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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 includes a summary of key findings and 
their implications for police policy and implementation ~lanning. 

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

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 contro 1 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 look 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
fu 1 DPR imp 1 ementat ion. 

Chapter 11 presents an analysis of the baseline citizen surveys, 
including 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, ~nd major conclusions. The summary also highlights 
special considerations and future implications 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 SfATEMENT 

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, 
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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As with other NIJ field tests, the overall purposes of the DPR test 
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. 

The most outstanding tribute to the success of the DPR project is that 
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 
make best use of the time and resources saved as a result of adopting 
effective alternatives to immediate mobile response. 

Evaluation Approach for the DPR Test 

Research Management A~sociates, Inc. (RMA) was selected in June 1981 
as the national evaluator for the DPR study. The evaluation grant was 
awarded prior to the selection of the test sites, which provided positive 
long-range benefits for the evaluation by enabling RMA to use an approach 
which was more formati ve ("hands-on") them summati ve (llhands-off"). Thus, 
the evaluators were engaged to participate in the actual design of the 
project. 

. Intensive activities by the evaluation team during the planning phase 
lncreased the success of subsequent interventions in the project, and 
ass~red,that a valid and complete e~aluation could be conducted during the 
proJect s test phase. Involv~ment 1n the planning phase of any project, of 
course, can create the potent1al for the evaluators to become advocates in 
program activities. However, the RMA team viewed its primary role as one 
of providing information to program managers for their consideration as 
they designed or changed their activities. The evaluation team remained as 
objective as possible throughout the project, endeavoring to provide infor­
mation in an unbiased manner so that activities could be evaluated to give 
results with a high degree of confidence. 

A unique characteristic of the DPR Field Test was its design as a two­
~hase process. The first, or planning phase, lasted eight months and 
1ncluded 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 ~ppr9ach, one evaluation was conducted of the changes in the police 
commun1cat10ns 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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The first objective involved the following underlying expectations, or 
subobjectives: 

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

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

• 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; and 

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

The second objective addressed the need to determine how many and what 
types of calls could be handled by alternative responses without adversely 
affecting citizen satisfaction with police service. It was hypothesized 
that if calls were carefully screened, if citizens were informed of poten­
tial delays, and if alternatives were appropriate and timely, citizen 
satisfaction might not decrease. Thus, the second objective included the 
following subobjectives: 

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

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

Evaluation Objectives 

The major objectives of the evaluation were as follows: 

• Assess the impact of the differential response 
system on police practices; 

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

• 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. All 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 te~ded to b~ older 
and more tenured. It was not unusual to meet patrol of~lcers hav1ng ten or 
twelve years with the department. By way of contrast, 1n ~arden Grove, 
many officers had been with the department for less that f1ve years as 
reflected by the department's turnover rate of m?re than 40 per~ent, ,a 
figure consistent with other police departments 1n Southern Cal1forn1a due 
to the favorable job market for experienced officers. 

Of particular interest to the DPR evaluation were the follo~ing 
differences among the three sites in communications center staff1ng and 
operation: 

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

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

• Toledo operated a manual call for service processing 
, system, while both Greensboro and Garden Grove used 

computer-aided dispatch (CAD) systems. 

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

• 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. 

• 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, like most police departments, operated 
with traditional r.1O code" call classification systems. When most calls 
receive an immediate mobile dispatch, these systems are adequate. Ho~ever, 
in order to respond to calls for service with appropriate cost-effect1ve 
alternatives, a new system was needed. 

Each department developed its own internal planning committee, and 
three clustlr conferences were held during the course of several months to 
design a call classification model. 
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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 included call event 
categories; and call descriptors, such as time of occurrence, likelihood 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 
is that the principles were the same and the variations were minor. 

Call Classification Codes 

The next step in the process was to develop call classification codes 
which summarized the types of calls, descriptive elements, and selected 
responses. All three sites successfully designed a call classification 
code although they differed in their approach to the problem and I~eached 
diff~rent conclusions on the complexity needed. 

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

Call Intake Procedures 

Intake Processing. In order to classify calls appropriately under the 
DPR system, call intake operators were required to obtain much more infor­
mation from callers than with the "10 code" system. The departments were 
expected to take steps to improve the intake and processing of calls to 
ensure that telecommunicators were adequately trained and prepared. 

