing to accept the
alternatives of telephone reports, arranging an appointment, mailing in a
report, or coming to the department to file a report in person. In Garden
Grove, 61.8 percent reported that at least one alternative was acceptable.
In Greensboro, 42.4 percent, and in Toledo 29.2 percent said that at least
one alternative was acceptable.

¢ At all sites, the most acceptable alternative was setting an
appointment, and the least acceptable was mailing in a report.

® Many citizens stated they would have been willing to wait longer for
a response in a number of situations. Nearly half the respondents in
Garden Grove were willing to wait more than an hour longer.

o Citizens were more willing to accept an alternative on a property-
related call (burglary, larceny) rather than a call involving a person
event or potential threat (assault, domestic).

Citizen Survey During Test Period

o During the test phase, citizen satisfaction with the alternatives
remained high. Satisfaction exceeded over 90 percent for all options
except for the walk-in response in Garden Grove, which had an 88 percent
satisfaction level.

e Satisfaction levels are directly related to whether the caller was
informed that a delay might occur.

o Communicator style was an important factor in citizen satisfaction
with the telephone report unit alternative. A special study in Greensborn
showed that the most important attributes were being precise, friendly,
non-argumentative and attentive.

® There was a high citizen satisfaction level with mobile responses by
cadets in Garden Grove.

TRANSFERABILITY OF THE DPR PROJECT: MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS
AND FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

Key Factors in the Success of the Field Test
The third broad evaluation objective was to assess the transferability

of the DPR program. The major evaluation results presented in this summary
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' fully {
upport the conclusion that the DPR mode[ can pg success . ;
géi;:;g Eoﬁzeet the needs of police departments in a wide range of environ- i

ments. »é

The evaluators have selected the following points as key to the | 3
success of DPR at the three sites: , o

e Criminal investigations support. The degree to which patrol of-
ficers are involved in crime scene investigation and reporting needs to be
considered. Allowances must be made in the allocation plan for the greater
average service time spent on calls requiring patrol officer investigation.

e Crime analysis support of patrol operations. The degree to which
this type of support is present is a key component in directing patrol
activity.

2" w’i ¢ . or " . E ﬁ i

i The original Test Design document was very clear and j ;
’ readab\g. This is a credit to the NIJ staff who ; |

worked on the development of the project. o Directed patrol activity. It is possible to structure the other

f% - components so that as much as 50 to 60 percent of all officers' time can be

e The p1anzin9, gtecut‘°g’tﬁzdcﬁgggilngngfcggﬁizggﬂicgz % 4 devoted to directed patrol. Some police chiefs are concerned that city
T " at all three sites, an s i Loy

: . : administrators will view this as an opportunity to reduce authorized per-
the chiefs, was excellent. 1 L sonnel. However, worthwhile and effective directed patrol programs, when

Th no other major programs introduced at the planned and proposed as part of DPR, can counteract this possibility.
.o There were

three sites during the project VhLCh CSU1ga2$V$rom ; e Monitoring. "Monitoring" is used in a broad sense to include
diluted the attention of the chiefs and s - review and evaluation. These activities are essential to determine whether
DPR. ! . communications personnel and patrol resources are being used according to

e There was no turnover of chiefs or prqject staff at the comprehensive plan.
any of the three sites during the project.

i AT T SR £

e There were no threats from internal (unions, elected T Future Implications

. officials) or external (citizens, media) sources at
the three sites during the project.

The greatest implications for police departments resulting from the
- DPR research are in the area of policy and personnel development. The
l major trends perceived by the evaluation team are summarized below:

on

g Gk
Managing a DPR System : g ¢ There is a need to reduce the total volume of calls coming in to

) , : 1d be : Pl emergency call takers. At all three test sites, nearly half the calls to
- Two important concep'fjs vgtz rgg?zdiiéc;]mar;:%hr;%& aqpfi,fg:tfeg‘r sgg:,]e]op_ A o the communications centers were for information only. Departments may need
emphasized: (1) there needs t0m~eand (g) other police department programs | L to mount a public education program to help the public distinguish between
ing and implementing the syste 4 and included simultaneously in the plan- 4 1 the various police assistance telephone numbers. Call screening systems
and conponents mUStfb?ﬁfons2S?2ilgakagémgonsiderations in this regard is ! Lo and policies could divert all information only calls from telecommunicators
» mo " A L3 - L3 »
Egagtgfnf;:et'thgnt?e:t us: of the ppatrol time which becomes available when to less skilled, lower-cost positions.

calls are diverted to alternatives.

3

¢ One of the most significant implications of DPR for the future is
the control it affords management over the traditionally autonomous tele-
- communicators. As a result, communications centers will be able to achieve
greater uniformity, standardization, and accountability.

3 .l,;!,;;}:

i i i to calls for
A plan for implementing a system of alternative responses . | ’
- servic;)should include the following components as the framework: , i

=
RS,

. 1 classification and alternative response process. .Th1s compo-
nent :sczle basis for all other components. F1yst, sound pol1c1gi.mqst Qe
developed for call screening, call c1ass1f1pat1on and call prlfrxj:zyqﬁ‘;n
- order to select alternatives which meet citizen demand._ Secon 3 eb1e
range of alternative responses needs to'be deye]oped. This wil eag e
emergency calls to receive rapid attention while non-emergencies ad

dled in a manner that meets both police department and citizen needs.

e In the event of a city-wide crisis, a DPR system can enable the
majority of officers to contain a volatile situation while all but
emergency calls are diverted to alternative responses.
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e Significant personnel development implications can be derived from
the evaluation results, which indicate many advantages to using civilian
telecommunicators.

i i i ind important
o Patrol allocation plan. This plan needs to keep in mind m _
factors such as minimizing response time to urgent calls; equa1121Eg work
- 1oad; reducing inter-beat dispatches; and reducing unnecessary backup

coverage.

® Better qualified personnel can be attracted to communications center
work with the advent of sophisticated computer technology for call taking
and dispatching, improvements in pay and career development opportunities,
and improved work environments.
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i i i i i ith regard to police
DPR has interesting legal implications. Wi \ _
neg]i;ence historical caselaw indicates that the police are n$§ nig11$i2:_
for not regponding to citizens in gen%;%1a'.Thﬂf’$1Htf:k;riézigezcyoc211s
i j missible; in addition, jverts - : alis.
EEE1¥$Sa1§igggtcher promises a unit and one does not respond, this situa

i i indi d in some
i ike DPR, could result in a negligence finding an :
E:ggﬁmggl;ces, vicarious 1iability to the department and the city. The DPR

mode1 advocates informing all callers of any potential delay whether by a
patrol unit or an alternative.

ifi i ide more accurate
ause the DPR call classification system can provi
descr:p%?gns of situations to patrol officers, the managementn%nd_izgtiolhe
of patrol backups may be improved. Such backups are often used wi

dispatcher's knowledge, and clearly have cost implications.

i icati i is that when & significant
Another implication for patrol off1cers is that fic )
numbe: of calls as'e diverted to a1terna1§1\{$§,ttze oi;fvgir%sesandp‘t?‘arb::ggr
i will have more freedom for self-initiated actii .
ggssggruit who is more resourceful than regimental may be attracted to

police work as a result.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE EVALUATION

Summary of Key Findings
hieve a sizeable reduction in the number of

i i i bile dispatch, with-
- ency calls for service handled by 1mmed1ate mo
232 ggg:?fic¥ng citizen satisfaction. The f1e1d test demqnstrated tzif up
to 46.4 percent of all calls could have received alternative responses.

e Police departments can ac

‘ t the needs of
e The DPR model can be successfully adapted to mee :
i i i A11 three sites
1ice departments in a wide range of environments. _
ggc;ded tg institutionalize the changes made as a result of the field test.

odel for call classification systems developed during

o The generic m lice department to meet 1ocal

field test can be modified by any po )
ﬁggdsj The model is comprised of (1) a set of call event qateggrges .
covering virtually all types of citizen calls, and (2) a 1ist of key C:se
characteristics needed to determine the most appropriate police response.

e A successful call classification system can be simple, as in Garden
Grove, or more complex, as in Greensboro. A more complex systgm E?y. and
be desirable when (1) there are more alternative responses available; an

(2) there are more types of calls and chqracteristics which the department
wants considered when selecting alternatives.

i iti 11 high
esults of the baseline citizen surveys §howed.an overa
pub]iz.uqﬁ'{ingness to accept alternatives to immediate d1spaﬁch offa patrol
unit for non-emergency calls. When asked i???t ireézyzﬁﬁssﬁgvggm?ng to the
anging an appointment, having a repori taken by s .
gggar%megt to ggport an %ncident or mailing in a report, 61:8 $e?zzgt in
Garden Grove, 42.4 percent in Greensboro, and 29.2 percent in 10
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indicated a willingness to accept at Teast one alternative. Although the
percentage was somewhat lower in Toledo, it represents a significant volume
of calls, and the difference may be due to demographic variables. The most
acceptable alternatives were appointments and telephone reports.

e The baseline surveys also showed that three out of four callers were
willing to accept delays of up to an hour in officer response time to non-
emergency calls.

e Citizens indicated a greater willingness to accept alternatives for
property-related calls (e.g., burglary, larceny) and assistance calls than
for calls involving potential danger or threats to the person, such as
assaults or domestic disputes.

¢ During the test phase, citizen satisfaction with initial conversa-
tions with call takers was very high. Satisfaction with call takers among
citizens in the experimental groups receiving mobile responses exceeded 95
percent at all three sites; for those receiving delayed mobile responses,
satisfaction with call takers was 92.1 percent in Greensboro, 99.0 percent
in Garden Grove, and 97.4 percent in Toledo. Citizens receiving telephone
report unit (TRU) responses in Greensboro and Toledo expressed satisfaction
levels for initial call taker conversations of 95.8 and 96.5 percent,
respectively; and 97.3 percent of Garden Grove callers who received an
expeditor unit response indicated satisfaction with call takers.

o Citizen satisfaction with the alternative services provided was also
very high. An average of 95.4 percent at all three sites were satisfied
with mobile responses during the test phase. Satisfaction with the delayed
mobile response alternative averaged 94.4 percent; and an average of 94.2
percent expressed satisfaction with telephone report and expeditor unit
services received.

e The tradeoffs among various alternative responses in terms of
citizen satisfaction appear to be in the intensity of the satisfaction
levels. In Greensboro, for example, 69.8 percent of the mobile experi-
mental group said they were "very satisfied" with the services provided,
as compared to 60.4 percent for the TRU and 57.1 percent for the delayed
mobile response.

e Alternative responses are less costly than traditional mobile
responses and productivity levels are much higher for personnel using
alternatives. In a city like Toledo, the number of calls that could be
handled by a four-person telephone report unit would require ten officers
to handle by immediate mobile response.

e The advantages of civilianizing call taker and dispatch positions
outweigh the disadvantages. Civilians usually can be hired and trained at
lower costs, have higher retention rates, and are better educated.

e Implementing new call classification systems and intake procedures

for DPR, including the training of telecommunicators, development of
written guidelines, and monitoring by supervisors, can achieve the
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following results:

I

patrol or increased crime prevention efforts can be created as a result of

i i i DPR.
e Increase the amount of useful information obtained

from callers. , P

e Formal experimental designs are possible in a police department and

» Better prepare officers on what to expect at the should be used more often to test changes prior to full implementation.

scene, and reduce unnecessary backups.

|

¢ Changes in the role and activities of the patrol officer will occur

Maintain or improve citizen satisfaction by pre- as a result of DPR. The amount of time patrol officers spend answering
°

trivial calls will be reduced, a higher percentage of calls answered will
?“ paring callers for the type of response to expect. : be true emergencies, and more officer time will become available for other
ﬁm o Increase uniformity of procedures, and improve the ; b programs such as directed patrol and crime prevention.
] 3 X :

accountability of telecommunications personnel. e Personnel issues which need to be addressed include:

e Increase patrol officer satisfaction with call : :; b

Inc B ehene ; e The advantages and cost savings possible by using
akers and di . 1 5 '

B civilians in positions such as call takers, dis-
! patchers, evidence technicians and other support

AT
i

i i i i ositions.
e The importance of the role of telecommupﬁcator in po1}ce opgrgtwons , | posi
[ et pont 2P%frestimpted. Therng(;&;Jd]ES§k %ﬁﬂﬁ::ﬂ% %qz;gar | : 1 ® The need to elevate the status of call takers and
g 5§ te revious resea ’ 5 . G N . tatu
33 gggg]%?;:::si?$£;:%)1icg S;partment Directed Patrol Project, 1980; McEwen, T dispatchers in the organizational structure.
P 19823 that increased attention to call taker tr§in1ng and other needs must ‘.
éi be addressed to achieve maximum use of alternative responses. 3 ?é Suggestions for Implenentation Planning

iti iding thorough training in the use of new call : | . _ ' .
g“ c]as;%fggai%gkt;;thgs?rgggggggng the ﬁL]e of ths telecommunicator needs to ; T ¢ Gain the commitment of the police chief to DPR as a departmental

i i ini , riority.
include involving telecommunicators in project planning and the training of ! P y

. - - ] L] . ov- § » - .
_ others, improving Perot1oq?1 aqf ca::ﬁ;“?ezzgzﬁngzﬁl2&23&&;2&:‘35' mpr | ﬂ e Develop a comprehensive plan that anticipates the impact of DPR on
gx ing the working environment, and upg g . ;¢~ otggr de%artments and programs, and its effect on the overall patrol allo-
: g cation plan.

Supplementary Findings ® Include telecommunicators on the internal planning committee, as

_— o 1

i o _ o s : 4 well as civilians and officers from all key divisions, especially patrol

ga . ; Igﬁnuziogzri}vgl;gssi;;finfiiﬁsﬁ;r;;1:3§c§:;}ingﬁé:p:;ﬁ;vgf]]5 ; i kY and communications; and involve project evaluators in the planning phase.
or cer

Evidence technicians in Greensboro were able to process 18 percent
of all non-mobile responses.

4

e Allow sufficient time for the development and testing of the new

call classification codes and intake procedures, and include a full range
of alternative reponses.

k“’ g

ool

e Travel time to emergency calls was not significant]y rgduced as a ;
resuit of DPR; however, the new call classification systems did enable i
patrol officers to respond quickly when needed for true emergency calls.

prsi

® Provide thorough training for telecommunicators in the new system
. anq involve them jn the training of others. Clearly written manuals,

e The use of mail-in reports did not prove to be a successful alter- : o :;gﬁﬁ?;g::’ and simulation and role play exercises are recommended
native response. Communications call-back procedures, where thg call taker ‘L Lo .
telephones the offending party with a warning, can be an.effect1ve alterna- :
tive in “barking dog", "noisy party" and similar situations.

bl
S

® Pre-test the new system for two or three months by having call
takgrs code and select alternatives but not dispatch the alternatives.
Monitor call taker/citizen conversations and address areas where commu-

) ' i 3 nication style needs improvement. Review intake procedures and revise as
Implications for Police Policy /) : needed.

| on B e
Bl

-

[ecees

o A comprehensive plan for DPR needs to addfess how to make the best %
use of the increased patrol time that becomes ava1{ab1g when ca{]s are £
directed to alternatives. Opportunities to use this time for directed 1

o.Consider the importance of the length of commitment possible when
selecting a DPR project supervisor. At all three sites there was no turn-

oveg in key project staff, which greatly aided implementation of the DPR
systems.
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e Anticipate the need to deal with possible internal (union) and

external (media, citizen) pressures.

advisory board, which can foster acceptance of the DPR system within the

department and in the community.

20

Consider forming a broad-based
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CHAPTER 2
THE DIFFERENTIAL POLICE RESPONSE FIELD TEST

OVERVIEW OF FIELD TEST PROGRAM DESIGN AND OBJECTIVES

Introduction

The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) designed the Differential
Police Response (DPR) Field Test Program in October 1980 to test the utili-
ty of a comprehensive differential police response system for managing the
calls for service function in three police departments. The DPR Field Test
was subsequently implemented in Garden Grove, California; Greensboro, North
Carolina; and Toledo, Ohio under controlled, experimental conditions which
ensured the validity of the evaluation results. This report is a detailed
examination of the activities of the three sites under the DPR Field Test--
an examination which includes an analysis of the planning process for the
changes made at the sites, an extensive assessment of citizen satisfaction
with the changes, results of interviews with telecommunicators, and the
impact of the changes on patrol operations.

As part of its research and development mandate, NIJ has designed and
implemented numerous other field tests in such areas as Managing Patrol
Operations, Managing Criminal Investigations, and Early Release of Offend-
ers. The purposes of the field test programs are to develop information on
the effectiveness of specific criminal justice practices, to add to the
knowledge base of law enforcement, and to contribute to improved policy
decisionmaking in the areas tested.

Each field test is conducted as a research effort with a comprehensive
evaluation component. Selected sites must adhere to the tenets of the
program design and the evaluation requirements. This is not an easy under-
taking for active operational agencies over an entire project which may
last two years. However, as reported in this evaluation, the three DPR
sites agreed to the field test requirements, which greatly strengthened the
validity of the conclusions of the test.

This field test was coordinated by NIJ with the program design and
implementation under the direction of the Office of Development, Testing,
and Dissemination, and the evaluation design and management under the
direction of the Office of Program Evaluation.

Field Test Objectives

The two overall objectives of the DPR Field Test were (1) to increése
the efficiency of the management of the calls for service function; and
(2) to maintain or improve citizen satisfaction.

This first objective involved several underlying expectations or sub-
objectives related to the efficiency of managing calls for service. In
essence, it was expected that the police departments would be able to
screen calls for service in a more effective manner to determine whether an
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alternative service could be provided, thus relieving workload from patrol
units. If successful, the project would also meet other expectations:

® Reduce the number of non-emergency calls for service
handled by immediate mobile responses;

e Increase the number of non-emergency calls for service
handled by a telephone report unit, by delayed mobile
responses, or by other alternative responses;

e Decrease the amount of time patrol units spent answering
calls for service and increase the amount of time
available for crime prevention or other activities;

e Increase the availability of patrol units to respond
rapidly to emergency calls.

As these objectives indicate, it was anticipated that through imple-
mentation of the differential response systems, calls dispatched to patrol
units would be reduced by handling them in an alternate and less expensive
fashion.

The new free time would serve to increase the patrol resources avail-
able for crime and service-related problems. Rather than just being
"report writers," patrol officers could become more involved in other
activities such as crime prevention (security surveys, community education),
crime deterrence (saturation patrol, field interrogations, stakeouts),
criminal investigations, and other areas all coming under the rubric of
directed patrol--planned patrol activities based on crime and incident data
analysis designed to focus on specific patrol objectives and problem areas.

However, as part of the evaluation design, the three police depart-
ments were encouraged not to introduce any formal patrol programs during
the course of the experiment in order to avoid the possibility of confound-
ing evaluation results. A11 three departments complied with this request.
At the completion of the DPR test period, Garden Grove initiated a separate
experiment to test the utilization of directed patrol. An evaluation of
this experiment was conducted and the results are available in a separate
report (Connors, et al, forthcoming).

The second objective of the field test program was to maintain or
improve citizen satisfaction. Prior to this project, in the three sites,
when citizens called the police department, they could generally expect a
patrol officer to be dispatched to the incident immediately. Under the DPR
program, these expectations would no longer be realized for non-emergency
calls. Rather than the immediate dispatch of a patrol unit, a report might
be taken over the telephone, the dispatch might be delayed, the citizen
might be asked to come to the department to report the incident, or some
other alternative might be employed.

Another aim of the field test was to determine the range of types of
non-emergency calls which could receive an alternative response. It was
recognized that telephone report units were in existence in many police
departments and, at the start of this project, both Greensboro and Toledo
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were taking some reports in this manner. The topic of interest in the
field test was to determine how many more calls could be handled by the
telephone report units without adversely affecting citizen satisfaction.

Because of the nature of these potential changes, there was concern
that citizen satisfaction with police services might suffer. On the other
hand, it was hypothesized that citizen satisfaction might not decrease if
the calls were carefully screened and if the alternatives were delivered in
an efficient and effective manner. In many police departments, call takers
fail to provide sufficient information to citizens on exact1ly what actions
will be taken by the police in response to their calls. A common problem is
that citizens are often not informed that their calls will be delayed (even
though this observation may have been evident to the call takers), but
rather are promised a patrol car immediately.

The second objective was designed to test the changes in the level of
satisfaction with the alternative procedures as compared to the immediate
dispatch of a patrol unit. More specifically, this second objective in-
cluded the following subobjectives:

e Provide satisfactory explanations to citizens at call
intake on the nature of the police response to their
calls;

e Provide satisfactory responses to citizens for
resolving their calls for service.

FIELD TEST PROGRAM COMPONENTS

Recognizing the importance of the communications center and the proper
screening of citizen calls, the DPR Field Test was divided into two main
phases: call classification and differential response. These phases, and
the program components, are displayed in Exhibit 2-1.

During the first eight months of the test, the departments were
involved in pre-implementation planning and development of new call classi-
fication schemes for the communications centers, which also included revis-
ing the call intake procedures. Once the new procedures were developed,
personnel were trained and the system was pre-tested.

After the call classification phase, and for the next ten months, the
differential response system was implemented, and calls were actually
handled by non-mobile units and other alternatives. Each of these phases
is discussed further in the following subsections.

Call Classification Phase

One of the primary underlying premises of the field test was that a
new system was needed to distinguish citizen calls for service by their
characteristics or nature in order to respond accordingly with an appropri-
ate, and cost-effective, provision of service. Existing call classifica-
tion schemes at the three sites, which were based on signal codes and legal
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offense definitions, did not provide sufficient detail or precision for
making fine distinctions among calls for service. For example, a patrol
unit might be dispatched to a burglary call regardless of whether the crime
was in progress or had occurred several days prior to the call. Under a
finer call classification system, a unit would be dispatched immediately in

the first instance, while an alternative, such as a telephone report, would
be considered in the second instance.

Initial guidance provided in the NIJ Test Design Program document
suggested that the new call classification schemes should include, at a
minimum, a breakdown of the nature of the incident, and its time of
occurrence. Other elements found to be important to these three sites were
injury and damage/1oss incurred, availability of witnesses, and 1ikelihood
of apprehension. Revisions made by the three departments to their ca
classification systems were based on these characteristics.

The naturz of the incident was felt to be important in order to dis-
tinguish such factors as whether the incident was life-threatening, whether
the call was service-related, whether there was a potential for escalation
of damages or consequences, whether the call was being made for insurance
purposes only, and other relevant factors.

The time between the occurrence of the incident and when it was
actually reported to the police was also felt to be important in determin-
ing the appropriate police response. It is well established in the
1iterature that a significant delay in calling the police may negate the
value attached to a rapid police response. The NIJ Test Design Program
document suggested categorizing calls into time intervals such as in-
progress, just occurred (usually meaning that the incident occurred within

the last hour), and cold (meaning that the incident occurred more than an
hour before the call was made).

Injury and damage factors also played a role in determining the type
of response. If there were injuries at the scene or if the amount of
damage or loss was extensive, then police presence was almost always re-
guired. On the other hand, an alternative procedure was acceptable if
there were no injuries or if the loss was minimal. The availability of
witnesses and the likelihood of apprehension of the perpetrator were also

considered important in determining the most appropriate response to a
call.

In addition to the development of new call classification schemes to

categorize calls for service along certain dimensions, this part of the
project also envisioned the development of new call intake procedures.
Each of the participating police departments was expected to take steps to
improve the intake and processing of calls to ensure that telecommunicators
were adequately trained and prepared to implement the differential response
techniques. These steps were as follows:

o Review types of information currently collected by call takers
to determine additional information required to classify calls
along the new dimensions;

e Develop written guidelines on new call classification procedures;
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o Develop a set of standardized questions to facilitate the class-
jfication of calls;

e Develop standardized explanations for informing citizens of the
appropriate responses; and

e Develop new call intake forms.

Differential Response Phase

The other major phase in the field ;est}wa; tne ;zzlﬁTﬁgtggig?t?;eﬁhe
i i sponse techniques. This involved the . :
ﬂ;£§§r82§1§lc5§a§e1y defined in the new call classification schemes, with

an appropriate police response.

i ired that the police depart-
J Test Design Program document require ) :
mentsngpwément the fo?]owing differential response alternatives:

e Telephone Report Unit for taking reports over the
telephone;

i 1ding
dures for a delayed mobile response (ho1di
’ zggﬁi for 30 to 60 minutes until the beat car 1is back

in service);
e Procedures for referring calls to other agencies; and

i » technique
At least one other alternative response
‘ from the following possib111t1e§: scheduled
appointment, walk-in, or mail-in.

Each of these alternative responses was imp]emented to some degree,
and with some individual variation, at the three sites.

i i i tivities, it will be help-
e further discussing the f1e{d Qest ac ,
ful tiegggvide the reader with gtdescr;pt1ggi€?gnsggetﬁgcgg:ggggctiOna]
information on the three test sites. In 3 O e ey with the
i the following subsections also acquain \ ! .
gﬁgggzgza}gi%cs of the thrge police departments and communications centers

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CITIES

Demographic Characteristics

i i hibit 2-2, the cities of

een in the 1980 U.S. Census data 1n Ex . :

To]edﬁs, Shio; Garden Grove, C?11'1f0|:n1:(;:taerr]‘disqc:iimba;?!leN%'r.\g; gi\;o;;?e]aer(\ive

diverse physical and demographic char Lics. e e

i i ber of cities and police ag _

tively representative of a_1ar9e num Lo R inthis cies ation
tion, their differences are 0 inte . :

Egrgzggggtazgewggt types of alternatives could be jmplemented in the field
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test and to account for some of the diff in citi
; ' erences i i i
levels which are presented later in this report. " eitizen satisfaction

EXHIBIT 2-2
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CITIES

Gard

Square Miles : fg.grove Gregysgoro ngego
Total Population 123,300 155,600 354,600
Popu1atign Percentages

g?;zs 78.7% 65.4% 78.7%

o % . 32.9% 17.4%

er 13.4% (Hispanic) 1.7% 3.9%
7.2% (Other)

Median Age 28.8 28.8 29.6
Percentage of Population 22.3
More than 50 Years 01d * 2.3 270
Percentage of Population
BopeeTtage of p 48.9% 70.5% 73.4%
Percentage of Population 50.8%
Living in Different - 4234
House in 1975
Average Family Earnings $23,305 $19,970 $21,804

Toledo and Garden Grove have the same i i
. ) I percentage of mino -
%gggaob%gsdlfi:¥;g£’:ﬂ;; ggrden G;o:e is primarily éLanish an51§§1§3p3351e
; . rity population. Greensboro has a signifi
higher black minority population than th i Rarden oro)

4 y e other two sites. Garden G
residents have the highest average earnings 1 1 Stes. th
Towest percentage of persons born in the ate, and tha Jemmes Sites, the

. state, and the lowest
of population greater than fift Ronte S oe
: Y years of age. In general i i
the city of Toledo ten to_be.o1ﬁer than residents %f the 6t§2i1iagtzilgs

The city of Toledo is a blue collar industri ity i
L ial city i -
TS0 T hot o ac o, TS S O Tand s Tt
»000, ulation density of 4,030 persons per squ il T
population has decreased 8 percent in the ast t ; Another aharac
teristic of Toledo, true perhaps of man i on years. Another charac-
1stic > ¥ industrial cit i
a significant number of older residents who have Tived gﬁsﬁh;scgtjtmgzthgg
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their lives. As Exhibit 2-3 shows, 73 percent of the Toledo residents
responding to the evaluation surveys had 1ived there more than 20 years, in
contrast to 51 percent in Greensboro, and only 14 percent in Garden Grove.

Toledo's economy suffered more than the other two cities during the
recent recession in the nation. Unemployment in Toledo, which is heavily
dependent on the automobile industry, reached 12 percent during the pro-
ject. Due to fiscal problems created by general economic conditions, the
city was forced to lay off 200 employees, including 30 civilian personnel

in the police department.

The Toledo city government, with an annual budget of $78 million,
employs 3,600 people, 19 percent of whom work in the police department.
The police department's budget of $19 million is about 24 percent of the
total city budget. The city operates with a council-manager form of gov-
ernment, as do the cities of Garden Grove and Greensboro.

Garden Grove is the "newest" of the three site cities, incorporated in
1956 with the police department formed in 1957. It is the most developed
and densely populated of the three sites, as indicated by the city planner's
estimate that the city is 97 percent developed and the population density
is 7,300 persons per square mile. The population in Garden Grove has

increased 4 percent in the past ten years.

Garden Grove is centrally located in Orange County, which has a popu-
lation of over 2 million, and is about 12 miles from Los Angeles. Due to
the white collar, "high-tech" nature of its economy, the city has had a low
unemployment rate of less than 5 percent for the past few years.

The city government, with the advent of Proposition 13, has had a
policy of rigid fiscal restraint as reflected by the fact that the police
department has not hired any new employees for over three years. During
the project period, the police department's 209 employees represented 38
percent of the city's total work force. The city budget for fiscal year
1982 was $32 million and the police department budget of $7.2 million was

approximately 22.5 percent of the total city budget.

Greensboro, the second largest city in North Carolina, has a popula-
tion of 155,600 residents. The population has increased 7.7 percent in the
past ten years. Through an aggressive annexation program in recent years,
Greensboro has increased its land area to 61 square miles, giving a popula-
tion density of 2,556 persons per square mile, the lowest of the three
cities. While reflecting a large professional work force, the city main-
tains a noticeable rural and agricultural atmosphere. In contrast to
Garden Grove, which has 3.2 persons per housing unit, Greensboro has only

2.5 persons per housing unit.

While Greensboro's economy was not affected significantly by the
recent recession, the city has had an objective of keeping the tax rate low
and, as a result, has not increased its work force in the past five years.
The police department has not increased its sworn personnel allotment in
eleven years. The city, with a budget of $67 million, employs a work force
of 1,929 persons, 23 percent of whom work in the police department. The
police department has a budget of $11.4 million, or 17 percent of the total

city budget.
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In summary, there are considerable demographic differences among the
three cities for the DPR Field Test. The impact of these differences with
regard to acceptance of alternatives by residents will be seen in the
remainder of this evaluation report.

Police Department Characteristics

Exhibit 2-4 shows the personnel staffing at the three police depart-
ments at the start of the project. As mentioned, none of the departments
had increased staffing in several years. In fact, at the beginning of the
field test, sworn personnel in Toledo were 13 percent below authorized
strength and two-thirds of the civilian staff had been laid off.

EXHIBIT 2-4
POLICE DEPARTMENT STAFFING OF FIELD TEST SITES

Personnel Garden Grove Greensboroe Toledo
Sworn 156 367 634
Civilian 53 75 45
Total 209 442 679

With regard to the ratio of officers to citizens, Garden Grove, with
the fewest sworn personnel, had one officer for every 814 residents, while
Toledo, with the greatest contingent of sworn personnel, had one officer
for every 559 residents. Greensboro had a ratio of one officer for every
423 residents. In terms of crime rate, the three sites were very close,
with Garden Grove having a rate of about 83 Part I offenses committed per
1,000 population, Greensboro with a rate of about 81 offenses, and Toledo
with a rate of about 87 offenses.

The Garden Grove Police Department differed from the other two sites
in that the patrol personnel were deployed according to a team policing
model. A11 field services were essentially self-contained in the three
teams which geographically subdivided the city.

The police personnel in the three sites also had somewhat different
characteristics. In Toledo and Greensboro, personnel tended to be older
and more tenured. It was not unusual to meet patrol officers having ten or
twelve years with the department. By way of contrast, in Garden Grove many
officers had been with the department for less than five years, as reflect-
ed by the department's turncver rate of more than 40 percent, a figure
consistent with other police departments in Southern California due to the
favorable job market for experienced officers.
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The communications centers represented very interesting contrasts for
the field test. The Toledo communications center, which was located across
the street from the main police headquarters in the Support Services Bureau,
was staffed entirely by sworn personnel. In line with the terms of the
union contract, all dispatch positions were reserved for sergeants and all
call taker positions were staffed by patrol officers. In terms of super-
visory staff, the Toledo communications center also included one captain,
three lieutenants, and a sergeant.

In contrast, both the Greensboro and Garden Grove communications
centers were staffed entirely by civilians. Also of significance in
Greensboro, the communications center, although located in the basement of
the police building, was an entirely separate department from the police
department. The director of the Communications Department reported direct-
1y to the Public Safety Director, as did the Chief of Police. After the
field test was completed, however, the Greensboro government reorganized
and the communications center was placed under the police department.

In Garden Grove, the communications center, staffed by civilians, was
part of the Technical Services Division of the police department. The
communications center, which was located on the main floor of the police
building, was also staffed by "Watch Commanders." These were patrol ser-
geants who, on a rotating basis, remained in the communications center to
serve as the field commander for the watch. The sergeants also served as
field supervisors for the communications center personnel.

Exhibit 2-5 shows the staffing of a typical shift and the total number
of personnel in the communications centers of the three sites.

EXHIBIT 2-5
COMMUNICATIONS CENTER STAFFING OF FIELD TEST SITES

Staffing of Typical Shift 1980 CFS
Field Total Dispatched
Test Site Supervisor Call Takers Dispatchers Staffing To Field
Garden Grove 1 2 1-2 13 43,726
Greensboro 1 2 3 33 140,100
Toledo 1 4-5 2-3 44 319,125

The workload of calls for service dispatched to the field was also
divergent, as noted in the above figure. Toledo had over twice the volume
of calls dispatched as Greensboro, and over seven times as many as Garden
Grove. Moreover, the calls for service increased five to ten percent in
all three sites from 1979 to 1980. The ratio of calls per field officer
per year also differed considerably across the three sites in 1980. Using
the staffing figures from Exhibit 2-4, Garden Grove had a ratio of 280
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calls per officer, Greensboro had 382 calls per officer, and Toledo had 503

calls per officer. Second, the demands for service were increasing. Calls for informa-

tion and calls for service into the communications centers were at record

Technological differences were also evident at the sites. Toledo levels.

,t' TAELG

operated a manual call for service processing system. Calls were recorded
on coler-coded dispatch cards by the call takers and moved on a conveyor
belt to the dispatchers. These dispatch cards were eventually batched and
sent to data processing, where every third day's cards were entered into

the computer for analysis. At the beginning of the project, due to layoffs,

T
R i . ) .

Third, these depa(tments, as with most others in the nation, had never
carefq]]y aqd systematically looked at the whole call for service process:
classification, processing, and handling.

Finally, as with most police departments, the staffing of the communi-

no dispatch data was being entered or analyzed. However, midway through
the project, the police department acquired the necessary hardware and g
software to upgrade the entry and analysis of the dispatch data. This ' ' 1
improvement is described in more detail in Chapter 7 of this report. ‘ .

cations centers was considered a low priority. There was 1ittle thought
and attention given to selection and training of personnel in the communi-
cations centers. Communications was generally considered a pass through

- operation for getting calls for service to the patrol units.

b-srcreren |

The Greensborc and Garden Grove sites had the benefit of computer- , !
aided dispatch (CAD) systems. In both systems, the call for service infor- ‘ |
mation was immediately entered on the computer terminal by the call taker Lo SITE SELECTION
and, at the appropriate time, transmitted to the terminal screen of the !
dispatcher for dispatching to the field. i S .
i Selection Process

With regard to procedures, while each of the three sites displayed
some use of alternatives to handle calls for service other than just dis- \
for the field test had to meet certain criteria established by NIJ and

patching the calls to patrol officers in the field, none of the three had J § 2 e !
ever systematically analyzed the call for service systems or considered ! - documented in the Test Design Program document. The main criteria were as

The three police departments selected by NIJ to participate as sites

developing new call classification schemes. Each of the departments class- | follows:
ified the calls in traditional signal codes which reflected legal or , G .
statutory categories. : I e City population of 100,000 to 500,000;

Each of the three departments used some type of priority system to : | o No organizational, political, or legal obligations that
distinguish calls for service in terms of emergencies and non-emergencies. ; would impede implementation (for example, opposition from
In general, prior to the project, all calls were dispatched immediately ! the police union, contractual constraints);
with the exception that non-emergency calls were delayed if all units in % $ .
the area were busy. However, none of the departments had a formal policy ! - o Police departments must not be in the process of imple-

{ on when or how calls were delayed, a void that was filled as a result of ) (- menting any other programs which might interfere with the
the DPR project. ; i evaluation of the field test;

Additionally, prior to the start of the DPR project, Greensboro and Q : e Established commitment from key officials in the city show-
Toledo were handiing some calls for service on a limited basis over the g |7 ing support for the police chief's interest in the project;
telephone. These telephone report units generally processed only minor Y ]
property offense reports such as petit larceny. It was estimated that : ¢ Police departments must commit and assign sufficient and
these units were handling five to seven percent of the calls for service in | - qualified personnel to staff the project components;

these two departments. During the project, the volume of calls for the ; { .
telephone report units was greatly increased and the different types of : 1o e Police departments must have sufficient data available for

calls handled was expanded. evaluation purposes;

J2
FaE—
[ ]

?o]icg qepartments must agree to participate and cooperate
in a joint planning process with the other sites and to ob-
tain consensus and uniformity on the project components; and

Garden Grove had never taken any incident reports over the telephone.
However, an alternative used by the department was the taking of walk-in
reports at headquarters by cadets.

| SR

In summary, these three police departments had factors in common which I 'Q e Police departments must agree to cooperate in the evaluation
: of the field test.

pointed to a need for the DPR project. First, each of the departments was
going through fiscal stress. No hiring had been allowed in Garden Grove
and Greensboro, and Toledo had to lay off a sizable number of personnel and iy : . )
was well below authorized strength at the time of the project. i i In add1t1on! NIJ found it preferable, if possible, to have some geographic
i : aep:esentat1on among the three sites, such as East, Midwest or South, and
est.
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More than 20 police departments submitted letters of interest to NIJ.
Of this number, eight passed initial screening and were reviewed more
carefully by NIJ consultants who made two to three-day on-site assessments.
During these on-site assessments, the consultants attempted to collect and
review critical data on workload indicators, performance measures, and
pertinent procedures in the communications area. The consultants also
attempted to personally meet and interview key personnel such as the mayor
or city manager, police chief, patrol commander, communications center
commander, prospective project director and staff, and others. At the
culmination of their on-site visits, the consultants submitted written
reports to NIJ with findings and recommendations.

Thus, after several weeks of review, based on the above criteria and
the on-site assessments of the consultants, Garden Grove, California;
Greensboro, North Carolina; and Toledo, Ohio were selected to participate
as sites in the field test.

Site Objectives

The three police departments involved in the field test had similar
reasons for wanting to serve as test sites. First, as stated earlier, each
of the departments had been operating under fiscal restraint while calls
for service had increased annually. In short, all three depariments were
Tooking for ways to do more with less: to answer more calls for service
with cheaper, alternative resources.

Second, each department wanted to free up more time for patrol units
rather than overload patrol with the calls for service response activities.
Garden Grove and Greensboro both suggested in their initial grant applica-
tions that they wanted to relieve patrol unit workload in order to partici-
pate more in proactive patrol assignments. This approach agreed with
Garden Grove's team policing concept. Toledo's grant application indicat-
ed an objective to reduce the patrol call for service and report writing
burden in order to be better able to "rapidly respond to the increasing
number of critical or emergency calls for service."

As a third reason for seeking participation as a field test site, all
three police departments had experimented on a limited basis with some
alternative responses in the past. As described previously, each of the
departments practiced some form of prioritizing the response assignment to
calls for service. Garden Grove had been using mail-in reports for larce-
nies at two self-service gas stations in the city. Greensboro and Toledo
had 1imited procedures for taking incident reports over the telephone. As
Greenshoro stated in its grant application:

The Greensboro Police Department has some basic experience in
differential response through the Telephone Response Unit.
This move away from mobile response to every complaint
represented a significant break from the traditional police
service delivery method in this jurisdiction. The Differential
Police Response to Calls for Service Program offers a very
unique opportunity to expand this initial thrust in a
controlled experimental environment with extensive evaluation
activity.
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These 1imited pilot programs had been successful for the most part,
and the departments were ready to expand the differential response concept.
The opportunity to expand with the guidance, assistance, and support of NIJ
was most welcome. Each of these departments had been heading in the
direction of this field test for several years, and the opportunity to
participate matched existing policy and direction. )

Finally, in each of the grant applications, the three departments
presented objectives which matched the objectives of the field test.
Rather than separately 1list each of the project objectives of the individ-
ual sites, Exhibit 2-6 shows a composite picture of the program objectives
for all three sites.

Grant Administration

The grant periods were anticipated to be 20 months for each site with
the first eight months devoted to the overall planning, development and
testing of the call classification system including revised intake proce-
dures, the second ten months for the test of the full field implementation
of the call classification system and the use of the alternative responses,
and the final two months for report writing. The official grant periods of
the three sites began on August 1, 1981. The grant funds for the three
sites were as follows: Garden Grove--$165,938; Greensboro--$182,000; and
Toledo--$157,912.

As seen in Exhibit 2-7, the staffing of the projects varied across the
three sites. In Garden Grove, a captain in charge of the Administrative
Division, which contained the Communications Section, was the project
director. He was assisted by a sergeant who was formerly a detective and &
patrol officer. Greensboro created a special unit to administer the pro-
ject, headed on a full-time basis by a lieutenant who previously had been
assigned to field operations for several years and had also been project
director for several internal research activities. He was assisted by a
senior telecommunicator from the Communications Division and a patrol
officer with five years experience in the field. The Toledo project was
directed by the captain in charge of the Planning and Research Division,
assisted by a sergeant in the division and a sergeant assigned to the
Communications Division as an administrative assistant. The chiefs of all
three departments were also very supportive of the projects and spent time
reviewing the work of the staffs and attending all the working conferences
held during the project.

It was necessary for the grant periods of all three sites to be
extended in order for the sites to complete their grant requirements for
hosting technology transfer conferences. For these conferences, police
departments from neighboring localities and states were invited to listen
to presentations by representatives of the three sites and the evaluation
team on the results of the DPR project. The conferences were well attended
with over 75 persons at the Greensboro and Toledo conferences and over 50
persons at the Garden Grove conference. The participation at the Garden
Grove conference was restricted, since the conference was jointly funded by
NIJ and the State Police Officers Standards and Training Commission.
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EXHIBIT 2-6

OBJECTIVES FOR DIFFERENTIAL POLICE RESPONSE PROJECT

Overall Program Objectives

Call

1. Increase the amount of uncommitted time of call-for-service
units by diverting calls through differential responses.

2. Maintain or increase the satisfaction of the response to
calls for service as measured by citizen reaction.

3. Maintain or decrease the average cost for handling calls for service.

Classification OQJectives

9t

Uniform Classification

1. Implement a uniform ca’l classification system across all three sites.

2. Implement a training prbgram in each site on the new call
classification system.

Information Gathering

3. Correctly identify critical versus non-critical calls.

4. Increase the amount of information obtained by the complaint
takers on calls for service.

5. Increase patrol officer satisfaction on call information.

Correct Response

6. Correctly determine the most appropriate alternative response
to experimental non-critical calls for service.

7. Winimize over- and under-response to non-critical calls.

Caller Acceptance

8. Have the caller accept the alternative response for non-critical calls.

Test Design Objectives

1. Correctly implement procedures for experimental versus control non-
critical calls for service.

2. Process the non-critical calls correctly as specified by
the experimental and contral conditions.

R

Differential Response Objectives

Implementation

1. Implement (or expand) a unit for taking reports
over the phone.

2. Implement procedures with other agencies in the city
for handling calls for service.

3. Implement a delayeﬁ mobile . response procedure.

4. Implement at least one other alternative demand re-
sponse from the following possibilities:

e Scheduled Appointment
¢ Walk-In

o Mail-In

e No Response

Alternative Response

5. Of the calls which would previously have received an
jmmediate mobile response,

¢ Divert XX percent to the Telephone Report Unit;
e Divert XX percent to another city agency; and
e Divert XX percent to other differential response.

6. Reduce the rate of non-critical calls handled by
jmmediate mobile response by XX percent. '

Unit Utilization

7. Decrease unit utilization of calls for service. That
is, reduce the fraction of time a patrol unit {s com~
mitted to responding to calls for service during its
tour.

8. Decrease the averagé travel time to critical calls.

9. Increase the frequency of long periods of uncom-
mitted time during a unit's tour of duty.
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EXHIBIT 2-7
STAFFING OF DPR PROJECT
Percent of Assignment of Project
Site Staffing Time on Project Within Police Department
Garden Grove Captain, Project Director 75 % Administrative Division
(which contained the
Sergeant, Management Analyst 100 Communications Section)
Police Officer, Staff Assistant 25
N Greensboro Lieutenant, Project Director 100 Created Special Project
Office reporting to the
Senior Telecommunicator, Management Chief of Police
Analyst 100
Police Officer, Staff Assistant 100
Toledo Captain, Project Director 40 Planning and Research
. Division
Sergeant, Management Analyst 60
Sergeant, Staff Assistant 40
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Planning Efforts

The planning which went into the project can be viewed from two per-
spectives. First, there was a great deal of time devoted to the overall
planning for the entire project, particularly during the early stages, but
continuing throughout the project. Second, specific planning efforts were
made during the initial development and implementation of each component,
especially the new call classification systems. The sites were provided
assistance in planning from several sources including NIJ; University
Research Corporation ?URC), the technical assistance contractor for the NIJ
field tests; and Research Management Associates staff.

Impetus for many of the eventual ideas and designs generated in the
planning phase came from cluster conferences attended by key members from
the staffs of the three sites, URC, and the RMA evaluation team. These
conferences, hosted by URC, generally involved technical assistance, group
discussions, and feedback and suggestions from the evaluator. In total,
there were eight cluster conferences, each lasting about two or three days.
However, the first three were the most critical for the planning stages for
the project.

At the end of each conference, the sites decided on tasks which needed
to be performed in preparation for the next conference. A summary of the
assignments made and the topics discussed at these cluster conferences is
as follows:

e Results of profiles of calls for service at the sites. These
profiles generally showed that a l1arge number of calls were
being placed into "investigate" or "miscellaneous" categories
which were not useful for analysis purposes.

e Results of surveys of patrol officers, which were aimed at
determining (1) the type of information which officers felt
were important to obtain from complainants, and (2) the types
of calls for service which officers felt could be handled by
alternatives other than an immediate mobile response.

e Development of several prototypes of new call classification
systems. While the final systems differed across the three
sites, a general consensus was reached on the structure and
categories of the call classification systems.

e Discussion of implementation issues, including the natural
resistance to change in police departments, the controls and
requirements imposed by the evaluation design, the anticipated
media reaction to the project, and the impact of more free
time on patrol officers.

In summary, the cluster conferences proved to be a beneficial tech-
nique for coordinating the project and developing the changes which were
eventually implemented at the sites. The conferences were particularly
useful in the development of the new call classification systems which are
discussed in the next chapter.
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BACKGROUND TO DPR

Historically, police departments have answered citizen calls for ser-
vice by dispatching a mobile field unit, and often a backup unit, to the
location of the caller as soon as possible after the call was received.

For years, police have viewed one of their primary responsibilities as
responding rapidly to citizen calls. This activity has always provided the

police with a measurable performance statistic to use in budget preparation.

A comparison between traditional dispatching, dispatching based on a
prioritization scheme (often implemented with the advent of computer-
assisted dispatch systems), and the DPR model, as reflected in Exhibit 2-8
(which shows the hypothetical processing of 1000 calls for service), shows
that by using alternative means to respond to calls for service, the police
can significantly reduce the number of calls to which mobile field units
respond.

Myth of the Need for Rapid Response

A great deal of importance in police work has traditionally been
placed on the ability of a police department to respond rapidly to calls
for service with a patrol unit. In attempts to improve upon the response
time, departments have implemented costly 911 systems, computer-aided dis-
patch systems, and vehicle locator systems, and have placed an emphasis on
field officers taking reports quickly in order to return to available
service. Furthermore, there has been widespread belief among law enforce-
ment officials that citizen satisfaction would be jeopardized if police
response time were lengthened and if calls were handled other than by
mobile response. In fact, many heads of police agencies feel that public
and political pressure dictate all calls must be handled by rapid in-person
police mobile response. They are, therefore, reluctant to consider imple-
menting alternatives to traditional mobile response in their departments.
This resistance to implementing DPR-type programs is an important factor to
consider in exploring the barriers to DPR implementation.

Recent research, however, favors the implementation of alternatives to
rapid mobile response. Spelman and Brown (1981) studied over 4,000 vic-
tims, witnesses, and bystanders in over 3,300 serious crimes in Jackson-
ville, Florida; Peoria, I11inois; Rochester, New York; and San Diego,
California. They found that police response time had no effect on the
chances of on-scene arrest in 70 to 85 percent of Part I crimes because the
crimes were discovered after they occurred. They drew a distinction be-
tween “"discovery" crimes--those that are not noticed until after they have
occurred, and "involvement" crimes--those that are reported in-progress.
Only 25 percent of crimes are involvement crimes, and only in these crimes
does response time make a difference.

Spelman and Brown found that arrests that could be attributed to fast
police response were made in 2.9 percent of reported serious crimes, and
that innovative programs would increase this figure only to about 5 to 6
percent. Similarly, research by the Police Executive Research Forum
(Caron, 1980) questions the effectiveness of rapid response in making on-
scene arrests. The study, as a follow-up to the 1977 Kansas City Response
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EXHIBIT 2-8

METHODS OF HANDLING POLICE CALLS FOR SERVICE

1000 CFS 1000 CFS

>call Taker > Dispatcher

1000 CFS 1000 CFS —>

2Call Taker > Dispatcher

1000 CFS

300 CFS
100 CFS
100 CFS

100 CFS

“field units immediately

——>>900 call assignments to mobile
field units immediately

100 call assignments to mobile
L g

field units on delayed basis

—>100 call assignments to mobile
field units immediately

400 CFS
—> Dispatcher —-ﬁ;—-——ihloo call assignments to mobile

field units on delayed basis

——> Mail-in Report

t——>Walk-in Report

L——>>200 call assignments to special
report cars (sworn ard civilian)

Telephone Report Unit

——>Referral to Other (Internal and External to Dept)

5.1000 call assignments to mobile
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Time Study, found that rapid response led to an on-scene arrest in less
than 3 percent of the serious cases sampled. As David Couper (1983), Chief
of the Madison, Wisconsin Police Department, points out in a recent book:

Sending a police car immediately to all calls for police
service is not only unnecessary, but also a tremendous
drain on police resources. A carefully developed range
of responses based on the seriousness of the calls, when
the incident occurred, and the needs of the caller would
provide the most effective police service.

Furthermore, placing a high priority on rapid response to calls for
service creates tradeoff problems in other areas. For example, dispatchers
not wishing to stack calls during busy periods will often resort to dis-
patching units from adjacent beats or districts to answer calls in an
unfamiliar area, or may interrupt officers from other calls or activities
to handle the call.

The most important factor in response time deces not involve the
police, according to Spelman and Brown, but citizen delay in reporting the
crime. Many problems are associated with reporting crimes. People must
recognize a crime when they see one. They must take responsibility for
action and see some benefit in becoming involved and calling the police.
They must also be able physically to get to a phone and get through to the
police. The authors highly recommended that emphasis be placed on motivat-
ing citizens to call quickiy, and that call screening and prioritizing take
place in the communications center to maximize use of fast response when it
can make a difference.

Farmer (1981) surveyed 175 police agencies to determine call for
service response practices and found no evidence that rapid mobile response
had any impact on gathering evidence. He stressed that it did not lead to
increased arrests, since over 85 percent of the calls were of a non-
critical nature. Many types of calls involved no witnesses, only a small
percentage involved actual crime, and police were seldom able to arrest a
suspect.

A brief review of those studies that have examined the proportion of
calls to report crimes of a serious nature lends further substantiation for
the selective use of rapid response. Meyer (1976) found that 17 percent of
the calls to the New York City Police Department related to crimes. Sever-
al other researchers (Bercal, 1970; Maxfield, 1979; Reiss, 1971) also found
that less than 20 percent of all calls to large metropolitan police depart-
ments were related to crime or criminal matters. More recently, Antunes
and Scott (1981) studied 26,417 calls from Rochester, New York; St. Louis,
Missouri; and Tampa-St. Petersburg, Florida, and found that, consistent
with these earlier findings, less than 20 percent were calls about criminal
incidents. Nevertheless, 47 percent of the callers in Scott's sample were
promised that a unit would respond to their calls.

Citizen Satisfaction and Rapid Response
In addition to the lack of evidence supporting increased arrests due

to rapid response, the fear that citizen dissatisfaction will increase when
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response time is lengthened has never been empirically demonstrated. Some
of the earliest data on citizen satisfaction and response time were the
Kansas City Response Time Studies. Pate et al. (1976) utilized data from
four surveys from the Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment to determine
not only the factors involved in police response, but the difference in
citizen satisfaction between expected and observed response times. The
variables found most 1ikely to affect response time directly were the
distance to be traveled, the amount of time elapsing before an officer
answers a call, and the driving speed.

Regarding satisfaction, the majority of citizens in all four surveys
were satisfied with the police response time. Satisfaction ranged from 54
percent to 71 percent. Most importantly, this study showed that the dif-
ference between expected and observed response time was the best predictor
of citizen satisfaction with response time. Pate concluded: "Public
assurances of rapid response may inadvertently result in citizen dissatis-
faction"when response time exceeds that which citizens have been led to
expect.

The important distinction between expectations of police arrival time
and actual arrival time as the determining factor in citizen satisfaction
was supported in Percy's study (1980) of 12,000 people in Rochester, Tampa,
and St. Louis. While 76 percent of those who had recent contact with
police were satisfied with what the police did, he found that the best
predictors of citizen satisfaction were the variables which compared
expected and reported response times. He recommended that it was best to
tell citizens when to expect an officer to arrive so that citizens had
reasonable expectations and, therefore, would not be dissatisfied.

Several other studies, most notably Tien's et al.'s (1977) evaluation
of the Wilmington Split Force Experiment, came to a similar conclusion that
citizen satisfaction was a function of expectation. Those expectations,
however, are in the hands of the communications personnel, most often the
call takers, who generally do not inform citizens. In only one percent of
the cases in the Antunes and Scott study where a unit had been promised
were citizens told how long to expect to wait before the police would
arrive. The responsibility of informing citizens and shaping their expec-
tations falls to the call taker, whose role is integral to the implementa-
tion of any innovative police response alternative.

Call Classification and Patrol Management

Several different call classification systems have been suggested and
used to some extent over the past decade. Most have attached priorities to
certain types of calls and designated certain units or officers to handle .
these calls. Gay et al. (1977) suggested three categories in which calls N
for service could be divided: type A calls for crimes in progress, emer-
gencies, and disturbances calls; type B calls for significant crimes, but
those for which immediate police response was not necessarily warranted; ey
and type C calls for auto thefts, information requests, and minor incidents
which could be handled by telephone. Larson (1972) suggested three
priority levels using similar categories. Other researchers have divided .
calls for service into categories by which the calls could be studied, but
Farmer (1981) points out that these have generally involved divisions such
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as criminal/non-criminal, and are not suitable for call intake on the part
of communications personnel.

Gay estimated that as many as 40 percent of all calls could be handled
without in-person response. Scott, as mentioned earlier, also found that
50 percent of all calls for service were either information calls or refer-
rals that were handled completely by the call taker. Furthermore, research
has consistently shown that less than 20 percent of all calls for service
are for criminal matters. Thus, the purpose of any call classification
system would be to gather information necessary to choose the most appro-
priate police response.

Most importantly, an early call classification model proposed by
Farmer (1981) served as an example and starting point for the three pclice
departments involved in the DPR field test. Briefly, the model had three
components: a set of eight call classifications ranging from major per-
sonal injury crimes to minor incidents; time categories designated as in-
progress, proximate, and cold; and a series of possible responses.

A number of studies have implemented call priority systems and alter-
native responses, either as part of another project involving managing the
demand for calls for service, improving the efficiency of police services,
or related research. The Wilmington, Delaware Split-Force Experiment had
two focuses: first, the development of two patrol forces (structured and
basic); and second, a prioritization scheme for classifying calls for
service. The prioritization scheme used was in-progress (immediate
response), basic patrol-critical, and basic patrol. Within each priority,
calls were dispatched first-come, first-served. Callers were advised when
calls were delayed and told the amount of time the response would take.
Tien (1977) found that formally delaying non-critical calls by 30 minutes
did not decrease citizen satisfaction; that 86 percent of all calls were
non-critical; and that a more efficient and effective allocation of
resources was possible. However, the authors reported that complaint
takers and dispatchers were often confused about the priority designations,
and that the formalized delay procedure was underused.

In a follow-up study, the Wilmington Management of Demand Program
further refined reactive responses and utilized formalized delayed mobile
responses, such as appointments by field units; and non-mobile responses,
such as referrals, telephone reporting, and walk-in reporting. Cahn and
Tien (1980) found that the alternative responses handled 23 percent of all
calls for service, and productivity increased by 16 percent. Telephone
reporting alone accounted for 11 percent of all calls. However, they noted
underutilization of alternative response strategies and a reluctance by
call takers to carry out some of the alternative functions. They found
that delayed or diverted calls could have been doubled. The authors recom-
mended that more precise program guidelines be developed to assist the
complaint takers in matching calls with responses; that training of call
takers be increased and improved; and that walk-in complainants be handled
by a complaint service unit.

Telephone report units (Teleserve Units) were one of the more repli-
cated ideas from the Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program (Grassie,
1978). At least 20 of the participating police departments established
such units to relieve workload from patrol. A sample of some of the
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program evaluations showed that teleserve units in police departments in
Fairfax County, Virginia; Springfieid, Missouri; Nashville, Tennessee; and
Virginia Beach, Virginia prepared from 10 to 23 percent of all department
field incident reports. These departments also reported that it took less
time to take a report over the phone than it did to provide a mobile
response.

More recently, the Managing Patrol Operaticns Field Test showed effec-
tive use of telephone report units at the test sites of Albuquerque, New
Mexico; Charlotte, North Carolina; and Sacramento, California. The tele-
phone report units in these three departments handled between 30 and 40
percent of the total crime reports (McEwen, 1982). In Albuquerque, a
three-priority system was implemented: priority 1 for emergency calls;
priority 2 for immediate response, within 10 minutes; and priority 3 for
routine calls. McEwen found that routine calls could be delayed for an
hour or more without adversely affecting patrol operations. Problems were
noted with call takers being reluctant to follow exact guidelines and
overclassifying calls. Though additional training was planned at the end
of the grant period, McEwen concluded that telephone reporting units were a
viable alternative for handling calls, and that other response strategies,
such as community service officers and mail-in reporting, should be
considered.

One additional study which examined use of alternative responses and
prioritization of calls was conducted by the Kansas City, Missouri Police
Department (1980). As part of its Directed Patrol Project, call takers
screened calls into three priorities: immediate, delayed (up to 40 min-
utes), and call diversion for non-urgent calls. The Kansas City Police
Department reported that walk-in and telephone reports handled 26.8 percent
of all reports, and that 10.2 percent of the calls were delayed. They
concluded, as did the other studies, that more calls could have been
handled with the alternative strategies, and that call takers need con-
tinuing and increased training to maximize the use of the alternative
responses.

Recently, the Champaign, I11inois Police Department presented findings
on a majil-in reporting program implemented due to budget cutbacks. The
call takers were trained to classify calls and select those eligible for a
mail-in report. Dye and Auten (1983) found that 55.2 percent of the
reports were returned, saving the department 6.4 hours per day. Problems
were noted with the call takers' ability to categorize appropriate calls
for this service, and with handling the 44.8 percent of reports that were
not returned.

While some of these studies ascertained citizen satisfaction with the
alternative services, several studies have also included an examination of
the degree to which citizens would be receptive to their calls being
handled by one of several other alternative responses. Cahn and Tien
(1981) reported that Wilmington residents continued to be satisfied with
police service irrespective of the police response they received. Those
receiving traditional response strategies were no more satisfied than those
receiving alternative response strategies. When asked whether they would
be willing to accept a less costly response than the one they had received,
49 percent agreed.
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As part of the differential police response strategies in Birmingham,
Alabama and San Jose, California, Farmer surveyed citizens to determine
their receptivity to alternative response. He reported that nearly three-
quarters in both cities said it would be acceptable to have a civilian
employee respond; 69 percent in Birmingham and 62 percent in San Jose were
receptive to having a police specialist respond within 30 minutes; just
over half in each city found it acceptable to have police respond within 30
minutes; and one-third in Birmingham and 21 percent in San Jose were amena-
ble to coming to headquarters to report the complaint.

Presently, the utilization of differential police response and.call

dispatch of a patrol unit, (3) arranging appointments, (4) sending civilian
personnel to handle calls, (5) asking citizens to come to the department to
report their problems, (6) using mail-in forms to report incidents, and (7)
eliminating services. While not all successful, the comprehensiveness of
the range of alternatives enhanced the utility of the field test.

In addition to testing a variety of alternatives, there was also
interest in determining the maximum number of non-emergency calls which
could be diverted. While many previous projects had successfully diverted
significant volumes of calls to alternatives, no attempts had been made to
determine the extent to which each alternative could be used. In the DPR

classification and prioritization procedures is more widespread than gener- field test, the sites diverted a wider range of call types, such as taking

g ally thought. Findings from Fennessy's (1983) national survey of 153 3
jd police departments showed. that 69 percent have a formal written policy for S buq%lary Cal]?b?ze€0t2$t:$l:€?ezi’ and also attempted to divert as many
- screening calls, 71 percent have a formal written policy for prioritizing T calls as poss y

calls, and 67.5 percent have telephone response units. A comparable survey
by the Police Executive Research Forum several years earlier found that 61
percent of the 175 departments responding took some incident reports by
telephone; 30 percent sent special units to answer some calls; 25 percent
set appointments; and 71 percent stacked calls (Farmer, 1981). However, as
Farmer succinctly noted, "No single responding police agency has considered
and implemented a rational plan of matching the full range of response
alternatives to various types of citizen calls" (p.28).

The findings that approximately two-thirds of police departments may

Citizen satisfaction was also a major concern in the DPR field test.
The primary interests centered on the satisfaction of citizens who had
received an immediate mobile response compared to citizens who had received
alternatives. The randomizaticn procedures established at each site
ensured that such comparisons were possible for the same types of non-
emergency calls during the same period. Further, because of the phased
approach to the project, baseline information on citizen satisfaction was
also developed. In summary, the evaluation results include "before/during"
comparisons and "test/control" comparisons.

have telephone reporting units or take some reports by telephone does not
i indicate to what extent this strategy is used, nor does it indicate use of
a comprehensive plan for all calls for service. The problems encountered
in the studies cited above, in which call classification systems and alter-
v native police responses were tested, repeatedly showed that call takers i
j were not fully implementing the call classification systems, that citizens
S were not always being informed of time delays, and that responses were

} underused. Without an adequate test of a uniform differential response

3 model, the optimal use of alternative response techniques remained undemon-
i strated. The Differential Police Response Field Test was designed to
provide this information by measuring in a controlled setting the effec-

7 tiveness of a uniform call classification and prioritization scheme and
q alternative response strategies as mechanisms for managing calls for
service.
é{ RN
mo How DPR Project Differs from Previous Research S I

ERNEIS

The DPR field test was able to build on prior research studies in §
several ways. There was a recognition, for example, that the field test ; (I
required substantial changes in communications center operations in order ’ g
3: to process calls in a more efficient manner with the aim of selecting the
/

best possible alternative for each call for service based on the call s s
characteristics. The initial effort in the project was devoted to the ' TS
development of a generic call classification system which the departments : :
were able to adapt to local needs. L I

The three participating sites also wanted to test as many alternatives
as possible for handling non-emergency calls for service. These alterna-
tives included (1) taking reports over the telephone, (2) delaying the
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CHAPTER 3
CALL CLASSIFICATION AND CALL INTAKE PROCEDURES

CALL CLASSIFICATION

Development of Call Classification Systems

The most conceptually difficult aspect of the DPR Field Test was the
development of the call classification model. It involved a significant
break with past philosophy and practice in processing calls for service.
Prior to the project, these departments operated with traditional "10-code"
classification systems in their communications centers. These systems
basically only provided information on the criminal code designation of the
type of call. Since most calls received an immediate mobile response,
these systems were adequate because Tittle information was needed to dis-
patch to the field. Additional information, such as the time of occurrence
and the extent of injuries, served only as remarks about the incident and
were not recorded in a consistent manner.

Classifying an incident only in terms of a legal/criminal code pro-
vides insufficient information for response decisions. For example,
classifying a call as a "larceny" omits information such as when it
occurred, the value of the property taken, the 1ikelihood of a suspect
being quickly apprehended, or the availability of witnesses. Such informa-
tion is critical to determine an appropriate response such as sending a
patrol unit as quickly as possible, delaying a dispatch for some period of
time, sending a civilian unit, taking the report over the phone, or some
other alternative. Under the DPR project, this information would become
part of the decisionmaking process to determine the most appropriate
response.

At the beginning of the project, each of the departments had 1ittle
more than a basic understanding of the concept of redesigning and improving
the call classification systems. Thus, the early cluster conferences were
almost entirely devoted to the planning process of designing and developing
a new system along with revised call intake procedures. As seen later in
this report, developing the new response alternatives was a more straight-
forward procedure.

The development of the call classification systems was influenced by
the previous work of the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF) in its
Joint study with the Birmingham, Alabama Police Department on this subject.
The final report from PERF presented a basic call classification system
which combined the type of call with time of occurrence information, then
related possible combinations to response alternatives. With this report
as background material, the three DPR sites felt that any new call classi-
fication system should also include a mixture of type of call and event
descriptors.

The basic tenets used by the sites in developing the call classifica-
tion systems were as follows: :

a7

® The type of incident must be defined as specifically and narrowly

as possible; and

® The descriptive characteristics of the call must be determined.

During qne.of the early cluster conferences, the sites agreed on the
two basic principles listed above. They also agreed to adopt a working
mode presented by the technical assistance contractor, which used the call
categor1e§ and descriptors shown in Exhibit 3-1. Some of the ideas used by
the techntca] assistance consultant in developing this model were taken
g;ngggev1ous research studies including a key study by Indiana University

EXHIBIT 3-1
CALL CATEGORIES AND DESCRIPTORS

Call Categories Call Descriptors

Violent Crimes Injury Type

Intqrpersona] Conflicts Time of Occurrence
Med1c§1 ] Likelihood of Apprehension
Non-V1olent Crimes Purpose of Call

Traff1c Prob]ems Availability of Witnesses
Pub1]c.Nu1saqce Potential for Commission
Suspicious Circumstances of a Crime

Dependent Person Non-Crime Hazards

Pub]ic Morals Scene Characteristics
Assistance
Information

Each of the sites felt that "time of occurrence" was the most impor-
tant call descriptor in determining what action should be taken by the
p911cg. As stated earlier, this time element encompasses the length of the
time 1n§erva1 between when the event occurred and when the caller contacted
the po]1cet Previous research has shown that the Tonger the time interval,
the less Tikely that an immediate patrol response will produce worttwhile
results, particularly in terms of arrest potential. The departments in the
f1e1§ test agreed that three levels of time were important: in-progress,
proximate or just occurred, and cold. In-progress meant that the event was
On-going at the time of the call to the communications center. Proximate
or just occurred meant that the elapsed time might be from 10 minutes to an
hour, depending on the department's definition, while a cold call was
generally a call in which the elapsed time was longer than an hour. These
time intervals suggest different responses on the part of the police, as
reflected by the following general guidelines:
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Time Information Possible Response

In-Progress Immediate Mobile Response

Proximate/Just Occurred Routine Mobile Response

Cold Telephone Report/Civilian Response

Presence of injuries was also an important descriptor and was a key
point of information which patrol officers wanted to know before arriving
at the scene. Injuries reflect the seriousness of the event and can deter-
mine whether backup patrol units or other types of assistance, beyond
police presence, are needed at the scene.

Each site also analyzed and "profiled" its current call for service
1ist as part of the process to develop new call categories and combine them
with the call descriptors to determine the proper responses to calls. The
analysis not only provided insight into the development of call character-
istics, but also highlighted the weaknesses of their current systems and
the need for change. Several problem areas were identified, including a
Targe number of calls being placed into a "miscellaneous” category, which
would have to be redefined and subdivided; and the lack of consistency
among call takers in classifying calls of a similar nature into the same

category.

Over a period of several months and three cluster conferences, the
eventual call classification systems and new intake procedures began to
take shape. The process was a cycle of analyzing local needs, having a
conference to exchange viewpoints, and repeating the process until closure
on key elements was obtained. Exhibit 3-2 is a 1ist from the Greensboro
documentation on the definitions of the broad call categories previously
shown. Similar definitions were developed at the other two sites. Exhibit
3-3 gives the definitions of the call characteristics or descriptors imple-
mented by the Toledo communications cefiter on key elements such as injury,
time of occurrence, 1ikelihood of apprehension, suspicious circumstances,
availability of witnesses, and other items.

At this point, some conclusions about the development of the call
classification systems at each of the sites can be stated. First, one of
the shortcomings of the test design was that it anticipated all three sites
agreeing completely on the design and appearance of the call classification
model. This was unrealistic. The three sites, due to differences in Jocal
ordinances, types of clientele, philosophies of project staff members, and
other factors, were unable to agree compietely on such matters as the
format and terminology of the system. Thus, each site specifically tai-
Tored the generic working model to fit its needs. Consequently, the final
call classification systems and intake procedures were not identical. The
important point is that the principles were the same and the variations
were minor.

Second, the process of the development of the call classification
systems was not inductive, as initially planned, but became deductive in
nature. The sites started with an inductive process by examining each type
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EXHIBIT 3-2
GREENSBORO CALL CATEGORIES

PERSONAL INJURY: Any incident in which personal injury is involved;
this injury can be the result of:

o Criminal - Injuries sustained as a result of a criminal act.

o Non-Criminal - Injuries sustained as a result of actions not
involving criminal acts or traffic accidents.

o Traffic - Injuries sustained as a result of an incident in-
volving a metor vehicle or the violation of motor vehicle laws.

PROPERTY, DAMAGE/LOSS: Any incident involving the loss of or damage to
any property; this damage can be the result of:

0 Criminal - Property damage or loss due to a criminal act.
0 Non-Criminal - Property damage or loss which is not a result of

a criminal act or traffic incident.
o Traffic - Property damage or loss due to an incident involving
a motor vehicle or the violation of motor vehicle laws.

INVESTIGATE: Incidents which cause the citizen concern and make him
feel that police should investigate the situation.

SUSPICIOUS ACTIVITY: Incidents causing citizens to be concerned, i11-
at-ease, or puzzled at what is going on.

INTERPERSONAL CONFLICT: Situations involving a crisis or misunder-
standing between two or more people which has not yet escalated to the
point of causing injury to persons or property.

PUBLIC NUISANCE/DISORDER: Concern or annoyance to the citizen; some-
thing upsetting the peace and tranquility of an area.

PUBLIC MORALS: An affront to the legal standards of "right conduct.”

TRAFFIC: Incidents involving motor vehicles and the enforcement of
motor vehicle laws.

ASSISTANCE: Incidents in which the citizens request support or aid for
any group or individual.

DEPENDENT PERSON: Incidents involving persons generally regarded as
being unable to completely care for themselves.

50




EXHIBIT 3-3
TOLEDO CALL CLASSIFICATION CHARACTERISTICS

INJURY

REQUIRES MEDICAL ATTENTION AT SCENE: Any physical injury, or illness, that
requires professional medical assistance at the scene or the extent of the
injury, or illness, requires immediate transportation to a medical facility.
Includes severe emotional trauma suffered as the result of personal involve-
ment in an incident that does not result in physical injury (e.g., pedestrian
hit, person shot, non-injured witness or victim to a serious crime).

POTENTIAL IMMEDIATELY PRESENT: Circumstances are such that a reasonable
and prudent person would believe there is an immediate threat to any per-
son's safety due to the characteristics at the scene (e.g., weapons

jnvolved, extremely violent rerson, possible suicide, young child lost).

TIME (CRIMES)

IN PROGRESS: Incidents that are of concern to the police, require po]ige
presence at the scene, and are still taking place at the time the call is
received (e.g., robbery in progress, burglary in progress, large street
fight).

AGAINST PERSONS - 15 MINUTES OR LESS SINCE OCCURRENCE: A11 crimes against
persons where it is known the perpetrator left the scene less than 15
minutes prior to the crime being reported to the police.

AGAINST PERSONS - MORE THAN 15 MINUTES SINCE OCCURRENCE: A1l crimes against
persons where it is known the perpetrator left the scene more than 15
minutes prior to the crime being reported to the police.

AGAINST PROPERTY - 5 MINUTES OR LESS SINCE OCCURRENCE: A11 crimes against
property where it is known that the perpetrator left the scene less than
5 minutes prior to the crime being reported to the police.

AGAINST PROPERTY - MORE THAN 5 MINUTES SINCE OCCURRENCE: A1l crimes against
property where it is known that the perpetrator left the scene more than 5
minutes prior to the crime being reported to the police.

LIKELIHOOD OF APPREHENSION

PERPETRATOR AT SCENE/IMMEDIATE VICINITY: Incidents where the crime has been
completed and the perpetrator is still at the scene or is positively knowq
to be in the immediate vicinity and can be identified by a physical descrip-
tion or property carried from the scene. (Exception: calls that fall
within the criteria for telephone reporting shall still be diverted to the

Telephone Reporting Unit.)
SUSPICIOUS CIRCUMSTANCES
CRIME POTENTIAL/THREATENING CIRCUMSTANCE: Any circumstance, or combination

of circumstances, such that a reasonable and prudent person would believe a
crime has been, or is about to be conmitted. Any incident where the caller
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perceives the situation potentially threatening to self or another, but the
caller does not have sufficient information to place the call into a crime
related event category yet feels certain the situation is threatening (e.q.,
strange noises inside or outside without knowledge of the cause, a suspicious
vehicle or person reported frequenting a school playground or following
children to or from school).

NON-CRIME HAZARDS/OCCURRENCES

NO CRIMINAL LIABILITY: Incidents where no criminal 1iability is indicated,
that are unpleasant or annoying, hazardous, cause a major inconvenience, in-
volve interpersonal conflict, or where a person is in need of on-scene assis-
tance (e.g., loud party/stero, traffic accident on major thoroughfare, dispute
between neighbors, assist an invalid, other non-crime related incidents).

CHARACTERISTICS AT SCENE

EXTENT OF LOSS/DAMAGE: A11 theft and criminal damage incidents where the
amount of loss, or extent of the damage, is $1,000 or more, as determined by
the caller when the crime is reported to police.

TELEPHONE REPORTING CRITERIA: Reports that can be taken by the Telephone
Reporting Unit due to the nature of the incident and the TRU reporting policy.

CALLER'S DEMEANOR: Call where the demeanor of the caller, or a person being
called about, indicate the person is incoherent, excited, confused, demented or
too young to determine the exact nature or extent of the problem over the
telephone.

AVAILABILITY OF WITNESSES (RON-VICTIM CALLERS)

INVOLVEMENT: The caller has seen, heard, or is otherwise involved in the
event, and the information would otherwise be lost if a report is not made.
Applies only when the caller is NOT the victim and the victim cannot be
readily located (e.g., caller witnesses a crime, but the victim is not at
the scene to make a report).

FUTURE AVAILABILITY: The witness has seen, heard, or is otherwise involved
in the event, has pertinent information for reporting purposes, but will not
be conveniently available for future follow-up (e.g., witness is leaving
town or is from out of town). Applies only when caller is NOT the victim.

DISPATCH POLICY OVERRIDE

CITIZEN DEMANDS UNIT: When the incident is a matter of police concern and
the citizen demands a unit, a unit shall be sent if the city-wide saturation
procedure is not in effect, personnel are availabe and there is no signifi-
cant loss of emergency response capabilities to the residents of the city.

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS: A1l local, state, and federal police response and
reporting requirements shall be adhered to.

ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY: A11 police response and reporting policies as deter-
mined by the Chief of Police shall be adhered to. Generally these calls do
not involve incidents of police concern.
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of call for service to determine its attributes and Characteristics in hope
of building a model from the ground up. This process proved tedious and
time-consuming. Moreover, logic dictated that eventually the planning team
would create a model close to the working model proposed early in the
project, since this model was Created through a combination of a deductive
process and previous research. Due to the structured time frame of the
grants, the sites felt they could i1] afford to spend an excessive amount
of time in the pre-implementation stage.

Finally, in terms of degree of implementation, the objective of intro-
ducing a new call classification system was achieved by all three sites,
The new systems were a break from the traditional Tegal orientation of the
systems previously in place at the departments.

Call Classification Codes

The next step in the process for the three sites was to develop call
classification codes which would summarize the type of call, the descrip~
tive elements, and the selected response. The sites differed in their
approach to this problem and reached different conclusions on the complex-
ity needed in associating classification codes with the appropriate
response. The Garden Grove solution was to develop a four-character call
code, as shown in Exhibit 3-4, which gives the general type of call as the
first character, the time of occurrence information as the second charac-
ter, the injury information as the third character, and the selected
response as the fourth character. For example, the code "1210" signifies a
crime against persons call which just occurred, with injuries, and requires
an immediate patrol unit response. Similarly, a "B100" means a burglary,
in-progress, with an immediate patrol response. Based on the four-
character code, the CAD system automatically assigns a priority which
dictates whether the cali needs an immediate response or is eligible for a
dispatch delay.

It should be noted that the final digit includes an "override" code
which signifies that a patrol unit is to be dispatched because (1) a state
statute, local ordinance, or department policy requires police presence at
the scene, or (2) the citizen demands that a patrol unit be sent. It was
realized that a patrol unit might have to be dispatched at the insistence
of the citizen even though the call could be handled in an alternative
manner. For example, a minor Tarceny would ordinarily receive a telephone
report alternative at these sites; however, the citizen has the right to
reject this alternative and request that a patrol unit be sent to the
scene. In a similar vein, the department policy might be to dispatch a
patrol unit to all fraud calls even though such calls could also be taken
over the telephone.

At the other extreme, the Greensboro system was more complicated than
the other two sites. In addition to the development of 75 individual call
types under the ten general categories, the cal] classification system also
included a priority code and a five-digit descriptor code. Exhibit 3-5
gives Greensboro's definitions of the nine priorities in its call classifi-
cation system and describes the range of alternative responses developed
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EXHIBIT 3-4
GARDEN GROVE
CALL CLASSIFICATION CODES

FIRST CHARACTER -- CALL CATEGORY

1. Crimes Against Persons

2. Disturbances

3. Assistance

4. Crimes Against Property B--Burglary
5. Traffic Accidents T--Traffic Problem
6. Suspicious Circumstances

7. Public Morals

8. Miscellaneous Service

9. Alarms

SECOND CHARACTER -- TIME
1. In-Progress
2. Just Occurred
3. Cold

THIRD CHARACTER -- INJURY

0. No Injury ) )
1. Actual, Probable, or Potential Injury

FOURTH CHARACTER -- RESPONSE
0. Immediate Mobile Response )
1. Mobile Response Due to Override

2. Expeditor Unit
PRIORITIES

99 Immediate - Injury

98 Immediate - Crimes Against Persons
97 Immediate - Crimes Against Property
96 Fifteen (15) Minutes

95 Thirty (30) Minutes

94 One Hour _
93 Exceeds One Hour or When Available

92 Non-Mobile Response

Example: A  "3110" is an assistance ca1], in-progress, witb
injuries, which requires an immediate mob11e response. A prior-
ity of "99" would automatically be assigned to this call by

the CAD system.
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EXHIBIT 3-5
GREENSBORO CALL PRIORITIES

PRIORITY 0: EMERGENCY MOBILE RESPONSE

Events of this type will be handled by the telecommunicator in the most
expedient manner possible. Priority 0 calls will be dispatched to the
first available unit. Events classified as Priority O are those situations
that produce or are likely to produce serious bodily injury or death to any
person. These incidents are those with major personal injury on the_scene

or where the potential exists for major injury or death. No event yw]] auto-
matically receive a Priority O except, "Emergency from MDTJ'.Pr1or1ty 0
will be reserved for use by the call taker when the characteristics of the
event fit the definition of an emergency as described above. Thg ca]j taker
will advise the complainant that an officer will be dispatched immediately.

PRIORITY 1: IMMEDIATE MOBILE RESPONSE

Calls classified as Priority 1 will be dispatched to the first availab]e.
Field Operations Bureau unit. Incidents requiring Priority.l response will
include crimes which are in progress and present the potential for injury
or property damage/loss; those situations in which the suspect is at phe
scene or in the area and will elude apprehension or create the potential
for personal injury or property damage/loss if thq police qo not arrive
rapidly; situations where crime scene protection is essential so that -
evidence will not be destroyed and where it would be destroyed or 1os§ if
an officer is not dispatched immediately; incidents where an officer is
needed to secure and interview witnesses who would be lost if nqt con-
tacted immediately; and when there is a need for crowd or.traff1c control
and the failure to do so immediately would create the imm1nent.potent1a1
for personal injury or property damage/loss. The ca]] tager will advise
the complainant that an officer will be dispatched immediately.

PRIORITY 2: DELAYED MOBILE RESPONSE

Calls receiving this priority will preferably be dispgtcheq to the F1e1q
Operations Bureau unit assigned to the response zone in which the call is
located. If that unit is not available, the call will be held for 30
minutes, or until the unit returns to service, whichever comes_f1rst. If
after 30 minutes the unit is still unavailable, the te]ecommun1ca§or may
assign the call to a unit from an adjoining zone. The telecommunicator
must dispatch a unit in time so that its arrival at @he scene is w!th1n
one hour of the time the call was received in Commun1cat1pns. Incidents
receiving this type of response are those which involve minor injuries
which require no medical attention; incidents where there are injuries
but in which the victim has been removed from the scene and is a1feady
receiving or has received medical attention by the time the call is re-
ceived in Communications; incidents involving only property damage or loss;
and any other situation where the immediate presence of a sworn Qo]1ce_
officer is not required, however, an officer going to the scene is desir-
able or necessary. The telecommunicator will advise the complainant that
it may be up to one hour before the police arrive.
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PRIORITY 3: NON-SWORN RESPONSE

Incidents of this type do not require the presence of a sworn officer to
fulfill the complainant's request or needs. A civilian member of the
department may be dispatched to these incidents if the circumstances at the
scene would pose no threat to the physical safety of the civilian member.
These incidents are those of a service-related nature, animal-related
calls, and "cold" crime calls where there is a need to process the scene
for evidence. "Cold" calls are those incidents which are reported after
such a significant period of time has elapsed since the occurrence that the
presence of a police officer will have 1ittle or no effect or advantage.
For purposes of definition, any call which occurred more than 30 minutes
before the time the caller notified the police is considered a “"cold" call.
In those incidents in which evidence is present, an Evidence Specialist
will be dispatched to the scene; and in addition to collecting evidence,
the Evidence Specialist will make the preliminary investigation of the
incident. Other civilians utilized to answer calls for service are
Community Service Specialists and Animal Control Officers. If these
individuals are out of service, the call will be held for 30 minutes or
until the unit returns to service. If the appropriate civilian unit does
not become available by the end of 30 minutes, the telecommunicator may
dispatch a sworn unit. The telecommunicator must dispatch a unit in time
so that its arrival at the scene is within one hour of the time the call
was received in communications. The telecommunicator will advise the
complainant what type of unit will be dispatched and that it may be up to
one hour before the unit arrives.

PRIORITY 4: INTRA-DEPARTMENTAL REFERRAL

In incidents of this type, the needs of the citizen will be more appro-
priately met by divisions within the police department other than Field
Operations. During the normal business day, the telecommunicator will
transfer the call to the appropriate unit or division. During non-business
hours, the telecommunicator will obtain the information necessary to com-
plete a service/complaint request form and forward a copy of this document
to the appropriate division. If, however, the matter cannot wait unti] the
next day, an FOB unit will be dispatched Priority 2.

The following criteria apply to Priority 5, Priority 6, and Priority 7. In
order for a call to qualify for any of these three priorities, it must pass
the following criteria:

1. There is no injury at the scene.

2. There is no imminent danger of injury at the scene.

3. The event is not in progress and does not present the potential
for personal injury or property damage.

4. The event has not just occurred to the point where a mobile
response by department personnel would be advantageous.

5. There is no significant physical evidence at the scene.

. There are no suspects or witnesses to be interviewed.

-—
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PRIORITY 5: MAIL-IN RESPONSE

Incidents of this type meet the cri i

. criteria set out above and the ¢
3$§ﬁszigzci i;zezgangiizkéc: Depa;tment mail-in form. The te1é11;;gn?2;tor
bo the po)scn deoarimant. o pick up a form, fill it out, and return it

PRIORITY 6: WALK-IN RESPONSE

égg%geggi Eigsj;ing this prioritx are those which the telecommunicator

fo oo o, e and!ed by having the complainants come to the police

et out above and #ouTd generalTy be able to 5o hardled eitner by oty
; é e able to be handled eith il-1

gg ;gl:pgggsapcggigegé ﬁ:s:uiﬁeof sp%ci§1 circumstances or n:gasy ?21J0J?d
. : complainant come to t i ¢

and speak directly with an officer or other departmenril:errliie?n.]t:ee(u:ﬂe department

PRIORITY 7: TELEPHONE RESPONSE

g:;1g$nizeogothys type 1nc1udg any complaint or request which does not meet
any of the t1t? response criteria, thus making the dispatch of a depart
te]econ&uniigta 1¥e unnecessary. These incidents are those which thep i
e ipean officefr iﬁ]s can best be handled by having the complainant speak
A Respo;gg U:z:e;;grigﬁillreie incidents will be handled by the
complaint was received in Communica€$on:Tth1n one hour of the time the

PRIORITY 8: INFORMATION/OUTSIDE REFERRAL

é?gégeqﬁsigugl;fy1ng for_th1s.re§ponse should not be disregarded or mini-
mized In tg1ecance.. This priority would apply to those calls received in
walch th satisfom?;P1cq;qr 1§ able to provide information which is suffi-
lent o sati: { e c1ﬁ1zen s need and no further action is necessary or
anWhich the %eeco?mun1cator refers the complainant to an outside agency
ency basedyo 2ar ment. Refgrra]s shall be made to the most appropriate
agency.a Ifnth e te]ecommyn1cator's understanding of the problem or
Situatio aurin e refefra1 is to another city department and the call is
Al g non-business hours, the telecommunicator will fill out a
plaint request form and forward it to the appropriate department
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Exhibit 3-6 gives the categories for the five-digit
The combination of the call categories, descriptors, and

response priority codes, displayed in a composite format, was referred to
as the "call classification matrix.® Exhibit 3-7 is an excerpt from
Greensboro's Communications Manual, and shows an exaigr1e of the call

classification matrix.

and implemented.
descriptor codes.

An example of how the Greensboro system works will be heﬁpfu]. One of
the individual types of call categories in Greensboro is BURG, which stands
for a burglary call and has the following potential descriptor codes:

Descriptor Code Response
11310 Priority 1 (First Available Unit)
12610 Priority 1 (First Available Unit)
13630 Priority 3 (Civilian Response)
13680 Priority 7 (Telephone Report Unit)

The first descriptor code of "11310" means that the burglary is in-progress
with imminent or potential danger of damage or loss and that an apprehen-

sion is possible. This descriptor code dictates a Priority 1 response. At
the other extreme, the code "13680" means a cold burglary with no property
damage in which only a report is needed. A telephone report would be taken

in Greensboro under this circumstance.

call, the Greensboro project staff devel-
des and the appropriate priority response.
atrix and placed in a booklet
Exhibit 3-7 shows one page of

t discussed.

For each individual type of
oped the potential descriptor co
This information was then packaged into am
for ease of reference by the call takers.
this booklet using the burglary category jus

it is clear that the new call classification systems
fication of the type of call and its character-
takers to match call jnformation with the
Also, each department fully implemented the
which was a necessary step to ensure the
tives and the evaluation.

In conclusion,
provided for adequate speci
jstics, which allowed call
appropriate police response.
new call classification systems,
validity of the field test of alterna

CALL INTAKE PROCEDURES

Intake Processing

Each of the police departments was expected to take steps to improve
the intake and processing of calls for service. Prior to the DPR test,
they had relied primarily on jmmediately dispatching a mobile unit to
nearly all calls for service. Toledo and Greensboro screened some calls to
be handled over the telephone, but these were generally minor property

offenses.
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EXHIBIT 3-6

GREENSBORO FIVE-DIGIT
DESCRIPTOR CODE

A. Purpose of Call

0. Personal injury
1. Property damage/property loss
2. Investigative
3. Suspicious activity
4. Interpersonal conflict
5. Public nuisance
6. Public morals
7. Traffic
8. Assistance
9. Dependent person
B. Time
1. In-progress
2. Occurred/needed within 30 minutes
3. Occurred/needed greater than 30 minutes

C. Injury/Damage/Loss

OB WN O

Unknown

Injury needs attention/injury at scene

Injury needs no attention/injured party not at scene
Imminent or potential danger of injury/damage/1oss
Property damage/loss greater than $200

Property damage/loss less than $200

Not considered/none

D. Police Activity Needed

VoONOMPAWMNHHO

Unknown/not applicable

Apprehension

Alleviation of hazard/nuisance

Protection of crime scene/collection of evidence
Crowd or traffic regulation

Contact witness

Recover lost or stolen property

Non-enforcement service

Report

Information

E. Override

0.
1'
2.

None
Citizen demands
Call taker's discretion
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; EXHIBIT 3.7
s GREENSBORO CALL CLASSIFICATION MATRIX
! PR [ PRI} PRI | pgy PRI [ PRI | PRI | pRy
: BURG 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2 BURGLARY 11310 13630 13680
f 12610
¢ B&E OF AUTO 11610 12630 13680
; 12610 13630
| CONSIDERATIONS ADDITIONAL INFORMAT IoN
[
; - IS THERE A POTENTIAL Fop INJURY /DAMAGE /L 0SS ? - SUSPECT DESCRIPTION
| - IS SUSPECT AT SCENE OR In ARens = SUSPECT'S MEANS AND DIRECTIoN
I o IS THERE PHYSICAL EVIDENCE To g COLLECTED? OF TRAVEL
; - CAN THE EVIDENCE BE SECURED Anp COLLECTED LATER? - WAS SUSPECT ARMED?

- WHEN DID THE EVENT ocCuR? - POINT OF ENTRY

5 NOTE:

o ~ DISPATCH LaB PERSONNEL ON PRIORITY 3 CALLS. THEY wILL HANDLE PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION AND THE
f‘ COLLECTION oF EVIDENCE. THESE ARE CALLS WHERE THE ONLY CONSIDERATION IS THE COLLECTION oF EVIDENCE,

SOURCE: Greensboro Communications Manual
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Using the traditional dispatch models, each of these departments only
required the call intake personnel to obtain minimal information from the
callers, such as name, location, and the crime code. Such information was
all that was necessary because the call taker knew that the responding
of ficer would obtain any other information needed. Under the DPR system,
call intake operators were required to obtain much more information in
order to classify the calls according to the dimensions in the new systems,
and to determine the appropriate response, which might be one of several
available alternatives to immediate mobile dispatch. Based on the selected
response strategy, the call taker was also required to inform the citizen

of the anticipated response.

At this point, to assist with the revision of the call intake proce-
dures, Greensboro and Garden Grove initiated task forces which consisted of
sworn and civilian representatives of all key divisions of the department,
particularly patrol and communications. These task forces worked very
effectively in both departments. They provided a great deal of input into
the decisionmaking, and helped to legitimize the project and increase its
acceptability throughout the departments. ;

One of the most critical methodological steps was to review actual
phone conversations between citizens and call takers. Each of the depart-
ments employed these reviews to assess current information obtained by call
intake operators and determine how much additional information would be
required. A1l police departments tape record these conversations and store
the tapes for a limited time period. These tapes are rarely used except to
investigate citizen complaints, or they may be introduced in court proceed-
ings on a case.

Some of the products developed by each department for call intake
jncluded the following:

e Written guidelines on the new call classification systems
and procedures;

e A set of standardized questions, specifically tailored to
each site, to facilitate the classification of calls;

e Standardized explanations for informing citizens of the
appropriate responses; and

e New call intake forms.

The result was to increase the amount of information obtained from
citizen callers and to improve the consistency and uniformity of call
classification according to the new matrix and dispatch of alternative
responses.

Shortly after development, each department prepared manuals and hand-
books containing guidelines for using the new call classification matrices
and call intake procedures. These manuals, which contained easy-to-use
flipcharts, proved very beneficial in training. Exhibit 3-8 contains an

example from the Toledo manual on intake procedure questions.
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1 ]
i ; ] 1
i 3. 11 an smbulance needed st the scena ? . I 4. How many persons are Involved? How are thay related 71 vaived at the scene ] 3, Are thera wires or poles dawn ?
K 4. What is the exact location of the Iinjured persons ? J 5. What is the exact locatlon ? Residence or business 2} 3. ts there an ajent that could explode ? 1 A. 13 there an interruption on a major artery ?
i 5. Is snyone trapped in & vehicle ? 6. What {s the mental state of the person ? rmful chemicals Invalved ? 5. l1 the street entlrely blocked ?
1 ' 1 4. Ao harmtul chemical ] !
5 i ; xrecﬁon o'l fh?h( ? ' ' o 1 s Ate high voltage wires Involved ? ] 6. Can the vehicles be maved ?
g . - Was he on foot/car/bicycle/motorcycte 1 7. What are the tratfic conditions ? {e.g., light, heavy)
g : . | 9. What (timel did he leave ? 6. Are there viclous animals there ? l A
; l 8, What are the road conditions ? {e.8., wet, dry, icy)
B . 0 10. Where did the suspect go? . 7. Are very young children left unsupervised ? i N
4 11, Where are you {caller) a1 ? [ ] 9. How many vehicles are involved ?
h : 12, What kind of property was taken ? 1 B. 18 there 2 dangerous traftic hazerd ? 1 10, Vihat kind of vehicles are they ?
. ;} Prepared fy:Planning & Resaarch Unit - May/83 ! 1 13. Have the police atready Leen there today on this call ? i ' I {e.g., car, truck, m/c, bike, plane, boat)
& = 14, What kind of naises do vou hear 7 - ) o . _! 11, s anyone trapped in a vehicle ?
v‘ ] g T I M E Likeli T Suspicions | Non Crime Charactetistics Availability Dispatch  Policy
b { |
{; I NJunmvy {CRIMES) nho::.n::l. Circumstancey o'r:'u.v':'::‘rt At Scane Of Witnessas Overrlde
?ﬁn A B c D 3 F G H J K N 3 R s T U 0 X
i
f ¥ Requires Against Againit Against Against Crima
‘g ; Mediest Potential Persons Parsone § Property Praperty Potential/ No Extent Of | Telephone Future Citizan | Statutory | Admin.
, Attention | fmmaediatety In. {within} {over ) || (within} | {over } Threatening | Criminal Lows/ | Repoarting] Caters Involve: | Avails- | Demands Require. | latrative
At Scene Present Progrens | (1S min,) | (15 min) § (5Smin) | (S min.} YES | Crcumtance Linbility | Damage | Criteris | Demeanor| ment bility Unit ment Policy N
! N
[ <
v 4
o \ UV T . Ll

T g

¥
eoy

IMMEDIATE MOBILE RESPONSE

Makeé @ Green card if *'YES™ 1s the answer to any below:

Make 2 flad card it *Code 3" criteria Is met;
{Red card shall be coded by supervisor)

Is there physica! hnrm?vequlvlng medicat

asustance at the soene

I3 the crima still in proqress and/or

suspect sull at the scene?

14 it a crime aqainst person that
occurred within the pust 15 minutes?

13 it a crime sqainst propenty

that .

occutred within the past 5 minutes?

Is the poatential 'orrhvdcnl harm

10 8 person present

Is there a major trafflc Interruption?
CODE *3** CRITERIA

Send “Code 3 when thare Iy ressonable grounds 1o believe
8 life is in extreme danger, or when

dlate pursuit ol an oftender,

Emergency cases MAY include:

1. A serlout public hazerd,
2. The preservation of 1ife,

3. Crime of violenos in progress, .
4, Pravention of a crime of viplence,

5. An officer requests assistarice “Code 3%,

h )
o] -"2':‘12“—”&"#”-’!22“'2%"—“:“2"—-h-——---—-—-- —----l—-—-———-----—
n A PENSCNAL INJURY INFOAMATION

1. What s the extent of the

infuries ?

2. How many persons are UnIGred ?

ST A AR e A T e
- EXHIBIT 3-8
TOLEDO CALL INTAKE PROCEDURES '
CALL lNTAKF PROMPTER

DELAYED MOBILE RESPONSE TELEPHONE REPORTING CRITERIA
Make White card of “YES* is the answer to any below: l Hours: 0800 x 2000

Information 1. Garage B & E*s, Cnattached loss under $1,000.

lnhg‘rxn'-!ﬂon g:n’l:, ] 2. Commercial 8 & E's, {No toas)
M .
Below Does the caiter demand a unit be sent? ' 2 mj";:&::"z;:::ﬂ;:"(s".’.m" kv:own of not .f."ow"'
pn 13 it a crime against person: that occurred : ¥ T w ouow “
. A ik g R 5. Thetts under $1,000 09,
e o) " g G s - L
8" g occuned more than 5 minutes ago? B | " or0u'x 2300 247.62421(2300 X 0700 - 247.6131)
Is the pol(e’mhl fov; crime being eves 8. Lost Property,
g ' committed presem a 9. Additional information on previously flled report,
97,
pyes Does the calt meet the telephone reparting 11. Dog bites,
8 R . Dog .
. o Crteria? To:TRY Ilz. Criminal Menacings, .
Does the catl meet the call-back criterta? Supervisor | i
e N!;M'Tho bént‘ unlt 1 in service and the call meets the ] IF THEANSWER IS “YES™ TO ANY OF THE
" 'dehyed mobile response ciiteria, send unit im. FOLLOWING A UNIT SHALL BE SENT.

an officer i in imme.

mediately,

Inform the catter & unit witl be sent within 60 minutes. 1 vicinity and are not known 10 the compluing
CALL SATURATION PROCEDURE I 2. 13 there PHYSICAL evittence at the scene?
are 100 numerous for the beat unis to handle: < physical evidence
1. Minor cails; advise caller we may ot send ot all,
2. Traltic accidents; advise caller 10 make report at the
Trallic Section, Exchange information with other '
driver at scene,

3. Advise any caller that My typs report may be mads l
at the Safuty Building.

00 - 2300 hours

2300 - 0700 hours?

]
]

1

]

1

1

|

]

1

l 1 trere a major inconvenlence 10 o citiren? “c/D* 'lo. Veritication of auto thetts, Auto Desk— 24765
]

]

1

]

1

i

]

1

]

1

5. Does the calter demand a unit be sent?

“B " CAIME INFOHMATION H “C " POTENTIAL FOR PHYSICAL
1. Are there weapons involved ? )
. Have shots been lired ?

. 18 the person with the weapon stiil there ?

1. 13 there a violent person at the scene 7

JL IR S XAy X}

ne?

+ 15 the missing child under 13 vears and It is between

HARM

2, Are there wnpom/;ivnrml availabla to a person in-

! COMMUNICATIONS CALL . BACK PROCEDURE

Dayt: Monday through  Friday When the nature of the call Is such that no police report

will be made, obtain the following intormation.

i 1. Address of the offense, .
. 2. Name of the otlending person/business.
3. Phone number of the oltending person/business.

] Communications personnel shall:

1 1. Calt the offending party and advise them of the na-
ture of the complaint.

] 2. Indicate that no unit will be sent unless addditional .
calls are received,

l 3. Not identify the complainant, .
lc-m that shall be handled in this menner shall include,
P hut ara not limited 1o:

1. Noisy parties.

1. Ave the tuspects. KNOWN 1o be still in the immediats : 2, Nalsy sound systams.

3. Noise mechanjcs/workmen, x
4. Patking violations at specilic tocations,

When you are advised by the shilt commander the calls l © 3, 18 the additional ;nlom\ation on a previous report of ] 5, Barking dogs,

6. Other minor violations where warning Is usually .

4, (’)l_,"\n missing cMI'd under 8 years and it is between l suflicient,

I" more than one complainant is recelved oconcerning the
same violator, & unit shall be sent 1f (he call hack proce-
dute cannot ba utllized.

L T | 1'&'2"-2"-!'-"&-“:’.‘:'%".’3."4!:\'&:’3‘.°2ﬂ'— o - o

“D " TRAFFIC INFORMATION
1. 1s thers o chance of fire or explosion ?
2. Hava the gas tanks ruptured ?
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Evaluation of the new call intake procedures showed that the operators
(1) learned to accurately and consistently classify calls correctly; (2)
increased the amount of information which was obtained from callers; (3)
increased patrol officer satisfaction with additional call informatior; and
(4) provided callers with more accurate information on what to expect in
terms of the response to their calls. The details of these results are
presented in later chapters of this report.

Each site monitored and evaluated how the telecommunicators handled
calls for service using the new call classification system and call intake
procedures. A random sample of calls was evaluated for each telecommuni-
cator. One of the project staff carefully reviewed the call by listening
to the tape recording and comparing how the call was classified and proces-
sed to how it should have been handled according to the new system and
procedures. Exhibit 3-9 shows the monitoring form developed by the Greens-
boro project staff, which allowed the communications center supervisory
personnel to evaluate their telecommunicators. Chapter 10 includes an
analysis conducted by the evaluation staff of a sample of these forms.

The results of this internal monitoring showed that the error rate at
all three sites was between five and thirteen percent. At Garden Grove,
for example, three-fourths of the errors were attributed to call takers not
asking enough questions and not obtaining enough information on descrip-
tions of possible perpetrators or suspects. Moreover, it was found that
only one or two call takers at each site accounted for most of the errors.

The amount of information, using the new system, also increased as
measured by an increase in the overall transaction time of the call intake
cenversations and the amount of additional information being conveyed to
patrol officers as part of the dispatching process. Based on responses to
the field officers' surveys, the amount of information and detail in radio
transmissions improved noticeably as a result of the DPR system. These
findings are discussed in more detail in Chapter 10. As expected, the vast
majority of patrol officers surveyed were satisfied with this additional
and more detailed information.

One of the most significant improvements in the project was evident in
the changes in the explanations of responses provided to citizens by the
telecommunicators. Prior to DPR, by reviewing the tape recorded conversa-
tions, it was determined that for the majority of calls, call takers would
end the conversation by informing the citizen that "we'll take care of it"
or that a unit "would be right there.” Citizens might not be informed of
the lerngth of time they would have to wait before a car arrived, even if
the call taker knew that all units were busy and there would be a delay.
This point was also verified in citizen surveys conducted by the evaluation
staff during the baseline period. The result was that citizens were often
dissatisfied with the response time because the call taker had given them
the impression that the call would be responded to in a matter of minutes.

Under DPR, callers were informed as to the exact nature of the
response alternative and, as close as possible, the time interval before
the call would receive a response. If the call were to receijve a delayed
response, the caller was so informed. As discussed in the chapter on
citizen satisfaction, these new procedures met with citizen agreement,
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EXHIBIT 3-9

GREENSBORO CALL INTAKE

PERFORMANCE REPORT

TELECOMMUNICATOR
DATE/TIME POSITION ECN # NATURE ADDRESS
1
2
3
DID THE TELECOMMUNICATOR: (key: Y-Yes/N-No) 2 3

a Answer the phone properly?

b Classify the call correctly?

¢ Ask appropriate questions?

d Select appropriate response?

e Provide appropriate explanation/
information to caller?

f Record correct information?

g Exhibit courtesy?

SUPERVISOR'S COMMENTS, SUGGESTIONS, ACTION TAKEN:

TELECOMMUNICATOR

SUPERVISOR
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although the procedure of having the call taker inform the citizen about a
potential delay continued to be a problem throughout the project.

In conclusion, the revision of the intake procedures was accomplished
in 1ine with the objectives of the test design, and the new procedures were
fully implemented without significant problems or constraints. The changes
from the previous procedures were significant.

Training and Testing

Each department devoted an extensive amount of planning time to pre-
paring for the training of personnel in the new call classification system
and intake procedures. The training efforts are discussed in detail in
Chapter 10 on the Role of the Telecommunicator. In summary, it is safe to
say that the degree of implementation for the training component was excel-
Tent at all three sites. From a process evaluation point of view, one can
find few faults or shortcomings with the training efforts in this project.
As a result of the training efforts, the telecommunicators at all three
sites understood and were able to function according to the new DPR system.

The next major step in the process was to pre-test the new call
classification systems and revise intake procedures. These systems were
tested for approximately four months in each department. During this test
phase, the telecommunicator personnel began to process all calls for ser-
vice according to the new systems. The call takers used the new intake
procedures to query citizens, then selected an appropriate alternative
response. For this test period, the alternative responses were selected
but not dispatched. Al11 telecommunicators were closely monitored by commu-
nications supervisors, project staff, and the evaluation team. Only minor
problems with the call classification systems or with the intake procedures
were encountered during this test. The test led to revisions of some of
the procedures and to some changes in the call classification codes.

CONCLUSIONS

The experiences of the three sites in regard to the Call Classifica-
tion Phase may be summarized as vcllows:

e The DPR Field Test sites successfully developed a generic model
for call classification systems which can be modified by any
police department to meet local needs. The generic model is
comprised of (1) a set of call event categories which cover
virtually all c¢itizen calls for service to the police; and (2) a
1ist of key call characteristics or descriptors which were found
to be important in determining the most appropriate police
response.

e The three sites successfully tested and implemented new call
classification systems which resulted from this generic model.
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The experiences of these sites show that a call classification
system can be simple, as in the case of Garden Grove, or more
complex, as in the case of Greensboro.

A more complex system may be desired when (1) there are more
alternatives available; and (2) there are more types of calls
and characteristics which the department wants to be considered
for matching with alternatives.

o The new call classification systems and intake procedures (1)

increased the amount of information obtained from callers; (2)
provided callers with more accurate information on what to ex-
pect in terms of the response to their calls; and (3) provided
patrol officers with more detailed information on calls prior
to arrival at the scene.

The time to develop the new call classification systems was
underestimated. More time than originally planned was required
for a review of the current systems and the development of the
most appropriate call characteristics. It was also found that
input for the new system was needed from communications center
personnel as well as from field operations commanders and other
management personnel in the department.

A major benefit at all three sites was that the new systems
standardized the process of handling citizen calls for service.

The three sites developed effective procedures for monitoring
and assessing the performance of telecommunicators.
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CHAPTER 4
THE TEST PHASE OF THE DPR PROJECT: IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE RESPONSES

The second phase of the project involved a test of the alternative re-
sponses. To this point, the new call classification systems and intake
procedures had been developed and the call takers had learned how to select
alternatives, but had continued to dispatch calls in the traditional man-
ner. During the test phase, the alternative responses were implemented and
used for responding to calls. As a result, a noticeable amount of calls
for service began to be shifted from being handled by mobile patrol offi-
cers to other alternatives.

The cooperation of the three sites for the conduct of this experiment
and the implementation of the randomization procedures was excellent.
While there were initially several concerns, the tests were conducted in a
professional and competent manner.

The project now became a quasi-experiment. Each site developed some
form of an experimental design in which non-emergency calls for service
were randomly assigned to receive either the new response alternatives
(experimental group) or the traditional responses (control group). Each
site implemented a $1ightly different experiment, but the principle of
randomization of assignment held true in each case. The duration of the
experiments was four to six months at each site, which was sufficient to
produce valid evaluation results.

True emergency calls for service were not part of the experiment.
These calls continued to be dispatched in the normal expeditious manner,
generally to mobile units in the field.

For non-emergency calls, the call characteristics dictated the appro-
priate dispatch alternative. Based on the randomization procedures, calls
in the experimental group were eligible for one of the response alterna-
tives, while calls in the control group were handled just as that
particular type of call would have been handled prior to the DPR project.
For example, a theft from auto call might be classified as a cold, minor
property loss call for which a non-mobile response, such as a telephone
report, would be appropriate. If, based on the randomization system, this
call fell into the experimental group, the report would be taken over the
telephone. On the other hand, if a similar larceny call fell into the
control group, it would be handled by dispatching a mobile unit immediate-
ly, if this were the traditional, pre-DPR response.

As mentijoned in the last chapter, there was a "citizen override" built
into each call classification system. Thus, each citizen whose complaint
was designated for an alternative, such as a telephone report, was given
the opportunity to request that a mobile unit respond to the scene. Call
takers were instructed to suggest and recommend acceptance of the alterna-
tive, but to allow the citizen to request a mobile response. As presented
in a later chapter, the override was rarely demanded by citizens.
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A question which was asked by the sites at this point was, "why
conduct an experiment?” It was well known that many police departments had
already implemented telephone report units and other types of alternatives,
and there were legitimate concerns at the field test sites as to what this
experiment would add to an already large body of 1iterature on the subject.

There are two answers to this question. First, the general concensus
was that most police departments had impliemented telephone report units
without much prior planning. Planning for such a unit generally only
involved assigning the staff, then identifying the types of calls at the
last minute which could be handled by the unit. In the DPR Field Test, the
objective was to plan for the use of such a unit, as well as the other
alternatives, in order to maximize the use of the alternatives. A greater
variety of alternatives were implemented by these three sites than was
generally found in other cities. As previously indicated, the first eight
months of the project were devoted to developing the new call classifica-
tion systems and planning the alternatives, since it was believed that
proper call screening was the only way to fully use the alternatives.

The second major reason for the experiment was to measure citizen
satisfaction with the alternatives. The citizen surveys began during the
planning stage in order to determine what types of alternatives would be
most acceptable to the citizens who call the police for assistance. Such
surveys had not been conducted by other cities which had introduced
alternatives.

The randomization procedures were considered crucial to the experi-
ment. The evaluation objective was to measure citizen satisfaction with
the alternatives as compared to the traditional method of immediately
dispatching a patrol unit. A key to this objective was to make such
comparisons during the same time period. For example, the experiment and
the randomi-zation in Greensboro occurred during the period January-June
1983. Citizen satisfaction surveys were conducted during this period for
citizens who had received the alternatives (experimental group) and for
citizens who had received the traditional mobile response (control group).
In addition, comparisons were also made with a group of surveys conducted
during the baseline period prior to any changes. In summary, the experi~
ment and the use of the randomization procedures provided an excellent
experimental design which produced the most valid conclusions possible in
this type of field test.

' Tbe NIJ Test Design Program document required that the three test
sites implement the following alternatives to an immediate mobile response:

® Telephone report unit for taking reports over the phone;

e Delayed mobile response (holding calls for 30 to 60 minutes
before dispatching to beat car, or using a scheduled appoint-
ment system);

® Referrals to other agencies; and

¢ Mail-in reports or walk-in reports.
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Prior to DPR, nearly every call for service at each of the test sites
was answered by dispatching a mobile unit to respond to the location of the
caller. In some cases, other mobile units responded to the scene to'proa
vide backup assistance, if needed. Often these backups were not assigne ]
by the dispatcher, and the dispatcher was_not even aware of the p;esenci 0
the backup units. As one can imagine, this procedure is one of the mos
costly types of police response. In a later chapter, some cost comparisons
on alternative response modes will be presented.

In terms of the pre-DPR mobile response, each department had some form
of dispatch priority gystem, generally based solely on wﬁether the call
related to an in-progress offense. If so, an "emergency Q1spatgh wg§
ordered, which referred to the response by one or more mobile units '1i;
playing sirens and flashing lights anﬁ exceeding the posted_spged Timit. .
Contrary to the public impression, this type of response pr1or1ty gas use
infrequently. In fact, an analysis of calls for service in Greensboro
showed that the emergency priority response was used less than three per-
cent of the time.

he most frequent mobile response priorities were ﬂ1mneds¢te".and
"routlne)’ For anqimmediate response, units gen§r§1]y d1sp1ay§d sirens and
flashing 1ights but observed the posted speed 1imit in responding to the
scene of the call. The routine response gommonly involved no sirens or
flashing lights and the posted speed 1imit was observed.

i i "delayed"
Also prior to DPR, none of the three sites employed a formal
mobile resgonse. Although all three sites delayed the dispatching of non-
emergency calls when all units were busy, there was no p]anned policy or
formal procedure. Moreover, the caller was seldom advised that the call

response would be delayed.