In line with this objective, each department developed the following 
products: 

• Written guidelines on the new classification 
systems and procedures; 

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

• Standardized explanations for informing citi­
zens of the appropriate responses; and 

• New call intake forms. 

In order to assist with the revision of call intake procedures, 
Greensboro and Garden Grove initiated task forces which consisted of sworn 
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and civili~n p~rsonnel representing all key divisions, particularly patrol 
and communlcatlons. These task forces worked effectively in both 
departments and helped increase the project's acceptability throughout the 
departments. 

. Monito~ing. One of the m~st critical methodolgical steps prior to 
lmplementatlon of the alternatlve response phase was to review actual phone 
conversations between citizens and call takers. These reviews enabled the 
dep~r~ments .to asse~s current i~formation obtained and determine how much 
addltl~nal 1nformat1?n.was requlred. Supervisory review of telephone con­
versat~ons between c~tlzens and call takers was also part of the new tele­
commun1cator evaluat10n procedures developed by each site. 

Training and Testing 

Each de~a:tment devoted an. extensive amount of planning time to pre­
pare for traln1ng of person~el 1n the new call classification system and 
procedures. The degree of lmplementation for this training component was 
excellent at all three sites. Among the most successful training methods 
were the use of easy-to-use manuals and flip charts and various simulation 
an9 role.play techniques. All three sites also dev~loped training and 
orlentatlon programs for other personnel including field officers members 
of other departments, and city administrators. ' 

. The next major st~p i~ the process was to pre-test the call classifi­
catlon systems and reVlew lntake procedures. During this four-month period 
call takers use~ the ne~ system to query citizens, and selected appropriate' 
responses, ~ut dld not dlspatch the alternatives selected. Again, all 
tel~communlcators were closely monitored by communications supervisors, 
proJect staff, and the evaluation team. 

Telecommunicators were surveyed at the beginning of the project and at 
the end of the call classification development phase. A third telecommuni­
cator survey w?s conducted t?ward the end of the full implementation test. 
The~e.surv~ys 1nc~uded 9uestlons on call intake policies and procedures, 
tralnlng, Job satlsfactlon, and other DPR changes. Patrol officers were 
also surveyed on two occasions. 

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS FR<It PHASE I 

T~e experience ~f the three sites in regard to call classification and 
call lntake processlng can be summarized as follows: 

• The ~P~ Fi~ld Test sites successfully developed a generic model for 
call class1flcatlon systems which can be modified by any police department 
to meet local needs. 

~ ~he ~hree sites successfully tested and implemented new call 
classlflcatlon systems which resulted from this generic model. 

• 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 
characteristics for matching with alternatives. 

• 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 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 te1ecommunicators handled citizen 
calls for service. 

• The three sites developed effective procedures for monitoring and 
assessing the performance of te1ecommunicators. 

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

• 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 

• 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. All three 
sites set priorities for the use of immediate mobile response, delayed 
mobile response, telephone report units, external referrals, and walk-in 
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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 call ed the offending party with a warning in "barking dog" and 
"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 fie 1 d. 

Evaluation Considerations 

Measurement Periods. In all three sites there was at least a three­
month lag 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 w1thout 
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 implem~nt its call . 
classification system and the call alternatives. These 1nc1uded the C1ty 
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 ~chedu1~s .a~ the 
three sites produced no adverse effects on the eva1uat1on act1v1t1es. 

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 natur~ of ~he projec~ made 
it difficult for the project personnel to quantify the1r obJect1ves w1th 
any precision. For example, one of the aims was to determine how. many 
ca 11 s cou 1 d be di verted to the a 1 ternati veSt yet there was no re 11 ab 1 e 
information with which to predict what the number of eligible calls woul~ 
be. Without this information it was not possible to develop oth~r quantl­
tative objectives for the impact on unit utilization, de~reases 1n average 
travel time and other related measures. In the evaluat1on, these values 
were ca1cul~ted 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. All three departments stated in their grant applica­
tions that they would conduct a field test with a randomization pr?cedure 
as part of the evaluation design. Two imp?rtant results made poss1b~e 
through randomization were that (1) compar1so~s on c~nt:01 .and exper1m~ntal 
groups could be made during the same t1me perlod, e11m1nat1ng ~he,Posslb1~ 
effects of a number of outsi de inf1 uences; and (2) "before/dun ng I compan­
sons of citizen satisfaction could be made. The combination of these two 
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advantages offered the strongest possible evaluation design for the OPR 
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-OPR manner for four days in a row to constitute a control group. The 
second, or experimental group, dispatched calls using the new OPR 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 ~xperimental 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: 