The only non-mobile alternative responses useq at thg te;t sites prior
to DPR invo1{ed taking walk-in reports at the §tat10n3 which is common]1n
most police departments, and, on a limited basis, taking reports by tele-
phone. In addition, Garden Grove allowed two 1oca1.se1f-serv1ce gas
stations to report gas larcenies by mail on a specially prepared form.

ephone report units (TRU) existed in both Toledo and Greensbprp at
the slgltpof the groject. In Toledo, the TRU was staffed by three:ﬁigal-
jans and was in operation Monday through Er1dqy from 2:00 p.m..to_ :
p.m. The TRU, located in the Records Section in a separate building from
the communications center, only took reports over the telephone for minor
larcenies and minor property damage incideqts. Procedurally, the call
takers determined that the call was of a minor theft or property dqmage
nature, filled out a dispatch ticket witﬁ basic information including the
caller's name and phone number, and physically transferfed a batch of
tickets each morning to the TRU. The TRU staff then tried to reach the .
citizens by phone to process their incident reports. These incidents wer
reported on regular field incident report forms.

. . . der
viously established, the TRU in Greensboro was organized under
the Cg;mﬁgity Sergices Division of the Services Bureau, and was located in
a separate office on the second floor of the police department. .It was
staffed by a supervisory sergeant and ten sworn personnel operating seveg
days a week, 24 hours a day. The Greensboro TRU also only handled reports
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by phone of minor larcenies, property damage, and indecent phone calls.
Other criteria were that the incident not be in progress, that there were
no suspects, and that there was no danger to the public.

The initial Greensboro TRU function was also commingled with the
"staff duty officer" function, which was traditionally used as a catch-al]
service to deal with such matters as handling dissatisfied citizens, pro-
viding general legal information, providing general information after hours
(the “police information" number in the phone book rang in the staff duty
office), and other related functions. Due to the 24-hour availability, the
unit was used for almost all types of calls or service requests that could
not be directed to a more proper disposition. Many of the officers in the
unit were assigned as light duty officers on temporary assignment.

Procedurally, in Greensboro the TRU officers initially received notice
of a citizen call via a CAD terminal located in their office. The officers
then attempted to reach the citizen by phone. If the citizen was reached,
the officer took the report of the incident over the phone, and afterward
called in to the central recorder with an abbreviated incident report form
which was later transcribed. A1l field incident reports in Greensboro were
transcribed in a similar manner. If the TRU officer could not reach the
complainant, the call was rerouted back to the dispatcher and a mobile unit
was sent to the address of the complainant. Approximately 10 percent of
all TRU calls were rerouted for dispatch. The TRU officers also had the
authority to recommend dispatching a unit if, after interviewing the com-
plainant, they determined that the call could best be serviced by an
officer at the scene. For example, this might happen if evidence was
available. Prior to DPR, the initial call taker in communications did not
routinely determine the availability of evidence.

In summary, Toledo and Greensboro both had experience with telephone
report units prior to the start of the project, but the units accounted for
a small volume of the calls for service (less than 5 percent), and they
generally handled only minor theft and property damage incidents. For the
DPR project, as will be discussed in detai] in the following chapters, the
test at these two departments involved the expansion of the volume and
types of calls handled over the telephone.

An overall picture of the alternatives implemented at the three sites
during this test phase is displayed in Exhibit 4-1, which summarizes the
types of responses available during the test at each site. The next three
chapters discuss in detail the implementation of alternatives and the

subsequent results in regard to managing calls for service at each of the
sites.
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Type of Response

Immediate Mobile

Dispatch Priorities

Delayed Mobile

Telephone Report
e Sworn
o Civilian

Communications Call Back

Referrals
® Internal
o External

Walk-In

Maijil-In

Appointment

EXHIBIT 4-1

ALTERNATIVES IMPLEMENTED
DURING DPR FIELD TEST

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo
X X X
X X X
X X X
X X X
X

X
X

X X X

X X X
X X
X
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CHAPTER 5
DPR ALTERNATIVES IMPLEMENTED AT GARDEN GROVE

DPR ALTERNATIVES

Overview

The new DPR alternatives in Garden Grove, implemented on September 1,
1982, included the expeditor unit, (Garden Grove's equivalent of a tele-
phone report unit), mail-in report, expanded walk-in, referrals, and
delayed mobile responses. The month of September 1982 was a pilot period
in which procedural and other problems with the alternatives were resolved.
It was not deemed advisable to include data from this initial month in the
analysis. Exhibit 5-1 shows the flow of calls for service in Garden Grove
during the field test period of October 1982 to March 1983.

As seen in Exhibit 5-1, all citizen calls for service were answered by
the civilian call takers who had been trained in the new call classifica-
tion system. Approximately 40 percent of these calls resulted in the call
taker providing the information requested by the caller. This percentage
of *information only" calls did not differ significantly from the baseline
period of the project because there were no changes in the procedures used
by call takers on the information only calls. If the caller required more
than just information, the next decision was to select the most appropriate
response. Under the new system, call takers could refer the person to an
outside agency such as the welfare office, a county agency, or another
agency in city hall. Approximately 2.5 percent of the calls at this point
resulted in such a referral. Prior to the project, no referrals of this
type were made; instead, a patrol unit was dispatched to the scene. It was
not unusual for the patrol officer to advise the parties of the services
provided by the other agencies.

The call taker was also responsible for determining whether the call
met the test criteria and could be handled by the expeditor unit. It was
at this point that the new call classification system was important, since
the elements in the system, such as time of occurrence and extent of
injuries, were the primary characteristics of the incident which determined
whether the call was eligible for the test. The call taker, using the CAD
terminal, would complete the information on the screen by entering the
four-digit classification code, the location of the call, the citizen's
name and address, and other information.

Based on the classification code, the CAD system would determine the
priority of the call and whether it should be routed to the expeditor unit.
As seen in Exhibit 5-1, approximately 20 percent of the calls fell into the
eligible category for the expeditor unit. However, because of the test
requirements to achieve experimental and control samples, only half of
these calls were actually transferred to the expeditor unit, while the
other half received a mobile dispatch (in practice, this latter half was
classified in the delayed mobile response category). For calls which met
the test criteria, the CAD system was reprogrammed to automatically send
half of the eligible calls to the dispatcher and the other half to the
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EXHIBIT 5-1
GARDEN GROVE DPR PROCESS
. 2.4% | Referral
| to Outside . —Telephone Report
670 Agency (68.1%)
—Walk-in Report
|5 (22.7%)
—-Mail-in Report
(3.8%)
Citizen Calls Call Taker | 60% Call Taker 19.9% |Call Meets
Police For | Processes Selects Test L.CSI Dispatch
Service call 27,671 Response Criteria (5.4%)
46,118
40%
18,447
3 | Mobile
Call Taker 2755 |Dispatch
Provides _
Information —Inmediate Injury (8.1%)
77.7% |Call Requires
Mobile Immediate Crimes Against
21,491 Dispatch Persons (5.3%)

. Immediate Crimes Against
Property (30.3%)

15 Minute Delay
- (7,221/33.6%)

. 30 Minute Delay
(2,300/10.7%)

L~ One Hour Delay
(2,579/12.0%)

Test period: October 1, 1982 - March 1, 1983
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expeditor unit. The CAD system accomp1lshed this aim - .
ble call to the dispatcher, the next eligible ga11 to Fhe expeditor unit,
and repeating this process to give the fifty-fifty split necessary for the
randomization process.

If the characteristics of the call did not meet the test criteria,
then the call was routed by the CAD system to the d1spa§cher. Many of
these calls were, of course, eligible for a delayed mobile response when
the unit in the area of responsibility was busy. However, dg]ayed.mob11e
responses were not part of the randomization process, since including them
would have meant that calls would have been intent1ona1]y delayed by the
dispatcher. That is, half the calls in the delayed mqb11e response would
have been intentionally delayed, and the other half dispatched, if the unit
were available. Arranging for such a test would have been both cumbersome
and undesirable from the viewpoint of the department management. Since the
aim of the randomization was to assess citizen acceptance of_alternat1ves,
it was believed that enough delays would occur‘naturally, which pqoved_to
be the case. Further analysis of Exhibit 5-1 is presented later 1in thws
chapter.

One other feature of the implementation in Gar@en Grove ﬁ?s a change
from dispatching in 10-codes to dispatching in "g1a1n English.," The pur-
pose of this change was to facilitate the tran§m1tta1 of greater_and more
detailed information about the call from the d1sgatcher.to the field unit.
In a follow-up evaluation questionnaire to thp field units (with a 75
percent response rate), 78 percent of the officers and 63 percent of the
sergeants felt that dispatching in plain English pfov1ded more information
than the 10-codes. As well, 75 percent of the officers and 63 percent of
the sergeants felt dispatching in plain English provided clearer informa-
tion than the 10-codes.

The following subsections provide more information on each of the
alternatives implemented in Garden Grove.

Description of Alternative Responses

Delayed Response. During the test phase, Garden-Grove programmed a
new de1ay§d reépgnse mode into the CAD system. Certain calls, depend1ng
primarily on the nature of the event and the time of occurrence, were given
one of four new response priorities by the call @aker and @ransferred to
the dispatcher to be dispatched on a delayed basis of 15 minutes, 30
minutes, one fiour, or more than one hour. As in the other two sites, if
the unit in the area of responsibility was busy, then the call was delayed
up to the amount of time implied by its priority. If the de]ay time
elapsed and the unit was still busy, then the dispatcher assigned the call
to the nearest available unit.

For all calls, especially the delayed calls, whether mobile or non-
mobile, the citizen caller was informed by the call taker as to the expect-
ed time of contact by the Garden Grove personnel.

Expeditor Unit. In Garden Grove, if the call takers classified a cq11
as eligible for an alternative response, it was transferred to phe expedi-
tor unit, which selected the specific alternative response. This procedure
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differed from the other two sites, where call takers were responsible for
the selection of the most appropriate alternatives. The expeditor unit in
Garden Grove had a full range of alternative responses, including taking
the report over the telephone, requesting that the caller come to the
station to report the incident, sending the caller a mail-in report form,

referring the call to another agency, and dispatching a crime scene
investigator.

The primary hours of operation of the expeditor unit were 8:00 a.m. to
10:30 p.m., Monday through Friday. On Saturdays and Sundays, the unit
operated a split shift with three hours in the morning (Saturday from 10:00
a.m. to 1:00 p.m.; Sunday from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.) and three hours at
night (Saturday from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.; Sunday from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00
p.m.). The day and evening shifts on the weekdays were handled by two
sworn officers permanently assigned to the unit, both of whom were on 1ight
duty. The weekend coverage was handled by regular patrol officers who were
temporarily assigned on a rotating basis to the duty. In all, 32 patrol
officers received training to fill in as expeditors. The weekend hours,

when patrol officers were used, were kept to a minimum to avoid depleting
the patrol force.

Prior to the above schedule, the expeditor unit was staffed with
patrol officers from 8:00 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays,
similar to the weekday schedule. However, the low volume of calls did not
justify this diversion of patrol officers from mobile patrol, and many
officers complained about the inactivity. In January 1983, officers from

the crime scene investigation unit replaced the patrol officers performing
the weekend expeditor function.

The expeditor unit was physically housed in a room connected to the
communications center. One end of the expeditor room opened into the
communications center, the other side contained a counter which served as
the desk for walk-in reports and citizen information. A CRT unit was
available in the expeditor room, permitting access to the CAD system.

The main criteria for telephone reports in Garden Grove was time of
occurrence on ¢old calls, which was defined as follows:

Time of occurrence of incident is more than 15 minutes
prior to a request for police service; and/or the
suspect is not at the scene or in the immediate area;
and/or rapid response by a mobile police unit would not

aid in the apprehension of the suspect or in securing
evidence at the scene.

When the expeditors were available, appropriate calls were directly
transferred via the CRT screen. If the expeditors were busy, the call
takers informed the citizen that an expeditor would return the phone call
within a short period of time. If the caller would not be available for an
immediate call back, the call taker made additional arrangements and noted
this information in the notes portion of the call screen format on the CAD.
When the expeditors were not on duty, the call takers took initial informa-
tion from callers, informed them as to the time the expeditor would be back
in service to return the call, and placed the information into the computer's
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gutomated calls for service list to be processed by the next expeditor on
uty.

In terms of alternative responses, the biggest change in Garden Grove
was the handling of reports over the telephone, since this had never been
done in the department prior to the DPR project. Procedurally, the expedi-
tor personnel were allowed to complete their incident reports on a short
form by hand. A11 other field reports completed by field units were dic-
tated over the phone to a central recorder and eventually transcribed,
which is similar to the mobile field incident reporting procedure in
Greensboro. If the expeditor reached a citizen complainant by phone and
did not receive sufficient information to complete the incident report over
the phone, the expeditor either sent this citizen a mail-in report form or
requested that the citizen come to the station in person to complete the
report after locating the necessary information.

Walk-In Response. Walk-in reports were also designated for callers
who had been involved in minor property damage traffic accidents or, in the
case of a crime offense, did not know what items were stolen; did not know
the make or model of the stolen items; or had evidence which needed to be
duplicated (e.g., personal documents, photographs). As well, some walk-in
reports came as a result of the citizens' own initiative because they were
close by or they wanted an immediate copy of the incident report for
insurance purposes. The majority of walk-in reports were processed during
the day because the front door to the police station was locked after 6:00
p.n. In addition to the expeditor staff, civilian cadets assisted in
processing walk-in reports.

X Mail-In Response. A new mail-in report form was designed by Garden
Grove and implemented during this test phase. The criteria for the use of
this response mode, as noted in the Garden Grove DPR manual, was as follows:

The Expeditor may use the mail-in "Citizen's Report
of Property Crime" form on those minor burglaries,
thefts, and vandalism cases for which there are no
leads, no suspect information, and the reports are
being made primarily for insurance, tax, or
information purposes only.

Thus, based on initial information given over the telephone, the
expeditor could choose to send the citizen the self-reporting mail-in form.
This mode was alsc used if, after several attempts, the expeditor could not
reach the complainant by telephone on a call-back.

In terms of degree of implementation, the walk-in report was satisfac-
tory, but there were some problems with the mail-in report. First, the
expeditors did not 1ike to use the mail-in mode. They felt that in the
time it took to process the initial citizen information over the phone,
prepare the mail-in form, and mail it to the citizen, they could have
processed the call as a telephone report call. In fact, at the end of the
seventh week of implementation, it was discovered that the mail-in was
being so infrequently used that the grant staff issued a memorandum requir-
ing increased usage of the mail-in response mode in order to provide a
sufficient sample size for the evaluation.
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The other problem with the mail-in was the poor return rate. After a
few weeks into the test period, it was apparent that only 30 percent of the
citizens were returning the mail-in form. The department then devised a
follow-up letter notifying citizens of the importance of completing and
returning the form. Nonetheless, this feature did not seem to improve the
return rate. The grant staff considered making follow-up phone calls, but
this was thought to be too expensive.

Intra-departmental Referral. Garden Grove also implemented a response
alternative which involved the crime scene investigation unit (CSI). On
commercial and residential burglaries and grand thefts, where usable evi-
dence was available, the expeditors had the option of taking the basic
incident report over the phone and then contacting a member of the CSI unit
to process the scene. The victim was advised that someone from the unit
would call and arrange an appointment.

When CSI personnel processed the scene, they did not write another
incident report, since it was felt that the information obtained earlier by
the expeditor was sufficient. However, a supplemental report might be
completed to 1ist additional missing or stolen property that was not given
to the expeditor, or a supplemental report could be left with the victim to
be filled out and returned by mail.

This alternative use of the CSI unit was a departure from past prac-
tice in two ways. First, it was the first time that personnel in the unit,
which had been in existence for several years, were allowed to make their
own scheduled appointments to process evidence scenes. Previously, they
were dispatched as any other mobile unit, and the victim would generally
not be apprised of their arrival time. Second, the new operation was much
more efficient in that patrol officers no longer needed to respond to the
scene, fill out preliminary reports, and remain while someone from the CSI
unit processed the scene.

However, the CSI alternative was not implemented to the extent which
the project staff initially intended. The unit was supposed to be staffed
by six sworn officers to operate seven days a week, 24 hours a day. In
this way, they could contact the victims by telephone and schedule appoint-
ments. Shortly after the test began, three of the officers left the
department for reasons unrelated to the project. Cutting the staff in half
had a significant impact on the volume of calls which the unit could
handle. As shown in Exhibit 5-1, the unit was only able to respond to
about 150 calls during the test period. With full staffing and without a
fifty/fifty split for the test, the number of calls for the unit could have
been substantially greater than during this test.

Outside Referrals. In terms of outside referrals, the Garden Grove
procedures allowed the call takers, in appropriate cases, to refer callers
to specialized support and victim assistance services, including Family
Violence Hotline, Amparo Youth Shelter, Turning Point Drug Center, Family
Services, Legal Aid, and the West Court Victim Assistance Program. During
DPR, Garden Grove also compiled a resource directory of social service
agencies which was used by call takers to provide information to callers.
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With regard to degree of implementation, this alternative response
procedure was not extensively implemented in any of the sites. The NIJ
Test Design contemplated that the police departments would make formal
written agreements with the outside agencies, and would compile a written
directory of referral agencies which would specify the operating proce-
dures, eligibility criteria, and hours of availability of the outside
agencies. This was not accomplished in the formal sense envisioned by the

test design.

The police departments felt that they could not "screen" clients for
the referral agencies, thus they did not want to elaborate to callers on
the eligibility criteria of social service and other agencies. The police
departments also did not want to be put in a position of being responsible
or accountable for the delivery or quality of the outside services. Thus,
formal arrangements were avoided.

TEST RESULTS

Use of Alternatives

An important area of analysis for the entire experiment was to esti-
mate how many calls for service could actually be handled in an alternative
manner. Answering this question in Garden Grove requires a more detailed
look at Exhibit 5-1. The call takers made selection decisions on 27,671
calls during the test, of which 5,510 calls met the test criteria. Had it
not been for the fifty-fifty split requirement of the test, all of these
calls would have been diverted to the expeditor unit. In addition, 670
calls were referred to outside agencies. Thus, a total of 6,180 calls, or
22.3 percent, could be compietely diverted from patrol units. In addition,
2,300 calls were eligible for a 30-minute delay, and 2,579 were eligible
for a one-hour delay for a total of 4,879 calls which could be delayed in
dispatch. In summary, at its maximum, about 40 percent of the calls could
have received an alternative response. In addition, if 15-minute delays
were included, then this figure would increase to 66.1 percent of the
calls. Of course, not all calls in the latter category of delayed mobile
response were, in fact, actually delayed. Further analysis showed that
only 4.8 percent of the calls were delayed in dispatch for more than thirty
minutes. If the department had been allowed to introduce a major change in
field operations, such as more on-scene investigative time by patrol or
directed patrol assignments, then the number of calls actually delayed
would have been much higher. However, under the conditions of the grant,
the departments were requested not to introduce major programs, so that
citizen satisfaction with the alternatives could be assessed without fear
of other intervening changes having an influence. Since the department did
not make any major changes, there is more confidence in relating the
results of the citizen surveys to the DPR project.

Exhibit 5-1 shows that 21,491 calls for service required a mobile
dispatch. That is, the characteristics of the incidents were such that a
patrol officer was required at the scene. The new four-digit call classi-
fication code allowed for a detailed examination of why these calls
required police presence. Exhibit 5-2 shows breakdowns of these calls
into type of call, time of occurrence, injuries, and response mode.
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EXHIBIT 5-2

CHARACTERISTICS OF CALLS REQUIRING MOBILE RESPONSE
IN GARDEN GROVE

Type of Call

1. Crimes Against Persons

2. Disturbances

3. Assistance

4, Crimes Against Property
(not burglary)

48, Burglary

5. Traffic Accidents

5T. Other Traffic Problems

6. Suspicious Circumstances

7. Public Morals

8. Miscellaneous Service

9. Alarms

Time of Occurrence

1. In-Progress
2. Just Occurred
3. Cold

Injury Status

1. No Injury
2. Injury

Response. Status

1. Mobile Dispatch
2. Override

Number
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1,868
4,116
2,533
2,316

516
2,165
1,043
3,945

213

301
2,475

21,491

Number

15,025
4,779
1,687

19,711
1,780

19,804
1,687
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The type of call distribution shows that the most frequent call was a
disturbance (19.2 percent), followed closely by suspicious circumstance
calls (18.4 percent). Four other types of calls--assistance, alarms,
traffic accidents, and crimes against property (not burglary)--each com-
prised about 10 percent of the total. With regard to time of occurrence,
69.9 percent of the calls were classified as in-progress, 22.2 percent as
just occurred, and 7.9 percent as cold. Based on other studies, the volume
of cold calls may appear to be lower than expected; however, many of the
cold calls were handled by the expeditor unit and did not receive a mobile
response. The category of in-progress calls includes any incident which
was on-going at the time of the call into the police department. In-
progress calls also included other incidents such as domestic disturbances
and many suspicious circumstances calls.

Exhibit 5-2 also shows that 7.9 percent of the calls were classified
as "override" calls, which meant that a patrol unit was sent even though
the call would ordinarily be eligible for an alternative. The usual reason
for an override was that the citizen demanded that a patrol unit be dis-
patched to the scene. This percentage was higher than the department
management expected. The project staff found that the call takers were
abusing the "citizen demand" option. At a meeting with the call takers, it
was determined that many of them had empathy for the victim and personally
believed that a police officer should be dispatched even when there clearly
was no reason to send an officer other than the desire of the caller. A
related problem was that the expeditor unit was not staffed around the
clock. When no expeditors were on duty, call takers were instructed to
tell citizens that someone would call them as soon as possible to take a
report. Many call takers also had difficulty with this procedure, and
found it more compassionate to have a unit dispatched rather than tell the
citizen that the response would be by telephone in several hours. The
Garden Grove staff refers to this problem as one of the "human factor"
problems of implementing a DPR project.

It is inevitable that some citizen overrides will occur. However, the
aim of the DPR project was that such overrides be initiated by the citizen
rather than the call taker. In this regard, the other two sites were more
successful, since they experienced less than 2 percent overrides. Had
Garden Grove met this figure, then an additional 5 percent of the calls
could have been diverted to the expeditor unit, and a total of about 27 to
28 percent of the calls could have been completely relieved from patrol

units.

There are other features of the Garden Grove classification system
which highlight the advantages of basing decisions on the characteristics
of a call. Some of the results for the key call types of crimes against
persons, assistance, and burglary calls are as follows:

e Of the 1,868 crimes against persons:
29.1 percent were Immediate Injury Category
60.7 percent were Immediate Crimes Against Persons Category

10.3 percent were One-Hour Delay Category
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o Of the 2,533 assistance calls:

13.0 percent were Immediate Injury Category
8 percent were 15-Minute Delay Category

percent were 30-Minute Delay Category
percent were One-Hour Delay Category

DW=

2‘
2.
2.
e Of the 516 burglary calls:

29.3 percent were Immediate Crimes Against Property Category

43.6 percent were 15-Minute Delay Category
27.1 percent were 30-Minute Delay Category

~ These figures show the importance of identifying the call ch i
tics in determining phe most appropriate responség gor example ?£:§t§;;§
3 percent of the assistance calls can be delayed more than one ﬁour while
10 percent of the crimes against persons calls can be delayed more }han one
hceur. Under the Garden Grove system, any burglary call which could be
delayed more than one hour was routed to the expeditor unit for a telephone
report or other type of alternative service.

Further evidence of the value of call characteristics is shown by the

zg?gsying table on time of occurrence and injury for crimes against persons

CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS CALLS
Just Occurred: old

Injury 386 (42.1%) 157 (20.7%)
No Injury 530 (57.9%) 603 (79.3%) 1

Total 916 760 192

In-Progress

These figures show that injuries were more likel ith i

! ] _ y with in-progress
gg}}z 1gbot21zocategor{ than_ﬁust occurred or cold calls. Nithpin?progress
. , u percent involved injuries, as co

in the other two categories. ’ mpared to only 20 percent

Delay Time, Travel Time, and Service Time

The impact of the DPR project on the operations of the dispatcher

on the gatro1 units can be seen by analyzing the communicationspcent:rS e
detay times and travel times of patrol units to incidents. Exhibit 5-3 on
the following page 111ustpates these results. By priority, the communica-
§1ons center call processing delays (elapsed time from receipt of call to

1§pa§ch) decreased substantially with the more serious calls. Calls with
priorities 94, 95, and 96 had communications center delays of 8 t 10
minutes as compared to priorities 97, 98, and 99 with 2 to 4-minute delays
The travel times of patrol units to these calls showed the same pattern .
with travel §1mes to the Tow priority calls averaging abaut 6.6 minutes’
and travel times to serious calls about 4.5 minutes. ' ’
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EXHIBIT 5-3

RESPONSE TIMES BY CALL CHARACTERISTICS

g Communication Center
Priority Designation Call Processing Time
5;2 94 - Potential One-~Hour Delay 9.9 minutes
== 95 - Potential 30-Minute Delay 10.3
96 - Potential 15-Minute Delay 8.4
97 - Immediate Dispatch - Crimes
Against Property 3.4
98 - Immediate Dispatch - Crimes
> Against Persons 2.4
gb 99 - Immediate Dispatch - Injury 1.8
- Overall 6.6
I Communication Center
N Time of Occurrence Call Processing Time
& In-Progress 5.4 minutes
: Just Occurred 7.1
Cold 15.5
Overall 6.6
. Communication Center
Injury Call Processing Time
Injury 2.2 minutes
- No Injury 6.9
gi Overall 6.6
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By time of occurrence, the communications center delay times ranged
from an average of 5.4 minutes for in-progress calls to 15.5 minutes for
cold calls. Average travel times were 5.4 minutes for in-progress and just
occurred calls and 7.8 minutes for cold calls. By injury categories, the
communications center delays were only 2.2 minutes for calls involving
injuries, compared to 6.9 minutes for calls without injuries, while travel
times averaged 4.1 minutes to calls with injuries and 5.7 minutes to calls
without injuries. In summary, total response times (communications center
time plus travel time) had the foliowing results under the DPR project:,

e 7.0 minutes for high priority calls
15.8 minutes for low priority calls

e 11.7 minutes for in-progress/just occurred calls
23.3 minutes for cold calls

e 6.3 minutes for calls with injuries
12.6 minutes for calls without injuries

These averages on total response time show that the DPR project has had a
significant impact on both the operations of the communications center and
field operations. Calls which should have received rapid response by the
police were being handled in an expeditious manner. The ability of the
call takers to recognize these situations increased under the DPR project,
and the officers in field operations responded to the changes.

.Calls Handled by the Expeditor Unit

In Garden Grove, the primary alternative for relieving officer work-
load was to route the call to the expeditor unit to decide the most
appropriate alternative response, rather than to leave this choice with the
call takers. The only exception to this rule was with referrals to outside
agencies. Exhibit 5-1 showed that for the test calls handlied by the expe-
ditor unit, 68.1 percent were telephone reports, 22.7 percent were walk-in
reports, 3.8 percent were mail-in reports, and 5.4 percent received a CSI
response. The types of calls handled by the expeditor unit were as follows:

EXHIBIT 5-4
TYPES OF CALLS HANDLED BY THE EXPEDITOR UNIT

Type of Call Percent

1. Crimes Against Persons 2.8%
2. Disturbance 4.6
3. Assistance 4.8
4, Crimes Against Property/Theft 62.3
4B. Burglary 16.7
5. Traffic Accidents 6.1
6. Suspicious Circumstances .6
7. Public Morals .5
8. Miscellaneous Service 1.6
100.0
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As expected, the main type of call for the expeditor unit was the
theft category, which accounted for more than half the calls. Second was
the burglary category, which represented a significant departure from the
practice of most police departments with telephone report units. It is
unusual to have burglary calls taken over the telephone, and the high
volume of over 16.7 percent attests to the fact that the Garden Grove
project was willing to have alternatives for major offenses. The same
comment is true for traffic accident reports, which accounted for 6.1
percent of the total. These reports were for non-injury accidents and were
generally used to satisfy the citizen's needs for insurance purposes.
Almost all of the traffic accident reports were walk-in reports in which
the expéditor had requested that the driver come to the police department
to complete the report. It should also be mentioned that most of the
crimes against persons calls were simple assaults. Purse snatching and
strong-arm robberies were also handled by the expeditor unit when there was
a significant time delay by the victim before calling the police.

Another feature of the expeditor unit was that, during the test
period, police cadets supplemented the police officers. The cadets in
Garden Grove were non-sworn, part-time employees who worked for the police
department while attending college. The cadets handled approximately 26
percent of the total number of reports referred to the expeditor unit.

Another way of viewing the activities of the expeditor unit is to
consider the percentage of reports taken by the unit personnel. During the
six-month test phase, the unit handled 50.4 percent of the burglary reports
and 55.6 percent of the larceny reports. In total, based on the number of
Part I crime and traffic accident reports, the expeditor unit handled 32
percent of the reports in the department. This is a large volume of
reports by a relatively small number of personnel. If the fifty-fifty
split conditions had not been in effect, then about 64 percent of the
reports would have been handled by the expeditor unit.

Citizen Satisfaction with the Alternatives

Chapter 13 gives a detailed analysis of citizen survey results for
Garden Grove, but it is beneficial at this point to highlight the findings
of the surveys conducted during the test period. The surveys conducted in
Garden Grove during the test period were as follows:

Number of Citizens Surveyed Type of Response

293 Mobile

104 Delayed Mobile

338 Telephone Report
93 Walk-In

One of the key questions on the survey asked how satisfied the citizen
was with the service provided by the police department. The citizen was
asked to respond to one of four choices: very satisfied, satisfied, dissat-
jsfied, or very dissatisfied. Using categories of satisfied versus
dissatisfied gives the following results:
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EXHIBIT 5-5
CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH ALTERNATIVES
Satisfied Dissatisfied
Mobile Response 97.0% 3.0%
Delayed Mobile Response 96.1 3.9
Telephone Report 94.7 5.3
Walk-in Report 88.3 11.7

These figures show high levels of satisfaction in all categories.
Delayed mobile responses reflected only a slight reduction in satisfaction
over mobile responses. With telephone reports, the satisfaction decreased
to about 95 percent, and a further reduction to about 88 percent was seen
with walk-in reports.

In a more detailed examination, there were differences between the
percentage of persons saying they were "very satisfied" versus "satisfied."
For example, with the mobile response surveys, 52.6 percent stated they
were very satisfied as compared to 44.2 percent for delayed mobile
responses, 31.4 percent for telephone reports, and 31.2 percent for walk-1in
responses.

' S1qce ?he percent of dissatisfaction was highest with walk-in reports,
an examination of the reasons in this category was of interest. The main
reasons given were the inconvenience of coming to the police department,
and a belief that the officers were not interested in the citizen's
prob]em. Another reason given was that the citizens felt that the depart-
ment did not intend to conduct an investigation of the complaint but rather
Just take.the report. This Tatter complaint was justified in the sense
that the investigation of the incident probably would have been futile.
However, Garden Grove felt the problems of inconvenience and lack of
interest needed to be addressed in the future.

. Another question asked of the respondents who had received an alterna-
tive was whether they would be willing to use the same service again for a
similar 1ncjdent. More than 90 percent of the walk-ins and 80 percent of
those who filed a telephone report said they would be willing to use these
alternatives again. However, only 65 percent of those who received a
delayed mobile response wanted a similar service in the future.

Qne reason recipients of delayed mobile response may have been more
negative was that they were not all told that the response to their call
might be delayed. Just over half of the respondents (51 percent) said they
were not told to expect a delay, and another 6.7 percent could not remember
if they had been informed of a potential delay. This result indicates that
one of the most difficult componerits of a DPR project is having the call
takers consistently inform citizens that a delay may occur.

In summary, the results of the citizen surveys during the test phase
supported the alternatives which were implemented. The majority of
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e Proper screening under the new call classification procedures
allowed call takers and patrol officers to respond quickly when
needed. Total response time to calls in progress was 7.0
minutes for high priority calls, as compared to 15.8 minutes for
Tow priority calls. Similarly, the total average response time
to calls with injuries was 6.3 minutes, compared to 12.6 minutes
for calls without injuries.

citizens were satisfied with the type of service they received from the
department and were willing to receive the same type of service in the
future for similar types of incidents.

CONCLUSIONS

The major evaluation conclusions of the field test in Garden Grove may i ; ;
be summarized as follows: ; =

e The alternatives of telephone reports, walk-ins, scheduled
appointments, mail-in reports, referrals, and delayed dispatch-
es were successfully implemented during the DPR project. Very
few problems were encountered during the implementation.

o The experimental design was successfully implemented. Fifty |
percent of the eligible calls were diverted to the expeditor
unit and the other fifty percent were dispatched to field

¢ units. This procedure allowed the evaluation team to con- :

1 duct citizen surveys on satisfaction during the same time |

period as the field test. ?

g“ ® Projecting the test results, the expeditor unit could handle ; &
ﬂ) about 20 percent of the incoming calls for service and pro- i 4
duce well over half of the incident reports in the department. i :

ol ; '
g e The policy of delayed mobile responses has the potential of ! :
- providing time for officers to perform other duties when most ; &

. needed. Approximately 40 percent of the incoming calls in : B

gx Garden Grove could be delayed more than 30 minutes. ; -

e The least successful alternative in Garden Grove was the mail-
in report. The main problem encountered was that more than
half of the reports were not returned to the department.
Expeditor unit personnel believed that a telephone report could
be taken in the time required to explain the mail-in process to ‘ g
a citizen and send the form to the citizen. =
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o Citizens were well satisfied with the services provided by the ¢ |
alternatives. 96.1 percent of the citizens surveyed stated ] g
that they were satisfied with a delayed mobile response, 94.7
percent were satisfied with a telephone report, and 88.3
percent with a walk-in response.
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o Of the citizens surveyed, 90.2 percent stated they would use
the walk-in alternative again for a similar incident, 80
percent said they would use a telephone report unit again, and
65.7 percent said they would agree to a delayed mobile
response. The primary reason for the lower rate with delayed
mobile response was that many callers were not informed of the
potential delay when they talked with the call taker.
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CHAPTER 6
THE DPR TEST IN GREENSBORO

DPR ALTERNATIVES
Overview

The Greensboro site implemented the test of the alternative responses
on January 15, 1983, preceded by a special order from the Chief of Police
1ssged to all personnel on January 3, 1983 explaining the value of the
project to the department. This order followed closely a previous memoran-
dum on December 30, 1982, which alerted all personnel to the experimental
nature of the DPR test and commended the work of the project staff, the
Response Advisory Board, and all others involved in the project. The
memoranda by the Chief helped to set a positive tone for the test period
which continued until mid-July 1983. ’

The Gregnsboro project staff spent a great deal of time in planning
the alternative responses and preparing for implementation. More time was
required than at the other two sites because they assembled a fivteen-
member.Response Advisory Board, chaired by the major in charge of the Field
Opera§1ons Bureau, to review all alternative responses and procedures.
Activities of this committee will be discussed later in this chapter.

The basic DPR process implemented in Greensboro was different from
Garden.Grove in two respects. First, the design of the experiment and call
raqdom1zation process was different. In Garden Grove, calls for service
wh1cﬁ met the DPR criteria were split automatically by the computer between
traditional service and the new alternative service. In Greensboro, as
reflected in Exhibit 6-1, the experimental/control procedure was based on
the work schedule for the telecommunicators, who were split into two groups
of two squads each. Two squads worked four days in a row on 12-hour
shifts, thgn had the next four days off, while the other two squads worked
four days in a row on 12-hour shifts. Thus, squads A and B served as the
control group and squads C and D served as the experimental group.

EXHIBIT 6-1
GREENSBORO TELECOMMUNICATOR WORK SCHEDULE
Group Designation Work Schedule
Sun Mon Tues Wed Thur Fri Sat Sun

Squad A Control X X X X 0 0 0
Squad B Control X X X X 5

0 0 0 0
Squad C Experimental 0 0 0 0 X X X X
Squad D Experimental 0 0 0 0 X X X X

Note: An "0" represents a Day Off while an "X" represents a Work Day of
12 hours.
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On a control day, for the four-day period in which the control group
was on duty, calls meeting the DPR criteria were dispatched in the tradi-
tional, pre-DPR manner. On an experimental day, calls meeting the DPR
criteria were dispatched according to one of the new alternative responses.

A11 the telecommunicators were trained to use the new call intake
procedures and call classification system, and to match calls with the new
alternative responses, but only the experimental group actually selected
and used the expanded alternative responses. A schematic of the overall
implementation process in Greensboro is shown in Exhibit 6-2 on the follow-

ing page.

A second difference from the Garden Grove process, which is also
reflected in Exhibit 6-2, is that in Greensboro the selection and transfer
of calls for service to the alternative responses was handled by the call
takers. In Garden Grove, this was accomplished by the expeditor unit.

Prior to implementation of the alternatives, Greensboro decided to
reduce two types of police services which they felt were inappropriate and
too costly for the police to continue. These services were general escort
services and responses to all fire and ambulance calls. The changes were
recommended by the Response Advisory Board.

Police escorts for funerals, bank deposits, and motorist assists
accounted for over 100 calls for service per week prior to DPR, and neces-
sitated the allocation of over 30 patrol officer hours per week to provide
the service. While implementing DPR, the department reduced this service
by nearly 80 percent by eliminating the routine escorts for bank deposits
entirely and reducing the other escorts.

In addition, the police discontinued the practice of dispatching a
police unit on every fire and ambulance call. Historically, the police
department dispatched mobile units, often on a quick response basis, to
respond to such calls as electrical investigations, smoke clearing opera-
tions, hydrant openings, and other non-emergency calls of the fire
department. In meetings with the fire department, it was decided that the
police would only respond to calls where someone's 1ife was in obvious
peril or upon specific request by the fire department. The police were
able to control this situation and implement the change in procedure during
DPR because the communications center handled the dispatching of police and
fire calls. As a result of this change, these calls were reduced by 40

percent.

Greensboro actually developed a fuller range of alternative responses
than the other two sites. In addition to implementing the alternatives
suggested in the test design, such as delayed mobile, telephone report,
walk-in, mail-in, and referral, Greensboro diverted a number of calls from
patrol to other units in the police department to provide a first response
and complete the incident report. Nine basic response modes were imple-
mented during the test phase. The modes were described in Exhibit 3-5,
which was excerpted from the Communications Manual developed by the project

staff.

Overall, in terms of degree of implementation of the alternative re-
sponses, Greensboro was very successful in implementing the full range of
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EXHIBIT 6-2
GREENSBORG DPR PROCESS
Control Days
Citizen Calls Call Taker 17,316 Call Taker
C 2 > C
Police For Processes Bé? > Selects
Service Call Response
26,236 8,920
34%
Call Taker
Provides
Information
© Experimental Days
o
Citizen Calls Call Taker 17,479 Call Taker
Police For Processes 66% Selects
Service Information Response
26,483 9004
34%
\
Call Taker
Provides
Information

Test Period:

January 15, 1983 - May 7, 1983

il

Priority O 378
Mobile Emergency 2.4%
15,514
89.6% Priority 15,136
1 or 2 97.6%
Telephone 1,510
Non-Mobile Report Unit | 83.8%
1,802
10.4% Other 292
| Units 16.2%
.__e['Priority 0 | 105
Emergency .75%
___Mgbile >
14,079 : Priority 1 9,272
80.6% Immediate 65.9%
| )I Priority 2 4,702
d | 33.4%
——{Te]ephone 2,282
Report Unit | 67.1%
""')l Laboratory 616
18.1%
Non-Mobil :
3,400 Parking 349
19.4% Enforcem | 10.3%
L—)‘ Other Units | 153
\ 4.5%
- o =
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different response modes. However, in terms of volume of calls diverted
from the uniform patrol response, Greensboro followed an admittedly conser-
vative philosophy. By way of explanation, Greensboro stated that during
the test period they did not wish to redistribute calls to the extent that
they had to borrow personnel from patrol to staff other alternative units.
Also, no additional personnel could be employed for the test. Greensboro
had not increased the number of authorized sworn personnel in 11 years.
Thus, while this observation does not suggest that the Greensboro Police
Department was in any way unsuccessful in its degree of implementation for
the alternative responses, it certainly could have been more successful in
transferring a greater volume of calls for service to alternative handling.

Description of Alternative Responses

Delayed Mobile Response. One of the new mobile responses implemented
in Greensboro was the delayed mobile response. This new response, which
was only tested during the experimental days, allowed dispatchers to hold a
call for up to 30 minutes in order to dispatch the call to the zone car
assigned to the geographic area where the call originated. If, after 30
minutes, the zone car was not back in service, the call would be given to
an adjoining zone car. The caller would be advised that it might take one
hour before a unit arrived.

The purpose of the delayed call was to reduce continuous cross-zone
dispatching, which had traditionally been the case in Greensboro. The city
of Greensboro is divided into four patrol districts, each directed by a
captain. In turn, each district is subdivided into four or five zones,
each staffed by a patrol car. Under the new DPR procedures, during the
experimental days, the dispatchers did not observe the strict district
boundaries. Traditionally, and during the control days, patrol cars from
one district were never dispatched to respond to calls for service in
another district. The problem with this, from an efficiency viewpoint, is
that it may sometimes be quicker to send an adjoining unit from the next
gistrict than to wait for the travel time of another zone car from the same

istrict.

Telephone Response Unit. The telephone response unit (TRU) in Greens-
boro was not new, but under DPR, the unit increased the volume of calls
handled and expanded the types of calls. Before DPR, the TRU handled only
eight different call types. During the experimental period, this was
expanded to 25 call types. Some of the added calls included assault,
burgiary, vice, noise disturbance, animal calls, and threats.

During DPR, Greensboro separated the TRU function from the staff duty
function in an effort to resolve the problem described in Chapter 4 on dual
functions with the staff duty section. The personnel assigned to the TRU
consisted of one sergeant as supervisor, and six patrol officers, most of
whom were on light duty and had previously served in the TRU. The hours of
operation during DPR were 6:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., seven days a week.

As described earlier, the procedures for administering the telephone
report did not change dramatically under DPR. The call taker transferred
the call, via computer terminal, to the TRU, which was located on the next
floor in the police building. A TRU officer, after reviewing the basic
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call information, then called the complainant back to complete the report.
If the caller could not be reached within one hour, the call was transfer-
red back to communications for dispatch to the field.

One problem with Greensboro's TRU procedure was that nearly 10 percent
of the calls were sent back to communications for dispatch to the field.
In retrospect, the one-hour time period for reaching the complainant was
too short. Subsequent to the completion of the test period, the procedure
was changed to eliminate this problem so that when the complainant could
not be reached by the TRU (busy signal, no answer), a TRU officer continued
to make periodic attempts for 24 hours. If, at the end of the 24 hours, no
contact had been made, the call was cleared as unfounded.

Mail-In Response. In Greensboro, the mail-in form was used for
reporting events at specific locations which met certain enumerated
criteria (no injury or danger; time of occurrence not in-progress or just
occurred; no suspects or witnesses; and no usable evidence at scene). The
forms were located at the security offices of two major shopping malls and
five college campuses.

Procedurally, when a complainant called from one of these locations
and reported a call fitting the mail-in criteria, the call taker instructed
the caller to pick up the mail-in form at one of the security offices and
return it to the police department in the attached, pre-stamped envelope.
Security offices at these locations were also briefed to direct complain-
ants to use the forms rather than call the police for incidents which fit
the mail-in criteria. The intake point at the police department for
receiving and reviewing the forms was the staff duty office. The staff
duty officer entered the basic information into the CAD, then sent the
reports to records for processing and mailed a copy to the complainant.

The mail-in response was the only alternative response in Greensboro
not implemented on January 15, 1983. Due to the additional orientation
needs of the private security personnel at the locations, the mail-in
response was not implemented until March 19, 1983. This two-month delay
may have been partly responsible for the Tow utilization of these forms
during the test period.

Over a four-month period, only 38 mail-in reports were received by the
department. In retrospect, the Greensboro project staff felt that the use
of the mail-in response needed many more locations and that it was too
dependent on the private security personnel to advocate the use of the form
as an alternative to calling the police. In the future, the department
felt that the locations for the mail-in reports should be expanded (to
libraries and fire stations) and that the Greensboro call takers should
even advise complainants who are close by, but not actually in the facil-
ity, to use the mail-in alternative.

Walk-In Response. The walk-in response was used to process complaints
or reports from individuals who were requested to come into the station
because of special circumstances, such as turning over found property or
evidence. In some instances, the complainants just walked in on their own.
Walk-in reports were generally handled by the TRU.
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An interesting addition to the walk-in response in Greensboro under
DPR was the "drive-in." Automobile hit-and-run victims, with property
damage only, were directed by the call takers to bring their vehicles into
the station and contact the accident follow-up unit, which was part of the

Criminal Investigation Division.

Prior to DPR, the accident follow-up unit became involved in hit-and-
run investigations after a mobile patrol unit had visited the scene or
complainant's home and completed an incident report. Under DPR, to improve
the efficiency of this service, the follow-up unit served as the "first
response" and completed the incident report for those victims requested to
drive to the station by the call takers. From January 15, 1983 to June 1,
1983, the unit processed 83 initial incident reports of hit-and-run cases.

The hours of operation of this five-officer unit were 8:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. If an accident investigator was not
available (the unit also handled on-scene accident investigations), the
hit-and-run reports were processed by the TRU. While most citizens were
satisfied with this "drive-in" procedure, the unit personnel felt it did
not allow them to plan, manage, and control their own workload as they had
in the past. The unit's preference was to have the "drive-ins" call first

and make a scheduled appointment.

Intra-departmental Referral. Greensboro's new Priority 3 and Priority
4 responses involved a direct transfer of the call for service by the call
taker to an appropriate unit in the police department, other than the field
patrol units, to provide the primary response and write the incident report
if appropriate. This intra-departmental referral response utilized sworn

and non-sworn personnel.

The theory of the intra-departmental referral was, in Greensboro's
words, "to cut the middleman out of the system." In other words, they
wanted to improve the efficiency of the call for service function while
sti11 maintaining citizen satisfaction. An example, cited by Greensboro in

their DPR Communications Manual, is as follows:

Example:

A citizen calls and wants to provide additional
information for a previously reported burglary.

e Non-DPR Method - Communications would dispatch a field
patrol officer to interview the citizen. The officer
would dictate a follow-up report to the Word Processing
Section for typing and forwarding to the Detective
Division. After a processing and mail delay, the
investigating detective receives the report. The
detective then recontacts the victim to verify the
report information and corrects where necessary.

e DPR Method - Communications transfers the call
directly to the Detective Division during normal
business hours; after hours, takes information
relative to how a detective can contact the
complainant when he returns to duty.
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The primary units involved in the §
] _ ary _ intra-departmental refer
J;:;ege;2r5221g;tcg;; a!ong.w1th t?ﬁ most prominent types of ca{?l :ggt
. unications. e workload for each of th i
increased under DPR, as calls for service, which had previous?;ebgz;téis-

patched to pat : .
hesponse. patrol cars, began to be diverted to these units for the primary

EXHIBIT 6-3
GREENSBORO DPR INTRA-DEPARTMENTAL REFERRALS

Police Department Unit Types of Calls

Sworn Response
Detectives

Vice and Narcotics
Youth Division
Traffic Enforcement
Parking Enforcement

Larceny, Embezzlement, Threats, Burgq]
; b} N H] s ar
Gamb]yng, Liquor Laws, Indecent Expgsurg
guv$?11eHNu1sance, Juvenile Assault

raffic Hazard, Motorist Assist, Direct Traffi
Parking Violations, Abandoned Auto rene

Civilian Response
tvidence Specialist
Animal Control
Community Service

Burglary, B & E Auto, Malicious Damage

Dog Bites, Barking, Loose Animals °

Lgud Party, Neighborhood Disturbhances, Public
Disorder, Drunk in Public, Missing Child, Runaway

Procedurally, for Priority 4 calls, if
, . a call met the DPR criteri
Egitc§11ufaifr transferred the complainant immediately to the app;o;¥?:¥e
taker13as %nsi&%igzznib gfl?o oge was available at the time, the call
: . ] i out a "service/complaint request form" f
Sﬁglctﬁa1l ;nformat1on, send this form to the unit, and agvise the caf{eﬁhe
: e call would be returned later, or even the next day. If the calle
objected, a patrol unit was dispatched. '

Shortly into the implementation test i

. . ) period, the call takers

%312g t?s serv1ce/comp1a1pt request form and began to transfer gheiiff?iﬂs

: gh. u. The reason given by many of the call takers was that they

tgmgg]k1a?ithig'gli;:a1!er qutw?nted someone from the police department

on 1mmediately, rather than have the person wait i

g??]zi?t ﬁ?y. Howevgr, the TRQ officers, when they receivéz the call ugﬁgl

o out the service/complaint request form because they felt the t}pe of

otherﬁ;;ggﬁsé?pprﬁpr1aiﬁly ﬁ;nq;ed by the detectives, youth officers, and
Lhe S ei. Near the end of the test period, the project i

tified this situation and be i y  oakers comrate™

_ ( gan to require that the call take
the service/complaint request form and not transfer the ca11;§scggp&i;%RU.

Personnel from criminal investigations, youth divisi i
narcotics did not wish to be used as an a]térﬁative rélégi:;.angh;1;:i:nd
;ﬁg?ontwaz_ghat it gave them little control over their caseload. unlike
tn r tradi 1ona] control through screening. In addition they’felt that

ese were the kinds of cases that traditionally resu]ted’in only a patrol
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report, and that they would not have conducted a follow-up or spent any
time on these cases.

The procedure for the Priority 3 intra-departmental rgferra]s was
similar to the procedure for the Priority 4 calls for service except that
on these calls, the evidence specialist, animal control officers, or commu-
nity service specialists were dispatched to the scene on a delayed baS)s.
These calls were held by the dispatcher for 30 minutes if the abovg units
were not available, and were then dispatched to a mobile patrol unit. The
complainant was always advised of, and acknowledged, the delayed response.

Toward the end of the test period, it was recognized that the 30-
minute delay period should have been expanded to 60 minutes in order to
alleviate more workload from patrol. In fact, after the test was over a
change was made so that, rather than going to patrol units after a de]ay,
these calls were transferred to a non-sworn unit, regardless of immediate
availability. The non-sworn unit then scheduled an appointment with the

complainant.

The evidence specialist in Greensboro was used in a similar fashign to
the crime scene investigator in Garden Grove, with a few significant dif-
ferences as follows:

Garden Grove Greensboro

Civilian evidence specialist received

Sworn officers received call . :
call from communications call taker

from telephone report unit

Civilian evidence specialist prepared

Telephone report unit
incident report at scene

handled initial incident
report over phone

In both sites, patrol officers were relieved of the rgsponsibi]ipy of
taking the initial report, waiting at the scene for the evidence spec1a11st
to arrive, and remaining while the scene was processed, as was common prior

to DPR.

It is interesting to note that, based on monitoring and rgview of
assignments by the call takers, the evidence specialist supervisor felt
that most calls assigned by the call takers to his unit dur]ng.DPR were
appropriate; there was usable evidence at the scene of the 1nc1dgnts which
required processing by trained specialists. From another v1ewp91ntz the
coordinator of the police department's Managing Criminal Investigations
Program, an experienced detective supervisor, ﬁeviewed all of the initial
incident reports prepared by the evidence specialists under DPR and found
them to be as acceptable as the usual patrol reports.

The other non-sworn intra-departmental response alternatives were
animal control and community services. Prior to DPR, the community service
specialists did not receive any calls for service. Most of their involve-
ment began with a request form from a patrol supervisor for their
assistance in a community problem. Under DPR, they became involved in the
problems at an earlier stage. The role of the animal control personnel did
not change significantly during DPR.
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Qutside Referrals. During DPR, the Greensboro police made formal
arrangements with social service and other agencies to handle police refer-
rals. For example, complainants calling the communications center with
complaints of power failures or lines down were referred to a special
emergency number of the Duke Power Company. However, none of these arrange-
ments were reduced to writing. Prior to DPR, the call takers would fill
out a call for service ticket and possibly dispatch a mobile unit to
observe and verify the situation. The Greensboro communications center had
previously developed a social services directory, which was updated during
DPR. Some of the agencies listed for referrals included Mental Health,
Women's Aid, Urban Ministry, FOCUS (youth counseling), Department of Social
Services, Turning Point (hotline), and others.

An oversight with this alternative was that the outside referral
category was lumped with the information category in Greensboro's CAD
system. Thus, for data collection purposes, it was impossible to separate
the two categories and determine exactly how many outside referrals were
made by the telecommunications staff during DPR. However, it was not
be;ieveﬁ that there was a significant increase in the number of outside
referrals.

ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ADVISORY BOARD

The fifteen-member Response Advisory Board was formed by the Chief of

‘Police for the specific purpose of reviewing the progress of the project,

determining the procedures for implementing the alternatives, and laying
the foundation for the DPR project to be continued after the conclusion of
the grant period. The Board was chaired by the major in charge of the
Field Operations Bureau and was comprised of all ranks and representatives
from all sections of the department on which the project might have an
impact.

The Board met every day for a two-week period to accomplish its tasks.
At the first meeting, DPR project staff members made presentations on the
activities of the project, the development of the call classification
system, the grant requirement for an experiment with randomization, and
other related topics of interest to the group. While the main objective of
the Board was to see that the alternatives were implemented, an early
decision was that a review of the call classification system was needed to
determine which alternatives were being considered for each type of call.
As a result of this decision, the first week of meetings was devoted to
discussions of each type of call, the five-digit descriptor codes which
were possible for each call type, and the potential alternatives. Some
revisions on alternatives were made as a result of this review.

During the second week of meetings, the group discussed the problems
associated with the establishment of the full range of alternatives. For
example, one decision which came out of these meetings was to dispatch
Priority 3 and Priority 4 calls to patrol officers if a delay of more than
30 minutes occurred. Other areas which were addressed included the problem
of the staff duty officer position and the TRU position, the hours that the
alternatives should be in place, the use of the mail-in reports, and other
related problems.
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The use of this Response Advisory Board was very beneficial in
resolving several key issues before they became problems during the imple-
mentation. The major who chaired the Board did an outstanding job in
conducting the meetings over a long two-week period as well as keeping the
group focused on the issues at hand. The other benefit of the Board was
that it solidified the project in the department. Rather than being a
grant project assigned to a few individuals, it became a department-wide
project which virtually ensured that it would be continued after the grant
period. A11 Board members saw the need for the alternatives and agreed
that they could be of great benefit to the department in relieving workload

from patrol officers.

There were two drawbacks related to the Board's efforts. First, it
delayed the implementation of the test for approximately two months while
the project staff incorporated the decisions of the Board into the call
classification system and the response procedures. Second, the test was
conservative in the sense that it did not take full advantage of the
alternatives. The conservative approach is reflective of the decisions of
groups of this size, which tend to compromise rather than always take
strong positions. In addition, the department wanted to consider the
project a long-range effort, of which this test was the first step. It was
envisioned that the department would review the success of the alternatives
after the grant period with the aim of expanding the circumstances and
types of calls which could receive alternative responses. The consequences
of this conservative approach can be seen ir the next section on the test

results.

TEST RESULTS

Use of Alternatives

The test of the alternatives began on January 15, 1983 and continued
for exactly 112 days--56 experimental days and 56 control days. This test
period was purposely chosen because it gave a sufficient Tength of time to
test the alternatives, and also had the advantage of having the same number
of days of the week for the experimental and control periods. That is,
during the experimental days, there were eight Sundays, eight Mondays,
etc., and the same held true with the control days. The impact of the
alternatives could then be measured without having to be concerned about
day of week variations. Moreover, because the experimental and control
days were over the same six-month period, seasonal variations also did not

have to be given special consideration.

Exhibit 6-2 shows the procedure implemented for the control and exper-
imental days. The volume of "call taker provides information" calls
accounted for 34 percent of the total incoming calls to the communications
center. These calls were requests for telephone numbers of other sections
in the department or in the city, directions to a location, advice on
whether a problem is a police matter, or any of a variety of other topics.
While 34 percent may seem a high figure, it is in line with other studies
which have captured this type of information.
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Other key results from Exhibit 6-2 are the following:

® There were 34,795 calls requiring some type of police depa
ment action; 17,316 (49.8 percent) of these cal ?s were dﬁr?ﬁg
the control days and 17,479 (50.2 percent) were during experi-
mental days. The almost perfect split between control and
experimental days gives credence to the validity of the test.