I 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 
ca 11 s were hand1 ed by non-patro 1 responses, prinraril y the telephone report 
unit. Larceny reports constituted the major typl'~ of calls taken by the 
telephone report units; however, there were increases in the burglary 
category, public nuisance, and over thirty other call types not handled by 
telephone on control days. In addition, 26.9 per'cent of all calls on 
experimental days were classified as eligible fOr the alternative of a 
de 1 ayed mobil e response. Thus, a tota 1 of 46.4 percent of a 11 ca 11 s cou 1 d 
have received an alternative response. Similar benefits were experienced 
in Toledo and Garden Grove. 

I The objective to increase the amount of time available for patrol 
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 OPR. 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 uti1i-
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zation is important and would have been difficult to achieve without the 
OPR 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. I 

I 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. 

I Particular attention needs to be given to the impact of the OPR 
system on te1ecommunicators. The conclusions from an analysis of the role 
of the te1ecommunicators in the OPR project can be summarized as follows: 

I 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. 

I Patrol officer satisfaction with te1ecommunicators at 
all three sites improved as a result of the OPR 
project. 

I Improvements made in environmental working conditions 
at all three communications centers resulted in posi­
tive changes in the job satisfaction and morale of 
many te 1 ecommuni cators. 

~ A OPR project imposes standards, uniformity and con­
sistency on telecommunicators which may initially be 
resisted. Such resistance should be anticipated and 
te1ecommunicators should be included extensively in 
the planning and design of the project and in develop­
ing and delivering the OPR training. 

I Monitoring was a very useful tool for communications 
center managers to assess call takers. This proce­
dure ca 11 ed for frequent samp 1 i ng of the ca 11 s and a 
formal assessment of how well the call takers handled 
them. 

I The telecommunicators at all three sites lacked a 
comprehensi ve career deve 1 opment plan. Ca 11 taker 
and dispatcher positions need to be upgraded; the 
promotional picture needs to be improved; subse- . 
quently, selection standards need to be upgraded. 

I 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. 
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, 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 1 arceny ca 11 s. 

, 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. 

,Elimination 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 ~etermine 
the level of citizen satisfaction with the call takers, and to estlmate 
what percentage would have been willing to accept some type of alternative 
to the il1111ediate dispatch of a patrol unit. In Greensboro and Toledo, 
wheY'e 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 durlng the basellne perlod. 

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. 
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CONCLUSIONS WITH REGARD TO CITIZEN SATISFACTION 

Pre-Implementation Surveys 

, 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 ~ites, 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. 

, Citizens were more willing to accept an alternative on a property­
related call (burglary, larceny) rather than a call involving a person 
event or potenti a 1 threat (assau It, domesti c). 

Citizen Survey During Test Period 

, 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. 

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

, Communicator style was an important factor in citizen satisfaction 
with the telephone report unit alternative. A special study in Greensboro 
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 result~ presented in this summary 
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clearly support the conclusion that the DPR model can be successfully 
adapted to meet the needs of police departments in a wide range of environ-
ments. 

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

, 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. 

, The planning, execution, and staffing of the projects 
, at all three sites, and the support and commitment of 

the chiefs, was excellent. 

• There were no other major programs introduced at the 
three sites during the project which could have 
diluted the attention of the chiefs and staff from 
DPR. 

, There was no turnover of chiefs or project staff at 
any of the three sites during the project. 

, There were no threats from internal (unions, elected 
officials) or external (citizens, media) sources at 
the three sites during the project. 

Managing a DPR System 

Two important concepts with regard to managing a DPR system should be 
emphasized: (1) there needs to be a logical, sequential plan for develop­
ing and implementing the system; and (2) other police department programs 
and components must be considered and included simultaneously in the plan­
ning effort. One of the most important considerations in this regard is 
how to make the best use of the patrol time which becomes available when 
calls are diverted to alternatives. 