® During control days, basic patrol units responded to 89.6 per-
cent of the dispatched calls, and 10.4 percent were hand]eg ;y
the TRU or other alternatives, as compared to the experimental
days for which 50.6 percent of the dispatched calls were han-
g}ed bytyhe basic patrol units and 19.4 percent by other
ernative responses. The use of the alternatives wa
doubled during the experimental days. s @lmost

e The TRU made a total of 1,510 reports durin
R g control days, as
compared to 2,282 reports during experimental d ,
workload increase of 51.1 percé;t.p s, for @

o Other units handled 292 calls during the control days
_ , as com-
??gggrggothe €x3§{1gegfgl qus in which the evidencg technicians
ry) handle calls, the parking enforcement i
handled 349 calls, and other units hand]ed9153 caHs.n section

These figures reflect significant increases in the use of the alterna-

tives in Greensboro during the experimental days. The key result is that

19.4 percent of the calls eligible for dis i
_ ! patch were handled by alternativ
responses. However, given the history of already having aTteﬁ%atives in :
%reensboro, it was expected ;hat even more calls would have been diverted
c;eqf?az;g pazn?] ungt; dq;;ng the experimental period. The fact that more
re not diverted reflects the conservati
took during the test period. 1V€ approach the department

_ To further validate the test, statistics were gathered f
e1ght-week period in 1982 prior to the 1mp1ementatign of the g;pggded
alternatives. _For this eight-week period, it was found that 91.2 percent
of the calls were dispatched to basic patrol units, 7.7 percent were
handled by the TRU, and 1.1 percent by other units. These percentages are
c]ose po the results for the control days, which indicates that the
traq1t1ona1 methgds of handling calls were continued on the control days
during the experiment. One difference was that during this prior period
19.5 percent of the calls to basic patrol units were classified as emergen-
S]es, as compared to only 2.4 percent during the control days. This
t;£§§:§3C3h$22 Eﬁ egt{1buted to the new call classification system and the

e telecommuni i i i

emoraengy maoh & cators received on how to identify true

TRU and Evidence Technician Calls
As already noted, the increase in TRU calls was substantial, with an

increase of over 50 percent during the experimental days. Exhibi
) . ibit 6-4
shows that the mix of report calls for the TRU also chgeged as a result of
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EXHIBIT 6-4
TRU REPORT CALLS

Control Days (1,510 reports)

Other (10.5%)

Burglary (0.5%)
Auto Theft (8.5%)

Public Nuisance (5.2%)

Larceny (53.1%)
Dependent Person (9.5%)

Vandalism (14.7%)

Experimental Days (2,282 reports)

Other (17.8%)

Burglary (4.6%) Larceny (41.7%)

Auto Theft (5.3%)

Public Nuisance (10.3%)

Dependent Person (8.3%)
Vandalism (12.0%)
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the new call classification system. Larceny report calls continued to be
the main type of call, representing 53.1 percent during the control days
and 41.7 percent during the experimental days. The most significant change
was in the burglary category, which accounted for less than 1 percent
during the control days and almost 5 percent of the TRU reports during the
experimental days. Public nuisance report calls also increased from 5.2
percent on control days to 10.3 percent on experimental days. Further, the
"other" category shows 10.5 percent during the control days and 17.8 per-
cent during the experimental days. During the experimental days, this
category encompassed over 30 different types of calls (including fraud,
lost property, threats, trespassing, and suspicious activities) which were
not evident on the control days. This indicates that the call takers were
sending an increased number of call types to the TRU.

Most of the calls for the evidence technicians were burglary, vandal-
ism, and larceny calls, although the range of calls included assaults,
property recovered, and family domestic calls. The important point to
remember with the evidence technicians is that these calls were assigned
directly to them and no patrol units had to be dispatched to the scene. 1In
addition to the obvious advantage of relieving workload from patrol units,
the only report necessary for these calls came from the evidence
technicians.

Exhibit 6-5 compares the volume of calls handled by basic patrol units
with alternative responses for key types of calls. This exhibit shows that
the alternative responses were used for more than half of several types of
calls including larceny, vandalism, missing person/runaway, and theft from
auto. It can be assumed that the calls in these categories handled by the
basic patrol units were of a more serious nature and, as determined by the
call taker, required the presence of an officer. With burglary and noise
calls, the patrol units continued to handle the majority of these calls
during the experimental days. Increasing the types of calls handled by
alternative responses in Greensboro will require a further examination of the
call types shown in Exhibit 6-5, as well as other selected types, to deter-
mine whether their characteristics make them appropriate for alternatives.

EXHIBIT 6-5

ALTERNATIVE RESPONSES VERSUS PATROL UNIT RESPONSE
FOR SELECTED CALLS DURING EXPERIMENTAL DAYS

Alternative Basic

Call Category Response Patrol Units
Number Percent Number Percent

Larceny 995 61.0% 637 39.0%
Vandalism 329 56.6 - 259 46.4
Missing Person/Runaway 177 62.8 105 37.2
Theft from Auto 120 67.8 57 32.2
Burglary 273 35.4 499 64.6
Noise Call 100 16.8 495 83.2
Animal Complaint 58 45.0 71 55.0
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Delay Time, Travel Time, and Service Time

Under the new call classification system, a Priority 2 call was to be
delayed in the communications center if the unit in the area of responsi-
bility was busy on another call. That these delays were actually taking
place is indicated by the fact that the average communications center time
for Priority 2 calls was 14.9 minutes during the experimental period, as
compared to only 4.6 minutes during the control days. The average of 4.6
minutes can be attributed to the fact that some delays occurred naturally
when all units were busy. Further analysis showed that during the experi-
mental days, 20.7 percent of the Priority 2 calls were being delayed for
more than thirty minutes as compared to only 2.1 percent during the control
days. By way of contrast, the average communications center times for
Priority O and Priority 1 calls were all under two minutes for the contro]l
and experimental days.

One of the hypotheses of the field test was that the average travel
time to emergency calls would decrease substantially, since the reduced
workload would increase the chances that the unit in the area of responsi-
bility would be available for the emergency call. However, there was only
a small difference in average travel times between the control and experi-
mental days. For Priority 0 calls, the average travel time during the
control days was 4.93 minutes, as compared to 4.50 minutes during the
experimental days, for a difference of only about one-half minute. By way
of comparison, the travel times for Priority 1 calls were 5.48 minutes
during the control days and 5.69 minutes during the experimental days and
for Priority 2 calls, 6.86 minutes and 6.53 minutes, respectively. 1In
summary, the travel time to emergency calls was not changed significantly
as a result of the alternative responses, even though it was less than the
other priority types.

The average service time for calls during the control days was 30.87
minutes, as compared to 29.20 minutes during the experimental days. These
figures are of interest because they mean that the total amount of work for
the basic patrol units was 7,982 hours during the control days and 6,852
hours “during the experimental days. Thus, the workload of the basic patrol
units was reduced by over 14 percent during the experimental days, rather
than the 9.2 percent figure which was previously cited based only on the
volume of dispatched calls.

If it is assumed that the calls handled by alternative methods
required the same average time of 29.2 minutes during the experimental
period, then the workload reduction is even greater. Multiplying the 3,400
calls handled by alternative responses by 29.2 minutes gives 1,655 hours of
additional work for patrol units. Thus, the workload of the units would
have been more than 24 percent higher without the alternatives.

In addition, the impact of the elimination of escort services and
responses to all fire and ambulance calls should also be considered. The
reduction in these two categories affected both the control and experimen-
tal days, since these services essentially were eliminated. For the
experimental days, it is estimated that in these two categories there could
have been over 700 calls which would have been handled by the basic patrol
units. These calls would have required approximately 15 minutes each,
based on analysis of previous calls, which equals about 175 more hours of
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work relieved from the patrol units. Adding these hours to thg above
figures means that the total reduction in workload for the basic patrol
units was approximately 27 percent.

Citizen Satisfaction with the Alternatives

As in the other two sites, a primary reason for conducting the field
test was to determine citizen satisfaction with the alternatives being
provided. In Greensboro, the citizen surveys were conducted over the full
period of the test from January to June 1983. Citizens who had received
the alternative services, as well as citizens who had received mobile
responses, were contacted to determine their satisfaction in a number of
different areas. The primary comparison was satisfaction with the alterna-
tives as compared to satisfaction with an immediate mobile response. The
surveys conducted in Greensboro during the test period were as follows:

Number of Citizens Surveyed Type of Response

729 Immediate Mobile
503 TRU
112 Delayed Mobile
73 Civilian Mobile (evidence technician)

A11 of these surveys were conducted during the experimental days for a
valid comparison. A more complete analysis of these surveys 1s presented
in Chapter 12 of this report. The survey results are summarized below.

Exhibit 6-6 shows overall satisfaction levels with the services pro-
vided by the alternatives in Greensboro during the experimental days.
During this period, 94.1 percent of the citizens stated that they were
satisfied with the services provided by a mobile response, 91.4 percent
were satisfied with a telephone report, 94.6 percent with a delayed mobile
response and 98.6 percent with a civilian mobile response. There were some
differences between the "satisfied" and "very satisfied" categories. With
mobile responses, 69.8 percent stated that they were very satisfied as
compared to 67.1 percent with civilian mobile response, 60.4 percent with a
telephone report, and 57.1 percent with a delayed mobile response.

EXHIBIT 6-6
CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH ALTERNATIVES

Satisfied Dissatisfied

Mobile Response 94.1% 5.9%
Civilian Mobile Response 98.6 1.4
Delayed Mobiie Response 94.6 5.4
Telephone Report 91.4 8.6
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Another indication of satisfaction with the service provided was
whether the citizens felt that there was interest expressed in what they
had to say. The evidence technicians scored high in this category with
almost 95 percent of the respondents stating that the evidence technicians
expressed interest. In contrast, a lower level of citizen satisfaction
related to interest was with TRU service, in which 88 percent of the
respondents stated that the TRU officers expressed interest. Answers to
this question for mobile responses and delayed mobile responses were be-

tween these two values.

The primary reasons that citizens gave for dissatisfaction with the
service provided were that there was no investigation of the case, or that
there was no follow-up assistance offered. Complaints included such com-
ments as "no fingerprints were taken," "we haven't heard anything from

them," and “"the officers said someone will come out (to investigate) and no
one ever has." With TRU, another reason given for dissatisfaction was that

the officer acted disinterested or uncaring.

In terms of the respondents' willingness to use the alternatives
again, 94.5 percent of those who received a civilian mobile response, and
86.7 percent who received a TRU response said they were willing to use
these alternatives again. Only 62.5 percent who received a delayed mobile
response wanted this service on future calls.

CONCLUSIONS

The primary evaluation conclusions from the Greensboro test may be
summarized as follows:

e Greensboro attempted a wide variety of alternative re-
sponses ranging from simple in-house referrals to a drive-
in response for hit-and-run property damage accidents.
A11 of these alternatives were successfully implemented
during the test period.

o The experimental design was successfully implemented.
Taking advantage of the schedules of the telecommunicators
provided a means of giving the fifty-fifty split for
eligible calls which was needed. This procedure allowed
the evaluation team to conduct the citizen surveys during
the same time period as the test.

e The task force approach was successful. Use of the
Response Advisory Board had the advantages of developing
good policy and operational procedures for the alterna-
tives and solidifying the project within the police
department. Drawbacks to this approach were that it
delayed the implementation of the test, and the decisions
from the Board made for a more conservative approach to
the test.

e The Greensboro project staff personnel developed good
written procedures for all alternatives. These procedures
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anticipated problem areas which might occur and provided a
solid foundation for the alternatives.

The alternative responses accounted for almost 20 percent
of the potential dispatched calls and as much as 27 per-
cent of the patrol workload as measured by hours of work
required.

The types of calls for the TRU were successfully expanded.
There was a 51.1 percent increase in workload during the
experimental days for the TRU.

The use of the evidence technicians as the primary
response unit was successful. The technicians were able
to handle burglary, vandalism, larceny, and several other
types of calls as the only dispatched unit. Over 18
percent of the non-mobile responses were handled by the
evidence technicians, and it is believed that their
workload could be increased even more.

The mail-in reports, as implemented during the test, were
not successful. The volume of these reports was very low
over the test period due to the small number of locations
in which they were placed and the restrictions placed on

their use.

The in-house referrals were successful in relieving patrol
unit workload, but were not 1liked by members of the detec-
tive division, youth division, and vice and narcotics.
Many believed they had to handle too many minor offenses,
taking time away from their regular duties.

Citizen satisfaction was high for the alternatives. Over
90 percent of the citizens surveyed stated that they were
satisfied with the services provided by the police depart-
ment. The majority of citizens said they would accept the
same alternatives again for a similar call in the future.

Travel time to emergency calls was not significantly re-

duced as a result of the implementation of the alternatives.
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CHAPTER 7
THE DPR TEST IN TOLEDO

DPR ALTERNATIVES

Overview

The new alternative responses implemented in Toledo included delayed
mobile response, expansion of the telephone report unit, outside referrals,
walk-ins, and a communications callback response. The implementation test
period in Toledo ran from November 1, 1982 to April 30, 1983, although the
actual randomization experiment did not start until January 1, 1983. The
DPR test design in Toledo, as shown in Exhibit 7-1, was more like Greens-
boro than Garden Grove in that the call taker had the discretion to select
and transfer the call to the appropriate alternative response, while in
Garden Grove, this decisionmaking rested with the expeditor.

The experimental design in Toledo also differed from the other two
sites. Toledo agreed to establish one call taker position (position 16),
which was staffed 24 hours a day, as the control group. Any calls this
position received which fit the criteria for a telephone response, were
coded for the TRU but dispatched to the field in a delayed mobile response
category rather than taken over the phone. Since there were usually five
call taker positions staffed in the communications center, this control
position should have received approximately 20 percent of the calls for
service. As seen in Exhibit 7-1, the actual percentage was 21.3 percent
with the difference due to the varying number of actual call takers. It
was not unusual for officers from the field to be used as call takers
during busy days, and a pool of officers had received training in the new
call classification system.

The call takers other than position 16 represented the experimental
group, and followed the normal routine of transferring the TRU-eligible
calls to the TRU for a telephone report. While not a fifty-fifty split as
in the other two sites, this experimental design met the requirements for
the field test.

As noted earlier in this report, during the Toledo project the city
experienced a serious fiscal crisis due to the downturn in the automobile
industry and subsequent high unempioyment rates. At one point, unemploy-
ment reached 12 percent. The impact in the city was a decline in the
revenues for the general operating fund of the city. As a result of this
decline, over a period of several months 900 municipal employees (24 per-
cent of the work force) were laid off. The police division was reduced to
628 sworn officers from a high of 772, and the civilian staff was reduced
from 119 to 44 employees. During the month of May 1982, approximately 200
city employees were laid off, including 30 civilian personnel from the
police department. Since many of these civilians were in essential jobs,
the police department had to transfer officers from the field to fill these
positions. The sworn force remained approximately 25 percent below
authorized strength throughout the project as a result of the attrition.
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Citizen Calls
Police For
Service

65,866

fact 3

.

Information

Test Period: 'Januafy 1, 1983 - April 30, 1983

*There were an additional 10,878 dispatch tic

ST e T S TR s S SO A
EXHIBIT 7-1
TOLEDO DPR PROCESS
Call Taker 43,603 Call Taker
Processes Selects
Call 66.2% Response
33.8%
22,263
Call Taker
Provides

TR TR OTTRLOTTR SR OB SE
Emergency (16.3%)
Call
36,828 Requires Immediate (28.8%)
84.5% Mobile
Dispatch¥ Delayed  (54.9%)
Control Group
(Position 16)
(—————> Delayed
| 1,169 Mobile
5,497 Eligible 21.3% Dispat.ch
for ——eﬁ
12.6% TRU
4,328
L_78.7% ;TRU
758 3JOutside
1.7% Referral

1.0%

___‘ZQ____E{Communication
2% Call-Back

Walk=-ins

kets for backup units to these calls.
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This fiscal picture put the police management in a situation where it
had to sacrifice some of the experimental requirements of the test design
in order to continue to handle its daily operational demands. Because of
the economic problems, the police department was even more committed to the
DPR project, since management saw it as a solution to the problem of how to
handle an increasing workload with a decreasing workforce without sacrific-
ing citizen satisfaction with police service.

A partial solution to Toledo's fiscal crisis came in the Fall of 1982
in the form of a tax increase approved by a voter referendum. One of the
factors attributed to passage of the referendum was that the city pledged
to earmark a quarter of the funds generated from the tax increase to police
and fire services. The police and fire unions had lobbied aggressively for
passage of the referendum. In mid-1983, the police department was author-
jzed to hire 120 new officers, bringing their sworn strength back to the
1980 level. However, the department did not receive authorization to
refill the Tost civilian positions.

In addition to this fiscal situation, other factors existed in the
department which made the implementation of the alternatives more difficult
than at the other two sites. For example, the police labor union contract
included strict guidelines on the bid procedures to fill available posi-
tions in the department, and the dispatcher positions were reserved for the
rank of sergeant. Newly promoted sergeants bid for available positions,
and if two persons wanted the same position, then seniority determined the
selection. However, the job of dispatcher was not seen as a "good" job for
newly promoted sergeants, since they were anxious to be placed into posi-
tions which they felt fit their skills more appropriately. As a result,
the sergeant dispatchers were generally disgruntied and anxious to find
other jobs in the department. The interviews that were conducted during
the evaluation confirmed these viewpoints on the dispatcher position.

Another factor was the manual dispatch system, which was a slow,
traditional system in contrast to the CAD systems in Garden Grove and
Greensboro. Over 60 percent of the telecommunicator survey respondents in
Toledo felt their communications equipment was outdated and ineffective,
while in Greensboro and Garden Grove, over 90 percent were satisfied with
their communications equipment.

Because of the personnel layoffs, Toledo was forced to make changes on
a different schedule than the other two sites. First, in order to meet the
demands of an increased workload, the types of calls which the TRU could
handle were increased as of May 1982, which was four months prior to the
training on the new call classification system and six months prior to the
formal implementation of the alternative responses. Second, while the test
officially began on November 1, 1982, the procedure involving position 16
in the communications center did not occur until January 1983. Fortunate-
1y, this latter circumstance did not adversely affect the evaluation, since
the test length of four months provided a sufficient volume of calls for
evaiuation.

The alternative responses emplioyed by Toledo during the DPR test are
presented in more detail in the following subsections.
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Description of Alternative Responses

Delayed Mobile Response. Prior to DPR, Toledo had no formal policy or
procedure for delaying the dispatch of mobile units to answer citizen calls
for service. Because of the department's staffing problems in patrol,
there were more occasions when all units were busy than at the other two
sites. When this occurred, citizens would naturally receive a delayed
response to their calls. However, the determination of which calls to
delay and which calls to handle quickly rested with the discretion of the
individual dispatcher. Calls being held in queue usually were dispatched
to the next available unit, with 1ittle regard for travel time. As one can
imagine, this practice resulted in a great deal of time-consuming cross-
beat dispatches.

Under DPR, a new delayed call policy was established. When the "home
beat" unit was busy and the calls met the delayed call criteria, these
calls could be held in queue for up to 60 minutes until the home beat unit
came back in service to receive the calls. The callers were informed that
a unit might not arrive for 60 minutes, and were given the option to
decline and request an immediate response.

Telephone Report Unit. Prior to May 1982, the TRU was staffed by
three civilians from 2:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
Effective May 14, 1982, these civilian personnel were laid off by the city
and four officers were transferred to staff the unit. The hours of opera-
tion were expanded to 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and
the types of calls eligible for the TRU were increased. The physical
location of the unit remained in the records room, which was located in the
main police building across the street from the communications center.

The types of calls which the unit began to process over the phone
included garage burglaries, commercial burglaries (with no loss), misde-
meanor assaults, telephone harassments, criminal menacing, dog bites, lost
property, and additional information on previously filed reports. In terms
of the degree of implementation, an analysis of the TRU calls presented
later in this chapter verified this increase in activities.

Procedurally, if a call met the new criteria for a telephone report,
the call taker obtained the name of the caller, address, phone number, and
type of complaint, and explained to the caller that an officer from the TRU
would return the call the next day. This information was entered on dis-
patch cards which were forwarded to the TRU each morning. A TRU officer
would then contact the citizen and complete the report over the telephone.

One of the problems with the Toledo implementation of TRU was the
delay in returning the call and reaching the citizen to process the report.
It was not uncommon to have a one to two-day delay before someone from the
TRU reached the complainant. It could take three to four days if the
original complaint came in to the call taker on a Friday.

Qutside Referrals. Another type of alternative service available to
the call takers was to refer the caller to another agency. As with the
other two sites, the call takers were already performing this alternative
prior to the project. However, the list of agencies was expanded and the
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call takers were encouraged during the training sessions to make greater
use of the referrals.

Communications Callback. In certain types of minor violations where a
police warning was usually sufficient to alleviate the complaint, Toledo
designed the communications callback, an efficient alternative to the
traditional dispatch of a mobile unit.

The callback criteria included noisy parties, Toud sounds, barking
dogs, certain parking violations, and other minor complaints. When a
complaint met this criteria, the call taker would obtain the name, address,
and phone number of the offending party (this information was usually
obtained from the complainants, cross directories, and commercial telephone
directories). The complainant was notified that the call taker would call
with a warning, but that a unit would not be sent.

The call taker then called the offending party and advised the indi-
vidual of the nature of the complaint. The complainant was not identified.
The call taker further indicated that if the offensive behavior was not
stopped, then a patrol unit would be sent. If a later complaint was
received in regard to the same offensive behavior, a delayed mobile dis-
patch was made.

Walk-Ins. A final procedure implemented during the DPR project was to
advise citizens to come to the police department to report their problems.
The most frequent use of this procedure was with minor assaults between two
parties in which one of the participants wished to press charges. By
coming in to the department, a report could be given to the citizen to take
immediately to the prosecutor's office.

This procedure was also used to a lesser extent during periods when
the patrol units were saturated with calls; for example, during winter
storms when traffic accidents and other related problems created a backlog
of serious calls in the communications center. During these times, the
call taker requested citizens to come to the department to report minor
offenses.

MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

At the start of the DPR project in Toledo, there was a major problem
in analyzing dispatch tickets. The department had obtained a software
package five years earlier which processed dispatch ticket information and
produced several reports on the volume of calls by time of day, day of
week, and type of call. The reports also included information on average
response times, average travel times, and average on-scene times. The
police department was responsible for keypunching the dispatch ticket
information, then entering the records into the city's computer for analy-
sis by the software package.

While these reports were adequate for the department's purpose, two
events happened which decreased their utility. First, the department was
several months behind in keypunching dispatch information due to the lay-
offs of civilian personnel. No current information about the volume of
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calls was available at the start of the project. Second, the changes
brought about by the new call classification system made the software
package unusable, since it was tied to the ol1d dispatch ticket and classi-
fication system.

Because of these problems, the police department became interested in
obtaining its own minicomputer system for the specific purpose of analyzing
dispatch ticket information. Approval for acquiring this equipment as part
of the DPR project was obtained from NIJ. System requirements were devel-
oped in April 1982, and a request for vendors to bid on hardware and
software was issued in June 1982. In September, the department selected
the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) to install a Data
General computer system with its recently developed POSSE software system.
The POSSE system was specifically developed to process dispatch ticket
information and produce a series of reports on calls for service. The IACP
agreed to make modifications to the system to accommodate the new call
classification system and the revisions to the dispatch tickets. Reports
generated by the system included the following:

e Daily Summary of Calls for Service

o Beat Report by Hour of Day

e Incident Summary by Beat Areas

o Activity by Day of Week

o Activity by Hour of Day

e Activity by Hour and Day of Week

o Response Time by Patrol Beats

e Response Time by Event Type

e Time Consumed on Event by Hour of Day
e Time Consumed by Hour and Day of Week
e Time Consumed by Responding Unit by Hour of Day

Unfortunately, there were several problems encountered in the initial
hardware and software obtained with the system. It was several months
before these problems were resolved, with the subsequent effect that only a
sample of dispatch tickets was available for the evaluation. As discussed
later in this chapter, the evaluation team was provided 31 days of dispatch
tickets covering January through March 1983. There were 23,003 dispatch
tickets in the sample, which was an adeguate amount for the purposes of the
evaluation. The figures shown in Exhibit 7-1 are an extrapolation from the
analysis of the sample of tickets.

By the end of the grant period, in June 1983, the hardware and soft-
ware problems with the system had been almost entirely resolved, and the
department was able to produce reports on a regular basis. With funds from
the grant, keypunchers were hired on a part-time basis to key the backlog
of tickets that had been accumulating. In summary, as a result of the DPR
project, the department was able to significantly upgrade its capability to
process and analyze dispatch tickets. The information provided by the
system allowed the department to determine how well the call classification
system was working, how busy the patrol units were on calls for service,
and whether changes in patrol allocation were needed.
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TEST RESULTS

Use of Alternatives

Exhibit 7-1 shows the test portion of the project, which centered on
the calls eligible for the TRU. Just over 21 percent of these calls came
through position 16 and received a delayed mobile dispatch as part of the
test design, while the remaining eligible calls were transferred to the TRU
to have a report taken over the telephone. The dispatched calls in the
control group from position 16 were separated from the other dispatches so
that proper comparisons could be made. As with the other two sites,
Exhibit 7-1 shows the test and the effects of having all alternatives in

place.

In Toledo, 15.5 percent of the calls were handled in an alternative
fashion, while 84.5 percent required the dispatch of a patrol unit. The
percentage of calls being diverted was Tess than the other two sites, but
the total volume of 6,775 calls handled in alternative ways represented a
significant workload. The TRU handled 10 percent of the calls, which was a
1arge volume for a unit of only four officers. In the next section of this
report, a detailed analysis of the TRU calls is presented.

As seen in Exhibit 7-1, outside referrals and communications center
callbacks were seldom used, and represented only 1.9 percent of the total
calls. While the callback alternative was an innovative idea, it was one
which the project staff had difficulty persuading the call takers to use.
The call takers in Toledo had been assigned to the communications center
for longer periods of time than at the other two sites, and had grown
accustomed to simply providing information, or processing calls to get just
enough information for a dispatch. The callback procedure ran counter to
these customs. It was generally agreed among the project staff that con-
siderably more callbacks could have been made than was the case during the

test.

Another problem with establishing other alternative procedures in
Toledo was that the department did not have specialized units as did the
other two sites. The traffic section of the department had beeri absorbed
into the patrol force as a result of the decrease in personnel, so that it
was not possible to divert the traffic-related workload to other units.
Similarly, there were no evidence technicians under the control of the
police department who could be made available for handling crime scenes on
their own as in the other two sites. These circumstances restricted the
options which were available to the department.

Calls Handled by the Telephone Report Unit

As stated earlier, in May 1982, the civilians in the TRU were laid of f
along with many other civilians in the department, and four officers were
transferred to the TRU. At that time, the types of calls which the unit
could handle were expanded considerably. This step was also necessary
because of the decrease in sworn personnel resulting from the fiscal prob-
lems in the city. With the expanded types of calls, the TRU could now
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handle the following:

Garage Breaking and Entering
Commercial Breaking and Entering (with no loss)
Misdemeanor Assaults
Telephone Harassment

Thefts Under $1,000

Criminal Damage Under $1,000
Missing Persons

Lost Property

Supplemental Reports

Dog Bites

Criminal Menacing

An important procedural change also occurred when the officers were
transferred to the unit. The previous policy was for the call takers to
give the telephone number of the TRU to citizens and request that they call
the unit during the hours of operation. The problem with this procedure
was the tendency for citizens to call early in the morning, with the result
that the TRU lines were frequently busy. Since there were only two tele-
phone lines into the TRU, many callers eventually became frustrated and
finally gave up trying to report the problem. In a separate analysis
during the planning phase of the project, the evaluation team compared the
number of referrals from the call takers to the actual number of TRU
reports and found that approximately 20 percent of the incidents were never
reported. In addition, 40 percent of the respondents to the evaluation
survey who had received TRU service during the planning phase of the pro-
ject stated that they had called the TRU number more than once in trying to
report their problems.

With the new procedure, the call takers recorded the information from
the citizens, then sent the cards to the TRU so that the officers could
return the calls and take reports. While there were delays of up to 48
hours in returning the calls, virtually none of the callis were lost as a
result of citizen frustration in trying to reach the TRU.

One other TRU procedure with regard to misdemeanor assaults should be
mentioned. If the TRU officer determined while talking to the complainant
that the victim intended to prosecute a known suspect, then the TRU officer
could advise the victim to come to the records section and file the report
in person. The advantage of this procedure was that the victim could
obtain a copy of the report at that time and pro¢eed directiy to the City
Prosecutor's office. This procedure was equivalent to the "walk-in" pro-
cedure as used in the Garden Grove project. However, it has not been
listed as a separate alternative because of the low volume of calls of this
type handled by the TRU officers.

Exhibit 7-2 shows the number of reports by type which were actually
taken by the TRU during the four-month experimental period. The figure
does not show the group of control calls which were eligible for the TRU
but were dispatched to patrol units as part of the test. As might be
expected, the greatest number of reports were taken in the theft category,
which accounted for over half of the total volume, with thefts from
vehicles accounting for almost 42 percent of the total theft reports. The
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EXHIBIT 7-2

REPORTS TAKEN BY TOLEDO TRU

January - April 1983

Type of Report Number
Garage B&E 257
Commercial B&E 26
Misdemeanor Assault 40
Telephone Harassment 74
Theft
Vehicle 1,802
Bicycle 86
Residential 175
Business 204
Purse 161
Total Theft 2,428
Criminal Damage
Vehicle 707
Residence 170
Business 86
Total Criminal Damage 963
Lost Property 73
Additional Information 372
Dog Bites 68
Criminal Menacing 14
Coercion 13
TOTAL 4,328
113
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category of criminal damage accounted for 22.2 percent of the total calls,
with damage to vehicles as the Targest subcategory. The percentages drop
off significantly after these two categories, with additional information
reports accounting for 8.6 percent of the total, and garage breaking and
enterings accounting for 5.9 percent.

Since the TRU was in place in Toledo prior to the project, a question
of interest is the increase in volume handled by the unit during the test
period. Exhibit 7-1 showed that there were 5,497 calls eligible for the
TRU, or an average of about 1,375 per month. Prior to the DPR project, the
TRU averaged about 725 reports per month. Thus, the increase as a result
of the additional types of calls referred to the TRU was about 90 percent,
or almost double the previous amount. Part of this increase was also
attributed to the new procedure in which an officer called the citizen back
rather than having the citizen reach the unit in a separate call.

It is also of interest to calculate how busy the TRU would have been
if all 5,497 reports had been written. The procedure with the TRU officers
was that they completed the dispatch tickets from the communications center
to show the time that the officers contacted the citizens and the time that
the conversations were completed. Analysis of these tickets showed an
average of 11.2 minutes per call for this elapsed telephone time. However,
this average does not include the time required to write the report and the
time required to locate the caller if unsuccessful on the first try. Dis-
cussions with TRU personnel indicated that 20 minutes per report was a
better average for their efforts. This average is in line with the other
sites.

With 5,497 reports at 20 minutes each, a total of 1,832 hours can be
calculated as the amount of report work which the TRU officers accomplished
over the four-month period. Four officers working 20 days per month gives
a total of 2,560 staff hours of available personnel for a "utilization
factor" on reports of 71.6 percent. The remaining time can be accounted
for by general administrative work, meals, and other activities which do
not get recorded. As will be seen in the next section, this utilization of
officers was considerably higher than that of patrol officers on calls for
service.

Delay Time, Travel Time, and Service Time

As with the other two sites, an analysis of the dispatch tickets
showed the impact that the new call classification system and alternatives
hdd on patrol operations. In Exhibit 7-1, for example, it can be seen that
of the 36,828 calls which received a mobile dispatch, 16.3 percent were
classified as emergencies, 28.8 percent as immediate, and 54.9 percent as
“potentially" delayed. The last category has been called potentially
delayed because these calls were delayed only if the unit in the area of
responsibility was busy. If the unit was still busy after 30 minutes, the
call was assigned to the nearest available unit. As with the other two
sites, the call taker had the responsibility of informing the caller of a
potential delay. Interestingly, the percent of potentially delayed calls
is almost exactly the same as in Garden Grove, but much higher than in
Greensboro. By contrast, the percent of emergency calls in Toledo is much
higher than in either of the other two sites, which may be attributed to
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the conservative approach by the call takers on this category.

One of the options in all three sites was an "override" option in
which callers could request a patrol unit rather than receiving an alter-
nate service. The overrides in Toledo accounted for only 1.2 percent of
the total dispatched calls, which meant that the call takers were effective
in getting citizens to accept the alternatives.

The impact on the time in the communications center was reflected in
the averages of 2.3 minutes for emergency calls, 5.9 minutes on immediate
calls, and 11.1 minutes for potentially delayed calls. The group of con-
trol calls from position 16 were delayed s1ightly longer, with an average
of 15.0 minutes per call.

Travel times and on-scene times followed these same patterns. The
average travel time to emergency calls was 4.8 minutes, to immediate calls
was 6.8 minutes, and to potentially delayed calls was 8.0 minutes. On-
scene times were almost exactly the same for all three types of calls: 21.2
minutes for emergency calls, 20.9 minutes for intermediate calls, and 21.2
minutes for potentially delayed calls.

A question of interest in Toledo, which the evaluation staff analyzed
in some depth, was how busy patrol units were on calls for service. To
answer this question, it was necessary to analyze the duty rosters for the
test period to determine how many patrol units were actually fielded on
each shift each day. While a time-consuming task, it provided information
not otherwise available in the department. In fact, Toledo was the only
site for which this analysis was conducted because of the difficulties in
obtaining information on units fielded in Greensboro and Garden Grove.

The utilization for patrol units on calls for service was calculated
by dividing the total amount of time on calls by the number of available
unit hours. The amount of time on calls, including backups, was calculated
from the figures in Exhibit 7-1, and the above information on average
times. The average time (travel time plus on-scene time) for the 36,828
dispatched calls was 28.3 minutes and the average time for the backup units
was 20.3 minutes. Combining these figures gives a total of 21,043.6 hours
of work by the patrol units on calls for service. The duty rosters re-
vealed that there were about 37 patrol units fielded each day (12 to 13
units per shift) for the four-month period, a total of 107,448 available
unit hours. Thus, the utilization of the patrol units on calls for service
was 19.6 percent.

If the alternatives had not been available, these patrol units would
have handled about 6,325 more calls for service. Using the same informa-
tion on average service times, these additional calls would have increased
the utilization to 22.8 percent.

In such a large police department, a three percent reduction in patrol
unit utilization is still important, and it would have been difficult to
achieve without the DPR project. For example, suppose the department had
desired to respond to all calls for service without alternatives, but also
reduce the utilization to 19.6 percent by adding patrol units. A quick
calculation shows that about 43 units per day, or about two more units per
shift, would have been necessary to achieve this objective. Staffing two
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units per shift would have required at least 10 additional officers i
U - , which
1s considerably more than the four officers assigned to the TRU.

In summary, the use of the alternatives reduced the utilization
. (3 3 . . Of
patrol units, thus prov1d1ng_add1t10na1 time for programs such as directed
patrol or increased on-scene investigation, without having to increase
substantially the number of authorized patrol officers.

Citizen Satisfaction with the Alternatives

In Toledo, the citizen surveys during the experiment i
conduc@ed in the same manner as at the otﬁer two gites gxg;pgegggg :ﬁge
selection of_citizens to call was entirely a manual process, since the
department_d]d not have a CAD system. The dispatch tickets were the source
for determining which citizens would be called. During the test period
the surveys conducted in Toledo were as follows: ’

Number of Citizens Surveyed Type of Response

337 Telephone Report
2 Mobile (TRU control group)
122 Delayed Mobile

As with the other two sites, there was a high acceptan
alternatives as reflected in Exhibit 7-3 below. gw1th tﬁegTES :§t22§ative
95.9 percent pf the respondents stated that they were satisfied with the ’
service provided, as compared to 95.2 percent who received a mobile
response, and 92.6 percent who received a delayed mobile response. Respon-
dents were also asked if they would use the same type of service again if
they had.to report a similar type of incident. Over 90 percent of those
who received TRU service said they would be willing to have this service

again, as compared to 79.8 percent willing to a :
response again. g gree to a delayed mobile

EXHIBIT 7-3
CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH ALTERNATIVES

. Satisfied Dissatisfied
Mobile Response 95.2% 4.8%
Delayed Mobile Response 92.6 7'4
Telephone Report Unit 95.9 4.1

With rqgard to the delayed mobile responses, the same result as the
other two sites was found. Nearly half (46.8 percent) of the respondents
said they were not told or could not remember being told that there was
going to be a delay before a unit would arrive.
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CONCLUSIONS

The major conclusions of the DPR field test in Toledo are as follows:

e The alternatives of an expanded telephone report unit, a
formal delay dispatch policy, outside referrals, and
communications callbacks were successfully implemented in
Toledo. Implementation and evaluation problems were
encountered because of the fiscal problems in the city.
In summary, the department had to start the TRU expansion
earlier than planned with expanded staffing by sworn
officers.

o The experimental design was successfully implemented. It
differed from the other two sites, since a 25/75 split of
calls was made under the randomization procedure. However,
the four-month duration of the test provided a sufficient
volume of calls for evaluation of citizen satisfaction.

o The telephone report unit officers were able to handle
over 10 percent of the incoming calls for service.
Given that the unit was staffed by only four officers,
this volume of calls was very good.

e The least used alternative in Toledo was communications
callback. This alternative was not used in a sufficient
volume to have an impact on field operations. At the end
of the project, the department management retained the
alternative with the intention that more calls would be
handled in this manner.

o Citizens expressed satisfaction with the alternatives.
With the TRU alternative, 95.9 percent of the respondents
stated that they were satisfied with the service provided,
as compared to 95.2 percent who received a mobile response,
and 92.6 percent who received a delayed mobile response.

o With regard to the TRU alternative, over 90 percent of the
respondents stated that they would be willing to use this
service in the future for a similar type of incident. For
delayed mobile responses, 79.8 percent said that they
would agree to a delay in the future. As with the other
two sites, there were many respondents (46.8 percent) who
did not recall being informed that a delay might occur.

o After resolving the hardware and software problems, the
management information system provided the department
with a very good analysis capability for the dispatch
tickets. It provided a variety of reports on call for
service activity which were beneficial in analyzing the
patrol plan. In addition, the analysis can be tied to the
call characteristics under the new call classification
system.
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CHAPTER 8
MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS OF THE FIELD TEST

Introduction

At this point in the report it is useful to discuss some of the major
conclusions and future implications of the research derived from the pre-
ceding chapters. The remainder of the report, except for the chapters on
evaluation approach and the telecommunicators, focuses on citizen satisfac-
tion with the alternatives.

This chapter will also be helpful to criminal justice personnel
considering adopting DPR or changing their current use of dispatch
alternatives.

Implementing a Complete Program

One of the points stressed earlier in this report is that the DPR
project involved a sequential implementation. The call classification
systems and intake procedures in the communications centers were studied
and restructured prior to the selection and implementation of alternative
responses.

There are also other programs or components which should be considered
when a department plans for DPR. Moreover, there is a logical or sequen-
tial development which should be followed. When planning for DPR, one of
the other most important activities which should be simultaneously planned
is what to do with the patrol time which is freed due to diverting calls to
alternatives.

A schematic of the development process for implementing improvements
in call handling and patrol operations is shown in Exhibit 8-1. The signi-
ficance of this framework is twofold. First, all components should be
planned and designed simultaneously. Second, there is a logical sequence
in the implementation of the components. The following subsections de-
scribe each component of the framework in further detail.

Component 1. Call Classification and Alternative Response Process.
This component is the basis for all other components and is the first
analytical response to the demand for police services. It involves the
extent to which departments methodically develop a process to manage the
demand for police services.

The first step in the process involves the development of policies
related to call screening and classification, call prioritization, and
intake procedures. The call classification and intake systems in the
communications centers serve as the first level "filter" of the demand
generated by citizen calls for service.
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The next step involves the development of a full range of alternative
response strategies used to handle calls for service including those stud-
jed at the three test sites:

e Immediate Mobile Response (applicable to perhaps 5-10
percent of the calls)

e Delayed Mobile Response

o Non-Mobile Response
--Telephone Report Unit
—-Referral to Other Sections (inside or outside the department)
--Mail-In Reports
--Walk-In Reports ‘

e Use of Non-Sworn Personnel (e.g., civilian evidence tech-
nicians rather than patrol officers to burglary scenes)

Proper implementation of this component means that emergency calls are
recognized and receive the rapid attention they deserve, while non- ,
emergency calls may receive an alternative response which satisfies the :
citizen and accomplishes the needs of the police department. In this j
manner, the alternative response strategies can have a measured impact on {
the volume of calls assigned to field units and on the geographic distribu- §
tion of these calls.

Component 2. Patrol Allocation Plan. Once the demand has been fil-
tered and measured, an accurate patrol allocation plan can be developed.
The patrol allocation plan involves the spatial and temporal distribution
of officers and units in relation to the demand for service and workload.

Police departments generally strive for the best possible allocation x
of patrol personnel, keeping in mind some important factors such as:

¢ Minimizing response time to critical calls for service
e Equalizing workload among units

® Reducing time-consuming inter-beat dispatches

e Reducing unnecessary backup coverage.

The patrol allocation plan also sets the standard for the amount of
time devoted to other patrol programs such as criminal jnvestigation and :
directed patrol efforts. Time for these programs is determined by a com- ;
bination of the time saved from the alternative response process and the
patrol allocation plan.

Component 3. Criminal Investigations Support. The degree of involve-
ment by patrol officers in investigating and reporting on crime scenes is a ;
significant factor of patrol operations management. The level of detective i
follow-up is also greatly influenced by a department's policies regarding ’
the patrol officer's use of case screening by solvability factors such as
those used in Managing Criminal Investigations (MCI) Programs.

An expanded role in preliminary investigations will increase the
amount of patrol time spent on this activity, which consequently has an
impact on the number of officers and units allocated to patrol. It is
necessary to build in a factor in the allocation plan which allows for %
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greater average service time on calls requiring patrol officer
investigation.

Component 4. Crime Analysis Support of Patrol Operations. Crime
analysis support is the key component for directing patrol activity. Pre-
Timinary investigations, reports, and call information provide the input
for crime analysis. Directed patrol assignments are the output. Critical
factors involved in integrating crime analysis into the management of
patrol operations include the capabilities and acceptability of the crime
analysis staff, the organizational placement of the unit, the nature and
quality of the crime data (including automated capabilities), and the
relationship between crime analysis targets and the problems in the
community.

Component 5. Directed Patrol Activities. One of the assumptions in
developing an efficient and effective patrol operations program is that
uncommitted patrol time is better utilized on directed patrol activities
than on traditional random patrol. From department to department, there is
a wide variance in the employment of directed patrol. Directed patrol
programs include split force programs, special crime units, dispatch
oriented patrol, and officer initiated activities. More recently, police
departments are studying increasing services to victims of crime as a
directed patrol activity.

In a department that wishes to heavily emphasize directed patrol to
achieve objectives of greater prevention and increased detection/apprehen-
sion, the first four components can all be manipulated to devote as much as
50 to 60 percent of all patrol officers' time to directed patrol.

One of the concerns of local poiice chiefs is that if city managers or
mayors become aware of the amount of officer time freed by DPR, they may
view this as an opportunity to trim the size of the authorized personnel.
To counteract this possibility, worthwhile and effective directed patrol
programs should be planned as part of planning for DPR. Thus, the freed
patrol time can be shown as being channeled into proactive efforts such as
special drunk driving task forces, active execution of backlogged felony
arrest warrants, or providing more community services.

Component 6. Monitoring Systems. Monitoring is a critical function
for developing truly successful DPR and patrol operations plans. The term
"moritoring" is used in a broad sense in this context to include review and
evaluation. Close and continuous monitoring by management focuses on
whether the communications personnel and patrol resources are being used
according to the plans. Monitoring systems check the status of the other
components to identify improvements in each area. For example, checks
should be made on the volume of calls for non-mobile responses, on the
percent of time units are busy on calls for service, on the amount of time
and volume of directed patrol assignments being performed, and most impor-

tantly, on the consequences of these programs in terms of patrol objectives.

Planning for DPR

Part of thez success of this DPR Field Test can be attributed to the
quality and degree of planning which went into the effort. In reviewing
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different aspects of the planning, two of the most critical decisions
included: (1) setting aside enough time for quality planning, careful
jmplementation, and training; and (2) selecting and assigning qualified
personnel to conduct the planning. In both of these regards, each of the
three test sites in this research were outstanding.

The time needed to redesign the call classification systems and change
the call intake procedures was initially underestimated by the sites, as
was the difficulty of the task itself. However, since a good working call
classification model has now been successfully developed and tested, other
police departments should be able to adjust and refine the model to their
own needs in far less time.

In terms of staffing for DPR planning, each of the three sites used a
different approach. Garden Grove assigned the task to the captain in
charge of Administrative Services, which included the communications cen-
ter. Toledo assigned the effort to Research and Planning. Greensboro's
approach included a staff assignment to a specially created unit (consist-
ing of an experienced lieutenant, patrol officer, and a telecommunicator),
and creation of a DPR task force. A further discussion of the success of
the Greensboro task force might be helpful to other departments.

Abraham Lincoln, renown for his individual decisionmaking, has been
quoted as referring to committees as the following: "A group which suc-
ceeds in getting something deone only when it consists of three members, one
of whom happens to be sick and another absent." Similarly, many chief
executives are reluctant to share decisionmaking or make policy by group
concensus.

In Greensboro, the DPR Advisory Board developed good policy and
operating procedures for the alternative responses. The Board also re-
viewed and modified the call classification matrix. The use of this Board
resulted in widespread acceptance of and commitment to the DPR project
throughout the department. However, as noted in Chapter 6, working through
the Board also was time-consuming, and reaching a group concensus may have
resulted in a more conservative approach to selecting the types of calls
that could be diverted from patrol.

There were three primary factors which contributed to the success of
the Greensboro Advisory Board. First, the Chief clearly showed his support
for the Board in its inception by disseminating a special general order
authorizing the Board and outlining its role and objectives. The Chief
also allowed the personnel to meet during normal working hours, and the
department frequently provided lunch for day-long meetings.

Second, the Greensboro DPR project staff assisted the Board by provid-
ing background materials on the project and making presentations on the NIJ
grant guidelines. The staff also collected, analyzed, and presented data
to the Board to help in decisionmaking; and served as "secretary" to the

meetings by keeping minutes and reducing all important decisions to writing.

The third and most important key to the success of the Board was the
selection of the chairperson, a patrol commander later promoted to Deputy
Chief of Operations. This chairperson combined the critical skills of
being "people-oriented" with being "task-oriented." As the RMA staff

122



. -

sk

observed by sitting in on over half of the megtings, he was a good listener
and allowed all members to comment and gartic1pate. He also moved the
group along the agenda in a timely fashion.

Factors in the Success of the Field Test

From the point of view of technology transfer, the DPR F1e1d Test
provides some very good lessons for other police departments 1nterested“1n
the concept. The models are extremely wel1l-documented, tested, and evai-
uated. In fact, the models were designed with technology transfer in mind.

For other departments considering DPR, the evaluators have se1$cted
the following points as being key factors in the success of DPR at the
three test sites:

e The original Test Design document was very clear and
readable. This is a credit to the NIJ staff who worked
on the development of the project.

e The planning, execution, and staffing of the_projects
at all three sites, and the support and commitment from
the chiefs, was excelilent.

e There were no other major programs introdgced at the
three sites curing the course of the DPR implementation
which could have diluted the concentration and attention
of the chiefs and staff from DPR.

e There was no turnover of chiefs or project staff at any
of the three sites during the project.

e There were no threats from internal (gnions, elected
officials) or external (citizens, media) sources at the
three sites during the project.

This last point deserves further discussion. Prior to starting DPR,
each chief at these three sites gained some level of commitment from the
city managers and councils. As well, when the grants were qwarded, each
site prepared a press release or held a news conference to inform the media
and citizens of the project and why it was needed. The unions in Toledo and
Garden Grove were also informed of the project, and never mounted any real
challenge--possibly because they saw the benefit of the freed time 1in

patrol.

The only potential outside threat, which never materia]ized, was the
fiscal crisis and subsequent city personnel 1ayoffs in Toledo. In fact,
Toledo was able to use DPR, as described in Chapter 7, to lessen the
negative impact of the layoffs on the department.

Perhaps because these key factors enabled DPR to run so smoothly, and
because the project was evaluated as a success, the chiefs at all three
sites have fully institutionalized DPR into the departments.
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Cost of Alternatives

One of the areas for evaluation enumerated in the NIJ Test Design Pro-
gram document was the cost of alternative response techniques: are the
alternatives less costly than the traditional response of sending out a
mobile unit to all calls for service? To answer this question, the evalua-
tion team conducted a special analysis of the costs of the alternatives
compared to mobile response. In general, the findings show that the costs
are less for the alternatives. Moreover, the productivity levels are much
higher for the alternatives in comparison to traditional mobile patrol.

Another way of viewing the issue is that the benefits derived from
implementing alternatives can be measured in terms of the amount of work
relieved from patrol units. This savings in labor can then be translated
into "saved" dollars. These benefits are really a "cost avoidance" rather
than a "cost saving" because they represent patrol resources in monetary
terms which can be applied to other activities (such as directed patrol,
community service, increased on-scene investigation by patrol, and other
activities) rather than actual surplus in the budget.

Thus, the traditional call for service function of patrol can be
cheaper and more productive when handled by the alternatives, and patrol
time for other activities can be increased. Some examples will be helpful.

During May 1983, the Garden Grove expeditor unit completed 541 call
reports. A sample of 200 expeditor call reports for disturbances, suspi-
cious activities, property-related events (burglary, larceny, etc.), and
traffic accidents were analyzed for service time and were compared to 350
mobile patrol report calls in the same event categories. Exhibit 8-2 below
shows that the total service time for a mobile patrol report call was
nearly three times longer than the time required to service a comparable
call with the expeditor.

EXHIBIT 8-2

COMPARISON OF SERVICE TIMES FOR
GARDEN GROVE EXPEDITOR AND MOBILE PATROL

Average Service Average Report Total
Time per Call* Writing Time Service Time
Expeditor 8 minutes 10 minutes 18 minutes
Mobile Patrol 35 minutes 20 minutes 55 minutes

*Inciudes response time

It is interesting to translate the time differences into a cost com-
parison. In order to identify the cost of mobile patrol, the sites
provided the evaluators with detailed breakdowns of costs. The model for
the cost analysis was taken from an article by Willjams and Sumrall (1983).
Exhibit 8-3 shows how the cost per minute of mobile patrol time in Garden
Grove was derived.
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EXHIBIT 8-3
COST OF PATROL TIME IN GARDEN GROVE

DIRECT LABOR FOR PATROL OFFICER

Average patrol officer's salary (5 years on the job)
including cash fringe benefits such as pension, health
insurance, seniority, education incentive, etc. ($23.26
per hour times 1,861 productive hours per year).

Assignment/availability ratio in department to fill a
patrol position 365 days a year.

Average salary multiplied by the assignment/availability
ratio to determine salary cost of staffing one patrol
beat with one officer for 365 days a year.

Labor cost per minute (8-hour day) for patrol beat
staffed by one officer.

COST OF UNIFORM PATROL ADMINISTRATION
Salaries of sergeants, lieutenants, civilian personnel,
etc., assigned to field operations (includes fringes).

Total number of officers assigned.
Cost per officer.
Cost per minute.

OVERHEAD COSTS FROM SUPPORT UNITS
Includes all units which provide support or assistance to

uniformed operations including:

Chief's Office (public information, research, legal
opinions, inspections, intelligence, internal affairs,
community relations, etc.).

Service Divisions (communications, records, detention, train-

ing, personnel, evidence processing, building maintenance, etc.).

Total of above categories.

Percentage of above personnel resources which are assigned
or can be allocated to support uniformed operations.

Overhead from above categories allocable to uniformed operations.

Total number of officers in uniformed operations.
Allocable overhead represented on a per-officer basis.

Allocable overhead represented on a cost per minute basis
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$43,286

1.6

$69,257

$ .39

$1,333,320

96
$13,888
$.026

$194,860

$338,891

$533,751
50%

$266,875
96
$2,779
$.005

g ::‘ N

COSTS OF UNIFORMS AND EQUIPMENT
Value of annual uniform allowance or actual uniforms
furnished patrol officers.

Cost of equipment furnished each patrol officer (includes
leather goods, weapons, badge, handcuffs, and such items
that last mere than one year). Annual share of equipment
expected to last five years. ($521 : 5 = $104)

Total cost of uniforms and equipment on an annual basis.

Costs of uniforms and equipment represented on a daily basis.

Costs of uniforms and equipment represented on a per-minute basis.

COST OF PATROL CARS
Number of new cars added to the fleet each year.

Average cost of each new car.

Cost of package added to each new car (includes radio,
screens, lights, etc.). Projected four-year life of
package results in 25 percent of package cost added to
this annual cost ($4,000 x 25% = $1,000).

Average cost paid for each new patrol car including 25
percent of patrol car package.

Total annual fleet replacement cost (number of cars times cost).

tha] annual patrol fleet maintenance costs (includes gas,
0il, replacements, and repairs).

Total fleet cost.
Fleet cost on a per car basis.
Fleet cost on a daily basis.

Fleet cost on a per-minute basis.

$512

$104

$616
$1.69
$.001

14
$10,000
$1,000

$11,000

$154,000
$168,000

$322,000
$23,000
$63

$ .044

Per-Minute Costs

Direct Labor
Administration
Overhead

Uniforms & Equipment
Vehicle

TOTAL
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$.395
.026
.005
.001
.044

$.471



A AN v T S et

B

r{, Rt 1.3?

;

Returning to the Garden Grove expeditor workload for May 1983, the
unit completed 541 report calls, at an average of 18 minutes per call, for
a total of 162.3 hours. For a mobile patrol unit to handle this same work-
toad, at 55 minutes per call, would have required 495.5 hours. Thus, the
Gard%? Grove expeditor "saved" 333.2 hours of patrol time for the month of
May 1983.

Exhibit 8-4 compares the per-minute costs of the expeditor service to
the per-minute costs for mobile patrol. The patrol costs are the "fully
loaded" costs from Exhibit 8-3, and include salaries and fringe benefits,
administrative costs, overhead, equipment, and vehicles. The cost for the
expeditor service does not include vehicle expenses. Thus, in comparing
the May 1983 expeditor workload to the cost of handling the same workload
by mobile patrol, the expeditor service resulted in a cost avoidance of
$9,798. Traditionally, one-third of these calls would also include a
backup patrol unit which, if it were not involved in report writing, might
stay on the scene half the time. If one assumes this occurred in Garden
Grove, then the cost avoidance figure increases to $11,266.

EXHIBIT 8-4

COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR GARDEN GROVE
EXPEDITOR AND MOBILE PATROL

Minutes of Cost per Total

Service Time Minute Cost
Expeditor 9,738 $ .43 $ 4,187
Mobile Patrol 29,755 47 13,985
Backup Patrol 3,124 .47 1,468

In addition to lower costs, the efficiency of the alternatives is
evident in higher productivity when compared to mobile patrol. To deter-
mine this productivity factor, the evaluators compared the unit utilization
of the Toledo TRU with the mobile patrol. Unit utilization is a ratio of
time spent on work to available time. As presented in detail in Chapter 7,
the unit utilization of the four-officer TRU was 71.6 percent, while the
unit utilization for patrol units was 19.6 percent. Thus, the Toledo TRU
was over three times more productive per officer than mobile patrol in
hand1ling report calls.

In summary, the cost analysis found that the alternatives were less
cost1ly and more productive in handling report calls than traditional mobile
response. The most efficient alternatives were TRU, civilian evidence
specialists, civilian cadets, the accident hit-and-run drive-in, and the
communications callback. In addition, as a result of the analysis for DPR,
the elimination of police escort and ambulance services in Greensboro
resulted in a significant cost avoidance for patrol.

So that the reader will not be misled, there are some additional costs
to the alternatives. For example, there are training costs for the tele-
communicators. However, if these three sites were typical of most police
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departments, the telecommunicators were in need of in-service training
regardless of whether or not a new call system was implemented. As noted
in Chapter 10, training for telecommunicators has been overlooked by many
police departments. Thus, the primary cost of the alternatives is the
staffing. At all three sites, however, staffing for the alternatives was
less costly than handling the same workload by mobile patrol.

FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

The greatest implications for police departments resulting from the
DPR research are in the areas of policy and personnel development. For
years, police departments have geared policy toward a rapid emergency
response. The DPR results, confirming prior research, suggest that such an
emergency response may occur in less than one out of twenty calls for
service.

Thus, while it makes sense to rethink the policies dealing with the
bulk of the non-emergency calls, the quick identification of true emergen-
cies is still essential. For this reason, there is a need to reduce the
total volume of calls into the emergency communications call takers. At
all three test sites, nearly half of all calls into the communications
centers were for information only. These information only calls also come
in on the 911 emergency 1ines.

In order to screen information only calls from calls requiring police
assistance which may be emergency assistance, departments may need to mount
a public education program to teach the public to distinguish between
police telephone numbers for information, non-emergency assistance, and
emergency assistance. A catchy number such as "830-INFO" would be helpful.
Furthermore, call takers should admonish callers who misuse the emergency

Tines.

Once such a call screening system and policy has been established, it
would be possible to divert all information only calls from the telecommu-
nicators in the communications center to a less qualified receptionist at a
lower salary. Such a position may only be needed from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m., and might be combined with a visitors check-in desk in the entrance
lobby of the police building. Obviously, the volume of information only
calls, and the interference these calls cause in the communications center,
should be analyzed before determining the cost-effectiveness of such a
position.

One of the most significant implications of DPR for the future is the
control which management will gain over the previously autonomous telecom-
municators. Through a combination of DPR written procedures for call
classification and alternative response, and new monitoring techniques and
procedures developed under DPR, poiice management will be able to introduce
more uniformity, standardization, and accountability into the communica-
tions centers. This control greatly broadens the future utility of the

communications center.

This point was recently proven in Toledo. About eight months after
the completion of the field test there, the city experienced some serious
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violence associated with a local union strike. This situation received
nationwide media attention. Since Toledo had institutionalized DPR after
the experiment, the Chief decided to reassign the majority of the patrol
force to help contain the violence, while only responding with a patrol
unit to emergency calls. The rest of the calls were diverted to alterna-
tives such as the telephone report unit and walk-in reports. The
department was able to increase the workload to these alternatives because
of the procedures that existed. For several days, call takers informed
citizens of the reason for the diversion of so many calls, and very few
complaints were received.

Significant personnel development implications are also derived from
the DPR test. In communications, the evaluation results, although based on
a small sample, showed many advantages to using civilian telecommunicators.
These advantages are described in detail in Chapter 10.

The continued proliferation of computer technology for call taking and
dispatching, the sophistication of a DPR system, and improvements in the
pay, promotional opportunities, and esthetic working conditions for tele-
communicators, will lead to better qualified and better educated personnel
applying for these positions in police departments. With more talented
personnel resources, departments can expand the use of DPR, and the commu-
nications centers in general, to greater levels.

By studying the operations in the communications centers and develop-
ing new procedures for call classification, jntake processing, and
alternative response, departments should simultaneously be able to identify
the knowledge, skills, and abilities required of telecommunicators. The
identification of these job characteristics and qualifications should
enable departments to develop more effective personnel selection criteria,
promotion tests, and training materials. The use of computers and simula-
tions should also play a greater role in future telecommunicator selection,

promotion, and training.

The DPR test also has implications for the future of patrol officers.
One of the historic problems in policing is the control of backup units.
Because of the uncertainty of situations where responding officers receive
calls with little descriptive information other than the "10-code," patrol
officers often have informal policies of backing up responding units on
many types of calls. These backups may include more than one additional
unit, and often occur without the knowledge of the dispatcher. Such back-
ups clearly have cost implications.

The results of the patrol officers survey, as part of the evaluation
of DPR, found that most officers felt they received more and better infor-
mation on calls under DPR, which enabled them to be better prepared when
they arrived at the scene of the call. Such improvements in call informa-
tion may lead to better management and control of patrol backup.

Another implication for patrol officers is that under DPR, officers
have an opportunity for more free time, since a significant number of calls
for service are being diverted to alternatives. This phenomenon may have
hiring and training implications for the future. Rather than having one's
work dictated by the dispatcher, patrol officers and patrol supervisors

will have the freedom to involve themselves in more self-initiated activities.
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This may lead to the recruitment of officers who are more sel{-confident,
assertive, and resourceful, rather than those who display characteristics
associated with discipline, regimentation, and control.

Finally, DPR has interesting legal implications. Many police chiefs
will probably ask themselves the question: Can the police be held negli-
gent for not responding to a citizen call for service with a patrol unit in
a timely fashion?

Historical caselaw indicates that the police are not negligent for not
responding at all. Most courts have held that the decision to respond to a
public call involves the discretionary allocation of public resources and
is a matter clearly within the discretion of the executive and legislative
branches. Thus, diverting calls to alternatives is permissible. In addi-
tion, DPR only diverts non-emergency calls. Calls involving potential harm
to the public, even under a DPR system, should still receive emergency
police responses by mobile units.

What if the dispatcher promises a unit, but one does not respond?
This situation, unlike DPR, could result in a negligence finding and,
depending on the circumstances and the law of the state, vicarious 1iabil-
ity to the department and city. Both the New York Court of Appeals (DeLong
v. County of Erie, 469 N.Y.S. 2d 611, 457 N.E. 2d 717 (1983)) and the
Washington Supreme Court (Chambers-Castanes v. King County, 100 Wash 2d
275, 669 P. 2d (1983)) have recently held that where citizens call the
police special emergency telephone line and are promised a rapid response,
and such response is not forthcoming, the police may be 1iable for any
resulting harm done to the person.

In the Delong case, a woman called the 911 number and requested police
assistance in connection with a potential assault. The dispatcher assured
her a police officer would be there "right away." In this situation, the
court held that the police elevated themselves from the duty owed the
public in general, for which no legal responsibility requires service to an
individual, and created a special duty of care to the caller so as to be
accountable for negligence in the performance of that duty. This voluntary
assumption of a duty to act carried with it the obligation to act with
reasonable care.

In this case, unfortunately, the call taker took down the wrong ad-
dress, police were not dispatched to the woman's home, and she was fatally
stabbed by an intruder. The jury awarded her estate $800,000, which was
upheld by the Court of Appeals.

Prior to DPR, the evaluators listened to tape recorded conversations
of calls for service and found call takers promising units to nearly all
calls "right away." A review of the dispatch tickets showed that response
time to some of these calls was over 30 or 45 minutes. As discussed in
Chapter 3, the DPR model advocates informing callers of any delays asso-
ciated with the servicing of their calls, whether by a patrol unit or an
alternative.
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CHAPTER 9
EVALUATION APPROACH FOR THE DPR FIELD TEST

BACKGROUND

Project Initiation

.As with othgr field tests sponsored by NIJ, there was a desire to have
a major evaluation of the DPR program. In December 1980, a solicitation
was 1ssugd by NIJ requesting interested firms to submit proposals for an
evg]uat1on of the DPR projects at all three sites. The major evaluation
objectives were enumerated in the solicitation:

° Assgss the impact of the differential response system on
police practices;

) Agsgss the impact of the differential response system on
citizens; and

o Assess the transferability of the program.
As stated in the solicitation announcement,

The evaluation is designed to generate knowledge of the
impact of the program for both the practitioner community
and the research community, and technical descriptions of
the development/implementation process for those jurisdic-
tions which might undertake a similar program.

_Through jts normal review process, NIJ assessed all the proposals
submitted and selected RMA to conduct the evaluation. The grant to RMA was
subsequently awarded in June 1981.

.The timing of the evaluation grant prior to the selection of the sites
provided positive long-range benefits for the evaluation. It is well known
ffom the.11tgrature that weak evaluation results can occur when the evalua-
tion activities are not introduced until late in the program being examined.
Having the evaluation team on board at the start of the project increased
the potential for a successful evaluation effort.

. Another asset to the evaluation was the relatively long planning
period, over eight months, at the start of the project. As discussed in
Chapter'Z, it was during the planning phase that project personnel from the
three sites met on several occasions with the technical assistance contrac-
tor aqd the evaluation team. The evaluation team was particularly active
at this time in providing information to the three sites, developing base-
line da;a for later comparisons, working with the project staffs in
developing their new call classification systems, and determining what
alternatives should be implemented.
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Type of Evaluation

With encouragement from NIJ's Office of Evaluation, the evaluation
approach was more formative (hands-on) than summative (hands-off). As
defined by Rossi and Freeman (1982), a formative approach means that the
evaluators are engaged to participate in the actual design of the project
in order to increase the success of subsequent intervention efforts and to
increase the validity of the evaluation results. A primary reason for the
intensive activities by the evaluation team during the planning phase was
to assure that a valid and complete evaluation could be performed during
the test phase of the project.

Emphasis on the formative approach should not be construed to mean
that the summative aspects of the evaluation were ignored. Throughout the
project, interim reports in the form of "working papers" were provided to
the site project personnel and to NIJ representatives to reflect the pro-
gress of the project and to give results on the citizen surveys conducted
at the time of the working papers. No recommendations or suggestions on
project changes were included in any of the working papers. Instead, the
aim was to present the evaluation results in a clear and consistent manner
so that project personnel would know the direction of the evaluation and

the main topics for the final evaluation report.

With involvement in the planning phase of a project, there is always
the potential for the evaluator to become an advocate and partisan actor in
the program activities. Obviously, an evaluator has opinions which may be
solicited, but the evaluator's main role is to provide information to the
program managers for their consideration in forming or changing the activi-
ties of the program. The evaluation team was as objective as possible
during the entire project in providing information in an unbiased manner.
The aim was to ensure that the-implemented project activities could be
evaluated to give results with a high degree of confidence.

In the next section of this chapter, the main considerations of the
project which guided the evaluation design are discussed. The chapter ends
with a discussion of the potential threats to the validity of the evalua-

tion design.

EVALUATION CONSIDERATIONS

Two-Phase Process

A unique design characteristic of the DPR Field Test was that it was
planned as a two-phase process. The first phase included the development
and implementation of a new call classification system, and the second
phase involved the introduction of the call alternatives. In many other
police departments, alternatives have been implemented either with no
changes in call classification, or with changes in call classification
being made simultaneously, resulting in 1imited changes to accommodate the
alternatives. Thus, the changes initiated under DPR were more extensive
than those made in most other police departments.
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An advantage of the DPR Field Test was that the test design document
developed by NIJ recognized that the greatest emphasis should be placed on
the first step of changes in the communications centers. Success there was
viewed as a prerequisite to success with the alternatives. In addition, an
aim of the field test was to determine the maximum number of citizen calls
that could be diverted from an immediate mobile response and replaced with
alternatives. Only by placing emphasis on the call taker activities could
this determination be made.

This approach obviously meant that an evaluation was needed for the
changes in the communications centers separate from the evaluation of the
alternatives. The evaluation.results of the new call classification,
presented in Chapter 3, represent a process evaluation of the efforts
required to establish the new systems. Chapter 10 discusses the role of
the telecommunicators and includes an impact evaluation of the changes in
the communications centers. Since the changes occurred prior to the intro-
duction or expansion of the call alternatives, there is no confounding of
interventions and, subsequently, a higher level of confidence in the over-
all evaluation results.

In all three sites, there was at least a three-month 1ag between
implementation of the new call classification systems and the actual field
tests for the call alternatives. During this period, the call takers
determined whether calls were eligible for alternatives, but processed the
calls in the normal manner, since the alternatives were not yet in place.
The time gap allowed a sufficient period for the communications center
personnel to become acclimated to the new procedures. The evaluation of
the field test was then able to proceed without having to be concerned
about separating the effects of the communications center changes from the
effects of the alternatives. The final field test periods represented the
combination of the two-phase process.

Randomization Requirement

Another overriding consideration during the evaluation design was the
requirement for a randomized test of the alternatives. Use of a randomiza-
tion procedure was discussed in the field test design, and all three
departments stated in their grant applications that they would conduct a
field test with a randomization procedure. However, actual agreement on
the use of randomization came only after resolving many concerns expressed
by the three chiefs and the project staffs. A portion of every cluster
conference during the planning phase was devoted to this topic. The
primary concern was that the departments would be providing different
services for the same types of calls. That is, under the proposed random-
ization procedure, citizens in the experimental group would have their
calls handled by the alternatives, while citizens in the control group
calling about exactly the same types of incidents would receive immediate
mobile responses. Such an approach ran counter to the general philosophy
of police departments to provide equal services to all citizens. On the
other hand, the departments could cite other operational programs which had
been started on a test basis in only one area of the city. After consider-
able discussion, it was agreed that the best way to have a high degree of
confidence in the final evaluation results, particularly on citizen satis-
faction, was to use a randomization process.
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The primary advantage of randomization was that it al1lowed comparisons
to be ma@e on control and experimental groups during the same time period.
In addition, there was a desire to make some comparisons with the results
of the surveys conducted during the baseline period. These "before/during"
comparisons, as presented in Chapter 15, showed several positive changes in
citizen satisfaction between the two periods. However, as discussed in the
evajuat1on Titerature, citizen opinions can be affected in the short term
by influences such as the passage of time between the baseline and test
period, the effects of seasonal weather differences, and the changes in
general economic conditions. The randomization process eliminated the
effgcts of the outside influences by having control and experimental groups
during the same time period. The combination of performing before/during
comparisons and comparisons under the randomization procedure offered the
strongest possible evaluation design for the DPR Field Test.

After the details of the randomization procedures were established
the cooperation of the three sites was excellent. As described in Chap{er
5, the CAD system at the Garden Grove Police Department was reprogrammed so
that half the eligible calls went to the expeditor unit and half were
d1spatched: The automatic nature of this procedure insured the validity of
the random1za§ion. Manual procedures were established at the other two
sites and monitoring activities were implemented to assure that these
procedures were followed.

' ;t 1s recognized that these procedures do not produce true randomiza-
tion in thg statistical sense, and that it is better to term them "quasi-
random1zat1on“_0r "pseudo-randomization" experiments. For example, the
Greengboro design took advantage of the work schedule of the telecommunica-
tors_1p the communications center to establish experimental and control
conditions. This approach gave a nonequivalent group design, since the
groups were naturally formed rather than randomly selected. A comparison
of the experimental and control group of telecommunicators in Greensboro
did not ]nd1cate any differences in characteristics such as age, sex, years
of experience, and other variables. Implementing true randomization would
have been y1rtua11y impossible in the experimental setting of this test,
and there is no reason to believe that a true randomization procedure would
have produced different results.

. One exception to the randomization procedures was made with the alter-
native of delayed mobile responses. Randomization would have meant that
thg dispatcher would have had to intentionally delay dispatches to patrol
units even though the units were available to handle the calls. Project
personnel from the three sites believed that such a procedure would have
been very difficult to sell to the general public and to patrol officers.
For this reason, it was agreed that delayed mobile responses would not be
part of the randomization procedures. Instead, the policy was established
at.a1] three sites that calls would be delayed in dispatch only when the
unit in the area of responsibility was busy on another assignment. As it
turned out, this policy achieved the desired effect of providing a suffi- -
cient number of delayed calls for evaluation purposes. .
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No Other Major Changes

Another requirement under the terms of the grants was that the police
departments would not introduce any major programs during the course of the
project. In particular, patrol programs, such as directed patrol programs,
which could have resulted in changes in citizen satisfaction, were discour-
aged. The three sites agreed to this stipulation and did not attempt any
new programs during the grant period. The evaluation results on citizen
satisfaction were thus a result only of changes due to the DPR project, and
the possible confounding effects of other programs were not present as
competing reasons for improved citizen satisfaction.

Demographic Differences

A final consideration in the evaluation design was the demographic
differences across these three sites, as discussed in Chapter 2. While
many of the same alternatives were implemented at all three sites, this
evaluation report does not attempt to make extensive comparisons of results
across sites. Instead, the evaluation highlights how a DPR approach to
managing calls for services actually operated in three different environ-
ments. The fact that there were many project successes is a tribute to the
efforts of the three sites and to the versatility of the DPR approach.

EVALUATION DESIGN

Development of Project Objectives

In forming the evaluation design, one of the first tasks was to
develop project objectives with the sites that could be used for assessing
the worthiness of the changes. The evaluation literature gives two schools
of thought on objectives and evaluations, goal-oriented evaluations and
goal-free evaluations. With goal-oriented evaluations, advocated by Rossi
and Williams (1972) and Weiss (1972), evaluation questions are stated in
terms of formal goals and objectives of a program. Rossi and Williams
state that "a social welfare program (or for that matter any program) which
does not have clearly specified goals cannot be evaluated without speci-
fying some measurable goals." Weiss summarizes evaluation efforts by
stating that "the goal must be clear so that the evaluator knows what to
Took for. . .Thus begins the long, often painful process of getting people
to state goals in terms that are clear, specific, and measurable." This
approach implies that the objectives of a project should be expressed in
quantitative terms so that the evaluation results can indicate the extent
to which the desired results were achieved.

The goal-free school of thought on evaluations, advocated by Patton
(1980) and Scriven (1972), is defined by Patton as "gathering data on a
broad array of actual effects and evaluating the importance of these
effects in meeting demonstrated needs." With this approach, objectives are
not discussed with the project personnel. Instead, the evaluator gathers
data on as many program effects as possible and determines the value of the
program by analyzing the most relevant information. The evaluator is not
tied to a specific set of hypotheses to be tested.
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In formulating its evaluation design, RMA selected a course of action
between these two extremes. On the one hand, it was believed that s;ated
objectives were needed in order to identify the key areas of evaluation at
the three sites and to let the sites know what areas would be examined.
This was particularly important since a formative approach to the evalua-
tion was being followed. On the other hand, the research qature of the‘
project made it difficult for the personnel at the three sites to quantify

their objectives with any precision.

For example, one of the aims was to determine how many.ca1ls‘cou1d
possibly be diverted to the alternatives. There was no re]1§b1e informa-
tion on which to estimate in advance what the number of eligible calls
would be. Without this information, it was not po§sib1e'to develop other
quantitative objectives for the impact on unit utilization, decreases on
average travel time, or several other related measures. For these reasons,
the site personnel were reluctant to tie themselves to specific objectives.

Exhibit 2-6 in Chapter 2 showed the list of objectives which §erved as
the basis for the evaluation design. The 1ist covers all the cr1§1ca]
areas of the project from objectives on call classification to objectives
on alternative responses. Many of these objectives were process-oy1ented
as, for example, the objective of implementing a training program 1in gach
site on the new system. Other objectives, such as those for a1ternqt1ve
responses, were stated without quantitative values. In the eva1u§t1on,
these values were calculated from the actual experiences of the sites and
in some cases, comparisons were made with previous performance.

Measurement Periods

Exhibit 9-1 summarizes the planning and test periods for the three_
sites. As with most multi-site tests, it was difficult for all three sites
to maintain exactly the same schedule. This did not.create a problem
during the planning phase since coordjngtjon was easiest at the start gf
the project, and since there were activities, such as the c§11 classifica-
tion system, which required the cooperation of all three sites.

EXHIBIT 9-1
SUMMARY OF PLANNING AND TEST PERIODS

Phase Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo
Planning Sep 1981-May 1982 Sep 1981-Jun 1982  Sep 1981-Apr 1982

Jul 1982-Dec 1982
Jan 1983-Jul 1983

Call Classification Jun 1982-Aug 1982
Implementation Test Sep 1982-Mar 1983

Sep 1982-Dec 1982
Jan 1983-Apr 1983
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After the planning phase, however, there were occurrences at each site
which dictated when the sites were able to implement the call classifica-
tion systems and the call alternatives. For example, the economic problems
in Toledo required the police department to make changes in its telephone
report unit in May 1982 when civilians in the unit were laid off by the
city. While contrary to the DPR schedule, the department felt that it had
to expand the TRU. Four officers replaced the three civilians, and the
hours of operation and types of calls handled were expanded.

In Greensboro, the Advisory Board was established to review the pro-
gress of the project and to discuss in greater detail the types of calls
which could be handled by each alternative. While the Advisory Board was a
success in terms of gaining long-range support for the project, it resulted
in an implementation delay of the alternatives for the field test. The
Garden Grove project personnel were able to move faster than the other two
sites in implementing both the call classification system and the

alternatives.

Even though different schedules were followed at the three sites,
there were no adverse effects on the evaluation activities. If the evalua-
tion aim had been to make extensive cross-site comparisons, then a more
rigorous schedule would have been beneficial. Such comparisons, however,
were not an aim of the project. Instead, the evaluation design was
developed to measure the effects of a DPR project under different settings.

The important feature of the schedules in all three sites was that the
main project phases--the planning phase, the changes in the communications
centers, and the implementation of alternatives--were clearly delineated.
By adhering to this approach, the evaluation activities could be planned so
that definitive statements could be made on each project phase.

Exhibit 9-2 highlights the measurement periods during the DPR project
along with the total volume of citizen surveys, structured interviews,
questionnaires, and other data sources which were analyzed during the
evaluation. A1l1 of the data listed in this figure were analyzed by the
evaluation team.

Citizen Surveys

Surveys were conducted throughout the project of citizens at all three
sites who had called the police department and received some type of
service for a non-emergency incident. During the baseline period, the
primary aim of the surveys was to determine the level of citizen satisfac-
tion with the call takers, and to estimate what percentage of citizens
would have been willing to accept some type of alternative service other
than the immediate dispatch of a patrol unit. In Greensboro and Toledo,
where telephone report units were already taking some reports of a minor
nature over the phone, a sample of citizens was surveyed to determine their

satisfaction levels with this service.

During the field tests, the citizen surveys were aimed at determining
the levels of satisfaction with the variety of service alternatives that
were implemented. Opinions of citizens in the experimental group receiving
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Garden
Grove
A. Planning Phase
1. Planning Meetings 1
(3 meetings were held in
Washington, D.C.)
2. Citizen Surveys for Baseline
Data
--Mobile Response Surveys 1,990
--TRU Surveys (No Unit Yet)
3. Telecommunicators 1lst Survey 14
4. Field Operations 1lst Survey 70
5. Analysis of Calls for Service Yes
6. Analysis of Call Classification Yes
Systems
B. Call Classification Test Phase
1. Implementation Analysis Yes
2. Analysis of Training
--Telecommunicators Training Yes
--Field Operations Training Yes
3. Analysis of New Call Classifi- Yes
cation Systems
4, Analysis of Calls for Service Yes
5. Analysis of Citizen/TRU (No Unit Yet)
Conversations
6. Telecommunicators 2nd Survey 13

EXHIBIT 9-2

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

C. Field Test Phase

1. Implementation Analysis Yes
2. Citizen Surveys
--Mobile Response (Control) 293
~-Delayed Mobile Response 104
--Telephone Report Unit 338
--0Other Alternatives 93
3. Analysis of Calls for Service Yes
4, Analysis of Alternatives Yes
5. Telecommunicators 3rd Survey 13
6. Field Operations 2nd Survey 56
7. Analysis of Officer Schedules Yes
8. Analysis of UCR Statistics Yes
9. Cost Analysis Yes
10. Technology Transfer Meetings Yes
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Greensboro

1

1,235
798

132
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
93

28

Yes

729
112
503

Yes
Yes

29
125
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Toledo

1,558
1,770

260
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
(Not Recorded)

(NA)

Yes

217
122
437

No
Yes
Yes

40
254
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes



the alternative services were compared to opinions of citizens in the
, control group receiving immediate mobile responses. In addition, some
EXHIBIT 9-2 (Cont.) comparisons were made with the surveys conducted during the baseline period.
Consideration was given to conducting a general citizen survey, using
& random digit dialing approach, to determine whether citizens would be
willing to accept alternatives. Citizens could have been asked about
accepting an alternative if, for example, they were to experience a parti-
cular type of incident. However, this approach was rejected because it was
believed that citizens would have difficulty in relating to a scenario
which they had not experienced. Instead, as discussed in Chapter 11,
citizens who had called the police departments for non-emergency calls and
) ; - had received immediate mobile.responses were the target groups for these
2. On-site monitoring was achieved by hiring a person for each site 2 surveys at all three sites.
on a part-time basis. The on-site personnel were responsible : !
for administering the citizen surveys and other special data i . The dispatch records were the source documents for selecting the
collection/analysis as needed. On some occasions, they attended : . citizens to be surveyed. In Toledo, the selection process was manual,
key planning meetings as observers. ; S using the dispatch tickets, while at the other two sites, daily lists of

D. On-Going Activities

1. Site visits by RMA personnel were made throughout the dura@ion
of the project for the purposes of collecting data, observing
project operations, and other evaluation activities.

T calls from the CAD systems served as the sampling frame. The RMA on-site
ﬂw ‘ ; e person at each site was responsible for selecting the sample. The first
3. Citizen/call taker conversations were analyzed throughout the j L step in the selection process was to take a day's worth of dispatch records
s project. RMA personnel 1i§tened to these conversations as : o E and eliminate all emergency calls. The dispatch records for the remaining
§ recorded in the communications center to determine the degree of ; S non-emergencies indicated whether the callers had received alternatives or
o implementation of the new call classification procedures and to ; . immediate mobile responses. A sample from each group was then taken by the
. qualitatively judge the performance of the call takers during ; Y on-site person.
i the baseline and field test periods. ; - E
1. : Having the telephone number on the dispatch record was, of course, a
:  AR— necessity in order to conduct the survey. In Garden Grove and Greensboro,
7 4. Interviews with key department management personnel were ; - E it was standard policy prior to the project for call takers to record the
% conducted throughout the evaluation. These personnel included %‘ P telephone number of the caller as part of the dispatch record. However, in
the chiefs of police, field operations commanders, commanders of % % Toledo, asking for the telephone number was not a standard policy in the
g units used for alternatives, and other personnel affected by the i S communications center. During the planning phase, the evaluation team
% project. i - requested that the telephone number be recorded by the Toledo call takers
s i = so that the citizen surveys could be conducted. Surprisingly, there was

but also from other communications center personnel. They claimed that
citizens would not give their telephone numbers and that it took too much
additional time to ask for the numbers. While agreement was reached on

i 5 % recording the telephone numbers, there was a problem throughout the project
§ i 4 on adhering to the policy. For the first few months of the planning phase,
k! o more than half the dispatch tickets did not have telephone numbers. As

! I time passed and it was found that no probiems were being encountered, the

% i :E considerable opposition to this request, particularly from the call takers,
i ! g

ﬂ oo bk number of dispatch tickets with telephone numbers reached eighty percent,
- } ~j§ but at no time during the project was there total compliance.

The persons actually conducting the telephone surveys were local
students or other persons from the city. They were supervised by the on-
site person, who monitored the volume of calls being made by each caller
and reviewed all surveys for accuracy. The sampling procedure insured that
citizens were contacted usually only two or three days after the incident.
In some instances, reaching the citizen required several attempts over a
one or two-week period. The instructions for the callers were to attempt
to reach citizens a total of five times, and the survey form allowed for
recording all attempts.
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It was found through experience that the most productive time to reach
citizens was from 5 p.m. to 9 p.m.,, Monday through Friday. Survey callers
were scheduled primarily during these periods, although other times of the
week were used to try to maximize the number of citizens surveyed. During
the entire evaluation period, approximately 17 to 20 percent of the citi-
zens selected for the sample were not surveyed because- they could not be
reached within the five attempts, the telephone number was incorrect (not
recorded correctly by the call takers), or the telephone number had been
disconnected.

Once citizens were reached, it was rare for them to refuse to be
surveyed, and the completion rate at this point was over 97 percent. While
the reasons for the high rate cannot be known precisely, it is probably due
to the non-emergency nature of the original calls and the desire on the
part of citizens to express their opinions about the police department.
The introductory remarks by the survey callers indicated that all responses
would be kept confidential and that the aim of the surveys was to improve
police services to the community.

One of the responsibilities of the RMA on-site personnel was to select
a sample of the completed surveys and recontact the citizens to verify the
information. Approximately five percent of the surveys at each site were
randomly selected and checked in this manner. The on-site person called
the citizens, stated that a check on the information was being made, and
then asked the key questions in the survey again. The procedure insured
that the survey callers were careful in recording all information from the
citizens.

A problem peculiar to Garden Grove was encountered because of the
relatively large percentage of Asian residents in the area. In some in-
stances, a language barrier between the survey caller and the Asian
resident prevented the completion of the survey. This problem was evident
not only with the evaluation effort but also with the use of the alterna-
tives in Garden Grove. The language problems made it difficult for the
expeditor unit personnel to take some reports over the telephone, with the
result that a patrol unit had to be dispatched to the incident. Based on
the experience in Garden Grove, it can be concluded that alternatives such
as telephone reports and mail-in reports have to take language barriers
into account.

In the opinion of the evaluation team, the key to the conduct of the
citizen surveys was the on-site personnel. In two of the sites, the same
on-site person stayed through the duration of the project, while at the
third site, the on-site person was with the project for approximately 75
percent of the time. There was more turnover with the survey callers; the
average employment period of a survey caller was about six months., When
callers were hired, they received training by the on-site person on how to
ask each question and how to elicit the most accurate responses possible.

Analytical Methods
As seen in this report, a variety of analytical methods were employed

in this evaluation. The method selected depended on the nature of the
topic being analyzed. For example, questionnaires to communications center
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personnel and patrol officers were administered during the planning phase
of the project and again during the field test. The same set of topics was
covered on both surveys so that changes could be identified. Since the DPR
project was the only major operational intervention, it is assumed that
changes in responses to the questionnaire were due to the project. Statis-
tical tests in the form of t-tests at the 90 percent confidence level were
used to determine the significance of these changes.

In addition, there were questions during the last survey to determine
opinions about the alternatives which were introduced, and several open-
ended questions allowed the respondents to state their opinions about the
project. Analysis of the individual questionnaires allowed the evaluation
team to tabulate the responses to the questions and make evaluation state-
ments of a general nature about the opinicns of the communications center
personnel.

As previously discussed, the analysis of the citizen surveys was on
two levels. The first level was a comparison of experimental and control
groups during the field tests, and the second level was before/during
comparisons. In either case, the questions on the survey instrument were
the same so that valid comparisons could be made.

Another major analysis was with the dispatch ticket data from the
three sites. The aim of this analysis was to measure the impact of the
alternatives on the workload of the patrol units and the units providing
the alternatives. Decreases in patrol unit workload and compensating
increases in the other units have been shown in this report.

In making these comparisons, a key measure has been the percent of
non-emergency calls for service which could be handled by the alternatives.
In the literature on telephone report units and other alternatives, the
usual measure has been the percent of crime reports handled by the alterna-
tives. Since the majority of calls do not result in crime reports, this
latter measure gives an artifically high percent of workload relief. It
measures the decrease in report workload of patrol officers rather than the
decrease in total workload. The decision of the evaluation team was to
emphasize the decrease in total call for zervice workload of patrol
officers as a more reflective measure of the worthiness of the project.

THREATS TO THE VALIDITY OF THE EVALUATION

In conducting an evaluation of a major field test, there must be
continuing concern about problems that can affect the validity of the
evaluation results. These validity threats were first recognized by Camp-
bel1 and Stanley (1966) who categorized what they considered to be 12 major
sources of problems that can affect any evaluation. Tien (1979) expanded
on these sources to identify a total of 20 threats. These are listed in
Exhibit 9-3 and can be summarized from Tien's study as follows:

¢ Internal Validity refers to the extent that the statistical
association of an intervention and measured impact can
reasonably be considered a causal relationship.
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EXHIBIT 9-3
VALIDITY THREATS to EVALUATION DESIGN

Threats to Internal Validity

1. Extraneous events (i.e., history) may occur during the period of evaluation, inasmuch
as total test or experimental isolation cannot be achieved in social experimentation,

2. Temporal maturation of subjects or processes (e.g., growing older, growing more tired, be-
coming wiser, etc.) -- including cyclical maturation -- may influence observed impacts.

3. Design instability (i.e., unreliability of measures, fluctuations in sampling units or sub-
jects and autonomous instability of repeated or equivalent measures) may introduce biases.

4. Pretest experience, gained from a response to a pretest measurement (e.g., questionnaire,
test, observation, etc.) may impact the nature and level of response to a subsequent post-
test measurement.

5. Instrumentation chang%s (e.g., changes in the calibration of a measuring instrument, changes
in the observers or evaluators used, etc.) may produce changes in the obtained mieasurements.

6. Regression artifacts may occur due to the identification of test or control subjects (or
periods) whose dependent or outcome measures have extreme values. These extreme values
are artificial and will tend to regress toward the mean of the population from which the
subjects are selected.

7. Differential selection -- as opposed to random selection -- of subjects for the test and
control groups may introduce biases.

8. Differential loss (i.e., experimental mortality) of subjects from the test and control
groups may introduce biases.

9. Selection-related interaction (with extraneous events, temporal maturation, etc.) may be
confounded with the impact of the intervention, as, for example, in the case of a self-
selected test group or in test and control groups which are maturing at different rates.

Threats to External Validity

10. Pretest-intervention interaction (including "halo" effect) may cause a pretest measurement
to increase or decrease a subject's sensitivity or responsiveness to the intervention and
thus make the results obtained for a pretested population unrepresentative of the impacts
of the intervention for the unpretested universe from which the test subjects are selected.

11. Selection-intervention interaction may introduce biases which render the test and/or control
groups unrepresentative of the universe from which the test subjects are selected.

12. Test-setting sensitivity (including "Hawthorne" and "placebo" effects) may preclude gen-
eralization about the impact of the intervention upon subjects being exposed to it under
non-test or non-experimental settings.

13, Multiple-intervention interference may occur whenever multiple interventions are applied
to the same subjects, inasmuch as the impacts of prior interventions are usually not
erasable.

Threats to Construct Validity

14, Intervention sensitivity may preclude generalization of observed impacts to different or
related interventions. Complex interventions may include other than those components
responsible for the observed impacts.

15. Measures sensitivity may preclude generalization of observed impacts to different or related
impact measures. Complex measures may include irrelevant components that may produce
apparent impacts.

Threats to Statistical Conclusion Validity

16. Extraneous sources of error {including "post hoc" error) may minimize the statistical power
of analyses.

17. 1Intervention integrity or lack thereof may invalidate all statistical conclusions.

Threats to Conduct Conclusion Validity

18. Design complexity (including technological and methodological constraints) may preclude the
complete and sucessful coaduct of the evaluation.

18, Political infeasibility (including institutional, environmental and legal constraints) may
preclude the complete and successful conduct of the evaluation.

20, Economic infeasibility (including hidden and unanticipated costs) may preclude the compiete
and successful conduct of the evaluation.

Source: Tien, 1979 143
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e External Validity refers to the extent that the causal
relationship can be generalized to different populations,
settings, and times.

e Construct Validity refers to the extent that the causal
relationship can be generalized to different interventions,
imp&2t measures, and measurements.

e Statistical Conclusions Validity refers to the extent that an
intervention and a measured impact can be statistically
associated.

e Conduct Conclusion Validity refers to the extent that an

intervention and its associated evaluation can be completely
and successfully conducted.

Each of these represents a potential problem area for any evaluation
design. The evaluation design for the DPR project was developed with the
aim of eliminating or minimizing their effects. In this section, each area
is discussed and examples are provided on specific problems which could
have had a substantial effect on the evaluation results. In most
instances, the design elements alleviated any problems posed by these
threats.” However, in any evaluation, it is not possible to completely
overcome all threats which can affect the evaluation results. The areas
which continued as problems throughout the evaluation period are so noted.

The internal validity of a design is concerned with whether the pro-
ject interventions are the cause of the evaluation results, or whether
other changes are responsible for the results. For example, if the depart-
ments had been allowed to introduce a new patrol program, such as a beat
redesign or directed patrol activities, then citizen satisfaction could
have been changed as a result of these programs. However, since no new
programs were permitted, this threat was averted. Other evaluation design
features which helped insure internal validity were (1) the use of experi-
mental and control groups during the field test; and (2) the use of the
same basic set of questions on the citizen surveys throughout the project.
Similarly, no major changes were made to the questionnaires completed by
communications center personnel and patrol officers.

The fiscal problems in Toledo during early 1982 probably posed the
greatest threat to the evaluation results in any of the sites. Since many
city employees were laid off during this period, negative reactions on the
part of citizens to all city government agencies could have rezulted.
These negative reactions might have been reflected in the baseline surveys
indicating that Toledo citizens had a lower level of acceptance of alterna-
tives than the other two sites. However, the Toledo citizen surveys
reflected a high level of satisfaction with call takers, and a high level
of satisfaction with the use of the telephone report unit. .

In terms of external validity, the evaluation design presented advan-
tages and disadvantages for generalizing from these test sites to other
populations. The main advantage is that the three sites were different, .
with each representing a particular type of police department in terms of
organization, style of policing, and technology. The Toledo police
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department represents the large, older, traditional department in an
jndustrial setting; Garden Grove, the medium-sized, younger, modern depart-
ment in an urban setting; and Greensboro strikes a middle ground. Many
police departments in the United States fall into one of these three

categories. :

The disadvantage of the evaluation design in terms of external
validity is that the generalizations are being made from a sample of one
site from each category. The design tradeoff is that if three similar
sites had been selected, then the external validity would have been higher
(assuming there were consistent results across the sites), but would be
applicable to a limited number of police departments.

Another key type of external validity problem applicable to the DPR
project was the possibility of a Hawthorne effect on the personnel in the
communications centers. A Hawthorne effect means that improvements occur
because of a group's awareness of the attention from a study, rather than
as the result of project activities. In all three sites, the DPR project
was the first time in many years that the department management had paid
any significant amount of attention to their communications centers. The
situations in the communications centers changed from receiving virtually
no attention prior to the project to being examined in considerable detail
during the project. Receiving this attention obviously had an impact on
the call takers and dispatchers. The evaluation results on the telecommu~
nicators, as presented in Chapter 11, may be due to a combination of a
Hawthorne effect and the changes made during the DPR project.

With regard to construct validity, the interventions at the three
sites were not of sufficient complexity to create problems of intervention
or measures sensitivity. The two-stage process of first introducing
changes in the communications centers, followed several months later by the
introduction of the alternatives, simplified the field test and the evalua-
tion design. Further, the citizen surveys were intentionally kept
relatively simple, with the primary emphasis on satisfaction with the call
takers and the type of service delivered.

The statistical conclusion validity was also believed to be high for
the evaluation of the DPR project. Particular attention was paid by the
evaluation staff to the implementation process at all three sites. The on-
site personnel were particularly beneficial in this regard. The statistics
provided by the dispatch ticket information and other sources of data
clearly indicated that the interventions were implemented in the proper
fashion. In Greensboro, for example, there were clear differences in the
use of the alternatives between the experimental and control days.

One regret which the evaluation team had with the citizen surveys was
that a wider Likert scale was not used to measure citizen satisfaction. It
was believed that such a scale would have been more difficult to use in a
telephone survey than the scale of "very satisfied," "satisfied," "dissat-
jsfied," and "very dissatisfied." As discussed in this report, the
percentage of citizens who were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied was iow
throughout the study. The primary variations resulted from a lower
percentage of persons stating that they were "very satisfied" with the
alternatives as compared to immediate mobile responses. A seven-point
Likert scale, for example, may have highlighted these differences to a

145

i
i

i i
[ein e}

boemed

&
prio e

greater degree of specification. However, the main results on the objec-

tive of maintaining citizen satisfaction with th i ] :
. e altern
with the four point scale. atives remain valid

Finally, threats to conduct conclusion validity di j

, . . _ y did not play a major

ggrzigs]znisof thqb%1tesd11hth1s project. The field test designy@as kgpt
possible an ere were sufficient fund ici i

to conduct a thorough evaluation. nds and sufficient tine

The fact that there were only a few threats to the validi
evaluation results can be attributed to several design failgg;t¥n0€h§2e
field test. Chief among these was the use of the randomization procedures
to obta1n.e§per1men§a1 and control groups which provided reliable compari-
sons on c1t1zeq satisfaction. Effective use of randomization procedures
minimized the impact of the threats to validity. None of the three depart-
ments introduced otheﬁ major operational changes during the project, which
also enhanced the validity of the evaluation results. The project &as also
for?unate that thgre were no changes in the key positions. The chiefs of
police remained with the projects throughout their duration, as did the
project directors for the sites and the supporting staff pe;sonne1.
Finally, the two-stage implementation process provided a means of obtaining
valid evaluation results on the changes in the communications centers
followed by other results on the application of the alternatives. ’

146




e e AR G S 35 -

¥

i 4
5
Wy
udbne

CHAPTER 10
ROLE OF THE TELECOMMUNICATOR

INTRODUCTION

The procedural and policy changes to implement the DPR project had

their greatest impact on the telecommunicators in the communications centers.

A . h
i reviews the impact on the role of the tg]ecommup1cators, bot
Iﬂéscgq%pﬁikers and the dispatchers. The first section examines re%qv%?f
research that has been conducted on the.te1ecommup1pator role in go 1ct.g,
and the state of the art in telecommunicator training. The secqnd sictagn
Tooks at the turnover rates at each of the sites during the period o N
project, and presents the advantages gnd d1sadyantages of.c1y111a?1igp1on
versus sworn personnel in communications. Third, a dgscr1pt1oq ot. e
training programs each of the sites Qeve1oped for their commuq1g§ 1onsf the
personnel is presented. Finally, this chapter presents the f1n 1ng; 0 ]
surveys of telecommunicators and patrol officers, and a sgecya] stu yt? .
citizens who had calls handled by the telephone report unit in Greensboro.

municators at each site were surveyed at the beginning of the
grantTegfqa:; end of the call classification deve]opmenp phase, and tgwg;d
the end of the field test implementation. gach survey included over é t%e
questions on operations, job satisfaction,'1pterpersona1 re1at1ons{ an
effect of the changes in call intake, p011p1es and propequres, Frag£1n?%rst
and other DPR changes. Over 80 telecommunicators part1c1pated }n e rst
and third round of surveys. These included approximately 40 te egommgg
tors from Toledo, 14 from Garden Grovg, and 30 from Greensbogo.t 1ueommuni-
scheduling conflicts, it was not pos§1p1e to survey the To1§ o te eg e
cators at the end of the call c]ass1f1cqt1on test phase. T e sgatcond and
third surveys included questions on training fgr the DPR project an
ing in general that were not included in the first survey.

Patrol officers were surveyed on two occgsions, anq survey fmdmgs1
pertaining to changes in their relationship w1th communlcat1025 perioggiec_
are discussed. Restults of a citizen survey which determined t]edmos erre
tive communicator style are also presented. The.chapter conc g_es wi ]
discussion of barriers to successful 1mp1ementat1qn of.a1terna ives, an
recommendations for effective changes in a communications center.

THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE TELECOMMUNICATOR

i iti key role in

he call taker or complaint operator trad1t1onq11y p]ays a ‘
po]iez operations, yet generally occupies a low position in the io1%ceand
organizational hierarchy. Call takers are usually Fhe first con ag s e
in many instances, the only contact citizens have with the_poljce hep:r
ment. Scott's (1981a) study of over 26,000 calls for service in i rent of
metropolitan areas encompassing 24 departments found that in 50 pi;fiiall
all calls for service, the coomunications personnel comp]ete]y hin e] "
calls. This role of "information broker" was accomplished by re ?rr;ation
the call, transferral, or taking information from or providing infor
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to the caller. The three DPR sites experienced similar high percentages of
"information only" calls.

The discretion used by call takers on their jobs is nearly as great as
that of officers in the field. Prior to DPR, call takers at all three
sites were relatively free to decide how to classify a call, whether to
dispatch a patrol car, to whom to refer the call, and what sort of informa-
tion to provide the caller. Scott (1981a) noted in his study that even
though supervisory personnel may be present, they seldom change or question

the call taker's categorization or request for a patrol car or monitor the
work of the call taker.

Decisions made by call takers also influence the actions taken by the
responding officer, as seen in Pepinsky's (1976) study of 373 responses to
calls in Minneapolis. He found that, to a Targe extent, "Patrolmen's
decisions as to whether to report offenses were determined by the terms of
the calls they had received from the dispatcher." If an offense was not

named by the dispatcher, it was highly unlikely that the officer would
report an offense.

Civilianization of the call taker position has been found to lead to
increasing overclassification of calls. For example, in order to insure
that a unit responds, the call taker will classify the calls as more serious
than they might really be. Maxfield (1979) examined discretionary decision-
making by complaint operators in the San Francisco Police Department, and
found substantial increases in dispatched calls for service following
civilianization. Antunes and Scott (1981) also noted overclassification of
calls. One reason for this could be a desire of call takers to shift away
from themselves the responsibility of making a mistake or using bad judgment.

Several studies have shown that the people who become call takers and
dispatchers often are not of the highest caliber, since the position is
considered clerical and held in low esteem by most police departments
(Farmer, 1981; Scott and Percy, 1980; Scott, 198la). Many times, when
sworn officers are used, the positions are filled by those on light duty
due to disability, or who are otherwise not fit for street duty. When the
positions are held by civilians, they may be filled by people who are
unfamiliar with police operations (Schnelle et al., 1981).

Telecommunicator Training and Supervision

Regardless of who fills the position of call taker, it is character-
ized nationally by a lack of supervision and training. Farmer found that
over half of the departments in areas with populations over 500,000 had no
dispatch supervisors; 31 percent provided no training for operators; and 25
percent provided no training for dispatchers. Of those that did train, the
median level of basic operator training did not exceed 80 hours in any
department. In-service training did not exceed a median of 40 hours.

The Florida Chapter of the Associated Public-Safety Communications
Officers (APCO) surveyed 500 service agencies throughout the state and
found that, other than on-the-job training, training was non-existent in
all but a few areas of the state (Brandt, 1982b). Sixty-five percent of
the respondents reported training was inadequate and was generally provided
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on the job, and 82 percent felt standard basic training and certification
was needed. Brandt contends that not only is on-the-job training time-
consuming, and therefore the least cost effective training method, it is
also the least efficient way to learn. The level of efficiency reached by
the on-the-job trainee will seldom exceed that of the trainer.

The need for supervision and training has been noted by many authors,
especially the need for call takers to inform citizens when to expect a
patrol car to arrive. Schnelle et al. (1981); Percy (1980); Pate et al.
(1976); Cahn and Tien (1980); Scott (1981) and others have noted poor call
taker telephone habits. They stress the imporiance of having operators
tell citizens when to expect the police to arrive, and caution that citi-
zens may be discouraged from calling the police in the future if they did
not receive a satisfactory response from police during a previous

interaction.

Scott recommends that the call taker position be upgraded, and that
stricter supervisory control be placed on operators through selective
monitoring of calls and recording of incoming calls. He also suggests that
jmproved hiring and selection procedures be used. Scott and Percy highly
recommend that telephone operators receive formal training prior to com-
mencing work, and stress the importance of reducing the degree of self-
training that is currently the norm.

In the past few years, states have started to recognize the importance
of the public safety telecommunicator and the need for standardization and
training programs. Florida has been a forerunner in this area, and
recently submitted legislation that would establish a state office of
telecommunicator training. This office would implement a voluntary program
and provide uniform standards and curricula for telecommunicator training
and certification. It would also develop criteria for testing and certify-
ing trainees. The 1aw would assist schools and agencies in the development

of programs and training.

Several schools around the country offer specialized telecommunicator
training programs. The Florida Institute of Criminal Justice, administered
by Central Florida Commuriity College, provides state-mandated law enforce-
ment and correctional training courses. In 1976, the Institute began a 40-
hour communications seminar, which has developed into an innovative
simulator training program (Chete, 1980). Based upon the simulator train-
ing program used by the Orlando, Florida Police Department, the Institute's
training program was established through the combined efforts of business,

service agencies, and the college.

Since 1971, the University of Delaware Continuing Education Department
has offered three-day Public Safety Telecommunicator Training Seminars geared
to medium and small-sized departments. One unigue feature of these seminars
is that they can be contracted out by local communities at a sizable cost
savings. There is also a similar series of modules designed for supervisors.

“The Communications Service of the Texas Department of Public Safety
operates 32 communications facilities throughout Texas, and has developed a
modular four-month on-the-job training program for supervisors and new
employees (1980a-c; 1981). The basic training outline consists of 14 phases,
similar to those in Delaware and Florida. The Texas program offers a 40-
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hour training program twice a year fo i
C / r all operators with less than on
{ﬁ?g;ﬁ experience. Telecommunicators are also required to attend a 40?hour
rvice school once every two years for the remainder of their employment.

The curriculum used in a three-week i
) - program to train 911 em
gﬁ:rgtgrs at the New York Police Academy is considered one of th:rgggiyin
ation (Alexander, 1982). - The program includes an introduction to

transactional analysis, victi isis i
ans . imology, crisis intervention, a i
suicide, and uses a simulation as wé]]. » and handTing

The training programs undertaken by the three sites for the DPR project

were also well developed, and will be discussed in detail later in this chapter.

CIVILIANIZATION OF TELECOMMUNICATOR POSITION

The use of civilian and sworn telecommuni

) _ rn unicators at the three DPR si

lgﬁlg?egotgskgglgerjgge :f po§?1b11ities, from complete use of sworn p:;fes
: e of civilians. Exhibit 10- i

differences of each communications center: 10-1 summarizes the personne

EXHIBIT 10-1
COMMUNICATIONS CENTER STAFFING AND GRGANIZATION

Staffing Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo
Call Takers Civilians Civilians Officers
Dispatchers Civilians Civilians Sergeants
Supervisors Sergeants/Civilians Civilians Lieutenants
Administrators Lieutenant Civilian Captain

The typical staffing per shift in Garden Grove was two c
' al

gze ordﬁwo dispatchers, and one supervisor; in Greensboro, two Jaf?kigiérs
: Eee 1spatchers, and one supervisor; and in Toledo, four or five call ’
c?v%qs’ three q1spatchers, qnd one supervisor. Garden Grove created the
Shift;aq1poswﬁ1on.of lead dispatcher to provide supervision during the
shirts : en the }1e3?enant was not on duty. In Toledo, the officers as-
1’gh£ ] o communications were not permanently assigned, and officers on

ig uty frequently were temporarily assigned to serve as call takers.

The extensive use of civilians at t i
: wo of three DPR sites reflect
ggiggtiiig Qiégigally towarq'Fhe civilianization of police call tasgrsazge
ispa ons, as we as the civilianization of othe iti
qgth1g the department, such as community service officers. J§§259E253?1-
Thns] as gone from 7.5 percent nationally in 1950, to 13.2 percent in 1972
e latest figures show that nearly two-thirds of police departments in .
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areas with populations of over 100,000 use civilian operators predominantly
(Farmer, 1981). Farmer also found that 49 percent of police departments
used civilian dispatchers, 33 percent used a combination of civilian and
sworn, and 18 percent used only sworn dispatchers.

There are numerous arguments for and against the use of civilians in
communications. Civilians are generally thought to have a higher attrition
rate than sworn staff, due to the classification of telecommunicator jobs
as clerical, the lack of training provided, 1ittle job security, and poor
pay. However, civilians are thought to be cheaper to train than officers,
potentially better skilled to perform the necessary tasks, and less expen-
sive to use than sworn staff.

In order to determine the degree to which these issues were found in
the use of civilians at the three DPR sites, the turnover rates in each
communications center were examined during the entire project period. The
evaluation staff examined the pay scales of each site, and through surveys
of all communications staff, examined their satisfaction with pay and other
aspects of the job. Officers were also interviewed and questioned on their
relationships with telecommunicators as a result of DPR changes. Exhibit
10-2 presents a summary of the advantages and disadvantages pertaining to
civilianization found at the three sites. Following the exhibit is a brief
discussion of the advantages and disadvantages based on the findings from
these several sources of data.

EXHIBIT 10-2

SUMMARY OF ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF CIVILIAN
TELECOMMUNICATORS BASED ON FINDINGS FROM THE THREE DPR SITES

Advantages Disadvantages

1. Higher retention rates with civilians.

1. Civilians may lack
familiarity with
police work and

2. More economical with civilians--salaries
criminal laws.

and training costs less with civilians

than officers.
2. Civilians tend to

3. Improved officer morale over not having overclassify calls.

to perform routine tasks, i.e., clerical,

dispatching. 3. Increased officer
concern that use of
civilians may
threaten their job
security.

4, Increased availability of officers for
other tasks, i.e., directed patrol,
community relations.

5. Civilians are often better educated to perform
the job since they are hired based on skills and
abilities to perform telecommunicator tasks.

6. Civilians are more satisfied than officers
with the career potential of the job.

B i e
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Retention Rates in Communications During Project

The time span examined to determine the retention rates was from July
1981 to December 1982, A11 call takers and dispatchers (excluding supervi-
sory personnel and administrators) were included if they had been hired as
of July 1, 1981, or were hired during the time period under study.

The overall retention rate was 98.3 percent in Garden Grove and 91.5
percent in Greensboro. In Toledo, the rate was 82.6 percent for officers
and sergeants excluding light duty officers, and 76.6 percent if light duty
officers wei@ included. Contrary to some findings (e.g., Schwartz, 1975),
civilians in communications had a lower turnover rate than sworn staff.

The retention rate in Garden Grove was the highest of the three sites,
where in actual turnover, only one telecommunicator terminated during the
study period. Greensboro's data shows that it retained 88.5 percent of the
communications personnel who could have worked for the entire study period,
as compared to Toledo, where only 71 percent of the personnel were retained
by the communications center for the entire project.

Toledo also experienced high turnover in the captain and lieutenant
positions in communications during the study period. Five of the seven
lieutenants who served in communications retired or transferred out during
the study period, and the position of captain was filled by three indivi-
duals, two of whom retired during the study. This high turnover of the
management staff was noted by many telecommunicators during their inter-
views as causing inconsistency, lack of leadership, and morale problems.
There was no turnover in the administrative positions in the communications
centers in Garden Grove and Greensboro during the study period.

Salaries and Other Costs

At the end of calendar year 1981, the average pay for a telecommunica-
tor with three years' experience at each of the sites was: $17,600 in
Garden Grove, $14,000 in Greensboro, and $21,000 for the officers in Toledo
($24,000 for sergeants). During the course of the project, telecommunica-
tors at all of the sites received pay raises and changes in the job rates,
so that by the end of 1982, salaries for telecommunicators with three
years' experience at each of the sites were: $18,240 for a Telecommunica-
tor I in Greensboro, $19,320 for a dispatcher (Level D) in Garden Grove,
and $22,500 for an officer in Toledo ($25,898 for sergeants). Even with
the changes in the pay rates, the civilian telecommunicators at each of the
two sites were paid less than the officers in Toledo.

In addition to the actual salary costs, there were a number of other
costs associated with officers that did not apply to civilian communica-
tions personnel, such as pensions, recruiting costs, and officer training
academy costs. The telecommunicators at each of the sites, prior to
improvements under DPR, were trained on the job. In Greensboro, the Tele-
communicator II's Zerved as trainers and new employees received trainee
salary during thei* training period of six months. In Toledo, training was
more haphazard and not routinized. In Garden Grove, the lead dispatchers
served as trainers.
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Regardless of the salaries, three-quarters of all telecommunicators
surveyed, whether civilian or sworn, were satisfied with their pay. Garden
Grove telecommunicatasrs exhibited the highest level (86.4 percent) of
satisfaction. In Greensboro, 69 percent were satisfied with their pay, and
in Toledo, 75 percent of both officers and sergeants reported they were
satisfied.

Civilian Versus Sworn Satisfaction with Telecommunicator®'s Job

The telecommunicator surveys included several questions on the degree
of satisfaction experienced with telecommunicator work activities. A
number of questions on their satisfaction with the career potential of the
job and with their progress in the department were included. Exhibit 10-3,
which presents the results, shows that civilians were more satisfied with
the activities of the job, with their chances for getting ahead, and with
their progress in the department than were their sworn counterparts.
Civilian telecommunicators were also nearly twice as 1ikely to regard their
job as a career position as were the sworn officers and sergeants in
Toledo.

EXHIBIT 10-3
TELECOMMUNICATOR JOB SATISFACTION

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo  Toledo Toledo
Total Total Officers Sergeants Total

Satisfied with
work activities 77.3 % 93.0 % 57.7 % 64.3 % 60.0 %

Satisfied with chances
for getting ahead 77.0 55.1 26.9 57.1 37.5

Satisfied with pro-
gress in department

up until now 92.4 89.6 57.7 85.7 67.5
Regard job as career

position 72.7 86.2 53.8 35.7 47.5

Educational Level of Telecommunicators

The educational level of the telecommunicators at the three sites
differed greatly between sworn and civilian workers. In general, civilian
telecommunicators were considerably better educated than sworn personne’.
Exhibit 10-4 shows that one-third of the telecommunicators in Greensboro
had completed four years of college, compared to 10.5 percent of the sworn
staff in Toledo. Over three-quarters of the telecommunicators in Garden
Grove had attended some college, compared to one-third of the officers in
Toledo.
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EXHIBIT 10-4
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF TELECOMMUNICATORS

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo Toledo Toledo
Total Total Officers Sergeants Total
High School 23.1 % 345 % 58.4 % 7.1 % 39.5 %
Some College 76.9 34.5 33.3 78.6 50.0
B.A./B.S. Degree --- 31.0 8.3 14.3 10.5
100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 # 100.0 %

In summary, a comparison between civilian and sworn telecommunicators
shows that civilians had higher retention rates, were more satisfied with
the job, and were better educated. In addition, salaries, fringe benefits,
training costs, and other support costs for civilians were cheaper than for
sworn personnel. Further, the use of civilians in the communications
centers allowed more sworn personnel to be available for field work. The
disadvantages of using civilian telecommunicators can be minimized with
improved personnel selection and training.

TELECOMMUNICATOR TRAINING FOR THE DPR PROJECT

Each of the three sites in the DPR project developed a training pack-
age prior to the field test phase of the project. Since implementation
took a different form at each of the sites, the training programs also
differed. In Greensboro, for example, there was a training program at the
end of the planning stage to familiarize the telecommunicators with the new
call intake system. Later, a second training program was held on the new
alternative responses prior to implementation. Just prior to implementa-
tion, Toledo provided one three-day training program in which all of the
changes were presented. Nearly one day was also spent in practice sessions.
In Garden Grove, one half-day training session was held prior to implemen-
tation, and was supplemented with monthly problem-solving meetings.

A11 of the sites also developed training and orientation programs for
other personnel, such as the field officers, telephone report unit staff,
members of other departments, administrators, and various members of city
government. These additional training programs were geared to the degree
of involvement these groups would have with the project. For example,
Garden Grove's session with the patrol officers consisted of two half-hour
briefing sessions to familiarize them with the DPR process and what effect
it would have on them.
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Each department developed procedure manuals and easy-to-use flip
charts for coomunications personnel to use as reference material during the
project. These materials, which were introduced and used at the training
sessions, also proved quite valuable and effective in training programs for
new hires after the project ended.

Training in Toledo

The program developed in Toledo was more intensive than at the other
two sites, and contained some unique features, including:

o Use of outside professionals from the University of
Toledo to conduct several sessions;

® Nearly eight hours of practice sessions, including
standardized testing for comprehension; and

® Formal evaluation of the training program by participants.

Toledo's three-day (24 hours) curriculum had three objectives: (1)
increased understanding of the importance of recording complete and
accurate information; (2) increased ability to comprehend the factors
involved in data entry; and (3) increased knowledge of calls for service
reports and how they may be used for efficient deployment of personnel and
assignment of resources.

To achieve these objectives, the training was divided into eleven
sessions. Sixty-four officers attended the training, including officers
regularly assigned to communications, as well as some alternates from field
operations who occasionally filled in as call takers. The training was
designed and conducted by the DPR project staff. Two professors from the
University of Toledo, Department of Communications, were primarily involved
in teaching the sessions on general communications skills, listening, and i
specialized telecommunicator skills. They also assisted in practice
sessions.

The curriculum developed by Toledo consisted of the following topics
and time frames:

Morning
I. First Day: Orientation to training; Introduction to DPR project; i

Prior research on differential response; Role of commu-
nications and police service; DPR goals and scope of
the test project; Pre-test and test schedule of project.

Afternoon E
Changes on dispatch cards; New event coding series; E
New event descriptors and discussion. ;

Morning
II. Second Day: Call classification characteristics (discussion of
matrix, call intake prompter, response and event codes).
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Afternoon

General listening skills: model for communications,
examples of ineffective communications, dimensions of
communications, what to listen for;

Specific listening skills for telecommunicators:

what to elicit from callers, cueing and prompting,
public relations, avoiding use of police jargon.

Morning

ITI. Third Day: DPR Model; Review of response and event codes;
Discussion of sample dispatch cards and common errors;
Practice session on coding.

Afternoon :

Communications skills; Adaptation of listening skills
to DPR project; Dispatch and coding exercises; Coding
test; Evaluation of training.

To illustrate points on appropriate and inappropriate handling of
calls, the professors played tape recordings of telephone conversations
between callers and call takers from Greensboro and Garden Grove. This
strategy of using tapes from one of the other sites was also used by
Greensboro, which used tapes from Toledo for its training sessions. How-
ever, during all the practice coding sessions in Toledo, actual calls taken
from Toledo police tapes were utilized, and the telecommunicators were
required to code the calls according to the new event and response codes,
as well as to choose which priority dispatch card would be appropriate.
Some of the calls ranged from one line items, such as: "I'd like to report
wood being burned on a grill and making a nuisance at 2804 Piddock," to
more complicated calls with callbacks and additional information which
necessitated changes in coding. An example of this type of call was:
“Please come to 408 Smith Street. I had my husband charged with assault
and battery last Monday, and I haven't been home, but I stopped by to see
my 1ittle girl, and he grabbed me and started knocking me around. He's
still there; I've locked myself in the bedroom to call you.'

As a result of the practice coding sessions, one interesting finding
that became apparent to the telecommunicators was the need to ask enough
questions to classify the call and choose the appropriate response. After
coding over thirty practice calls, the importance of call takers asking all
pertinent questions became clear. The final quiz for the training consist-
ed of choosing the event code, response code, and appropriate dispatch card

for ten actual calls. Out of a possible 30 points, the median score was 25.

At the end of the training, the officers filled out an evaluation of
the training session. The evaluation included 14 questions for which the
participants rated the training components from one to five (one indicated
excellent, three was average, and five was very poor). A total of 42
participants filled out the evaluation. The results in Exhibit 10-5 show
that on nearly all aspects of training, the average score was approximately
3.0, or average.
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EXHIBIT 10-5

TELECOMMUNICATOR EVALUATION OF TOLEDO TRAINING

Program Area

Content of the Program:

The Manual
Listening Skills
Practice in Differential Response

Final Evaluation
Organization of the Program:

The Manual

Listening Skills

Practice in Differential Response
Final Evaluation

Presentation:

The Manual

Listening Skills

Practice in Differential Response
Final Evaluation

Average Score*

Overall Effectiveness of the Training Session

Were the various parts of the overall program:

organized effectively?

weighted in the right proportion?

~f“:‘h’7~€a

§

oy

‘X

* Scale: 1 = Very Poor 2 = Below Average

4 = Above Average 5 = Excellent
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Yes 92.9%
No 7.1%

Yes 78.0%
No 22.0%
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Training in Greensboro

In Greensboro, the training program was handled through two distinct
sessions. The first was a ten-hour session on the new call classification
system and call intake procedures. It took place in May 1982, six months
prior to the actual full field implementation of the alternative responses.
The session included several hours of practice coding and classifying calls

with the new system. The major areas covered during this initial training
were:

Introduction to DPR

Goals of the project

Operations requirements

Importance of citizen satisfaction

Review of call types

Practice review and classification of taped calls
Call intake procedures

Selection of responses

Practice coding simulated calls

The second training session took place just prior to the implementa-
tion of the alternative responses in January 1983. It consisted of a half
day of training on the alternative responses, and a review of the changes
in call classification and the call intake procedures. The telecommunica-
tors and officers who staffed the telephone report unit were trained
together. They used 25 practice calls for which they coded the proper
classification. Additional briefings were provided to selected other
police divisions that would be involved in or affected by the implementa-
tion phase. For example, the lab identification section received a full
day's training, consisting of a morning on DPR and an afterncon on report
writing. The session on report writing was necessitated because this unit
and others, such as the youth division, vice squad, and animal control,
would be dispatched and would now be taking original incident reports under
the new use of the alternative responses.

Training in Garden Grove

In Garden Grove, a formal two-hour training program was conducted in
the pre-implementation phase. The program was for telecommunicators and
for the staff of the expeditor unit. The two-hour training consisted of a
brief background on the DPR project, review of the DPR matrix and incident
codes, and a hands-on test. This test was conducted by the lieutenant in
comnunications and several dispatchers. The test simulated various calls
and required the telecommunicators to select the appropriate response. The
other city department heads, city manager, mayor, and members of city coun-
cil received an orientation session on the project. The management staff
of the police department received a more detailed briefing.

Another interesting feature in Garden Grove was that during the imple-
mentation phase, training was supplemented by monthly small group sessicns
which generally Tasted from one to two hours. In these sessions, the
telecommunicators were brought up to date on the prcegress of the project,
and discussed problems they were having in coding and classifying calls
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under the new system. Minor modifications on the call intake procedures
and classification system were made as a result of specific problems raised
in the sessions.

Survey Findings on Training

The final telecommunicator survey included questions on the training
the call takers and dispatchers received for the DPR project. With regard
to whether training had been timely and beneficial, 83 percent in Greens-
boro, 50 percent in Garden Grove, and 69 percent in Toledo felt that it had
been. Since Greensboro was the only site to give two training sessions
(one during planning and one just prior to implementation), the telecommu-
gicators were most enthusiastic that this training had been given at the

est times.

In supplementary open-ended questions, the telecommunicators offered
suggestions for improvements on the DPR training they had received, as well
as changes they would like to see on training in general. In Toledo,
telecommunicators suggested that follow-up sessions were needed, including
expanded use of the fl1ip charts and more practice coding calls. They also
suggested that DPR training was needed for new personnel, and that opera-

- tors and dispatchers should have been used in training. In Garden Grove,

telecomunicators cited the need for more follow-up, more expert trainers,
and more fine tuning of materials prior to training. In Greensboro after

the first training session, the telecommunicators expressed some confusion
with the new call intake system and other procedural changes. However,

after the second training session, in which the changes were again ex-
plained, the telecommunicators expressed much greater satisfaction with the
training. While many felt that training had been adequate, other telecom-
municators felt that additional and continued training was needed, and that
training should be more individualized with more role playing and simulation.

EFFECT OF DPR CHANGES ON TELECOMMUNICATORS

During the planning phase, project personnel from the sites discussed
the potential impact of DPR on the telecommunicators. It was anticipated
that for many of the telecommunicators their reaction would be less than
positive. The problem was that the project placed a heavy burden on the
telecommunicators without any accompanying direct benefits for them. The
benefits were primarily for patrol in the form of reduced workload.

The DPR project required telecommunicators to quickly train and learn
new procedures. It also increased the detail and complexity of their work.
But more importantly, DPR introduced new standards, structure, and consis-
tency to the job of telecommunicator. At all three sites, written
operations manuals were prepared and disseminated. These new standards and
structure allowed supervisors to monitor and evaluate telecommunicators
more closely. For example, supervisors routinely evaluated recorded citizen
calls on a random basis. Telecommunicators came under new scrutiny for
their decisionmaking. To a certain degree, some telecommunicators resented
this new scrutiny and examination.

Moreover, some telecommunicators. expressed the feeling that they
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should have been more involved in the planning and implementation of a
project which had the greatest direct impact on them. This point may be
verified by the fact that the Greensboro telecommunicators accepted the
project more readily than the other two sites. Greensboro was the only
site that had a telecommunicator on its project staff and who was signifi-
cantly involved on the Advisory Board.

Exhibit 10-6 presents the opinions of telecommunicators in regard to
several aspects of the DPR project. One of the interesting findings evi-
dent from this exhibit is that the experimental group of telecommunicators
in Greensboro was consistently more positive about the DPR project than the
control group.

It is also interesting to see how rapidly the telecommunicators
learned to adapt to the new DPR system. Exhibit 10-7 shows that within
several months, over 70 percent of all telecommunicators felt as confident
hand1ling calls under the new DPR system as they did with the previous
system. Moreover, the new manuals were found to be helpful by the majority
of telecommunicators in carrying out the new job.

EXHIBIT 10-7
TELECOMMUNICATOR REACTIONS TO NEW CALL INTAKE PROCEDURES

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo
Total Control Experimental Sergeants Officers

As confident handling

calls using new call

intake procedure as

before 63.7% 80.0% 85.7% 66.6% 56.0%
New procedures require

paying more attention

to the caller 46.2 80.0 100.0 80.0 73.1
New communications

manual helpful in

carrying out job 76.9 80.0 85.7 64.3 88.5

In summary, before another police agency implements a DPR system in
communications, it should anticipate the possibility of a less than
enthusiastic response from telecommunicators. However, as these data
indicate, even though some of the telecommunicators reacted negatively to
the changes and the increased detail and complexity in call processing and
dispatching, the majority of telecommunicators still adapted well to the
system, learned the new procedures, and performed effectively.

Despite the effect the project had on some of the telecommunicators,
most were enthusiastic about many of the changes. The most positive bene-
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EXHIBIT 12-6
TELECOMMUNICATOR ATTITUDES TOWARD THE DPR PROJECT
Garden Grove *  Greensboro Toledo

Total Control Experimental Total Sergeants Officers Total
(N = 13) (N = 15) (N = 14) (N = 29) (N = 14) (N = 26) (N = 40)

_Since DPR, the department
is continuing to meet
citizen needs 69.3% agree 73.4% agree 85.7% agree 79.3% agree 71.4% agree 53.8% agree 60.0% agree

DPR interfered with my
ability to carry out my
normal job duties 58.3 46.7 50.0 48.2 35.7 52.0 62.0

DPR has not improved the
operations of communications 83.3 66.6 64.3 65.5 69.2 48.0 55.3

DPR assignments were
clearly defined and
logically structured 61.6 66.7 85.7 75.8 69.2 69.2 93.1

I have a good understanding
of purposes and objectives
of DPR 76.9 80.0 100.0 89.7 92.9 80.8 85.0

I have a good understanding
of changes in policies and
procedures caused by DPR 63.7 66.7 85.7 75.9 100.0 80.8 87.5

Supervision and monitor-
ing under DPR have been ,
adequate 69.3 80.0 78.5 79.3 2.9 73.1 62.5

While dispatching under

DPR, I feel I can give

more complete and better

information to patrol

officers than before 30.8 73.4 85.7 79.3 53.9 56.5 55.6
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f1?s they saw in the DPR project were the use of the telephone reporting
un1ts,‘and the new standardized procedures. Telecommunicators also said
they liked the new discretion afforded by the project, such as the opportu-
nity to distribute calls to different departments. They thought that the
use of the p{terna§1yes freed patrol units for other important law enforce-
mept activities, giving patrol officers more time to investigate serious
crimes. The telecommunicators also cited as an improvement the fact that
they were able to provide more information to patrol as a result of DPR.

When asked to discuss things they disliked about the DPR project,
telecommunicators at each site mentioned different things. In Greensboro,
they were most opposed to the delayed calls required under the new response
codes, since they felt citizens did not like the delays. They also felt
%hag theiafw procedures put additional responsibility and a heavier work-

oad on them.

In Toledo, officers and sergeants were also displeased with the de-
Tayed calls, but their primary concern was that they had not been involved
enough with the DPR changes. They were also displeased with having to
learn all of the new codes and with the heavier workload. In Garden Grove,
telecommunicators felt that the patrol officers did not know enough about
the telecommunicator's job, and they feared the citizens would not like the
expeditor unit, but would want to see an officer in person.

Physical Environment in Communications Centers

_ One of the most important findings in the study concerning telecommu-
nicators was ghe importance that the work environment played in morale and
qu sat1§fact1on. For the most part, telecommunicators were not satisfied
with the1r work environments. Less than one-third at each site felt their
work environments were as pleasant as possible. They cited a variety of
problems in the general esthetic work conditions including poor lighting,
glare from the computer screens, poor ventilation (no attempts were made to
separate smokers from non-smokers), inadequate temperature regulation,
outdated and uncomfortable furniture, high noise level, and infrequent
maintenance and cleaning.

It was clear from the beginning of this project, and from prior re-
search with other departments, that the working conditions and environment
in communications centers has received little attention. Many centers are
physically located below the ground floor of the police building. Histori-
cally, Fhe rationale for this location has been for security reasons. Such
a location allows for no natural lighting from the outside (windows) and
often has poor temperature control and ventilation.

Temperature control, ventilation, noise, and cleanliness were also
problems because of the open space atmosphere of the centers. The layout
genera]]y involved numerous work stations placed a certain distance apart
in a_1arge room. Additionally, these problems, particularly the wear on
furniture, were exacerbated due to the continuous use of the centers (24
hours a day, 365 days a year).

As a reaction to both the job and the working conditions, all three

sites experienced higher than normal absenteeism with the telecommunicators.
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The telecommunicators, as a whole, used a greater percentage of their
accumulated sick leave than other department personnel. As a result of
this, Garden Grove instituted a special attendance control policy in commu-
nications which helped to reduce absenteeism during the DPR project.

During the course of the DPR project, department management gained an
awareness of the problems with the workplace conditions and the impact they
had on telecommunicator morale and job satisfaction. As a result, several
significant improvements were made during the project, including the

following:

e Individually controlled 1lights were placed at each work station;
3 Portable air filters were placed next to the smokers;
e Routine cleaning schedules were increased;

e New chairs were purchased that were specifically designed for
such heavy usage; and

e Plans were under way in Garden Grove to install a large 8'
x 10' window in the center, which was on the ground floor
of the police building.

CHANGES IN TELECOMMUNICATOR ATTITUDES DURING PROJECT

There were a number of changes in attitudes, displayed primarily by
the civilian telecommunicators, from the time of the first survey until the
third survey. Improvements in interpersonal relationships, communications,
and organizational procedures were seen in Garden Grove and Greensboro, and
to a lesser extent in the officer call takers in Toledo. Exhibit 10-8
presents these findings. In the exhibit, the second survey in Toledo
serves the same "before-after" purpose as the third survey at the other two
sites because there was no mid-project survey in Toledo.

Most telecommunicators felt that their co-workers were more supportive
by the end of the project than in the beginning. During the final survey,
over 90 percent of the telecommunicators in Greensboro and Garden Grove and
the officer call takers in Toledo said their co-workers were supportive.
Similarly, approximately 90 percent of the Greensboro and Garden Grove
telecommunicators felt they were a part of a well-functioning team. Among
the Toledo officer call takers, the figure increased from 33 percent on the
first survey to 50 percent on the final survey.

In the first survey, the responses to several questions pinpointed
feelings among telecommunicators that they were seldom asked for their
ideas when decisions were being made, and that their supervisors were not
as helpful as they could have been. Both these areas showed improvement
during the project, perhaps as a result of telecommunicators' involvement
in DPR and the feedback they gave to supervisors during testing phases of
the project. In the first survey, only 10 percent in Greensboro said they
were asked at least sometimes for their ideas when decisions were being
made. This increased to 31 percent in the third survey. In Garden Grove,
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Majority of my
co-workers are
supportive (% agree)

Feel I am a member
of a well-function-
ing team (% agree)

To what extent are
persons asked for
their ideas when
decisions are made
(% sometimes/often)

How often do super-
visors offer new
ideas for solving
job-related problems
(% sometimes/often)

Assignments are clear-
1y defined and logical-
1y structured (% agree)

EXHIBIT 10-8
CHANGES IN TELECOMMUNICATOR ATTITUDES DURING DPR PROJECT

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo (Sergeants) Toledo (Officers)

Ist Survey 3rd Survey 1lst Survey 3rd Survey Tst Survey 2nd Survey 1st Survey 2nd Survey
(N = 14) (N = 13) (N = 30) (N = 29) (N =12) (N = 14) (N = 25) (N = 26)

93.0 ¥ 100.0 % 90.0 % 93.1 % 91.6 % 64.3 % 88.0 % 92.4 %
85.8 92.3 90.0 86.2 88.0 65.4 33.4 50.0
30.8 46.1 10.0 31.0 25.0 29.0 3.0 35.0
64.3 46.2 60.0 72.4 33.3 85.7 36.0 57.7
50.0 69.3 56.6 69.0 50.0 35.7 64.0 50.0
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the percentage of positive responses on this question increased from 31
percent in the first survey to 46 percent in the third survey. Similar
changes were not evident for the sworn telecommunicators in Toledo. How-
ever, Toledo sergeants and officers both showed large increases in the
degree to which they felt their supervisors offered new ideas for solving
job-related problems. In the first survey, one-third of the sergeants said
supervisors at least sometimes offered new ideas for solving job-related
problems. This increased to 86 percent in the final survey among ser-
geants, and went from 36 percent to nearly 58 percent among the officers.
In Greensboro, this went from 60 percent to 72.4 percent.

One effect on organizational policy and procedures brought about by
the DPR project was that the civilian telecommunicators felt there was an
improvement in the degree to which assignments were clearly defined and
logically structured. In Greensboro, this went from 56 percent in the
first survey to 69 percent in the third survey, and in Garden Grove, the
proportion agreeing went from 50 percen® in the first survey to 69 percent
in the third survey.

PATROL OFFICER SATISFACTION WITH NEW ROLE OF TELECOMMUNICATORS

To determine the assistance the new call procedures provided the field
officers, RMA conducted two surveys of patrol officers. The first, con-
ducted during the initial planning phase of the project, provided baseline
information on the relationships and flow of information between the tele-
communicators and the field officers. The second survey was distributed
during the field test phase of the project, after the field officers had a
chance to experience the results of the project efforts. A few questions
were deleted and a few new questions were added to the second survey. The
sample size included approximately 75 percent of the field officers at all
three sites.

In general, based on the results of the first survey, the accuracy and
quaiity of the dispatched information was good. Interestingly, during the
DPR implementation period, dispatching accuracy and quality improved even
more, as reflected in the officers' responses. In both surveys, about 90
percent of the officers felt that they generally received accurate enough
information about the location of a call to enable them to rapidly find the
call address.

Call categorization and description showed some improvement during the
project. In Greensboro, the percentage of officers agreeing that what they
found at the scene was generally reflected in the dispatcher's initial
description of the crime or situation increased from 80 percent to 87
percent. In Garden Grove, this figure went from 77 percent agreement to 90
percent. In fact, the number in Garden Grove who "strongly agreed" on this
point increased from 12 percent to 31 percent.

In the first survey, nearly 80 percent of the respondents indicated
that they were generally able to locate the caller based on the dis-
patcher's information. In the second survey, during DPR implementation,
the agreement on this point increased 13 percent in Greensboro, 9 percent
in Toledo, and remained constant in Garden Grove. In Garden Grove, the
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number who "strongly agreed" on this point increased from 17 to 50 percent.

The sergeants in all three sites also believed there had been marked im-
provement in this area. ‘

One question assessed whether the detail of radio transmissions was
sufficient to provide officers with a good idea of what to expect before
they arrived at the scene of a call. In the first questionnaire, five call
types were listed: in-progress Part I crimes, suspicious activity calls,
domestic disputes, traffic accidents {property damage only), and property
crimes (such as burglary) which were cold. Since there was universal
agreement that the information was good on traffic and property crime
calls, these items were deleted from the second round. However, it was
also clear from the first survey that the majority of officers were not
satisfied with the level of detail provided on the other three call types.
The responses to the second round survey showed that, during the imple-
mentation period, this trend reversed and more officers were satisfied with
the dispatch detail provided on Part I calls, suspicious activity, and
domestic disputes.

The exhibit below shows the percentages of increase in positive
responses which occurred during implementation. Across all three sites,
during DPR implementation, field officers were more satisfied with the
detail of information being dispatched on serious in-progress calls,
suspicious activity calls, and domestic disputes.

EXHIBIT 10-9

PERCENTAGE OF OFFICERS FINDING ENOUGH
DETAIL IN RADIO TRANSMISSIONS

Greensboro Garden Grove Toledo

1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd

In-Progress Part I Crimes 66% B82% 80% 83% 71% 81%
Suspicious Activity Calls 38 64 50 75 44 61
Domestic Disputes 65 74 67 83 50 72

Thus, as a result of the project, officers were more satisfied with
the accuracy of the dispatching, call categorization, and description of
the situation supplied by the call taker. Improvements were also seen in
officers' satisfaction with the level of detail provided on in-progress
Part I calls, suspicious activity calls, and domestic disputes.

COMMUNICATION STYLE AND CITIZEN SATISFACTION

A special study was conducted in Greensboro to determine how important
the communication style was in contributing to citizen satisfaction with
taking reports over the telephone rather than dispatching a patrol unit.
The special study was conducted in Greensboro because it was the only site
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which recorded the conversations on tape between the TRU officer and the
citizen. A total of 86 reports taken by the TRU during April and May 1982
served as the basis for this special study.

The background for this study is found in the general literature on
styles of communication which has been developed by Watzlawick, Beavin, and
Jackson (1967) and, more recently, by Norton (1978). In particular, Norton
developed several operational measures for communication style in general
settings. The variables of style examined in the special study were as
follows:

¢ Friendly--The friendly communicator demonstrates kindly
jnterest and good will toward others, is encouraging,
acknowledges others' contributions, and expresses
appreciation and admiration.

e Precise--The precise communicator tries to be strictly accurate
and unambiguous, insists on very precise definitions, and
insists that other people document or present some kind of
evidence for what they are saying.

e Dominant--The dominant communicator talks frequently, takes
charge of situations, cemes on strong, and controls the flow
of conversations.

o Attentive--The attentive communicator listens very carefully to
others, shows interest in what others say, can repeat back to
others what was meant, and deliberately reacts in such a way
that others know that they are being listened to.

o Flexible--The flexible communicator is willing to adjust his or
her behavior to the needs of the situation, can accurately
communicate what he or she is thinking or feeling in a
variety of ways, and can relay a message through a variety of
means.

o Argumentative--The argumentative communicator is quick to
challenge others, is often contentious, gets wound up in
heated discussions and has trouble dropping disagreements
that are not resolved.

e Relaxed--The relaxed communicator does not have nervous
mannerisms in his or her speech, is calm and collected in
interaction, and remains at ease under pressure.

o Communicator Image--An effective communicator finds it easy to
jnteract on a one to one basis, can easily maintain
conversation with strangers, is able to express himself or
herself well, and is able to produce mutual understanding in
conversations.

These measures were considered important for TRU personnel in their
interactions with citizens when taking reports over the telephone. They
provide a framework to study the relationship between officer communicator
style and citizen satisfaction.

To conduct the special study, the citizens in the sample were contact-
ed by the RMA on-site representative in Greensboro and asked if they would
agree to be interviewed in person. The on-site staff then interviewed each
citizen. The citizens read the descriptions of each style variable and
indicated on a seven-point scale how well the measures described the
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officers who handled their calls. These scores served as the basis for the
subsequent analysis.

The overa]] satisfaction scores were divided in three groups, with one
group including §pproximate1y the lowest 30 percent, a middle group com-
pr1sed of approximately 40 percent, and the third group consisting of the
highest 30 percent, Exhibit 10-10 shows the overall satisfaction for the
seven cqmmunicator style variables and the overall communicator image,
along with the results of an analysis of variance and regression conducted
on the data. The exhibit shows that overall communicator image was more
closely related to overall satisfaction than any of the individual vari-
ables. This is an expected result, since overall communicator style should
be highly correlated with most of the individual style variables.

EXHIBIT 10-10
COMMUNICATOR STYLE AND OVERALL SATISFACTION

Style Overall Satisfaction
Variable Low Moderate High F-value Beta
Friendly 5.00 5.43 6.28 6.74%** .19
Precise 4.95 5.85 6.44 9.94** 42
Dominant 2.91 3.10 2.72 0.38 .02
Attentive 5.57 5.95 6.48 6.36%** .07
Flexible 4,81 5.43 5.72 3.50* .05
Argumentative 2.05 1.90 1.36 2.69 -.13
Relaxed 5.62 5.58 6.72 8.27*** 13
Good Communicator 4.91 6.00 6.72 23.52%%% .-

(n=21)  (n=40) (n=25)

* significant at the .10 level
** significant at the .05 level
*** gignificant at the .01 level

The study results suggest that the best predictors of citizen satis-
faction are communicator styles which are precise, friendly, non-argumenta-
tive, and attentive. Telephone report unit personnel with these attributes
Eﬁndeg to make citizens more satisfied with having their reports taken over

e phone.

The second important implication confirmed by this special study is
that how the TRU officer converses with the citizen is as important to
satisfaction as the actual service provided. It indicates that the person-
nel for a telephone report unit should receive formal training on how to S
improve the manner in which they handle calls; that is, training on how to é&
improve their communicator styles. Finally, as with the communications :
centers, the selection of personnel for a telephone report unit is parti-
cularly important.
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e Prior to DPR, the environmental working conditions in
the communications centers received 1ittle attention.
Ex?enswve improvements were made at all three sites,
which resulted in positive changes in the morale and
job satisfaction of many of the telecommunicators.

The conclusions from the analysis of the role of the telecommunicator
in a DPR project can be summarized as follows:

e The use of civilian call takers and dispatchers had
many more advantages than disadvantages. Based on
the experiences of the three sites in the DPR pro-
ject, the results showed that the civilian call
takers and dispatchers had higher retention rates,
were better educated, and were hired for lower costs
than sworn personnel.

o Patrol officer satisfaction with telecommunicators
improved as a result of the DPR project in these
three sites. Measured in terms of changes over the
tyo surveys, officers beljeved that there had been
53gn1ficqnt improvements in the detail of informa-
tion on in-progress Part I crime calls, suspicious

e A DPR project imposes standards, uniformity, and activity calls, and domestic disputes

consistency on telecommunicators, which may initially
be resisted. Such resistance should be anticipated
in the planning stages, and telecommunicators should
be included extensively in the planning and design of
the project. Telecommunicators should also be used
to develop and deliver the DPR training. Departments
must also anticipate the "human factor" in telecommu-
nicators. That is, in certain instances they may

. empathize with callers and manipulate the DPR system
.g to provide the callers with what they feel is a more
¥ suitable alternative. For example, there was consid-
erable call taker reluctance to using the delayed

3 response.

® The telecommunicator position at all three sites
Jacked a comprehensive career development plan. In
many police departments, these call taker and dis-
patch positions need to be upgraded to reflect the
importance of the decisionmaking involved in the
position, the impact the position has on the utiliza-
tion of other police resources, and the routine
involvement with high technology equipment. Once the
positions are upgraded financially, selection stand-
ards can be upgraded in order to recruit higher
quality candidates. However, in order to retain such
qualified personnel, the promotional picture must be
improved. Police departments need to create more
civilian mid-level and upper-level management posi-
tions in the communications centers.

o Communicator style for TRU personnel was important in
citizen satisfaction with this alternative. The
§pecia1 study in Greensboro showed that the most
important communicator style attributes were being
precise, friendly, non-argumentative, and attentive.

e Monitoring was a very useful tool for communications
center managers to assess call takers. A11 three
depgrtments developed monitoring forms and procedures
during the project. The procedures called for fre-
quent sampling of the calls for each call taker and a

formal assessment of how well the call takers handled
the calls.

o While all three sites developed and implemented
excellent training programs for communication
personnel during the project, training historically
lacked emphasis. As a result of the training
developed to implement the DPR project, each of the
sites decided to upgrade its regular recruit and
in-service training for telecommunicators. The best
training relied on use of interactive simulations and
easy-to-use flip-charts. Training programs are
particularly important when there is high turnover in
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CHAPTER 11
ANALYSIS OF BASELINE CITIZEN SURVEYS
INTRODUCTION

A major objective of the DPR Field Test was that citizen satisfaction
be maintained or improved with the implementation of alternative responses.
To assess this impact, RMA conducted two sets of extensive telephone sur-
veys of citizens. The first set of citizen surveys was conducted during
the planning phase of the DPR -project, and the second set during the test

phase.

In the planning or pre-implementation phase, telephone interviews were
conducted at all three sites with persons who had called the police depart-
ments and received service by mobile patrol units for non-emergency
incidents. In Greensboro and Toledo, where selected reports were taken
over the phone prior to the DPR project, citizens receiving this service

were also surveyed.

The purposes for surveying citizens during the planning phase were (1)
to determine whether citizens would accept responses other than the imme-
diate dispatch of a patrol car, including having their reports taken over
the phone, accepting appointments with officers, coming to the department
to report incidents, or completing reports to be mailed back to the depart-
ment; (2) to determine a baseline level of citizen satisfaction with police
services which could later be compared to citizen satisfaction with alter-
native services during full field implementation; and (3) to determine a
baseline demographic profile of citizens who called the police, and assess
the importance of demographic and regional differences in citizen accep-
tance of alternatives. The findings from the citizen surveys on acceptance
of alternatives were also valuable in assisting the three sites to deter-
mine which alternatives would work and be accepted by their callers.

The citizen surveys were implemented during the planning phase in
September 1981 in Toledo, and November 1981 at the other two sites. A
total of 7,351 citizens were surveyed during the pre-implementation phase.
At each site, a random sample of dispatch records was taken to serve as the
basis of sampling. The dispatch records contained the caller's name,
address, telephone number, and other basic information about the incident.
The person listed on each dispatch record was contacted by RMA personnel at
each site and interviewed over the telephcne. The RMA personnel were
screened, trained, and monitored by an RMA on-site manager, and all calls
were made between 4:00 p.m. and 9:00 p.m. A copy of the survey instrument

is found in the Appendix.

Exhibit 11-1 below shows the number of surveys administered at each
site, the types of services sampled and the dates the surveys were

administered,
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EXHIBIT 11-1
CITIZEN SURVEYS CONDUCTED DURING PLANNING PHASE
Dates Administered

Types of Services Sampled Number Surveyed

Garden Grove

Mobile Response 1,990 Nov. 1981-Jan. 1983
Greensboro
Mobile Response 1,235 Nov. 1981-0Oct. 1982
Telephone Report Unit 798 Nov. 1981-0Oct. 1982
2,033
Tolede
¥o$11§ Resgonset Uit %,558 Sept. 1981-June 1982
elephone Report Uni 770 Sept. 1981-Sept 1982
: P
Total Surveyed 7,351

ANALYSIS OF MOBILE RESPONSE SURVEYS

Demographic Characteristics

Since the citizen surveys administered during the pre-implementation
pﬁase were exploratory in nature, it is interesting to begin the analysis
with an examination of the differences found among the citizens across the
three cites. It should be noted that the characteristics of the sample of
citizens surveyed during the planning or baseline phase and the test phase
did not differ significantly from the characteristics of the population in
general in each city as reported in the 1980 U.S. Census.

_ Exhibit 11-2 shows that there are major differences in the character-
istics of persons at the three sites. Residents of Garden Grove are con-
siderably wealthier and more transitory than the citizens of either Toledo
or Greensboro. In Toledo, 73 percent of the respondents had lived in the
city for over 20 years, which is in sharp contrast to Greensboro, where
50.5 percent had lived in the city 20 years, and Garden Grove, where only
14.6 percent had been there 20 years. Toledo and Greensboro thus reflect
more stable areas compared to Garden Grove, where 46.1 percent of the
respondents had lived in the area less than five years. Regarding income,
over half of the respondents in Garden Grove stated that their family
incomes exceeded $20,000, compared to 34.4 percent in Greensboro and 27.6
percent in Toledo.
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i jor differences, a surpris-
. to age, the sites showed no major ! B 2 LIPS
ing f?gg?n;egjgdtoothg|narked differences in length of time living i
jurisdictions.

i ibution
While Garden Grove and Greensboro ref]ecped a $o€ﬁeeg:§;og&:ﬁglb#n
of male and female respondents,.nearly two-thirds o
Toledo were female. :

EXHIBIT 11-2
CHARACTERISTICS OF MOBILE RESPONSE SURVEY RESPONDENTS

Garden Grove Greegggoro Io;ggo
Number of Respondents 1,990 1, .
Years in Jurisdiction ‘ ) 2
Lgss than 1 year 15.1% ? g% 2.2
1 - 2 years 12.5 ;.3 23
3 - 5 years 18.9 10.0 33
6 -10 years 17.1 18.7 59
11-20 years 21.8 21.1 132
21-30 years 1%.2 29:4 e
More than 30 years .
pae . 18.8
E§§§ than 25 years 23.5 g% g 18.8
25-35 years 29.4 19.5 20
36-45 years 19.7 11.2 a7
46-55 years 14.% 16:6 7
More than 55 years 13.
Income . 42.0
LCess than $10,000 17.2 %g,? 2.9
$10,000 - $20,000 26.2 54.4 A
More than $20,000 56.
e 42.5 36.2
MaTi 49,1 e
EZ$§1e 50.9 7 6

, . . o
Examining the reasons that citizens called the po11§e 1n8§2e:§“:?gi
i prese tgd some problems. Even though the three sites u 2d simiar
e %resg1ication systems as developed during the planning P as ;cfoss
e o asﬁ: differences in these systems that a direct comparis aoross
the gnougb % e of call was not possible. For purposes of con?T ter 15to
i S1teSh Y ypib1e calls for service in all three cities was ? ig L
e ove t]% pos:nt code 1ist. The 1ist used was actually To]ggo i.nimat
2?2;1%$22ati§x series. For examp1§€ all zz;iﬁgtgggj S;r;nﬁ;egntg et e
! ici ircumstances .
b I§1§?3Liw§iiﬂl§l°§i g%] three site§. .The event cqge 11s§:tgrom
é::ggg;gro and Garden Grove were aligned, incident by incident,
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Toledo's call classification codes. Further, in order to reduce the number
of categories and eliminate those whi

ch had Tow volumes, the categories of
medical problems, dependent persons,

public morals, and internal police
operations were combined into one miscellaneous category.

The analysis by type of call sh
sites. Exhibit 11-3 shows that in Ga

spondents called because of crimes against property incidents, compared to
29.3 percent in Greensboro, and 31.3 percent in Toledo. The second largest
Category in Greensboro and Toledo was traffic accidents, which accounted
for 19.2 percent of the calls in Greensboro and 16.8 percent in Toledo.

The third most common reason for calling the police in Greensboro was
public nuisance (14.3 percent), followed by suspicious circumstances (13.3
percent), and interpersonal conflict (10.2 percent). In Toledo, the third
largest category of calls to the police was interpersonal conflict (14.2

percent), followed by suspicious circumstances (11.9 percent), and public
nuisance (10.4 percent).

ows differences across the three
rden Grove, 77.7 percent of the re-

EXHIBIT 11-3
CITIZEN SURVEYS BY TYPE OF CALL

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo
. Call (N=1,990) (N=1,235) (N=I,558)
Jype of Ca

Crimes Against Persons

2.8% 3.1% 6.9%
Interpersonal Conflict 5.0 10.2 14,2
Crimes Against Property 77.7 29.3 31.3
Traffic Accidents 4.3 19,2 16.8
Public Nuisance 2.0 14.3 10.4
Suspicious Circumstances 1.3 13.3 11.9
Assistance 2.8 7.3 6.0
Other (dependent person, 4.1 3.3 2.5
public morals, medical

probiems, internal
problems)

Citizen Satisfaction with Mobile Response and Response Time

Over 90 percent of all citizens were satisfied with the manner in
which the police telephone operator handied their initial calls for ser-
vice. Exhibit 11-4 presents these data below. There were no differences
in the levels of satisfaction based on the site; however, there were dif-
ferences in the proportion of respondents who said they were "very satis-
fied" compared to those who said they were “satisfied." Respondents in
Toledo and Greensboro were less inclined to

say they were "very satisfied"
with the call taker than were those in Garden Grove,
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EXHIBIT 11-4
SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS

Level of Satisfaction Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo

with Call Taker (N=1,990) (N=1,235) (N=1,558)
Very Satisfied 50.9% 39.9% gg.g%
Satisfied 43.5 52.8 4.9
Dissatisfied 5.2 0.9 1.6
Very Dissatisfied 0.4 . .

iy . . os . . . 11

Those citizens who were dissatisfied with the way in which the ca
takers handled their calls were asked to exp}q1n why. The most frequent
reasons for dissatisfaction are shown in Exhibit 11-5 below.

EXHIBIT 11-5
REASONS FOR DISSATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo
(N=112) (N=60) ‘(N=100)
Reasons for Dissatisfaction
with Call Takers
Call taker was uncaring/had
a bad attitude/impersonal 27.4% 22.4% ?g.g%
Asked too many questions 12.3 31.0 10.

Had to argue to get response
wanted/did not get response

wanted 13.7 12.0 16.3
Transferred call/given run-

around/had to call back 12.3 12.1 16.3
Police did not arrive

quickly enougg ; 9.6 8.6 8.2
Rang jong time before -

answered 9.6 1?.; >
Put on hold 15.1 e 10.2
No reason given - - . .

Citizen satisfaction with the response time by ?hq police was nearly
as high as satisfaction with the call taker. As Exhibit 11-6 shows, 90 :
percent of the respondents in Garden Grove.anq Greensboroe aqd 95 percia
in Toledo, said they were either "very sat1sf1ed" or "sat1sf1eq W1thd e ]
police response time to their calls for service. Re§pondepts 1n_To]e 0 an
Greensboro were less positive in their degree of satisfaction, y1tm over
half indicating they were "satisfied" compared to "very satisfied.
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EXHIBIT 11-6
SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME

Level of Satisfaction Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo
with Response Time (N=1,990) (N=1,235) (N=1,558)
Very Satisfied 45.8% 36.6% 33.1%
Satisfied 43.9 53.4 51.5
Dissatisfied 8.9 8.8 12.0
Very Dissatisfied 1.4 1.2 3.4

Before examining the length of police response time in the dissatis-
fied sample, two questions need to be addressed: (1) how quickly did the
citizens call the police; and (2) how accurately did they judge the
response time? Many authors have noted that citizens are inclined to
report satisfaction with response time if the police arrive when they
expect them to arrive (Pate et. al., 1976; Percy, 1980; Spelman and Brown,
1981; Kansas City, 1977). These authors have also reported that police
response time has 1ittle impact on the chances of arrest except in cases
where the victim called the police within three to five minutes and the
crime was in-progress or had just occurred. Since all of the calls in this
survey were non-critical calls for service, the police response time would
have had 1ittle impact on chances of arrest of a perpetrator in most cases.

How Quickly Citizens Called Police

Citizens called the police more quickly than expected, considering
that the largest percentage of calls were for non-critical crimes against
property. In Garden Grove, 25 percent of the citizens reported that they
called the police within 5 minutes, and 50 percent within 10 minutes. In
Greensboro, 25 percent called the police within 2 minutes, and 50 percent
within 5 minutes. In Toledo, 25 percent called the police within 3 min-
utes, 50 percent within 5 minutes, and 75 percent within 30 minutes.

The average length of time it took citizens to call police is con-
siderably longer, since it is skewed by the inclusion of those calls where
citizens waited several hours or called basically for insurance purposes.
In Garden Grove, the average length of time citizens waited hefore they
called the police was 12.7 hours; in Greensboro, 17.3 hours; and in Toledo,
10.8 hours. The fact that 50 percent of the citizens in Greensboro and
Toledo called the police within five minutes, despite longer average times,
shows prompt reporting for incidents where rapid police response is not a
critical factor. These response times show a great deal of similarity to
the citizen reporting times found in the Kansas City Response Time Analysis
(Caron, 1980). In Kansas City, half of the calls were reported to police
within 6 minutes (median), consistent with medians of 5 minutes and 10
minutes in the DPR sites.
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Accuracy of Citizen Perception of Response Time

A comparison between citizen perception of police response time to the
actual response time shows that the citizens recalled quite accurately the
amount of time it took for the police to arrive. In Garden Grove, the
actual average mobile response time to all calls for service was 22.3
minutes, with half of the respenses taking less than 16 minutes and half
longer than 16 minutes. Respondents' percepiion of police response time
was an average of 22.9 minutes, a half minute longer than the actual
response time. Respondents reported that half of the calls were answered
within 15 minutes, and half longer than 15 minutes, just one minute less
than the actual median response time of 16 minutes.

In Greensboro, the actual average mobile response time to all calls
was 9.9 minutes, with half of the calls responded to within 8 minutes
(median), and half longer than 8 minvtes. Citizen perception of police
response time in Greensboro was longer--an average of 13.6 minutes, but the
median response was closer. Citizens reported that half of the calls were
handled within 10 minutes, and half longer than 10 minutes.

The average police response time to all calls in Toledo was 19.1
minutes, with a median of 12 minutes. Citizen perception of response time
was as accurate as in Garden Grove. Citizens in Toledo reported that the
average response time was 19.7 minutes, and that the median response time
was 15 minutes.

Those 10 to 15 percent of the citizens who were dissatisfied with the
response time by police were asked how long they thought it should have
taken for the police to respond. On the average, they wanted the police
there five minutes sooner than they had arrived. In Garden Grove, where
citizens said the average response time was 22.9 minutes, those who were
dissatisfied said it should have taken an average of 17.6 minutes. In
Greensboro, where citizens said the average response time was 13.6 minutes,
dissatisfied citizens said it should have taken 10.4 minutes; and in
Toledo, where 19.7 minutes was the average response time cited by citizens,
13.6 minutes was the average time desired.

Citizen Acceg.ance of Alternatives and Delays

A key question in the survey was whether the respondents would have
been willing to accept any of the following alternatives:

1. Giving a report over the telephone rather than having an
officer come out in person;

2. Arranging an appointment for an officer to come at a later time;
3. Completing a report and mailing it back to the department; or

4. Coming to the police department in person to file a complaint.

A summary of responses to this question indicated an overall high
willingness on the part of the public to accept alternatives other than the

177

immediate dispatch of a patrol unit to non-emergency calls. The m

. . 0
acceptab]e.a1ternat1ve§ were (1) arranging an appointment for an of??cer to
come 1§ter, and (2) having the report taken over the telephone. The least
acceptable alternatives were (1) filling out a mail-in report; and (2)
coming to the police department to report the incident. Exhibit 11-7

:gg:;trates the Tevel of acceptance of each alternative across all three

EXHIBIT 11-7
WILLINGNESS TO ACCEPT ALTERNATIVES

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo

(N=1,990 = =
At Least One Alternative Acceptable 61.8% ) (N4%:§;5) (NZé’gQB)
Level of Acceptance:
Telephone Report 30.7
Ar(anging an Appointment 46.1 %g.i %g.g
Mail-In Report 23.0 16.4 10.0
Come to Police Department 26.8 17:3 10.2

. Respondents were also asked whether they would hav 111
wait for a period of time before the dispatéﬁ of a patrglbiﬁ21ﬁ1];g29 w0
question was phrased,‘"wou1d you have been agreeable to a delay in their
(patrol officers) arrival for a Tonger period of time?" This question was
not asked of respondents who had previously stated that they were "dissat-

isfied" with the response time for the obvious
have agreed to further delays. reason that they would not

The results in Exhibit 11-8 show that nearly three out of
were willing to wai? for a response, and about hg%f the respondzzgg %i1lers
Garqen Grove were willing to wait more than an hour before the police
arrived at the scene. The results were less favorable in Toledo, but 55.6
percent stated that they would have waited longer than they actu511y did:

EXHIBIT 11-8
CITIZEN ACCEPTANCE OF DELAYED MOBILE RESPONSES

Delay Time Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo
N=1,990 = =
More than an hour but ( ) N=1,23) (N=1,558)
on the same day 48.1%

Up to an hour more 8.9 Zgﬁg% 22.8%
Up to 30 minutes more ' 11.9 17.1 9.3
Up to 15 minutes more 9.3 24.2 18.6
Would not wait any longer 21.9 27.3 44:4
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The results from the last two exhibits can be combined to show that,
with the inclusion of the alternative of a delay for no more than one hour,
the percentage of respondents willing to accept at Teast one alternative
increases to 75.2 percent in Garden Grove, 49.9 percent in Greensboro, and
38.9 percent in Toledo. These results are particularly noteworthy because
the respondents had recently received mobile responses, yet indicated their
willingness to be served in an alternative manner.

Another way of viewing the alternatives is to divide them into alter-
natives which relieve officer workload versus alternatives which only delay
the workload. The relief alternative category is comprised of the alterna-
tives of telephone reports, mail-in reports, and asking the citizens to
come to the police department, while the delay alternative category is
comprised of officer appointments and delaying a mobile response for up to
an hour. Viewing the alternatives in this manner revealed that in Garden
Grove, 48.2 percent of the respondents who were amenable to alternatives
would accept a relief alternative, as compared to 67.6 percent who would
accept a delay alternative. In Greensboro, the results were 33.3 percent
for a relief alternative and 41.1 percent for a delay alternative, while in
Toledo, the results were 22.3 percent and 35.0 percent, respectively. In
summary, there was an obvious difference between the acceptance of relief
versus delay alternatives in each site, and the delay alternative was
always more acceptable.

The acceptance of alternatives was also related to the type of call
and to the demographic characteristics of the respondents. .Exhibit 11-3
gave the breakdown of the types of calls for the respondents to the base-
line surveys. A preliminary analysis of the acceptance of alternatives
with these call types revealed that it was beneficial to reduce the call
type categories to four specific groups as follows:

Group Call Types

Crimes Against Persons
Interpersonal Conflict

Person Events

Crimes Against Property

Property Events
Traffic Accidents

Suspicious Circumstances
Public Nuisance

Potential Threat Events

Assistance Events Assistance
Other (medical probiems,
dependent persons,
public morals, etc.)

Exhibit 11-9 shows the percentage of acceptance for at least one alterna-

tive (telephone report, appointment, mail-in, come to police department, or

delay of one hour) for these four major categories. In each city, the
highest level of acceptance of alternatives was with the assistance events.
Garden Grove respondents showed 84.7 percent acceptance in this category,
Greensboro 70.1 percent, and Toledo 53.4 percent. The lowest levels of
acceptance were with the person events and potential threat events. In
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Greensboro, on!y 30.1 percent of the respondents agreed to an alternative
fqr_the potential threat events and 46.3 percent for the person events.
Similar results occurred in the other two sites.

EXHIBIT 11-9
CITIZEN ACCEPTANCE BY EVENT CATEGORY

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo

Respondents Accepted at

Least One Alternative in

Following Categories

Person Events 57.7 % 46.3 % 23.7 %
Property Events 76.3 57.8 49.6
Potential Threat Events 69.8 30.1 24.7
Assistance Events 84.7 70.1 53.4

. The finding that person events have a lower acceptance for alterna-
tives should come as no surprise, since they include domestic arguments,
threats of physical injuries, robberies, simple assaults, and other similar
call types. In these instances, the citizens calling the police usually
believe that police presence is needed to settle the problem and maintain
qrder. Potential threat events, which include drunks, disorderly persons,
Juvenile problems, suspicious persons, prowlers, and others, have similar
characteristics, and the potential to escalate to more serious incidents.
Callers may believe that police presence is needed before these events
become more serious. On the other hand, assistance events such as tran-
sport of persons, animal problems, and disabled vehicles, generally have
the characteristic that the immediate presence of an officer is not needed.
Property events have often occurred a considerable time prior to reporting,
and are classified as "cold" calls, so that the alternatives are applicable
to these calls.

As seen in Exhibit 11-10 for Toledo, this same pattern holds true when
aqa]yzed for relief versus delay alternatives. With each type of alterna-
tive, there is less acceptance in the person events and potential threat
events. For the relief alternatives, the percentages were 12.5 percent and
14.7 percent for these two event groups, as compared to 29.7 percent and
24.8 percent for the property events and assistance events. The same
pattern is true with the delay alternatives. With few exceptions, similar
results were obtained in the other two sites.
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EXHIBIT 11-10
TOLEDO CITIZEN ACCEPTANCE BY EVENT CATEGORY

Accept Relief Accept Delay

Alternative ~ Alternative
Respondents Accepted at Least One
Alternative in Following Categories
Person Events 12.5 % 19.8 %
Property Events 29.7 45.1
Potential Threat Events 14.7 22.1

Assistance Events 24.8 50.4

In summary, the type of call was a very important indicator of the
acceptance of alternatives. Citizens who were calling about events which
involved only property were more Tikely to be receptive to alternatives,
while citizens who called about other events were less Tikely to be recep-
tive to alternatives. In this latter category, the potentially threatening
nature of the call was important in the citizen's determination of whether
an alternative was acceptable.

Acceptance of Alternatives and Demographics

Exhibit 11-11 shows the percent of respondents who were willing to
accept at least one of the alternatives (telephone report unit, appoint-
ment, mail-in, walk-in, or delay of one hour) by several demographic
characteristics obtained as part of the survey. The demographic
characteristics included sex, income, age, whether the respondent had
called the police within the last year, and number of years in the juris-
diction. Chi-square statistics were calculated to determine whether there
were statistically significant differences. For example, in Greensboro,
56.0 percent of the male respondents agreed to at least one of the alterna-
tives, compared to only 45.6 percent of the females. The chi-square
statistic was calculated in this case to be 12.56, which is significant at
the .01 level and means that a statistically significant greater number of
males than females agreed to an alterr=tive. As seen in Exhibit 11-11,
significant differences were also found in the other two sites. In ali
three sites, significantly more male respondents than female respondents
agreed to an alternative.

Other significant differences are reflected in the data from Exhibit
11-11. For example, income in Toledo was found to be important, with
greater acceptance of alternatives as income increased. A total of 47.9
percent of the Toledo respondents making more than $20,000 would have
accepted an alternative, as compared to only 34.4 percent of respondents

181

EXHIBIT 11-11

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS WILLING TO
ACCEPT AT LEAST ONE ALTERNATIVE
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EXHIBIT 11-12

PEZRCENT OF RESPONDENTS WILLING TO
HAVE REPORT TAKEN BY TELEPHONE

s

making less than $10,000. However, differences in acceptance by income
were not found with the other two sites.

g

With the age variable, significant differences were found in Garden

Grove and Greensboro, but not in Toledo. In the former two cities, the 1 5 1%
degree of acceptance generally increased with age. On whether respondents i %0~ " -
had called the police on another incident within the last year, a signifi- w0 w0
cant difference was found in Garden Grove, but not at the other two sites. ”o .
In Garden Grove, there was greater acceptance of the alternatives with : A .
respondents who had called the police within the last year than with : ' v§ : F R
:I respondents who had not. : i 0 § % -
s L ; * ® ’-l 3ns 2.2 N 40 - 23.3
Exhibits 11-12 through 11-16 relate demographic characteristics to the 3 o gﬁ ,0?74,! ~ s %45 “‘2%2
percent of respondents willing to accept each individual alternative. The : T “_/:;,\ a/' s RN w0/ Q§§ggﬁ on 101 T ,
calculated chi-square values are shown along with indications of their : o m_sz N gggf ‘ 57/>}\§S §§5§§§%§g N7 2Ny
statistical significance. A review of these exhibits shows that the vari- . 34?%§S§\ Aég\\>§§ {47§§S> N /2\\\Q%g N E;§%§S,§

ables important in Exhibit 11-11 are not consistently important with the ; - Garden Grave Gresasbors Tolede Garden Grove Gresnsbero Talede
I individual alternatives. For example, in Exhibit 11-12 on the willingness j - Z2 e S remae o< 9 SR

to have a phone report, there are no longer significant differences between : ' e 2 > m
males and females in Garden Grove and Toledo. The results in these
exhibits mean that the importance of the demographic variables is dependent

on the particular alternative being considered.

o

Loglinear Analysis of Citizen Acceptance

While the above analysis offers insight into demographic characteris- i
tics and citizen acceptance, it does not reflect how these characteristics E
might interact to influence acceptance. For example, in Garden Grove, the 3
interaction of age and sex may explain citizen acceptance better than each
of these variables considered individually. In this section, the results
are given for a multivariate analysis of the variables.
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A loglinear analysis approach was used for this analysis. Loglinear

V.7
T
Telsde Garden Grove Greansbore Teledo

B models are appropriate when the variables under consideration are presented ; - Garars Greve

responses and this variable is also categorical (either yes or no).

i in the form of cross-classified tables of counts, commonly known as contin- ! gz KNS wes 2 e ED s EX o otk M
gency tables. With the baseline survey data, all key variables, such as = ji
sex, age, and income, are categorical. Further, the response variable for : ko
this analysis is whether citizens were willing to accept one of the . B ji 100

The logit model is a special case of the general loglinear model in
which one variable is considered as the dependent variable and other vari-
ables are treated as independent (Bishop et al., 1975). In the following

examples, the dependent variable is citizen acceptance and is, therefore, a
g dichotomous variable. The independent variables were selected as those
' variables in Exhibit 11-11 which were found to be statistically signifi-
g: cant. Further, the analysis was performed only on the category of property
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events, since this category included the most likely types of calls to be
handled in an alternative fashion during the test phase of the project.
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A summary of the model results for the three sites is as follows: b
3 <8 H‘_E_’. %o "mnf,"_-:’_‘: > 10

e

e In Greensboro, the variables of sex and age each have s
%z an effect on citizen acceptance and there is no o

Chi-Square Statistics

T

183 Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo

Sex 0.08 5.3]e 0.42
Income 2.51 4,83 6,83
Age 11.0]= 2.62 .21
Called Polfce During Year  3.28* 2.8 0.78
Length of Residence 1.33 .
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EXHIBIT 11-15

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS WILLING TO
COME TO POLICE DEPARTMENT
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interaction effect. Similarly, in Toledo, the vari- : §f7 ;
ables of sex and income each had an effect on citizen : i‘ |

acceptance and there is no interaction effect.
EXHIBIT 11-17

LOGIT MODEL FOR CITIZEN ACCEPTANCE
PROPERTY OFFENSES IN GREENSBORO

o In Garden Grove, the variables of sex, age, and
whether the respondents had called the department
within the last year each had an effect on citizen
acceptance, and there is a two-factor interaction
effect from age and whether the respondents had
called the department before.

Accept At Least One Alternative

A G R

g Survey Results Model Results
: Details on the reasons for these results are provided in the ‘ Age Category Male Female Male Female
remainder of this section. : 5 18-25 Years 01d 37 29 36.9 29.1
g o 26-45 Years 01d 91 71 94.0 68.0
] Exhibit 11-17 is a contingency table for the baseline survey results ! - Over 45 Years 01d 64 45 61.1 47.9
from Greensboro on acceptance of alternatives for property events. The 5 :
o table is subdivided into sex and age categories, which serve as the : = Will Not Accept Alternatives
]E independent variables since they were the variables from Exhibit 11-11 i @
which were statistically significant. Since there are only two independent ; i Survey Results Model Resuits
variables in this case, the Togit model is a test of whether the two | : Age Category Male Female Male Female
Ei variables operate independently to influence citizen acceptance, or whether : 18-25 Years 0Td 24 32 24.1 31.9
interaction exists between the two which also influences citizen acceptance. i 26-45 Years 01d 61 67 58.0 70.0
; Over 45 Years 01d 24 38 26.9 35.1

; The logit model results were that no interaction exists. Treating age
;3 and sex as independent variables, the 1ikelihood ratio chi-square for the
Togit model was 1.37, which indicates a good fit of the model to the data Odds Table

at the 5 percent level of confidence. The expected counts with this model

iik are also given in Exhibit 11-17. 1In no cell is there a difference greater § Age Category Male Female
Rt than four between the observed and expected values. In summary, for the ; 18-25 Years 01d 1.53 91
Greensboro data, the variables of age and sex are significant variables in 26-45 Years 01d 1.62 .97

Over 45 Years 01d 2.27 1.36

fj determining citizen acceptance, and operate independently in influencing
g 8 citizen acceptance.

tion of the odds of citizen acceptance. These odds, shown at the bottom of Logit Model Parameters

Exhibit 11-17, are the ratios of the expected values. With males 18-25 ' i
years old, the odds are 1.5 to 1 of accepting an alternative, and the odds . -
increase to 2.27 to 1 for males over 45 years of age. With females, the
odds are against accepting an alternative, except for the age category of
over 45 years.

Multiplicative Model:
R(ijl) / R(ij2) = C X S(i) X A(3)

.91 for 26-45 Years 01d
1.28 for Over 45 Years 01d

where C = 1.38 (Constant Term)
With Toledo, the significant variables from Exhibit 11-11 are sex and S =1.29 for Males
income. Exhibit 11-18 gives the results of a logit model in which these = ,78 for Females
two variables are included but have no interaction effect. Once again, the A= .86 for 18-25 Years 01d

mode] provides a good fit with a likelihood ratio chi-square value of .80.
The observed and expected values are always within three counts, which also
reflects a good fit from this model. The odds ratios shown at the bottom
of the table follow the pattern of increasing odds on acceptance as income
increases for both males and females. The differences between the odds .
ratios for males and females at a given salary level are close, indicating |
that the variable of sex is not as important as income in this model. !

LikeTihood Ratio Chi-Square = 1.37 with 2 degrees of freedom.

With Garden Grove, there were three significant variables--sex, age,
and whether the citizen had called the department within the last year.
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EXHIBIT 11-18

LOGIT MODEL FOR CITIZEN ACCEPTANCE
PROPERTY OFFENSES IN TOLEDO

Income Category

Accept At Least One Alternative

Survey Results

Male Female

Less than $10,000
$10,000-$20,000
More than $20,000

Income Categor
Less than $10,000

32 72
62 51
61 59

Model Results

Male Female
33.5 70.5
59.3 53.7
62.1 57.9

Will Not Accept Alternatives

Survey Results

Male Female

Model Results

Male Female

41 88 39.5 89.
$10,000-$20,000 52 56 54.7 53.3
More than $20,000 46 44 44.9 45.1
Odds Table
Income Category Male Female
Less than $10,000 .85 .79
$10,000-$20,000 1.09 1.01
More than $20,000 1.38 1.28

Multiplicative Model:
R(ijl) / R(ij2) = C X S(i) X M(3)

where C
S

M

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square = 1.37 with 2 degrees of freedom.

Logit Model Parameters

1.04 (Constant Term)
1.04 for Males

.96 for Females

.78 for Less than $10,000 Income
1,01 for $10,000-$20,000 Income
1.28 for More than $20,000 Income
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With three independent variables, more models must be considered, since the
variables can be combined pairwise for possible interactions. The compet-
ing models and 1ikelihood ratio chi-square values were as follows:

Likelihood Degrees of
Model Ratio Freedom
1. (Sex, Called)(Age) 19.50 6
2. (Sex, Age)(Called) 20.57 5
3. (Called, Age)(Sex) 2.08 5

These results clearly show that the most appropriate model is the last
model. The first two models have high 1ikelihood ratios which mean that
these models should be rejected, while the third model has a low 1ikelihood
ratio at the 5 percent level of significance. This model is interpreted as
indicating that each independent variable has an effect on citizen accep-
tance of alternatives, with a two-factor interaction effect of age and
whether the citizen has previously called the department. The policy
implication of this result for Garden Grove is that all three variables
should be considered in a program for alternatives, and that the interac-

tion effect should be given greater attention.

Exhibit 11-19 shows the contingency table for Garden Grove along with
the results of the third model. The odds ratios at the bottom of the
exhibit highlight the importance of the interaction effect. The odds range
from 8.35 for males 18-25 years old who had not called the department
before, to 1.35 for females 26-45 years old who had not called the depart-
ment before. Differences in odds can be seen between males and females,
between age categories, and between whether the respondents had called the

department before.

SURVEY OF CITIZENS WHO RECEIVED
TELEPHONE REPORT UNIT SERVICE

Since a telephone report unit was already in effect in Toledo and
Greensboro prior to the DPR project, the evaluation team had an opportunity
to determine the satisfaction with this alternative during the baseline
period. The number of TRU citizen surveys was 798 in Greensboro and 1,770
in Toledo. As Exhibit 11-20 indicates, the main categories of calls taken
by the TRU officers in Toledo were car theft, criminal damage to autos, and
theft. In Greensboro, the main call types were theft, tampering with
autos, car theft, and criminal damage. These call types had been selected
at the two sites by the department management when the TRU's were estab-
lished. At that time, there was little thought given to the impact on
citizen satisfaction. Instead, the aim was to select only a few minor

types of calls which had high volumes.
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EXHIBIT 11-19
LOGIT MODEL FOR CITIZEN ACCEPTANCE
PROPERTY OFFENSES IN GARDEN GROVE EXHIBIT 11-20
Accept At Least One Alternative
S H;d C?11ed PoT e Boros g TELEPHONE REPORT UNIT CALL TYPES
E urvey Results Model Results
3 ﬂgﬂ%g_o_ti Male Female Male Female _ Type of Calls _(_Grﬁsggg_orro (Lgleg%)
%2-42 zears 8}3 ggg_ 102 126.2 1038 E ’
- - ears 247 268.3 244.7 ' *
; . Larceny/Theft . 56.1% 22.8%
g Over 45 Years 01d 155 130 156.8 128.2 M zamgewng/gﬂ;h.Au%oéCar Theft 13.0 323
Had Not Called Police Before E andaiism/Lriminal Uamage . .
Age Category Male Female Male Female f L Harassing 8.0 -0
18-25 Years 01d 26 17 6.9 17.1 ! L Dependent Person _ 6.1 .0
26-45 Years 01d 26 30 26.1 29.9 | - E Other (traffic accident, misc.) 7.0 4.0
- Over 45 Years 01d 43 25 0.7 27.4 e
&
i Will Not Accept Alternatives i
Had Called Police Before ; o Jg How Quickly Citizens Called Police and TRU Response Times
Survey Results Model Results ? _
Age Category Male Female Male Female : - In Greensboro, the median time was 60 minutes for citizens to call the
18-25 Years 01d 45 55 46.8 53.2 ! ] police after the discovery of the incident, as compared to a median of 30
a 26-45 Years 01d 62 73 49.7 75.3 ! - minutes in Toledo. However, as in mobile response calls, the reporting
g Over 45 Years 01d 37 38 35.2 39.8 ; & time was affected greatly by those persons who waited a considerable length
. : S of time to call police. In Greensboro, the average length of time until
A Ade Cat Had Not Called Police Before ‘ (] citizens called police was 28 hours, and in Toledo the average length of
g nge Lategory Male Female Male Female i time until citizens called police was 13.4 hours.
18-25 Years 01d 3 3 3.1 2.9 T
86-454Years 01d 14 22 13.9 22.1 L At the start of the DPR project, the procedure in Toledo was for the
§ ver 45 Years 01d 8 12 10.5 9.7 : dispatcher to give citizens the TRU telephone number, advise them on the
0dds Table 1. hours of operation, and request that they call the TRU directly. In order
Male — — — Femal S to ascertain how often citizens called the TRU under this procedure, re-
{ Called ot Called c ]TSgE_EN SIS spondents were asked whether they reached the TRU on the first try or
Before Before Baf ° ot Called : whether they had to call back. Over half (58.4 percent) responded that
18-25 Years 0ld 570 8,35 —%—8%9 §§f%6§ o7l they reached the TRU on the first try, 36.8 percent stated that they had to
26-45 Years 01d 4'49 1.88 3'25 . I call back at least once, and 4.8 percent did not remember. Of those who
Over 45 Years 01d 4~45 3.88 3.22 1.35 j had to call the TRU back, 52.9 percent reported that they had to call four
: . . 2.82 5 or more times because the lines were busy. To prepare for a change in this
Logit Model Parameters t L procedure, respondents were asked whether they would have been agreeable to
H Multiplicative Model: : i giving out their number and allowing the police officers to return their
' .. ; A call by the end of the next day. Nearly two-thirds (62 percent) said they
R(ijkl) / R(ijk2) = K X S(i) X C(j) X A(k) X CA(jk) : S were agreeable to this, 36 percent said they were not, and 2 percent were
: Ga not sure.
where K = 3.28 (Constant Term) C = .98 for Called Before . 1
S = 1.18 for Males = 1.02 for Not Called Before 4 o The new procedures, initiated in May 1982, required call takers to
Ac 1~85 for Females : B record the type of offense, citizen's name, and telephone number on a
[ = .22 for 18-25 Years 01d v T dispatch ticket. The dispatch tickets were then accumulated each day and .
= +75 for 26-45 Years 01d : - physically transported to the TRU. Subsequently, an officer contacted the .
= 1.08 for Over 45 Years 01d k! | 1 citizens to record the information about the incident and prepare a report.
' CA = 1.58 for Called Before, 18-25 Years 01d g %i = Under this procedure, the median response time for TRU to contact the )
i .53 for Called Before, 26-45 Years 01d 7 : caller was 48 hours.
. 1.09 for Called Before, Over 45 Years 01d i | 1 a
] 1.72 for Not Called Before, 18-25 Years 01d = S In Greensboro, the median response time for TRU to contact the caller
g .63 for Not Called Before, 26-45 Years 01d was only 12 minutes. The reason for the shorter median time was that the i
; .92 for Not Called Before, Over 45 Years 0ld ] officers quickly received the information from the communications center
. Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square = 2.08 with 5 degrees of freedom. jﬁ 1
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CAD system, and had a much greater chance of immediately reaching the
citizen at the telephone number.

Satisfaction with TRU

For over 80 percent of all callers surveyed, this was the first time
they had ever had a report taken over the telephone by the police. As seen
in Exhibit 11-21, over 90 percent of all respondents at both sites reported
that they were either "satisfied" or "very satisfied" with the way their
reports were taken over the telephone. As in mobile response, respondents
were less inclined to say they were "very satisfied" and more likely to
report they were "satisfied."

EXHIBIT 11-21
SATISFACTION WITH TELEPHONE REPORT UNIT SERVICE

Level of Satisfaction Greensboro Toledo
with TRU (N=798) (N=1,770)
Very Satisfied 25.1% 31.8%
Satisfied 66.2 58.0
Dissatisfied 7.9 7.7
Very Dissatisfied 0.9 2.5

The high satisfaction levels are probably due to the types of calls being
handled by the TRU officers. As shown in Exhibit 11-20, most of the cal]
types were minor property offenses, predominantly larcenies and thefts from
automobiles. Under the DPR tests, the types of calls were considerably
expanded and there were subsequent changes in the satisfaction level.
However, an interesting result of these findings is that the long response
times for Toledo TRU officers to contact citizens did not have an adverse
effect on citizen satisfaction.

As reflected in Exhibit 11-22, the major reasons that respondents were

dissatisfied with TRU were they wanted an officer to come out, they wanted
more done on the case, or they disliked the officer's attitude.
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EXHIBIT 11-22
REASONS FOR DISSATISFACTION WITH TRU SERVICE

Greensboro Toledo
(N=70) (N=180)

Reasons for Dissatisfaction with

Telephone Report Unit Service

Did not get response wanted/

wanted someone to come out 33.8% 34.6%
Disliked handling of case/

wanted some investigation

or follow-up 29.7 16.0
Disliked officer's attitude/

appeared uncaring or

disinterested 18.9 24.7
Had to call back/took

too long for TRU to

return call 9.5 19.8
Disliked questions

asked 6.7 1.2
No reason given 1.4 3.7

Acceptance of Alternatives

Even though these respondents had received the TRU alternative, there
was interest in whether they would have been willing to accept some other
alternatives for their calls. In this way, the other alternatives could be
used and the TRU officers would be free to accept a greater volume of other
types of calls.

In Toledo, nearly half (47.4 percent) of those whose report had been
taken by phone said they would have agreed to fi11 out a report and mail it
back to the police department. This compared to only 10 percent of those
receiving a mobile response who would have been willing to fill out a mail-
in report. In Greensboro, about one-quarter of the TRU respondents report-
ed that they would have been willing to fill out a mail-in report, which
was also higher than the 16.4 percent from the mobile response group.

The proportion of respondents who reported that they were willing to
come to the department was also significantly higher among TRU service )
recipients than those who received a mobile response. Over one-quarter in
Greensboro (26.7 percent), and nearly one-third in Toledo (32.1 percent),
reported that they would have agreed to come to the police department to
fill out a report or complaint. This acceptance level was nearly twice as
high when compared to respondents who had received mobile response in
Greensboro, and over three times as high when compared to those who
received mobile responses in Toledo.
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CONCLUSIONS

The conclusions from the analysis of the baseline citizen surveys can
be summarized as follows:

o In terms of demographic characteristics, residents of
Garden Grove were wealthier and more transitory than
the residents of either Toledo or Greensboro. In
Toledo, 73 percent of the citizen telephone survey
respondents had lived in the city for over 20 years,
in sharp contrast to Greensboro, where 50.5 percent
had lived in the city 20 years, and Garden Grove,
where only 14.6 percent had been there 20 years.

® Over 90 percent of all citizens surveyed, who had
previously received a police mobile response, were
satisfied with the manner in which the police telephone
operator handled their initial call. Reasons for dis-
satisfaction included comments such as the call taker
was uncaring, had a bad attitude, was impersonal, asked
too many questions, and other reasons.

e Citizens who had previously received a mobile response
were also satisfied with the response time in which it
took the police to arrive. Approximately 90 percent at
each site were satisfied. The main reason for dissatis-
faction was that these callers had a preconceived
expectation that the police should have arrived sooner.

o The citizens surveyed expressed an overall high willing-
ness to accept alternatives other than the immediate
dispatch of a patrol unit to a non-emergency call. The
most acceptable alternatives were arranging an appoint-
ment for an officer to come later, and having the report
taken over the phone. The least acceptable alternatives
were filling out a mail-in report or coming to the
police station to report the incident in person. Also,
three out of four callers were willing to accept a delay
in the response time of the officer.

¢ Citizens are more willing to accept aiternatives for
property-related calls (e.g., burglary, larceny) or
assistance calls rather than for calls which involve
potential danger or threats to the person, such as
assaults or domestic disputes.

® The logit analysis shows that acceptance of alternatives
can be dependent on several characteristics acting
together. In Garden Grove, the combination of sex, age,
and whether the citizens had called the police before
influenced the acceptance of alternatives. The odds for
acceptance ranged from 8.35 for males 18-25 years old who
had not called the police before, to 1.35 for females
26-45 years old who had not called the police before.
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® Over 90 percent of the citizens in Toledo and Gfeensporo
surveyed during the baseline period were satisfied with
the way their reports were taken over the telephone.
Most of these calls were minor property offenses. Many
of those citizens who had already received the telephone
report alternative response were willing to accept another
type of alternative.
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CHAPTER 12

ANALYSIS OF CITIZEN SURVEYS DURING GREENSBORO
TEST PHASE

INTRODUCTION

The citizen surveys administered during the experimental phase of the
DPR project in Greensboro began during the winter of 1983. Citizens who
had received mobile responses and alternative responses were surveyed. As
discussed in earlier chapters, the three sites developed different methods
for randomiy assigning non-critical calls for service to either traditional
or alternative responses. The analysis of citizen surveys during the test
phase considers each site separately, partially because of the differences
in test procedures, and partially because of the differences in the types
of calls handled and in demographic characteristics. The analysis of the
results from Greensboro are presented first since its project implemented
the fullest range of alternatives. Shorter analyses of the Garden Grove
and Toledo sites are provided in the next two chapters, and Chapter 15
presents a comparison of baseline and test data across all three sites.

As explained in Chapter 6, the experimental/control procedures in
Greensboro were based on the work schedules for the telecommunicators, who
were split into two groups of two squads each. Squads A and B worked four
days in a row on 12-hour shifts and then had the next four days off, while
squads C and D worked four days in a row on 12-hour shifts. Squads A and B
served as the control group and squads C and D as the experimental group.
During the experimental days, the alternatives were in full operation,
while during the control days, calls were handled in the traditional manner.

The work schedule had been developed by personnel in the communica-
tions center prior to the DPR project and, therefore, was not an
operational change associated with the project. Consideration had been
given to a randomization procedure using the computer aided dispatch (CAD)
system as was done in Garden Grove. However, the Greensboro CAD was
developed and installed by an outside consulting firm which no longer
supported the system. Since no one locally had sufficient knowledge about
the computer programs in the system at the time of the test, the option of
an automatic randomization procedure could not be taken.

For the TRU, the test meant that the personnel were busier during the
experimental days, since more types of calls were diverted to them. During
the control days, the TRU personnel handled only the types of calls which
they had processed prior to the project. As presented in Chapter 6, there
was a 51.1 percent difference between the volume of calls on experimental
versus control days for the TRU.

The civilian responses included services by the animal control person-
nel, the community service officers, and the evidence technicians.
However, only the survey results for evidence technicians are discussed in
this chapter, since the volume of calls for the other two groups was not
enough on which to base conclusions. Low usage also precluded any analysis
of the mail-in response alternative.
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With these test conditions in Greensboro, there were several different
types of citizen surveys conducted during the test period:

o TRU experimental group--citizens receiving TRU services during the
experimental days (503 surveys).

e TRU control group--citizens receiving TRU services during the
control days (312 surveys).

e Mobile response experimental group--citizens receiving mobile
response services during the experimental days (729 surveys).

® Mobile response control group--citizens receiving mobile response
services during the control days (775 surveys). :

o Delayed mobile response--citizens receiving mobile response services
with response times greater than thirty minutes (112 surveys).

e Civilian mobile response--citizens receiving mobile response
services from civilian members of the department (73 surveys).

o Drive-in response--citizens with hit and run accidents who drove to
the department to report their problem to the accident squad (16
surveys).

The emphasis in the analysis presented in this chapter is on compari-
sons of the different alternatives during the experimental days. That fis,
comparisons are made of citizen satisfaction during the experimental days
for the alternatives of immediate mobile responses, delayed mobile
responses, civilian mobile responses, and TRU responses. Results from the
control days are presented to support the results of the experiment.

The demographic characteristics of the respondents for the control and
experimental days were not found to be significantly different. For
example, 35.7 percent of the mobile response control group were male, as
compared to 33.9 percent of the mobile response experimental group.
Similarly, 42.0 percent of the TRU control group were male, as compared to
44,7 percent of the TRU experimental group. With regard to income, the
percentage of respondents making less than $10,000 was 38.3 percent in the
mobile response control group and 40.2 percent in the experimental group;
for respondents making between $10,000 and $20,000, the percentages were
29.8 and 29.0, respectively. With the TRU control group, 31.6 percent of
the respondents made less than $10,000, as compared to 30.5 percent of the
TRU experimental group. For respondents making between $10,000 and
$20,000, the percentages were 28.7 and 28.9, respectively. Similar close-
ness of characteristics were found with the variables of age and years in
the jurisdiction.

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS
AND SERVICE ALTERNATIVES

Satisfaction with Call Takers

Citizens were asked how satisfied they were with the manner in which
their initial phone calls to the police department were handled. Exhibit
12-1 shows that with TRU and mobile response services, citizens were equally
satisfied with the initial conversation with the call taker. Just over
half of the respondents in these groups said they were "very satisfied"
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with the call taker's handling of their calls. Less than five percent of ';
the respondents stated that they were ndissatisfied" or "very dissatisfied" : For the TRU control group, 43.9 percent stated that they were
’ . re “very

with the call taker. i . X satisfied," which is significantly less than the 50.9 percent from the
; - experimental group. A total of 2.6 percent in the control group expressed
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EXHIBIT 12-1

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS
GREENSBORO TEST PHASE

TRU Mobile Delayed Civilian
Experimental Experimental Mobile Mobile

Satisfaction Level (N=503) (N=729) (N=112) (N=73)
Very satisfied 50.9% 52.3% 37.5% 43.8%
Satisfied 44.9 42.9 54.5 45.3
Dissatisfied 3.4 3.3 7.1 6.8
.8 1.5 .9 4.1

Very Dissatisfied

For respondents expressing dissatisfaction, the main reason given was
that the call taker "appeared disinterested" or "had a bad attitude."
Other reasons for dissatisfaction were tied to the specific type of alter-
native. For TRU service, the most frequent reasons were that an officer
did not come out (41.2%), followed by dislike of call taker's attitude
(23.5%), and difficulty reaching the unit (the phone rang a long time
before it was answered, they had to call back, or the line was busy)
(17.6%). For mobile response recipients who were dissatisfied, the major
reasons were the call taker was unconcerned (30%), the call taker did not
want to send a unit (30%), and the call taker asked too many questions
(15%). For civilian mobile recipients, the call taker's attitude was the
most frequent reason for citizen dissatisfaction (37.5%), followed by the
call taker asked too many gquestions (25%), and it took too long for a unit
to arrive (25%). For delayed mobile response recipients, the call taker's
attitude was the most frequent reason (50%), followed by not happy with
delay (25%), and the call taker asked too many questions (12%).

The results with the control groups were that 4.1 percent of the
mobile response control group expressed dissatisfaction with the initial
conversation. This percent of dissatisfaction is about the same as the 4.8
percent from the mobile response experimental group. However, 47.4 percent
of these control group respondents stated that they were "very satisfied,"
as compared to 52.3 percent of the experimental group. Thus, the mobile
response experimental group had a higher level of respondents stating that
they were "very satisfied" and about the same percentage expressing dissat-
jsfaction as compared to the control group.
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With delayed and civilian mobile responses, the percent of respondents ! : : . . . : )
expressing satisfaction totaled 92.0- and 90.0 percent respectively, with i glgﬁg.mfﬁfstw?ﬁe w(:ho]ncthro]1s 1::us thhac? th]e 4.2 percent from the experimental
the remaining 8-10 percent expressing dissatisfaction with these alterna- | that they were "ver satis%' dp" a da ower percentage of persons stating
tives. However, fewer respondents stated that they were “very satisfied" ; dissatisfaction Y ted," and a lower percentage expressing

as compared to the TRU and immediate mobile alternatives. E :

Were Citizens Informed of a Delay?

_ Several studies have shown that satisfaction with del

tive services is dependent upon the expectations of the ci?;‘i(cjanosr (?’L&%;na

1980; Pate et. al., 1976; Tien et. al., 1977; Kansas City, 1977). Thesé

authors have reported that if citizens expect a delay in ;esponse to a

ca]}, they w111_read11y accept a delay again, and it will not decrease

the1r satisfaction. As a result of this information, call takers for this

ggg%?ztotezﬁ ?%]ﬁ to X?ffrm citizens who received the alternative delayed
vilian mobile respons i

fiobi e or clyilian mot ponses that it would be up to an hour before

Citizens were asked whether they were advised that there was goi
be a delay. Among those who received delayed mobile service, 3QAgpe:§eE:
said that they had not been told that there would be a delay. This per-
centage is higher than the project personnel expected, since the policy was
gg?gycall takers always were to advise callers on the possibility of a

In order to determine whether a delay was an obsta iti

o cle to citizen
w11]1ngness to use the same type of service again in the future, delayed
mobitle responQenFs were asked if they would accept a delay again for the
same type of incident. Of the delayed mobile response recipients who were

advised of a delay, 75 percent said that they would accept a delay again,

and 25 percent said that they would not accept a delay n i

who were not advised that there would have d%en a deliy,egﬁ1§;g§:7 g:r§22§e
said that they would accept a delay in the future. Thus, twice as many '
people who were told to expect a delay were willing to accept a delay again
compared to thoge who were not told. The experiences of the respondents
had an obvious impact on whether they would accept delays in the future.

Citizen Satisfaction with Service

Over 60 percent of all respondents who received either T i -
mental response, mobile experimental response, or civi]iannno§$12x$§£;onse
said that they were "very satisfied" with the service they were provided.
However, as ref]ectgd in Exhibit 12-2, those who received a delayed mobile
response were less inclined to say that they were "very satisfied" and more
1nc11ned.to_sgy that they were "satisfied" with service. Thus, while there
?:?128 3;gz1g;$antd1ncgg$se in the percentage of citizens actually dissat-
1 ayed mobile response, ignifi i i
Intens ity e thé%r satisfactigz.nse there was a significant decline in the
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EXHIBIT 12-2

SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE PROVIDED
GREENSBORO TEST PHASE

TRU Mobile Delayed Civilian

Experimental Experimental Mobile Mobile

Satisfaction Level (N=503) (N=729) (N=112)  (N=73)
Very Satisfied 60.4% 69.8% 57.1% 67.1
Satisfied 31.0 24.3 37.5 31.5
Dissatisfied 7.0 3.8 4.5 1.4
Very Dissatisfied 1.6 2.1 .9 .0

An examination of the reasons for dissatisfaction with the service
provided shows that the major reasons for dissatisfaction with a1l alterna-
tives except delayed mobile was that there was no investigation of the case
or follow-up assistance offered. The complaints included such comments as
"no fingerprints were taken," "I still haven't heard anything," or "they
said someone will come out and no one ever has." With TRU and mobile
response services, the second most frequent reason was that the officer
acted disinterested or uncaring. Among delayed mobile respondents, two-
thirds of those who were dissatisfied said that they did not get the situa-
tion handled the way they wanted, i.e., a report was not taken or a person
was not ticketed.

Another survey question on satisfaction with the service provided
asked whether the citizen felt the officer or police specialist expressed
interest in what the citizen had to say. For the alternatives, between 88
percent and 95 percent of the respondents reported that they felt the
officer or police specialist was interested in what they had to say. Citi-
zens who received experimental TRU service reported they felt the officer
showed the lowest level of interest in what they had to say (88 percent),
while civilian mobile response recipients said police evidence technicians
showed the highest level of interest (94.5 percent).

For the control groups, 7.4 percent of the mobile respondents expres-
sed dissatisfaction with the service provided, which is slightly higher
than the percentage for the mobile experimental group. A total of 63.4
percent in the control group stated that they were "very satisfied," which
is significantly less than the experimental group. With the TRU control
group, 5.4 percent of the respondents stated that they were "dissatisfied"
with the service provided, which is significantly less than the 8.6 percent
in the experimental group. A total of 56.1 percent in the control group
stated that they were "very satisfied," as compared to 60.4 percent in the
experimental group. In summary, the results of the control and experimen-
tal groups are similar except for the dissatisfaction levels of the TRU
groups.

203

SIS

I

;

i

M’L

Drive-In Response

Under the DPR project in Greensboro, an interesting service alterna-
tive was the drive-in response. Call takers directed automobile hit-and-
run victims with property damage only to bring their vehicles into the
station and contact the accident follow-up squad. Under the project, the
accident follow-up squad became the first unit of response for these types
of calls, and completed the incident reports for those victims requested by
the call takers to drive to the station.

A total of 8? initial incident reports were completed during the first
six months the drive-in alternative was in use (from January to June 1983).
? san1e of 16 recipients was contacted to determine citizen satisfaction

evels.

Eleven of the recipients of drive-in service reported that they were
'very satisfied" with the service provided by the officers. Four stated
that they were "satisfied," while only one person expressed dissatisfaction.
The dissatisfied person took exception to one officer's analysis of the
cause of the accident. The officer questioned whether it was really a hit-
and-run, which angered the citizen.

The citizens were quite satisfied with the conduct of the officers;
over 90 percent felt that the officers expressed interest in what they had
to say and were accurate and clear during the conversation. Nearly all of
those who used the drive-in service (87.5 percent) said that they would be
willing to bring their cars into the police station again if they needed to
report the same types of incidents. The two who were not willing to use
the service again cited the reasons for this as too lTong a delay in getting
the report back, and too long a wait at the station.

Willingness to Use Alternatives in the Future

A key measure in the survey was whether respondents were willing to
accept the same alternative services again and, if they had received a
regular mobile response, whether they would have been agreeable to longer
delays than they had experienced. The responses to these questions show
that the highest willingness to use the same type of service again was
among those who received civilian mobile response (94.5 percent), followed
by experimental TRU (86.7 percent). Least acceptable as an alternative was
delayed mobile response; only 62.5 percent said that they would be willing
to be delayed again.

Recipients of regular mobile response were asked whether they would
have been agreeable to a delay in the arrival of the police for up to an
hour more, or up to 30 minutes more. Nearly half (44.0 percent) of those
in the experimental mobile response group said that they would have been
agreeable to a delay of up to 30 minutes more, and nearly one-third (29.7
percent) said they would have waited up to one hour more.
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TYPES OF CALLS FOR ALTERNATIVES

There were several differences in the proportion of call types handled
by each of the experimental responses. As shown in Exhibit 12-3, the types
of calls handled by the TRU on experimental days included 43.4 percent
larcenies, 5.8 percent burglaries, 16.9 percent property damage crimes, 5.5
percent assistance calls, and 7.1 percent dependent/missing person calls.

The bulk of the calls receiving a delayed mobile response were auto-
mobile accidents (30.5 percent), public nuisances (26.6 percent),
suspicious activities (14.1), and larcenies (7 percent). Nearly three-
quarters of the reports handled by the civilian evidence technicians were
for burglaries, and another 13.7 percent were assistance calls, primarily
to pick up property.

In comparison, calls handled by mobile response on experimental days
were primarily for public nuisances (21.1 percent), suspicious activities
(19.8 percent), automobile accidents (10.7 percent), interpersonal con-
flicts (11.9 percent), larcenies (8.3 percent), and burglaries (8 percent).

EXHIBIT 12-3

TYPES OF CALLS HANDLED BY ALTERNATIVES
GREENSBORO TEST PHASE

TRU Mobile Delayed Civilian
Experimental Experimental Mobile Mobile
(N=503) (N=729) (N=112) (N=73)
Types of Calls
Larceny ‘ 43.4% 8.3% 7.0% 5.5%
Suspicious Activities 2.0 19.8 14.1 .0
Criminal Damage 16.9 6.0 3.1 6.8
Assistance 5.5 3.4 2.3 13.7
Public Nuisance 5.0 21.1 26.6 .0
Burglary 5.8 8.0 3.1 71.2
Other Property Crimes 5.8 1.2 .8 .0
Dependent Person 7.1 1.9 1.6 .0
Auto Accident/Traffic Problem .6 10.7 30.5 .0
Interpersonal Conflict 4.3 11.9 3.9 1.4
Public Morals 2.0 1.5 2.3 1.4
Person Crimes 1.6 5.1 3.9 .0
Other 0 1.1 .8 0

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME

Citizens were asked to estimate the length of time until the police
officer or evidence specialist either called them back or arrived, and how
satisfied they were with this length of time. Exhibit 12-4 shows that over
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half of the respondents who received TRU or mobile experimental services
said they were "very satisfied" with the response times to their calls.
However, significantly fewer respondents who had received either delayed
mobile or civilian mobile responses, reported that they were "very satis-
fied" with the response time. More important, overall, significantly more
citizens who had TRU experimental service reported that they were either
"very satisfied" or "satisfied" with their response times, compared to
those who received experimental mobile response.

For calls eligible to be delayed, the callers were to be advised that
it might take one hour before a unit arrived. Dispatchers were to hold
calls for 30 minutes in order to dispatch the call to the unit in the area
of responsibility. If, after 30 minutes, the unit was still not in ser-
vice, the call was dispatched to the nearest available unit. With civilian
mobile response calls, the caller was to be advised of what particular type
of unit would be dispatched, and that it might be up to one hour before the
unit arrived.

As expected, significantly more citizens who received delayed mobile
response reported that they were "dissatisfied" with the response time,
compared to those who received regular mobile response. Therefore, those
who received delayed mobile response and civilian mobile response were less
inclined to say that they were "very satisfied" with the response time,
while more of those who received delayed mobile response actually reported
dissatisfaction with the response time.

EXHIBIT 12-4

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIMES
GREENSBORO TEST PHASE

TRU Mobile Delayed Civilian

Experimental Experimental Mobile Mobile

Satisfaction Level (N=503) (N=729) (N=112) (N=73)
Very Satisfied 52.1% 51.3% 24.1% 39.7%
Satisfied 44.5 36.2 49.1 45,2
Dissatisfied 2.8 10.3 25.0 13.7
Very Dissatisfied .6 2.2 1.8 1.4

With regard to satisfaction with response times, the control and
experimental groups showed simiiar results. For the mobile response con-
trol group, 11.5 percent expressed dissatisfaction, as compared to 12.5
percent in the experimental group. A total of 47.4 percent in the control
group stated that they were "very satisfied," as compared to 51.3 percent
in the experimental group. With the TRU control group, 3.6 percent stated
that they were "dissatisfied" with the response time, as compared to 3.4
percent in the experimental group. A total of 43.9 percent in the contro]l
group stated that they were "very satisfied," as compared to 52.1 percent
in the experimental group.
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As discussed in Chapter 11 on the results of the baseline surveys,
citizens recalled quite accurately the amount of time it took for the
police to arrive. The same was true for the test phase results. As shown
in Exhibit 12-5, for the TRU experimental group calls, the average actual
Tength of time until police officers called the citizens back was 51.4
minutes; half received responses in less than 9 minutes. Respondents!
perception of the length of time until police called them back averaged
21.0 minutes, or 30.4 minutes shorter than the actual response time. Re-

spondents reported that half of their calls were answered within 15 minutes.

For experimental mobile response calls, the actual average mobile
response time to calls was 12.6 minutes, with a median of 8 minutes.
Respondents reported that a police car arrived in an average of 14.7
minutes, with a median of 10 minutes. In delayed mobile response calls,
citizens showed the greatest underestimation in recollecting how long they
had waited for the police to arrive. They reported that the average length
of time until a unit arrived was 35.8 minutes; 25 percent thought a unit
arrived within 25 minutes; 50 percent, within 30 minutes; and 75 percent,
within 45 minutes. However, the actual average response time was 84.6
minutes, with 25 percent arriving within 32 minutes, 50 percent within 36
minutes, and 75 percent within 42 minutes.

For calls handled by the evidence specialists, citizens reported that
they arrived within an average of 37.0 minutes, with a median arrival time
of 35 minutes. Actual arrival time figures showed the average to be 33.2
minutes, with a median of 27 minutes.

A more detailed examination of dissatisfied delayed mobile respondents
showed that these citizens had a shorter response time than the overall
average for their group, but they estimated the actual time more closely.
For those who were dissatisfied with delayed mobile response times (N=30),
their calls were actually responded to within one hour on the average, with
fifty percent responded to within 36 minutes. These citizens perceived
their actual response time to have been 47.3 minutes. However, their
desired length of response was 18.7 minutes, with 15 minutes being the
modal as well as the median desired response time.

CONCLUSIONS

The results of the citizen satisfaction surveys during the test phase
in Greensboro may be summarized as fol1lows:

e Citizen satisfaction levels were high on the initial
conversations with the call takers. With call takers,
the percentages of respondents expressing satisfac-
tion were 95.2 percent for the mobile experimental
group, 95.8 percent for the TRU experimental group,
92.0 for the delayed mobile group, and 89.1 percent
for the civilian mobile group.

¢ High levels of satisfaction were also found with the
services provided. For the mobile experimental
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EXHIBIT 12-5

RESPONSE TIMES FOR ALTERNATIVES

GREENSBORO TEST PHASE

TRU

Experimental

Average
Median

Percentiles
25%
50%
75%

Citizen Perception
of Response Time

Average
Median

Percentiles
25%
50%
75%

Desired Response
Time for Citizens
Dissatisfied with

Response Time

Average
Median

Percentiles
25%
50%
75%

(N=503)

51.4 min.
9.0 min.

3.0 min.
9.0 min.
22.0 min.

21.0 min.
15.0 min.

7.0 min.
15.0 min.
30.0 min.

(N=15)

13.8 min.
15.0 min.

5.0 min.
15.0 min.
25.0 min.
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Mobile Delayed
Experimental Mobile
(N=729) (N=112)
12.6 min. 84.6 min.
8.0 min. 36.0 min.
5.0 min. 32.0 min.
8.0 min. 36.0 min.
13.0 min. 42.0 min.
14.7 min 35.8 min.
10.0 min 30.0 min.
5.0 min 25.0 min.
10.0 min 30.0 min.
15.0 min 45.0 min.
(N=90) (N=30)

9.9 min 18.7 min.
7.0 min 15.0 min.
5.0 min. 15.0 min.
7.0 min. 15.0 min.
10.0 min. 25.0 min.

Civilian
Mobile

(N=73)

33.2 min.
27.0 min.

19.5 min.
27.0 min.
41.5 min.

37.0 min.
35.0 min.

(N=11)

22.7 min.
20.0 min.

15.0 min.
20.0 min.
30.0 min.

22.5 min.
35.0 min.
45.0 min.




group, 94.1 percent expressed satisfaction with the
services provided, as compared to 91.4 percent for
the TRU experimental group, 94.6 percent for the
delayed mobile group, and 98.6 percent for the
civilian mobile group.

¢ The tradeoffs in citizen satisfaction appear to be in
the intensity of the satisfaction levels rather than
dramatic increases in dissatisfaction. For example,
69.8 percent of the mobile experimental group stated
that they were "very satisfied" with the services
provided, as compared to 60.4 percent for the TRU
experimental group, 67.1 percent for the civilian
mobile group, and 57.1 percent for the delayed mobile
group.

o The greatest differences in satisfaction were with
response times. With the mobile experimental group,
12.5 percent of the respondents stated that they were
"dissatisfied" with with the response time. The 3.4
percent dissatisfaction rate with TRU response time
is substantially less. The civilian mobile group
respondents had a dissatisfaction level of 15.1 per-
cent, and the delayed mobile group had 26.8 percent
dissatisfaction. In these two latter categories, the
high dissatisfaction lTevels are related to whether or
not the callers were informed that a delay might
occur.

o A high percentage of respondents stated that they
would be willing to use the same alternative in the
future. A total of 94.5 percent of the civilian
mobile group stated their willingness to use this
alternative in the future and 86.7 percent of the TRU
experimental group stated their willingness. Least
acceptable as an alternative in the future was the
delayed mobile response, where 62.5 percent said they
would be willing to have their call delayed on the
same type of call in the future. This result was
also related to whether or not the caller remembered
being told that a delay might occur. Of the delayed
mobile response recipients who were advised of a
delay, 75 percent said that they would accept a delay
again; and, of those who were not advised of a delay
in handling their call, only 38.7 percent would accept
a delay in the future.

¢ The drive-in response on hit-and-run property damage
to automobiles was very successful. Of 16 recipients
surveyed, all but one were satisfied with the service,
and.14 of 16 said that they would use the same service
again.
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CHAPTER 13
ANALYSIS OF CITIZEN SURVEYS DURING GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE

INTRODUCTION

During the project implementation phase, the new DPR alternatives in
Garden Grove included the expeditor unit, delayed mobile response, mail-in
report, expanded use of walk-ins, and referrals. As discussed earlier in
this report, randomization for Garden Grove's test was achieved automat-
ically. The call takers used the new intake procedures and classified the
calls according to the new call classification matrix. After completing
the information on the calls and entering it in the CAD terminal, those
that met the criteria for an alternative were automatically sent by the
computer to either the dispatcher or the expeditor.

Five sets of citizen surveys were undertaken in Garden Grove during
the test phase. The alternatives surveyed were: expeditor unit, delayed
mobile response, mobile response, and walk-ins. A smaller, fifth survey
was conducted of citizens who had been served by cadets. The mobile re-
sponse surveys were from calls which met the criteria for an alternative
but had been sent to the dispatcher. The delayed mobile response surveys
were a subset of this group which had actually experienced a delay of more
than 30 minutes in response time. Mail-in responses and referrals were not
sampled due to their low volume of use. The remainder of this chapter
discusses the results of the citizen surveys on satisfaction with the
initial conversation with the call takers, satisfaction with service deliv-
ered, willingness to use the same service again, and satisfaction with
response time.

The demographic characteristics of the different groups of respondents
to the survey were very similar. For the mobile response survey group,
54.1 percent were male, as compared to 50.3 percent of the expeditor unit
group, 58.7 percent of the delayed mobile response group, and 50.5 percent
of the walk-in response group. With regard to the number of years that
respondents had lived in the jurisdiction, 36.4 percent of the mobile
response group were in the area for less than five years, as compared to
38.4 percent of the expeditor unit group, 39.3 percent of the delayed
mobile response group, and 35.6 percent of the walk-in group. Similarities
were also found in the characteristics of age and income. The only signif-
jcant deviation was with income for walk-in respondents, with 23.9 percent
of these respondents stating that they made less than $10,000, as compared
to 12.2 percent of the mobile response group, 14.2 percent of the expeditor
unit group, and 15.7 percent of the delayed mobile response group.

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS AND SERVICE ALTERNATIVES

Satisfaction with Call Takers

As seen in Exhibit 13-1, citizen satisfaction with the call takers was
high for all three main types of service delivery alternatives. For the
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mobile response group, 98.0 percent were satisfied with the initial conver-
sation. Of the expeditor unit group, 97.3 percent expressed satisfaction,
as did 99.0 percent of those who had experienced a delayed mobile response.

There were differences in the percentages of citizens who stated that
they were "very satisfied" with the initial conversation. With the mobile
response group, 46.8 percent stated that they were "very satisfied," as
compared to 32.2 percent for the expeditor unit group and 34.6 percent for
the delayed mobile response group.

EXHIBIT 13-1

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS
GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE

Mobile Delayed Mobile Expeditor
Response Response Response
Satisfaction Level (N=293) (N=104) (N=338)
Very Satisfied 46.8% 34.6% 32.2%
Satisfied 51.2 64.4 65.1
Dissatisfied 2.0 1.0 2.4
Very Dissatisfied .0 .0 3

For the respondents who received expeditor service and expressed
dissatisfaction, the main reason given was that a patrol unit was not
dispatched. For the mobile response group, the main reasons given were
that they were asked too many questions, they did not 1ike the call taker's
style, and they were put on hold.

Citizen Satisfaction with Service

As seen in Exhibit 13-2, over 90 percent of all respondents said that
they were either "very satisfied" or "satisfied" with expeditor unit ser-
vice, delayed mobile response, and mobile response service. Significantly
more respondents were inclined to say they were "very satisfied" with
mobile response service than were citizens who had received any of the
alternative services.

Citizens who received walk-in service were significantly more dissat-
jsfied with this service; 10.8 percent said they were "dissatisfied." The
main reason given for this dissatisfaction was that the officer was not
interested in the problem and, in some cases, did not want to take a
report. The other major reasons cited for dissatisfaction in walk-in cases
were that the citizens felt the police department did not do anything to
assist, and that a report was taken with no further investigation. This
Tatter complaint was also heard from citizens who were dissatisfied with
expeditor unit responses and delayed mobile responses; half of the dissat-
jsfied expeditor unit respondents were unhappy that the case was not
investigated or followed up. Of the 3.9 percent who were dissatisfied with
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Qelayeq mobile response, 75 percent were unhappy because the case was not
investigated. Of the 3 percent who were dissatisfied with the mobile
response service, 62.5 percent were unhappy because there was no investiga-
tion or follow-up on their case, and they would have liked fingerprints
taken or some assistance offered; 37.5 percent said the officer was rude,
unconcerned, or told the citizen something inaccurate.

EXHIBIT 13-2

SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE PROVIDED
GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE

Delayed
RMobile Expeditor Mobile Walk-In
. . esponse esponse Response  Response
Satisfaction Level (N=293) (N=338) (N=104) (N=93)
Very Satisfied 52.6% 31.4% 44.,2% 31.2%
Satisfied 44.4 63.3 51.9 58.1
Dissatisfied 2.0 4.7 2.9 6.5
Very Dissatisfied 1.0 .6 1.0 4.3

Another indication of satisfaction with service was whether respon-
dents fe]t that the officer expressed interest in what they had to say.
Approximately 90 percent of all recipients of all services said that the
officer did express interest.

Willingness to Use Alternatives in the Future

Respondents were asked whether they were willing to use the same
service in the future if they had to report a similar incident. Exhibit
13-3 shows that citizens who received walk-in service and expeditor unit
servjce were most inclined to say that they would use the same type of
service again. Nearly 90 percent of walk-ins and 80 percent of those who
received expeditor unit service said that they would be willing to use
thgse services again. However, significantly fewer respondents who re-
ceived delayed mobile response service would have been willing to use the
same type of service again; 65 percent said they would not, and 10 percent
were undecided as to whether they would use it again.

. One reason delayed mobile recipients may not have been willing to use
this service again was that they were not all told that the response to
their call for service was going to be delayed. Over half of the respon-
dents (51 percent) said that they were not told to expect a delay of up to
one hour, and another 6.7 percent could not remember if they had been told.
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EXHIBIT 13-3

WILLINGNESS TO USE ALTERNATIVE SERVICE AGAIN
GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE

Expeditor Delayed Mobile Walk-in

Willing to Use Same Response Response Response
Service Again IN=§385 (N=EUI§ (N=093)

Yes 79.9% 65.4% 87.0%
No 17.5 25.0 12.0
Don't Know 2.6 9.6 1.0

Those who received mobile response service were asked whether they
would have been willing to accept a delay in the arrival of a unit, assum-
ing that they had been advised of the delay. Nearly one-half (45.5 per-
cent) said that they would have been willing to wait up to 30 minutes, and
27.4 percent said that they would have been willing to wait up to one hour.

Walk-In Response

Several additional questions were asked of citizens whose reports had
been taken at headquarters. Respondents were asked why they decided to
walk into the police department to report the incident rather than tele-
phone the police. Nearly three-quarters (71 percent) said that they
decided on their own, either because they wanted to report it in person,
someone told them they should report it in person, or they did not realize
they could report it over the phone. The remainder came to the police
department because they called the police department and were told to come
in person. These people were told either that reports on the types of
incidents they were reporting (such as minor traffic accidents), were taken
in person, they had evidence that should be brought in, or that it would be
easier if they came in.

Respondents were asked how long it was after discovering the incident
before they were finally able to come to the department. The median time
was one day. Exactly two-thirds reported that they completed their reports
within 24 hours, and 76 percent within two days. Since several people
actually took several months to report their incidents, the average time
between discovery and reporting was 3.3 days.

Mobile Response by Cadets

A separate sample of citizens who had received mobile response service
from cadets was undertaken during May and June 1983 to determine whether
citizens were as satisfied with this service as with mobile response from
officers. The majority of the calls handled by the cadets did not afford
sampling because (1) the citizen simply reported or located found property
and did not have direct contact with the cadet; (2) the call was made from
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a public telephone; or (3) the phone numbers were not available. In order
to be comparable to mobile response, only those calls where cadets were
used to either handie a crime against property or a traffic incident have
been included. The sample taken totals 16 calls.

The types of calls handled by the cadets were: stolen vehicles or
property (37.5 percent), burglaries (31.3 percent), and hit and run
property damage traffic accidents (31.2 percent). A1l citizens who were
served by a mobile cadet response reported being satisfied with the service
they received; 43.7 percent said that they were "very satisfied" and 56.3
percent said that they were "satisfied."

Nearly all respondents felt that the cadets expressed interest in what
the citizens had to say; 87.5 percent said that the cadets appeared inter-
ested, and all felt that they were accurate and clear. Only two comments
were made by respondents that were less than favorable. One respondent
said the cadet appeared inexperienced, and another questioned whether the
cadet did all that should have been done on the incident.

The average response time for cadet mobile response calls was 26
minutes; half were answered within 17.5 minutes. The most frequent response
time was 15 minutes. Al1 but two respondents reported that they were
"satisfied" with the response time. Of the two who were dissatisfied, one
had been responded to in 90 minutes and thought 30 minutes would have been
better, and the other was responded to within 10 minutes and thought the
unit should have arrived within 5 minutes.

Over two-thirds of the respondents (68.8 percent) would not have been
agreeable to having someone take their complaints over the phone rather
than having someone come out in person. Most of these citizens felt that
the incident could only have been handled by in-person contact and someone
needed to have come out. However, more than half would have been willing
to wait up to an hour more before the unit arrived.

TYPES OF CALLS FOR ALTERNATIVES

There were many similarities in the proportions of the types of calls
handled by the expeditor unit, delayed mobile response, and mobile
response. These data are presented in Exhibit 13-4. For the expeditor
unit, the main types of calls were petty thefts (35.2 percent), residential
and commercial burglaries (23.0 percent), thefts from motor vehicles (16.0
percent), grand thefts (9.2 percent), and criminal damages (7.4 percent).
Delayed mobile response handled 36.6 percent residential and commercial
burglary calls, 24 percent petty theft calls, and 15 percent motor vehicle
burglary calls. In mobile response, the largest bulk of calls sampled were
for residential and commercial burglaries (27.3 percent), followed by motor
vehicle burglaries (23.9 percent), petty thefts (21.5 percent), criminal
damages (8.5 percent), and grand thefts (7.5 percent). With regard to
walk-ins, the largest categories were property crimes (43 percent), and
accident reports (36.6 percent).
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EXHIBIT 13-4

_ TYPES OF CALLS HANDLED BY ALTERNATIVES
GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE

. Delayed
Mobile Expeditor Mobile Walk-In

Response Response Response Response
Types Of Calls (N=293) (N=338) (N=104) (N=93)

Petty Theft
(except from

motor vehicle) 21.5% 35.2% 24.0% .0%
Burglary-resid.

and commercial 27.3 23.0 36.6 6.5
Burglary-motor

vehicle/theft

from motor

yehic]e 23.9 16.0 15.3 .0
Criminal Damage 8.5 7.4 5.7 0
Grand Theft 7.5 9.2 5.7 .0
Public Nuisance 2.7 4.1 3.8 .0
Dependent/Missing .

Pefson 1.7 3.3 1.9 .0
Suspicious

Activities .3 .6 1.0 0
Person Crimes .6 .3 .0 2.2
Interpersonal )

Conflict .3 .3 0 5.4
Public Morals .0 .0 1.0 1.0
Assistance .0 .0 .0 4.3
Traffic Accident 2.3 .3 2.0 36.6
Otger Property

rime 1.3 . .

Other (unknown, 0 2.0 43-0

self-initiated) 2.1 .3 1.0 1.0

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME

As seen in gxhibit 13-5, virtually all of the Garden Grove respondents
were satisfied with the response times of mobile response units. A total
of 98.0 percent stated that they were "very satisfied" or "satisfied" with
the response times. The satisfaction levels decreased to 91.7 percent with
the expeditor unit anq 83.7 percent for respondents who had actually expe-
rienced a delayed mobile response of more than 30 minutes. The intensity
of the satisfaction was also significantiy different across the three types
of services. For mobile response, 42.0 percent of the respondents stated
that @hey were nyery satisfied," as compared to only 21.0 percent for the
expeditor unit and 13.5 percent for the detayed mobile response.
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EXHIBIT 13-5

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIMES
GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE

Mobile Expeditor Delayed Mobile

Response Response Response
Satisfaction Level ZN=293$ (N=338) (N=108)
Very Satisfied 42.0% 21.0% 13.5%
Satisfied 56.0 70.7 70.2
Dissatisfied 1.7 7.4 13.5
Very Dissatisfied .3 .9 2.8

Response time data for the expeditor unit as displayed in Exhibit
13-6, shows a large difference in the actual average response time of 40.5
minutes, and the citizens' perceptions of the average response time of 104
minutes. Even the median response time of 30 minutes perceived by citizens
was more than twice the actual median response time of 13 minutes. Those
citizens who were dissatisfied with the response time in which the police
called them back had lengthy callback times, an average of 4 hours. Half
of the dissatisfied group wanted to be called back within 30 minutes, and
75 percent would have 1iked to have been called back within an hour.

Among those who received delayed mobile response, the actual average
response time was one hour, with half responded to within 56 minutes, and
75 percent within 70 minutes. Citizens' perceptions of average response
time for mobile response was 22 minutes longer than the actual average
response time. Those who were dissatisfied with the response time they
received would have 1iked a response in half the time. They would have
liked an officer out within an average of 25.8 minutes (75 percent wanted
one within 30 minutes).

The average length of time in Garden Grove for a mobile response was
17.3 minutes, with half responded to within 15 minutes, and 75 percent
within 23 minutes. The citizens' perception of 20.5 minutes for the
average response time for mobile response was quite accurate, and their
perception of the median time was the same as the actual median time. The
six respondents who were dissatisfied with the mobile response time had an
average actual response time of 25.3 minutes, eight minutes longer than the
average response time for the rest of the mobile respondents. The desired
median response time for those who were dissatisfied with the response time
was 12.5 minutes, and 75 percent would have liked someone out within 30
minutes.
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RESPONSE TIMES FOR ALTERNATIVES
GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE

EXHIBIT 13-6

Mobile Expeditor Delayed Mobile
Response Response Response
(N=g§35 ZN=5335 (N=§015
Actual Response Times
Average 17.3 min. 40.5 min. 60.0 min.
Median 15.0 min. 13.0 min. 56.0 min.
Citizen Perception of
Response Time
Average 20.5 min. 104.0 min. 82.2 min.
Median 15.0 min. 30.0 min. 60.0 min.
Desired Response Time
for Citizens Dissatisfied
with Response Time (N=6) (N=29) (N=17)
Average 16.7 min. 52.1 min. 25.8 min.
Median 12.5 min., 30.0 min. 30.0 min.
CONCLUSIONS

The results of the citizen satisfaction surveys conducted during the
test phase in Garden Grove may be summarized as follows:

e On the initial conversations with the call takers,
the citizen satisfaction levels were very high. For
the mobile response group, 98.0 percent stated that
they were "satisfied," as compared to 97.3 percent
of the expeditor unit group and 99.0 percent of
those who experienced a delayed mobile response.

e Citizen satisfaction levels were also high on the
services provided. For the mobile response group,
97.0 percent of the respondents expressed satisfac-
tion; 94.7 percent for the expeditor unit
respondents, 96.1 percent for delayed mobile
responses, and 89.3 percent for walk-in responses.

e There was also high citizen satisfaction with mobile
responses by cadets. Of the 16 citizens surveyed,
all were satisfied with the services, and 43.7
percent stated that they were "very satisfied."

e Satisfaction with response times showed the greatest
variation across the three main alternatives. A
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total of.98:0 percent of the mobile response group
were satisfied with the response times, as compared
to 91.0 percent for the expeditor unit group and
83.7 percent for the delayed mobile response group.
For the."very satisfied" category, 42.0 percent of
the mobile response group gave this response, 21.0
percent of the expeditor unit group, and only 13.5
percent of the delayed mobile response group. The
primary reason for the higher dissatisfaction level

given by this Tatter group was that they
told a delay might occur. y were not

Nearly 90 percent of the citizens who had received a

wa]krin alterngtive and 80 percent of those who had
rgcelved expeditor services said that they were
willing to use these services again.
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CHAPTER 14

ANALYSIS OF CITIZEN SURVEYS DURING TOLEDO
TEST PHASE

INTRODUCTION

During the project implementation phase, the new DPR alternatives in
Toiedo included expanded use of the TRU, delayed mobile responses, walk-in
responses, and communications callbacks. For the purpose of the test, a 75
percent/25 percent randomization process was devised by designating one of
the four call taker positions as a control position. Any calls received by
this position normally eligible for a telephone report were instead sent
forward to the dispatcher to receive a mobile response.

There were problems in establishing the test for Toledo due to the
fiscal problems of the city during the project. As discussed in Chapter 7,
over 200 city employees were laid off during May 1982, of which 30 were
civilian employees from the poiice department, including the civilians then
assigned to the TRU. Four officers were transferred to the TRU to continue
the process of taking reports over the telephone. Since the sworn force
was approximately 25 percent below authorized strength at that time, the
department management decided that the volume of calls to the TRU should be
increased immediately. The DPR project was in the planning phase and was
beneficial in determining what types of calls should be diverted to the
TRU.

The DPR test in Toledo started in January 1983. By that time, the new
call classification system had been implemented in the communications
center and the TRU was experienced in taking reports over the telephone.
Establishing the test resulted in a reduction of the unit's workload, since
25 percent of the calls normally eligible for the TRU received a mobile
dispatch. By designating one position in the communications center as a
control position, comparisons could be made between citizen satisfaction
for TRU and mobile response for the same types of calls for service during
the test phase.

The citizen surveys generated during the test phase in Toledo were for
mobile responses, delayed mobile responses, and TRU responses. The commu-
nications callbacks were not surveyed because of their low volume of use.
The remainder of this chapter discusses the satisfaction levels for the
three alternatives with regard to the initial conversation with the call
takers, response time, and the service delivered. Results presented in
this chapter on the mobile response alternative are from calls which were
processed by the call takers in the control position and would normally
have been eligible for a telephone report response. With this approach,
there was greater validity in comparing the two alternatives for the same
types of calls and similar characteristics of citizens calling the police.

On the demographic characteristics of the respondents during the test
phase, 51.8 percent of the mobile response group were males, as compared to
50.0 percent of the delayed mobile group and 59.0 percent of the TRU group.
For the characteristic of how many years the respondents had 1ived in the

219

Jurisdiction, therg were also similarities among the groups, with 71.0
percent of the mobile response group having lived in the area for more than
20 years, 62.0 percent of the delayed mobile response group, and 65.1
percent of the TRU group. The percentages for five years or less in the
area were 11.0 percent, 13.2 percent, and 15.3 percent, respectively.
Similarly, no significant differences were found with the age and income
characteristics of the respondents.

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS
AND SERVICE ALTERNATIVES

Satisfaction with Call Takers

N .Exh1b1t 14-1 shows a high level of citizen satisfaction with the
initial conversation with the call takers. For the mobile response group,
27.4 percent of the respondents stated that they were either "satisfied" or
very sat]sf1edﬂ' For delayed mobile responses, the percentage expressing
sat1sf§ct1on.was 96.7 percent, and for the TRU group, 96.5 percent express-
ed §atlsf§ct1on2 Variations were found on the intensity of the level of
satisfaction, since 32.0 percent of the mobile response group stated that

they were "very satisfied" as compared to only 14.7 -
mobile response group. y percent of the delayed

EXHIBIT 14-1

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS
TOLEDO TEST PHASE

Delayed
RMobﬂe Mobile
' . esponse Response
Satijsfaction Level (N=2772) (N=122) ZNIZg75
Very Satisfied 32.0 14.7%
Satisfied 65.4 82.
Dissatisfied 2.6 §8 gg'g%
Very Dissatisfied .0 .0 1.0

Note: Because of coding errors, the breakdown for TRU between
"Very Satisfied" and "Satisfied" could not be made.

The main reasons given by dissatisfied respondents from the mobile
response.and delayed mobile response groups were that the call taker had a
poor attitude and appeared unconcerned (50.0 percent), and that the patrol
unit took too long to arrive (25.0 percent). For the TRU respondents who
were d1ssatjsfied with the initial conversation, the main reason given was
that they did not get the response they wanted (50.0 percent), which meant
that they wanted a patrol unit to be dispatched to the scene.
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Citizen Satisfaction with Service

High satisfaction levels were also found with the services provided by
the alternatives. For mobile responses, 95.2 percent of the respondents
reported satisfaction with the services provided, as compared to 92.6
percent of the delayed mobile response group and 95.9 percent of the TRU
group. Differences were found on satisfaction intensity, with 50.7 percent
of the mobile response group stating that they were "very satisfied," as
compared to 32.8 percent of the delayed mobile response group.

EXHIBIT 14-2

SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE PROVIDED
TOLEDO TEST PHASE

Delayed
Mobile Mobile
Response Response TRU
Satisfaction Level (N=272) (N=122) N=43
Very Satisfied 50.7% 32.8%
Satisfied 44 .5 59.8 95.9%
Dissatisfied 4.8 5.7 1.6
Very Dissatisfied .0 1.6 2.5

Note: Because of coding errors, the breakdown for TRU between
“Very Satisfied" and "Satisfied" could not be made.

Dissatisfied respondents ranged from 4.1 percent for the TRU response
group to 4.8 percent for the mobile response group and 7.3 percent for the
delayed mobile response group. The primary reason for dissatisfaction
given for all three alternatives was that the officers did not seem to care
about the problem and considered it a routine matter.

Willingness to Use Alternatives in the Future

Respondents were also asked whether they would be willing to use the
same service if they had to report a similar incident in the future. Over
90 percent of those who received TRU service said they would be willing to
use this type of service again, and 79.8 percent of delayed mobile respon-
dents said they would be willing to have their calls delayed again. One
reason given by the 20 percent who said they would not be willing to use
delayed mobile response again was that they were not all told the response
would be delayed. Nearly half (46.8 percent) said that they were not told
or could not remember being told that a delay might occur.

An interesting comparison can be made with citizens in the delayed

mobile response group on whether they recalled being told that a delay
might occur and whether they would be willing to accept a delay in the
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future. Of the respondents who recalled being told that a delay might
occur, 91.8 percent stated that they would be willing to accept a delay in
the future for a similar type of incident. Of those who did not recall
being told, the percentage dropped to 69.2 percent on willingness to accept
a future delay. The experiences of these respondents had an obvious effect
on what they would be willing to accept in the future.

TYPES OF CALLS FOR ALTERNATIVES

The types of calls for the survey respondents handled by the mobile
response units and the TRU alternatives had about the same percentage
breakdown because of the randomization procedure. As seen in Exhibit 14-3,
most of the calls handled by each alternative were for thefts from motor
vehicles (58.2 percent of the mobile response group and 62.0 percent of the
TRU group) and criminal damages (29.6 percent of the mobile response group
and 27.5 percent of the TRU group). Because the delayed mobile dispatches
were not part of the randomization process, their percentages differ from
the other two categories. The main types of calls which received a delayed
mobile response were for thefts from motor vehicles (21.3 percent), crimi-
nal damages (18.0 percent), burglaries (14.8 percent) and traffic accidents
(13.1 percent).

EXHIBIT 14-3

TYPES OF CALLS HANDLED BY ALTERNATIVES
TOLEDO TEST PHASE

Mobile Delayed Mobile TRU

Response Response

(N=272) ZN=E225 (N=437)
Types of Call
Theft from Motor Vehicle/ 58.2% 21.3% 62.0%

Stolen Car
Criminal Damage 29.6 18.0 27.5
Petty Theft 6.8 7.4 8.7
Burglary-residential or 4.2 14.8 .2
commercial
Traffic Accident 1.2 13.1 .0
Public Nuisance .0 6.6 .0
Person Crimes .0 8.2 .0
Interpersonal Conflict .0 .8 .0
Suspicious Activities .0 4,1 .0
Assistance .0 2.5 .0
Dependent Person/Runaway .0 .8 .0
Public Morals .0 .8 .0
Other Property Crime .0 .8 4
Other (medical, internal) .0 .8 4
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SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME

Exhibit 14-4 shows that there were differences in satisfaction with
response times for the three alternatives. The greatest satisfaction was
with the response times of the TRU, with 95.9 percent of the respondents
stating that they were "satisfied" or "very satisfied." The percentages
were 95.2 percent for mobile responses and 77.1 percent for delayed mobile
responses. The intensities of the satisfaction levels differed between the
mobile and delayed mobile responses, with 40.4 percent of the mobile
response group stating that they were "very satisfied" with response time,
compared to only 7.4 percent for the delayed mobile response group.

EXHIBIT 14-4

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIMES
TOLEDO TEST PHASE

Mobile Delayed Mobile

Response Response TRU
Satisfaction Leve] (N=272) (N=122) (N=437)
Very Satisfied 40.4% 7.4%
Satisfied 54.8 69.7 95.9%
Dissatisfied 3.7 18.9 3.7
Very Dissatisfied 1.1 4.1 .9

Note: Because of coding errors, the breakdown for TRU between
"Very Satisfied" and "Satisfied" could not be made.

Those who were dissatisfied with their response times were asked how
long they thought it should have taken for the police to respond to their
calls, or, in the case of telephone response, for the officers to call them
back. These desired response times have been listed in Exhibit 14-5 along
with the actual response times and the citizens' perceptions of their
response times.

Exhibit 14-5 shows response time information for each alternative.
For mobile response calls, 25 percent of the calls were responded to within
7 minutes, 50 percent within 12 minutes, and 75 percent within 20 minutes.
For delayed mobile response calls, 25 percent were answered within 46
minutes, 50 percent within 54.5 minutes, and 75 percent within 78 minutes.
For TRU calls, 25 percent were called back within 14 hours, half were
called within 22.7 hours, and 75 percent were reached within 30.3 hours.

The longer response times for the TRU alternative were due to the manual
procedure for getting information from the communications center to the
unit. Dispatch tickets with the caller information had to be carried to
the TRU in a different building from where the communications center was

located. TRU officers then had to contact the citizens to take the reports.

These calls could have been returned many hours after the initial contact

223

[T

i
i 5
5

ot Gws e

by the citizen. At the start of the project, it was hypothesized that long
response times would have an adverse effect on the satisfaction of citizens
with telephone reports. However, the high level of satisfaction in Exhibit
14-4 indicates that satisfaction for Toledo respondents was not related to
rapid response by the TRU officers.

Among the dissatisfied respondents in the mobile response group, 25
percent wanted a response within 7.5 minutes, 50 percent within 15 minutes,
and 75 percent within 17.5 minutes. Half of the delayed mobile respondents
who were dissatisfied wanted a response within 15 minutes, and 75 percent
within 30 minutes. Those dissatisfied with TRU service were called back
within an average of 2.4 days, which is more than a day longer than the
average time in which all TRU respondents were called back. Though over
half would have liked to have been called back within 30 minutes, the
average time given was 6.5 hours.

EXHIBIT 14-5

RESPONSE TIMES FOR ALTERNATIVES
TOLEDO TEST PHASE

Mobile Delayed Mobile
Response Response TRU
(N=272) (N=122) (N=437)
Actual Response Time
Average 15.3 min. 52.7 min. 25.8 hrs,
Median 12.0 min. 54.5 min. 22.7 hrs.
Citizen Perception of
Response Time
Average 22.0 min. 65.0 min. 29.9 hrs.
Median 15.0 min. 45.0 min. 24.0 hrs.
Desired Response
Time for Citizens
Dissatisfied with
Response Time (N=13) (N=28) (N=20)
Average 13.5 hrs. 22.2 min. 6.5 hrs.
Median 15.0 min. 15.0 min. 30.0 min.

CONCLUSIONS

The results of the citizen satisfaction surveys conducted during the
test phase in Toledo may be summarized as follows:

e Citizen satisfaction levels with the initial conver-
sations with the call takers were very high. For the
mobile response group and for the delayed mobile
response group, 97.4 percent of the respondents
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stated that they were "satisfied" or "very sapisfieq."
For the TRU group, 96.5 percent expressed satisfaction.

On thie services provided, there was also high satis-
faction with all alternatives. For the mobile _
response group, 95.2 percent expressed satisfaction
with the services provided, as compared to 95.9
percent of the TRU group and 92.6 percent of the
delayed mobile response group.

With regard to response time, 95.9 percent of the TRU
respondents stated that they were "satisfied" or "very
satisfied" with the response time, as were 95.2 percent
of the mobile response group, and 77.1 percent of the
delayed mobile response group.

For the TRU respondents in Toledo, the actual median
response time of 22.7 hours was considerably longer
than the mobile dispatch and delayed mobile dispatch
alternatives, which had medians of 10.0 minutes and
54.5 minutes, respectively. However, the long
response time for TRU did not adversely affect
citizen satisfaction levels with this alternative.
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CHAPTER 15

COMPARISONS BETWEEN BASELINE AND TEST PHASE
RESULTS OF THE CITIZEN SURVEYS

INTRODUCTION

In the last three chapters, results of the citizen surveys conducted
during the test phase have been presented with emphasis on comparisons
between test and control conditions. This chapter presents another view of
the program by making comparisons between the baseline and test periods.

In general, there were improvements between the two periods on satisfaction
with the call taker, satisfaction with response time, and satisfaction with
services delivered. It was hypothesized that these improvements should
occur because of the changes made in the communications centers and in the
delivery of services through alternative methods. Because of the experi-
mental design employed for the entire project, these changes represented
the only major intervening variables between the two periods. As a result,
the validity of the results was increased.

In the remainder of this chapter, there are sections for each of the
three sites. The analysis is restricted to comparisons with the mobile
response and TRU alternatives, since these accounted for the greatest
volume of services delivered across the three sites. For each site, infor-
mation is provided to show that the baseline and test conditions were
similar. The results of the surveys for the two periods are then present-
ed. In some cases, comparisons were not possible because questions were
added for the test phase surveys which were not included in the baseline
surveys.

GREENSBORO BASELINE AND TEST COMPARISONS

Introduction

For the test in Greensboro, several practical limitations influenced
the manner in which the randomization procedure was carried out. As dis-
cussed in Chapter 12, the procedure took advantage of the work schedule for
the call takers in the communications center. Two of the shift groups were
designated as the control group and the other two as the experimental
group.

Before making such an arrangement, the two groups were compared to
determine whether there were any differences between them that would
adversely affect the test. The survey of the call takers showed, for
example, that they were similar on the basis of sex and age. Just over 70
percent of each group were males, and the average age of the control group
was 33.8 years, as compared to 35.5 years for the experimental group. In
addition, both groups had worked in the communications center for an average
of approximately eight years, which meant that there was stability between
the baseline and test periods on personnel. The only difference found be-
tween the two groups was level of education, with 47 percent of the control
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group having bachelor's degrees compared to 14.3 percent of the experimen-
tal group. It was not believed that this difference had an impact on the

test.

For comparisons between the baseline and test surveys, comparability
on the demographic characteristics of the surveyed citizens should also be
expected. Exhibit 15-1 shows that the demographic characteristics of the
citizens who were surveyed after receiving a mobile response are similar in
regard to years living in the jurisdiction, age, income, and sex. With
years in the jurisdiction, for example, 20.8 percent of the baseline group
had lived in the jurisdiction for less than five years, as compared to 19.1
percent of the control group and 15.7 percent of the test group. Exhibit
15-1 also gives the characteristics for citizens who were surveyed after
receiving a TRU response. As with the mobile response comparisons, the
groups have similar characteristics.

It is also important to examine the types of calls . Exhibit 15-2
gives the major types of calls for the Greensboro mobile response and TRU
survey groups for the baseline and the test phases. With the mobile
response group, the types of calls have generally the same percentage
distribution between the baseline period and control days. For the mobile
response group during the baseline phase, the main types of calls were for
crimes against property (29.4 percent) followed by traffic accidents (19.2
percent), public nuisance calls (14.3 percent), and suspicious circum-
stances (13.3 percent). During the control days, the proportion breakdown
of calls is about the same, with the exception of slightly fewer traffic-
related calls and slightly more public nuisance calls.

Greater differences can be seen with the breakdown of calls during the
experimental days, in which there were a substantially lower proportion of
crimes against property (24.6 percent) and a higher proportion of suspi-
cious circumstances calls (19.8 percent) and public nuisance calls (21.1
percent). This difference can be attributed to the impact of the alterna-
tives, which relieved workload and thus changed the percentage distribution
of calls handled by mobile responses. This impact is seen in the bottom
portion of Exhibit 15-2, which gives the distribution of calls handled by
the TRU. The percentages between the baseline period and the control days
are very close. For example, the main category of property offenses
accounted for 61.4 percent of the baseline surveys and 60.9 percent of the
control day surveys. During the experimental days, this percentage dropped
to 55.0 percent, since many other types of calls were handled by the TRU;
and the percentage of calls in the "other" and "assistance" categories
increased substantially to 10.5 percent and 5.5 percent respectively.

Citizen Satisfaction Results

On the mobile response surveys, questions were asked about the conver-
sations with the call takers in both the baseline and test phases. Exhibit
15-3 shows the results of these questions and indicates improvement between
the two phases. The percentage of citizens expressing dissatisfaction
changed very little from 4.9 percent during the baseline period to 4.1
percent for the control group and 4.8 for the experimental group. However,
there were changes in the degree of satisfaction. During the baseline
period, 39.9 percent of the respondents stated that they were "“very
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EXHIBIT 15-1
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN GREENSBORO

Mobile Response Telephone Report Unit
_ Test Phase Test Phase
Baseline Control Exp. Baseline Control Exp.

Grou Grou Group Grou Gro
r u Group
iN-1,235) ZN=7755 N 729) (N=798) (N= 312) ( N 503)

Years in Jurisdiction

1 - 5 Years 20.8% 19.14 15.74
. : 20.

6 - 20 Years 28.7 30.7  29.9 36 g% gf g% gé 8%

More than 20 Years  50.5 50.2  54.4 43.5 44.8  42.2
Age

18-25 Years 01d 21.4 17.7  18.5

26-35 Years 01d 3.3 29.3  29.1 g%:é S?'S §i'§

22-23 ¥§§:§ 8}3 %?.g 21.6  19.7 20.3 21.9  18.5

- . 1.9 13.6 ) )

More than 55 Years  16.6 19.5  19.6 %gig ig°§ %g'i
Income

Less than $10,000 32.5 38.3 40.2

i . . 23.

$10,000-$20, 000 33.1 29.8  29.0 33.? gé'g gg'g

More than $20,000  34.4 3.9  30.8 45.0  39.7  40.6
Sex

Male 42.5 35.7  33.9

: i . 47.4 42. .
Female 57.5 64.3 66.1 52.6 58.8 gg,;
a
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Types of Calls

Crimes Against Persons

Interpersonal Conflict

Crimes Against Property

Traffic Accidents

Public Nuisance

Suspicious Circumstances

Assistance

Other (Dependent Person,
Public Morals, Misc.)

Types of Calls

Crimes Against Property

Public Nuisance

Vandalism

Dependent Person

Assistance

Other (Suspicious Activities,
Interpersonal Conflict)

EXHIBIT 15-2

TYPES OF CALLS FOR BASELINE AND TEST PHASES
IN GREENSBORO

Mobile Response

Test Phase
Baseline Control Exp.
Group Group Group
(N=1,235) (N=775) (N=729)
3.1% 4.0% 5.1%
10.2 10.0 11.9
29.4 33.1 24.6
19.2 12.4 10.7
14.3 17.3 21.1
13.3 13.7 19.8
7.2 6.5 3.4
3.3 3.0 3.4

Telephone Report Unit

Test Phase
Baseline Control Exp.
Grou Grou Group
(N=798) (N=312) (N=523)
61.4% 60.9% 55.0%
8.0 6.7 5.0
17.5 16.4 16.9
6.1 9.6 7.1
3.5 1.9 5.5
3.5 4.5 10.5
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EXHIBIT 15-3

SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS IN GREENSBORO
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES

Mobile Response

Test Phase

Baseline Control Exp.

Group Group Group

Satisfaction Level (N=1,235) (N=775) (N=729)

Very Satisfied 39.9% 47 .4% 52.3%
Satisfied 55.2 48.5 42.9
Dissatisfied 4.0 3.2 3.3
Very Dissatisfied .9 .9 1.5

EXHIBIT 15-4

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME IN GREENSBORO
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES

Mobile Response

Test Phase

Baseline Control Exp.

Group Group Group

Satisfaction Level (N=1,235) (N=775) (N=729)

Very Satisfied 36.6% 43.0% 51.3%
Satisfied 53.4 45.5 36.2
Dissatisfied 8.8 9.8 10.3
Very Dissatisfied 1.2 1.7 2.2
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satisfied," while during the test phase, this percentage increased to 47.4
percent for the control group and 52.3 percent for the experimental group.
Improvement was expected, since the call takers had implemented the new
call classification procedures and had received training in the new system.
Significant differences between the control and experimental group during
the test phase were not expected, since all call takers had received the
training during the project and had switched to the new system.

On the mobile response surveys, there was also a question on satisfac-
tion with response times. Exhibit 15-4 shows a slight increase in
dissatisfaction, with 10.0 percent of the baseline group expressing dissat-
isfaction with the response time, compared to 11.5 percent for the control
group and 12.5 for the experimental group. However, there were also
increases in the percent of respondents stating that they were "very
satisfied," with 36.6 percent in the baseline group giving this response,
compared to 43.0 percent of the control group and 51.3 percent of the
experimental group.

The TRU surveys in both the baseline and test phases included a ques-
tion on satisfaction with the service provided. As seen in Exhibit 15-5,
the percentage of dissatisfaction with service stayed about the same, with
8.8 percent of the baseline group expressing dissatisfaction, 5.4 percent
of the control group, and 8.6 percent of the experimental group. However,
there was a significant improvement in the "very satisfied" category, with
25.1 percent of the baseline group giving this response, and increases to
56.1 percent of the control group and 60.4 percent of the experimental
group.

GARDEN GROVE BASELINE AND TEST COMPARISONS

Introduction

The experiment in Garden Grove differed from Greensboro in two major
respects. First, the randomization took advantage of the CAD system, so
that there was automatic assignment between the expeditor unit and the
mobile response alternatives. Thus, there was no need to divide the call
takers into control and experimental groups. Second, the department did
not take telephone reports prior to the project. Surveys of this alterna-
tive prior to the project were, therefore, not possible. With these
differences in mind, the comparisons presented in this section are for the
mobile response survey during the haseline and test phases and the expedi-
tor unit during the test phase.

For these three groups, Exhibit 15-6 shows the demographic character-
istics of the respondents to the surveys conducted during the evaluation.
With regard to years in the Jurisdiction, there were some differences, with
46.1 percent of the respondents during the haseline phase in the area for
less than five years, compared to 36.5 percent of the mobile respondents in
the test phase and 38.4 percent of the expeditor unit respondents. Thus,
the respondents during the test phase tended to have been in the area for
fewer years than respondents in the baseline phase.
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EXHIBIT 15-5

SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE IN GREENSBORO
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES

Telephone Report Unit

Test Phase
Baseline Control Exp.
Group Group Group
Satisfaction Level (N=798) (N=312) (N=503)
Very Satisfied 25.1% 56.1% 60.4%
Satisfied 66.1 38.5 31.0
Dissatisfied 7.9 3.2 7.0
Very Dissatisfied .9 2.2 1.6

EXHIBIT 15-6
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN GARDEN GROVE

Mobile Response Expeditor Unit

Baseline Test Test
Grou Group Group
(N=1,990) (N=293) (N=338)
Years in Jurisdiction
1 - 5 Years 46.1% 36.5% 38.4%
6 - 20 Years 38.9 39.9 42.9
More than 20 Years 14.6 23.6 18.7
Age
18-25 Years 01d 23.5 25.8 23.8
26-35 Years 01d 29.4 24.7 29.1
36-45 Years 0Q1d 19.7 21.6 18.6
46-55 Years 01d 14.3 12.9 15.0
More than 55 Years 13.1 15.0 13.5
Income
Less than $10,000 17.6 12.2 14.2
$10,000-$20, 000 26.2 23.9 24.9
More than $20,000 56.2 63.9 60.9
Sex
Male 49.1 54.1 50.3
Female 50.9 45.9 49,7

Note: Expeditor unit did not exist during baseline phase.
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With regard to the other characteristics of age, income, and sex,
fewer differences were found. For example, the percentage distribution of
the three sets of respondents on age are very close. With income, 56.2
percent of the baseline phase respondents made more than $20,000; 63.9
percent of the mobile response group in the test phase were in this cate-
gory; and 60.9 percent of the expeditor unit group. Similarly, males
comprised 49.1 percent of the respondents during the baseline phase, 54.1
percent of the mobile respondents in the test phase, and 50.3 percent of
the expeditor unit respondents.

In summary, except for the variable of years 1living in the jurisdic-
tion, the characteristics of the respondents across the three sets of
surveys were similar.

Citizen Satisfaction Results

Exhibit 15-7 shows the results of the question on satisfaction with
the initial conversation with the call takers. The percentage of respon-
dents expressing dissatisfaction decreased from 5.6 percent during the
baseline period for mobile responses, to 2.0 percent during the test phase
and 2.7 percent for the expeditor unit respondents. With the category of
"very satisfied," the percentages were about the same for the mobile re-
sponse alternative, with 50.9 percent during the baseline phase and 46.8
percent during the test phase. However, only 32.2 percent of the expeditor
unit respondents stated that they were "very satisfied" with the conversa-
tion with the call takers.

Exhibit 15-8 shows the changes in satisfaction with response time
between the two phases. During the baseline phase, 10.3 percent of the
respondents stated that they were "dissatisfied" with the response times of
the mobile units. Improvements were made in this area in the test phase,
with only 2.0 percent of the test phase mobile response group expressing
dissatisfaction. For the expeditor unit alternative, 8.3 percent expressed
dissatisfaction with the response times. In the "very satisfied" category,
there were 45.8 percent of the mobile response group during the baseline
phase, compared to 42.0 percent during the test phase, which represents
only a slight decrease in this satisfaction level. However, only 21.0
percent of the expeditor unit group stated that they were "very satisfied"
with the response times they received.

An analysis using the test phase data showed that the actual median
response times were 15.0 minutes for mobile responses and 13.0 minutes for
the expeditor unit. However, the perceived median response times of citi-
zens were 15.0 minutes for mobile responses and 30.0 minutes for the
expeditor unit. The perceptions of citizens were very accurate for the
mobile responses, but were more than twice as long for the expeditor unit.
With the procedure in Garden Grove, the citizens waited for the expeditor
unit officer to return the call, and this waiting period may have been
exaggerated by the citizens. It should also be noted that the average
response time for the expeditor unit was 40.5 minutes, which means that
there were occasions in which there was a delay in contacting the citizen.

233

T TR e ¢

— s S e K i

- N
£.
T

3
]

EXHIBIT 15-7

SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS IN GARDEN GROVE
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES

Mobile Response Expeditor Unit

Baseline Test Test
. _ Group Group Group
Satisfaction Level (N=1,990) (N=293) (N=338)
Very Satisfied 50.9% 46.8% 32.2%
Satisfied 43.5 51.2 65.1
Dissatisfied 5.2 2.0 2.4
Very Dissatisfied .4 .0 .3

EXHIBIT 15-8

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME IN GARDEN GROVE
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES

Mobile Response Expeditor Unit

Baseline Test Test
. _ Group Group Group
Satisfaction Level (N=1,990) (N=293) (N=338)
Very Satisfied 45.8% 42.0% 21.0%
Satisfied 43.9 56.0 70.7
Dissatisfied 8.9 1.7 7.4
Very Dissatisfied 1.4 .3 .9
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TOLEDO BASELINE AND TEST COMPARISONS

Introduction
EXHIBIT 15-9

The Toledo test phase was similar to that in Greensboro, since one of
gg the four main positions in the communications center was designated as the
control position. Any calls received at this position normally eligible
for a telephone report were instead sent forward to the dispatcher to
receive a mobile response. The personnel in the communications center
rotated through this position over a period of time, so that any differ-
ences in the characteristics of the call takers did not affect the test.

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN TOLEDO

Mobile Response Telephone Report Unit

L TN

Baseline Test Baseline Test

sg The analysis presented in this section is a "before/during" comparison
: on satisfaction with mobile responses and with telephone report responses.

", For the mobile responses, comparisons are made between the surveys conduct- Years In Jurisdiction

¥ ed during the baseline phase, as presented in Chapter 11, and surveys « 3
§ conducted during the test phase of citizens who had received services from - 1 -5 Years 8.4% 10.3% 12.5% 15.3%
. the three experimental positions. There were few differences between the ! ’ 6 - 20 Years 18.6 20.9 18.8 19.6
5 types of calls made by the baseline and test phase respondents. Compari- g More than 20 Years 73.0 68.9 68.7 65.1
I sons between the two groups is thus a good indicator of whether there were 3 @
changes over time in the satisfaction levels of citizens. f S Age
3“ For the telephone report responses, comparisons are made between the é 18-25 Years 01d 18.8 15.6 21.8 24,0
’ surveys conducted during the baseline phase and surveys conducted during , s 26-35 Years 01d 30.0 36.0 29.7 35.1
the test phase. During the test phase, there were many more types of calls ; S 36-45 Years 01d 21.7 19.9 20.8 18.3
”y which were being handled by telephone report unit personnel. In addition, ! S 46-55 Years 01d 11.7 11.5 12.7 11.8
aq the unit staffing was changed from civilian to officer personnel. Thus, i N More than 55 Years 17.8 17.0 15.0 10.8
o the changes in satisfaction levels between these two periods are reflective
of these changes. ; 3 } Income
Exhibit 15-9 shows that, with respect to the demographic characteris- ; I Less than $10,000 42.0 40.0 22.8 17.1
B tics of the respondents, there were very few differences. For example, | S $10,000-$20, 000 30.4 33.0 31.3 42.3
%' 73.0 percent of the citizens who received a mobile response during the z . ‘i : More than $20,000 27.6 27.0 45.9 40.6
4 baseline phase had 1ived in the area for more than 20 years, as compared to
68.9 percent of the test phase respondents. No major differences were Sex
found with the income, age, and sex variables for the mobile response V}
. group. For the telephone report respondents, 68.7 percent of the baseline F Male 36.2 42.9 49.7 59.0
group had lived in Toledo for more than 20 years, as compared to 65.1 : | Female 63.8 57.1 50.3 41.0
i percent of the test group. There were no major differences with the age ; S
§ and income variables. However, in regard to sex, males comprised 49.7 ! S |
4 percent of the baseline group and 59.0 percent of the test group. ! -
i Citizen Satisfaction Results 4
Exhibit 15-10 shows the results for the questions in the mobile R
; response surveys on satisfaction with the call takers. The percentage of b
Lo respondents expressing dissatisfaction decreased between the two phases ¥ '
N from 6.5 percent in the baseline phase to 3.2 percent during the test g 2
gf phase. The percentage stating that they were "very satisfied" decreased fg :E
i from 28.2 percent during the baseline period to 23.5 percent during the = &

test period.
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There were also improvements in the satisfaction of citizens with
response time. As seen in Exhibit 15-11, the percentage of dissatisfied
citizens changed from 15.4 percent in the baseline phase to 8.7 percent for
the test phase. The percentage stating that they were "very satisfied"
stayed virtually the same at 33.1 percent during the baseline period and
33.2 percent during the test phase.

Finally, for satisfaction with TRU service, Exhibit 15-12 shows that
89.8 percent of the baseline group stated that they were "satisfied." This
percentage increased to 95.9 percent during the test phase. These figures
represent a significant drop in dissatisfaction with the TRU, from 10.2
percent in the baseline period to only 4.1 percent during the test phase.

CONCLUSIONS

The results of the citizen satisfaction surveys comparing the test

phase of the experiment to the baseline phase can be summarized as follows:

® During the test phase in Greensboro, a greater number
of citizens surveyed felt "very satisfied" with the
call takers, response time, and TRU than did citizens
during the baseline period. Those indicating they
were "very satisfied" with call takers increased 12.4
percent during the experiment; those "very satisfied"
with response time increased 14.7 percent; and those
“very satisfied" with TRU increased 35.3 percent.

® Overall satisfaction of citizens in Garden Grove with
call takers, response time, and expeditor service
remained high when comparing the test phase to the
baseline period. The number of recipients of mobile
response who were dissatisfied with call takers and
response time decreased significantly during the test
phase.

® In Toledo, there was a significant increase during
the test period in the number of service recipients
indicating satisfaction with the call takers,
response time, and TRU. The percent increase in
satisfaction from the baseline to the test period was
3.3 percent for satisfaction with cail takers, 6.7
percent for satisfaction with response time, and 6.1
percent for satisfaction with TRU.
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j EXHIBIT 15-10

SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS IN TOLEDO
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES

Mob37e Response

Baseline Test

Group Group
Satisfaction Level (N=1,558) (N=217)

%

N
Very Satisfied 28.2% 2
Satisfied 6 7
Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied

N WwWw

.5
.3
.7
.5

— o
. o o
(o) Vo NN

EXHIBIT 15-11

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME IN TOLEDO
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES

Mobile Response

Baseline Test

Grou
Satisfaction Level (N=I,SE§) (ﬁ:g¥§)

Very Satisfied 33.1% 33.2%

Dissatisfied 12.0 8.2
Very Dissatisfied 3.4 .5

EXHIBIT 15-12

SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE IN TOLEDO
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES

Telephone Report Unit

Baseline Test
) ) Grou Grou
Satisfaction Leve] (N=I,7;O) (N=33§)

Very Satisfied 3
Satisfied 5
Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

%

N0 P

. .

NNO @
W0

N o

e o o

(8 e, XVo]

Note: Becguse of coding errors, the breakdown between "Very
Satisfied" and "Satisfied" could not be made.
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*6.

*7.

10.
11.

*]12.

*13.

14.

*15.

16.

17.
18.

TELECOMMUNICATOR SURVEY QUESTIONS

My work surroundings provide me with a pleasant atmosphere.

The majority of my co-workers are highly supportive and help me with
my job.

The assignments in this section are clearly defined and logically
structured.

Formalities and procedures slow our performance down.

Training for the Differential Police Response Project was timely
and beneficial.

I am now as confident handling calls for service using the new call
intake procedure as I was before.

The new call intake procedure requires me to pay more attention to
the caller.

I feel that I am a member of a well-functioning team.

Ordinarily there is little deviation from standard policies and
procedures in this section.

Things often seem pretty disorganized around here.

I generally have a good understanding of the changes in policies and
procedures affecting my job.

I have a good understanding of changes in policies and procedures
caused by the Differential Police Response Project.

Differential Police Response changes have been adequately
communicated to patrol officers in the field.

The Differential Police Response Project has not improved the
operations of the Communications section.

I feel I have an adequate understanding of the purpose and objectives
of the Differential Police Response Project.

Telecommunicators generally have a good working relationship with
patrol officers in the field.

I consider my work surroundings to be as pleisant as they could be.

I feel that I have adequate equipment (CRT's, desks, chairs, etc.) to
carry out my job.
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19.

**20.
**21.

22.
*23.

24,
25.

*26.
27.
28.

29.
30.

31.
**32.
33.

34.
35.

36.

*37.

My feeling is that as a group, the Commug%gations section has a good
reputation with patrol officers in the field.

My supervisor knows enough about my performance to evaluate me.

I think that the process of evaluating my performance is fair and
adequate.

The supervisors express appreciation when telecommunicators do a good
job.

Supervision and monitoring of my activities under the Differential
Police Response Project have been adequate.

I frequently get discouraged with my job.

The assignments for the Differential Palice Response Project were
clearly defined and logically structured.

The new communications manual has been helpful to me in carrying out
my job duties.

i i i j i d with my
The Differential Police Response_PrOJec? interfere .
ability to carry out the normal job duties of a telecommunicator.

i i i j i d relations
The Differential Police Response Proaect'has improved r
between telecommunicators and patrol officers in the field.

This job has had a bad effect on my health.

I often have problems carrying out my job because of the noise level.
My job requires me to work hours that are too long.

I regard the telecommunicator job as a career position.

i i i ject has been implemented,
Now that the Differential Police Response Projec e
the Department is continuing to meet the needs of the citizens.

I consider some of my co-workers here to be trusted friends.

i i itd i Toaded
imary field dispatch position(s) 1s(are)’often.so overloaded
L?ihpiégigytraffic thgt we could use another field dispatch position.

i 11 information to
I often have to unnecessarily repeat the same ca )
field officers once they arrive at the scene because they do not
record or remember the information.

i i i i i i Project, I
hile dispatching under the Differential Eo11ce Response r
?eé] I caﬁ give %ore complete and better information to patrol

officers than before.
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38. How satisfied are you with your pay?
A. Completely B. Generally C. Not too D. Dissat- E. Very
satisfied satisfied satisfied isfied dissatisfied

39. How often in the last few months have your activities given you
satisfaction?

A. Almost never B. Seldom C. Sometimes D. Often E. Almost always

40." How often does your supervisor offer new ideas for solving job-
related problems?

A. Almost never B. Seldom C. Sometimes D. Often E. Almost always

41. When decisions are being made, to what extent are the persons
affected asked for their ideas?

A. Almost never B. Seldom C. Sometimes D. Often E. Almost always

42. How satisfied do you feel with the progress you have made in the
department up to now?
A. Very B. Somewhat

C. Slightly D. Not very E. Not at all
satisfied satisfied

satisfied satisfied satisfied

43. How satisfied do you feel with your chances for getting ahead in this
organization in the future?

A. Very B. Somewhat
satisfied satisfied

C. Slightly D. Not very E. Not at all
satisfied satisfied satisfied

44, When you respond to a situation, how much of what you do is the result
of your own judgment or discretion (as opposed to just following orders
or doing what the policy requires)?

A. Almost no B. Some C. Often use D. Almost E. Always
discretion discretion discretion always
or judgment or judgment or judgment

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS. WRITE IN ANSWERS ON ANSWER SHEET PAGE 2.

45. What things do you particularly like about your job (co-worker
comraderie, work hours, safety, etc.)?

46. What things do you not Tike about the job? What would you change if you
could? Please be very specific.

**%47. Some environmental changes have been made in communications recently,
such as the addition of air filters, increased maintenance, and plans
for a window. Do you feel these changes have helped the work condi-
tions in communications?

47(a) Are there any changes in the general esthetic work conditions that
are still needed?

48. Any comments on how training could be improved?

49. Any other comments about Communications?
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*20.  inat are the major advantages of the new call intake procedure?
*31. What are the major disadvantages of the new call intake procedure?

52. What things do you 1ike about the Differential Police Response Project?
53. What things do you not like about the Project?
54. Any comments on how training for the Project could have been improved?

55. Any other comments about the Project?

*New Question.
**Not included in Garden Grove survey.
***Added in Garder: Grove only.
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GREENSBORO PATROL SURVEY

Please take a few minutes to complete this brief questionnaire as candidly
as you can. The answers will provide important information for the DPR Project
evaluation. We appreciate your time and assistance.

Sincerely,

RESEARCH MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATES

PLEASE INDICATE THE EXTENT OF YOUR AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS BY PLACING AN “X" IN THE APPROPRIATE COLUMN.

Agree Agree

Disagree
Strongly Somewhat

Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

1. I currently receive accurate
information about the location
of a call to enable me to find
the address rapidly (exclusive
of travel time).

2. Based on information from the
dispatcher, when I arrive at
the scene, I generally find
the description of the crime
or situation to be correct.

3. Based on information from the
dispatcher, when I arrive at
the scene, I am generally
able to locate the caller.

4. There is enough detail pro-
vided in the radio trans-
mission so that I have a
good idea of what to expect
at the scene before I arrive
at the following:

a) In-progress Part I Crimes
b) Suspicious activity calls

c) Domestic disputes

5. My self-initiated REPORTS

have increased in February,
March, and April 1983 as com-
pared to last year (February,
March, and April 1982).

s




Agree
Strongly

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

6. My self-initiated ARRESTS

have increased in February,
March, and April 1983 as com-
pared to last year (February,
March, and April 1982).

7. My self-initiated FIELD

INTERVIEWS have increased in
February, March, and April
1983 as compared to last year
(February, March, and April
1982).

8. Since the implementation of

the DPR Project, I find that
I receive more information
about calls for service.

9. Please provide your opinion
of the department's use of
each of the below alternatives
to immediate mobile response
to calls for service.

The following alternatives have
proved to be beneficial:

a) Delayed Mobile Response

b) Civilian Response (e.g.
Evidence Specialist or
Community Service Specialist

c) Internal Referral (e.g.
call handled by Youth
Division or Detectives)

d) Mail-In Response (e.g.
forms at malls)

e) Citizen Walk In to
Report at Headquarters

f) Expanded use of Telephone
Report Unit

10. Dispatching in Plain Englisﬁ,
rather than 10-codes has provided:

a) more information

b) ciearer information

| ORI

11. For dispatching, I prefer (please circle your choice):

(a) Plain English (b) 10-codes

12, Please briefly describe any problems you have encountered with any of the above

alternatives.

(¢) No Preference

13. FOR SERGEANTS AND SQUAD LEADERS ONLY.

How has implementation of DPR helped or hindered training of new officers?

PLEASE CHECK APPROPRIATE SPACE.
14. What is your rank?

Sergeant Patrol Officer
15, Where are you presently assigned?

Division Squad

16. How many years have you worked for the police department?

[P —
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; Mobile Response Survey ¥
‘f‘) i Mobile Response Survey
%* POLICE RESPONSE DATA gﬁj -
A First, I would like to ask you a few questions about the incident ﬁ;é E
. which prompted you to call the police. % 4. Can you tell me how many officers came in response to your call?
g 1. Briefly, could you tell me about the incident? - i 1. 1 0fficer
g 2. 2 Officers
T L 3. 3 Officers
1 ; 4. More than 3 Officers
5. Don't Recall
g 5. After you called, how long did it take before thé police arrived?
1A. Respondent's relationship to the incident: K hours / minut
_— ninu
1. Victim of a crime. — ‘ - es
2. Person Needing assistance. ?; 6. How satisfied were you with thi ] :
3. Third party/witness. - Y this response time by the police?
4. Representative of a vic?imizéd business/qgency. S 1. Very Satisfied
5. Representative of a business/ager 'y needing : ;§ | 2. Satisfied
assistance. . EE [3. Dissatisfied.
2. How long was it before you called the police after . 4. Very Dissatisfied
(discovering) the incident? ‘ ¥ 1%
__ days/ _ hours / | minutes. = XX o= | ;f /] 6A. How Tong did you think it should have taken for the
3. Let me ask you about the initial phone call to the police. - | % 7 N, police to respond? ___ minutes (SKIP T0 Q. 8)
Overall, how satisfied were you with the manner in whfch the 5 fj 7. Would you have been agreeable t i i i
police telephone operator handled your call? Were you: 3 . 1 agreeable to a delay in their arrival for a
L ; 3 longer period of time, say:
2. Satisfied 55 : % i ® More than an hour but on the same day?

3. Dissatisfied : |
4. Very Dissatisfied i $ ¥£ 2. No 1. Yes -%{SKIP 10 0. 3'

iy e Up to an hour more?

3A. IF DISSATISFIED: Why were you dissatisfied with this ] ;
response by the police operator? { E I
; . 2. No 1. Yes—3sKIP T0 Q. 8]

e Up to 30 minutes moré?

1 2. No 1. Yes_3{SKIP T0 Q. 8]

AT A R R b

8 Up to 15 minutes more?

—— % ; i 2. No 1. Yes

' LIST UP TO FIVE CODES FROM THE ATTACHED CODES FOR
| QUESTION 3A WHICH DESCRIBE WHY CALLER WAS DISSATISFIED.
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Mobile Response Survey

I would like to ask you about some other options. For example,
would you have agreed to:

e Someone taking your complaint over the phone and writing
a report rather than an officer coming out in person?

1. Yes 2. No 3. bon't Know

¢ Arranging an appointment for an officer to come at a later
time?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't Know

¢ Would you have been willing to have a report form mailed to
you to be completed and mailed back to the police department?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't Know

e Would you have been willing to come. to the police depar@ment
to file your cemplaint rather than a police officer coming—
out to see you? )

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't Know
PERSONAL DATA

Now just a few questions about ydurself so that the overall
survey findings will be more useful to ourselves and the
department.

About how many times have you called the police over the past
year? ’

0. None

1. Once

2. Twice

3. Three or more

4. Don't Recall.

How long have you lived in (the area of) Greensboro?

Less than 1 year

1 to 2 years

3 to 5 years

6 to 10 years

11 to 20 years

21 to 30 years

. More than 30 years
. Don't Recall

. Refuse to Answer

WO~ WN -
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76

77

78

78

Mo s i

Sou

Mobile Response Survey

What type of residence do you live in?

Single Family Residence
Duplex

Apartment

Mokile Home

Other type of residence:
Refused to answer

Would you mind telling me your age?

1, 18-25 years old
2. 26-35 years old
3. 36-45 years old
4. 46-55 years old
5
6

OO & W) s

. 56 years old or more
. Refused to answer

Can you tell me if your family income is:

1. Less than $10,000
2. Between $10,000 and $20,000
3. More than $20,000
4. Refused to answer

Finally, has the overall manner in which the police department
responded to your complaint affected your opinion about the
department? That is, would you say your opinion is now:

1. About the same
2. More favorable
3. More unfavorable
4. Don't Know

That's all the questions I have. Thank you very much for your time

and.help. Your answers will be of great assistance to our study of
police services.

DO NOT ASK:
Respondent's Sex: 1. Male 2. Female

INTERVIEWER COMMENTS:

82

83

84

85
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De}ayed Mobile Response Survey

POLICE RESPONSE DATA

First, I would 1like to ask you a few questions about the incident which
prompted you to call the police.

1.

2.

Briefly, could you tell me about the incident?

Let me ask you about the initial phone call to the police. Overall,
how satisfied were you with the manner in which the police telephone
operator handled your call? Were you:

READ: 1. Very satisfied

2. Satisfied _____J7G0 TO Q. 3
3. Dissatisfied
3/___5. Very Dissatisfied

2A. IF DISSATISFIED: Why were you dissatisfied with this response by
the police operator?

After you called, how long did it take before the police arrived?
hours / minutes
How satisfied were you with this response time by the police?

1. Very Satisfied
2. Satisfied

3. Dissatisfied
4. Very Dissatisfied

‘———€> 4A. How long did you think it should have taken for the police

to respond? minutes
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ok b AV

ot A

EVT

»»»»»»

P e e o

— S

Joeiiie g

Delayed Mobile Response Su:.-

5. The response for your call for service was aelayszu. Dic tns police
telephone operator advise you that your call was gouing to be delayed?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know

6. If you were to report the same type of incident again, would you be
willing to have the response to your call delayed like it was on this
call?
1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know

I would like to ask you a few questions about the conversation you had with the
police officer that responded to your call.

7. Do you think that the police officer expressed interest in what you had

to say?
1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know

8. Do you think that the police officer was accurate and clear during this
conversation?
1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know

9. Overall, how satisfied were you with the service provided by the
officer?
1. Very Satisfied |

2. Satisfied ;‘%}GO T0 Q. 10

3. Dissatisfied
| 4. Very Dissatisfied

9A. IF DISSATISFIED: Why were you dissatisfiéd with the service?

And now I would 1ike to ask you a question about another method of handling
your call.

10. Would you have agreed to someone taking your complaint over the phone
and writing a report rather than an officer coming out in person?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don‘'t know
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Delayed Mobile Response Survey

uestions about yourself so that the overall survey findings
ful to ourselves and the department.

About how many times have you called the police over the past year?

0. None

1. Once

2. Twice

3. Three or more
4. Don't Recall

How long have you lived in the area?
1. Less than 1 year

2. 1 to 2 years
3. 3 to 5 years
4, 6 to 10 years
5. 11 to 20 years

6. 21 to 30 years

7. More than 30 years
8. Don't Recall

-9, Refused to Answer

What type of residence do you live in?
1. Single Family Residence

2. Duplex
3. Apartment
4, Mobile Home

5. Other Type of Residence:

6. Refused to Answer

Would you mind telling me your age?

1. 18 - 25 years:
2. 26 - 35 years

3. 36 - 45 years
4. 46 - 55 years
5. 56 - 65 years

old
old
old
old
old

6. 66 years old or more
7. Refused to Answer

Can you tell me if your family income is:

1. Less than $10,000

2. Between $10,000 and $20,000

3. More than $20,000
4. Refused to answer

That’s &1l the guestions I have. Thank you very much for your time and help.
Your answers will be of great assistance to our study of police services.

DO NOT ASK:

Respondent's Sex:

INTERVIEWER COMMENTS:

1. Male

2. Female

Sl

January 1983

Mobile Rasponce Survey

POLICE RESPONSE DATA

First, I would 1ike to ask you a few questions about the incident which

prompted you to call the police.

1. Briefly, could you tell me about the incident?

2. Llet me gsk.you about the initial phone call to the bo]ice. Overall,
how satisfied were you with the manner in which the police telephone
operator handled your call? Were you:

READ: 1. Very satisfied E
" 2. satisfied 60 T0 Q. 3
3. Dissatisfied
| 4. Very Dissatisfied

2A. IF DISSATISFIED: Why were you dissatisfied with this response by
the police operator?

3. After you called, how long did it take before the po]ice'arrived?
hours / minutes
4, How satisfied were you with this response time by the police?

1. Very Satisfied
2. Satisfied 60 T0 Q. 5

[ 3. Dissatisfied
4, Very Dissatisfied

4A. How long did you think it should have taken for the police
to respond? minutes (SKIP TO Q. 6) '
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Mobile Response Survey

PERSONAL DATA

Now just a few questions about yourself so that the overall survey findings

. b agreeable to a delay in their arrival for 2
% onaar per ot ob pmey” d will be more useful to ourselves and the department.

longer period of time, say: -

About how many times have you called the police over the past year?
0. None

1. Once

2. Twice

3. Three or more

4, Don't Recall

e Up to an hour more?

2. No 1. Yes——>SKIP T0 Q.6

e Up to 30 minutes more?

Fﬁ ik f~.§,

. 1. Yes —_—
2. Mo How long have you lived in the area?
1. Less than 1 year 6. 21 to 30 years
I would Tlike to askixgu a few questions about the conversation you had with the g- % EO g years g- gor$tt23" ?? years
ice offi that™ nded to your call. ' . 0 o years ‘ - Don't Reca
police officer responae Y o . 4. 6 to 10 years 9. Refused to Answer
gb 6. Do you think that the police officer expressed interest in what you had 5. 11 to 20 years
= to say? . What type of residence do you live in?
: 1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know : 1. Single Family Residence
L 2. Duplex
7. Do you think that the police officer was accurate and clear during this 3. Apartment
conversation? 4. Mobile Home )
5. Other Type of Residence:
1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 6. Refused to Answer
8. Overall, how satisfied were you with the service provided by the Would you mind telling me your age?
. officer? 1. 18 - 25 years old 6. 66 years old or more
2. 26 - 35 years old 7. Refused to Answer
1. Very Satisfied ' 3. 36 - 45 years old
2. Satisfied %eo T0 Q. 9 _ 4. 46 - 55 years old
3. Dissatisfied 5. 56 - 65 years old
. Ve i isfied . ce . .
3. Very Dissatisfie -~ Can you tell me if your family income is:
. : Wh e you dissatisfied with the service? 1. Less than $10,000
> BA. IF DISSATISFIED: Why vere y 2. Between $10,000 and $20,000
' 3. More than $20,000
4. Refused to answer
That's all the questions I have. Thank you very much for your time and help.
Your answers will be of great assistance to our study of police services.

DO NOT ASK:

’ d like t k you a question about another method of handlin .
And oW 3 would Tike to ask y | ] Respondent's Sex: 1. Male 2. Female

g# your call.

9. Would you have agreed to someone takiﬁg your complaint over the phone INTERVIEWER COMMENTS:

gi and writing a report rather than an officer coming out in person?

1. Yes 2. Noo 3. Don‘t know
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Expediter Unit Survey

POLICE RESPONSE DATA

First, I would like to ask you a few questions about the incident which
prompted you to call the police.

1. Briefly, could you tell me about the incident?

January 1983

2. Let me ask you about the initial phone call to the police. Overall,
how satisfied were you with the manner in which the police telephone
operator handled your call? Were you:

READ: 1. Very satisfied
2. Satisfied >0 10 Q. 3

3. Dissatisfied
4

‘ . Very Dissatisfied ‘
2A. IF DISSATISFIED:

Why were you dissatisfied with this
response by the police operator?

3. How long after you called the police department did it take the TRU
(police officer) to call you back? .
days / hours / minutes

4, How satisfied were you with this response time by the police?

1. Very Satisfied | :
2. Satisfied ‘“‘;>GO T0 Q. 5
[ 3. Dissatisfied
rf__i. Very Dissatisfied

L—;> 4A.

How long did you think it should have taken for the police
to call back? minutes
hours
____ days
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Expediter Unit Survey

I wgu]d like to ask you a few questions about the conversation you had with the
police officer that called you back.

5.

8.

Do you think that the police officer ekpressed interest in what you
had to say? .

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know

Do you think that the police officer was accurate and clear during this
conversation?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know

Overall, how satisfied were you with the conversation?

1. Very Satisfied |
2. Satisfied

G0 TO Q. 8
3. Dissatisfied
4. Very Dissatisfied

-——-€>7A. IF DISSATISFIED: Why were you dissatisfied with the conversation?

If you were to report the same type of incident again, would you be
willing to use the TRU?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know
a. problem with response method

b. problem with officer's style

IF NO, WHY?
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PERSONAL DATA

.Expediter Unit‘Survey

Now just a few questions about yourself so that the overall survzy {indings
will be more useful to ourselves and the ‘department.

About hiow man

y times haQe you called the police over the past year?

EXHIBIT 1-1

Needs Assessment Program

0. None Phase I Needs NIJ Assistance
. 1- 00 Assessment First Survey
if( 1. nggn Survey Associations
‘ . = Newspapers
3. Three or more
4. Don't Recall >
How long have you lived in the area? (;E?;$$§;02r22§£ {jNIJ Decision
1. Less than 1 year 6. 21 to 30 years
2. 1 to 2 years 7. More than 30 years
3. 3 to 5 years 8. Don't Recall
— g~ 1? :g %g y::;z 9. Refused to Answer Phase II Identification NIJ Assistance
g . Y of Survey Results
' - What type of residence do you live in? Sgggeisful zgggg?;gigz;veys
T 1. Single Family Residence Newspapers
g "~ 2. Duplex : pap
) 3. Apartment : : '
4, Mobile Home : Y
g S. Other Type of Residence: l Asggs;}éﬁts {Consu]tants
4. 6. Refused to Answer
g* . Would you mind telling me your age?
1. 1. 18 - 25 years old . 6. 66 years old or more Phase III Prog o
2. 26 - 35 years old .’ 7. Refused to Answer [ R;S?ESZ 1{253i2§ﬁ15;32rd5
am 3. 36 - 45 years old , L y
i 4. 46 - 55 years old .
i 5. 56 - 65 years old :
. . . "L ] Document xtendeq NIJ Decision
i ~ Can you tell me if your family income is: i m {: i
g, 1. Less than $10,000 | Preparation Assessments Advisory Boards

. Between $10,000 and $20,000
. More than $20,000 :
. Refused to answer

N

That's all the questions I have, Thank you very much for you} time and help.
Your answers will be of great assistance to our study of police services.

DO NOT ASK:
g[ Respondent's Sex: 1. Male

2. Female

INTERVIEWER COMMENTS:
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