A plan for implementing a system of alternative responses to calls for 
service should include the following components as the framework: 

, Call classification and alternative response process. This compo­
nent is the basis for all other components. First, sound policies must be 
developed for call screening, call classification and call prioritizing in 
order to select alternatives which meet citizen demand. Second, the full 
range of alternative responses needs to be developed. This wi.ll enable 
emergency calls to receive rapid attention while non-emergencleS are han­
dled in a manner that meets both police department and citizen needs. 

, Patrol allocation plan. This plan needs to keep in mind important 
factors such as minimizing response time to urgent calls; equalizing work­
load; reducing inter-beat dispatches; and reducing unnecessary backup 
coverage. 
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. 'Crim~nal inve~tiga~ions support. The degree to which patrol of­
f1ce~s are 1nvolved 1n cr1me scene investigation and reporting needs to be 
cons 1 dered. ~ 11 o~ances must be made in the all ocat i on plan for the greater 
average serVlce t1me spent on calls requiring patrol officer investigation. 

. ,Crime analysis. support of.patrol operations. The degree to which 
th1~ ~ype of support lS present lS a key component in directing patrol 
act1v1ty. 

, Directed patrol actiVity. It is possible to structure the other 
components s~ that as much as 50 to 60 percent of all officers' time can be 
dev?t:d to d1rec~ed p~trol •. Some police chiefs are concerned that city 
adm1n1strators w1ll Vlew th)s as an opportunity to reduce authorized per­
sonnel. However, worthwhile and effective directed patrol programs, when 
planned and proposed as part of DOR, can counteract this possibility • 

. ,Monitoring •. "Monitoring" is used in a broad sense to include 
rev1ew.and.evaluatl0n. These activities are essential to determine whether 
communlcatl0ns.personnel and patrol resources are being used according to 
the comprehenslve plan. 

Future Implications 

The greatest implications for police departments resulting from the 
DP~ research are i~ the area of policy and personnel development. The 
maJor trends percelved by the evaluation team are summarized below: 

,There is a need to reduce the total volume of calls coming in to 
emergency ~all. takers. At all three test sites, nearly half the calls to 
the commun1catlons centers were for information only. Departments may need 
to moun~ a publ~c educ~tion program to help the public distinguish between 
the var~o~s pollce asslstance telephone number$~ Call screening systems 
and POJ1Cl~S could divert all information only calls from telecommunicators 
to less skllled, lower-cost positions. 

, One o! the most significant implications of DPR for the future is 
the co~trol lt affords management over the traditionally autonomous tele­
communlcat~rs. As a result, communications centers will be able to achieve 
greater unlformity, standardization, and accountability. 

, . ~ In the e~ent of a city-wide crisis, a DPR system can enable the 
maJor1ty of off1cers to contain a volatile situation while all but 
emergency calls are diverted to alternative response~. 

, Signi!icant personnel development implications can be derived from 
the evalua~lon results, which indicate many advantages to using civilian 
telecommun1cators. 

,.Better qualified personnel can be attracted to communications center 
work ~lth th~ adv~nt of sophisticated computer technology for call taking 
and ~lspatch1ng, lmpr~vements in pay and career development opportunities 
and lmproved work envlronments. ' 
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• OPR has interesting legal implications. With regard to police 
negligence, historical caselaw indicates that the P?lice, are not negligent 
for not responding to citizens in general. Thus, dlvertlng calls to alter­
natives is permissible; in addition, OPR diverts only non-emerge~cy ~a'ls. 
But if a dispatcher promises a unit and one does not respond, thlS sltua­
tion unlike OPR could result in a negligence finding and in some 
circ~mstances vicarious liability to the department and the city. The OPR 
model advocat~s informing all callers of any potential delay whether by a 
patrol unit or an alternative. 

• Because the OPR call classification system can provide more accurate 
descriptions of situations to patrol officers, the management and ,control 
of patrol backups may be improved. Such backups are often used wlthout the 
dispatcher's knowledge, and clearly have cost implications. 

• Another implication for patrol officers is that when ~ significant 
number of calls are diverted to alternatives, the officers and their super­
visors will have more freedom for self-initiated activities. A new breed 
of recruit who is more resourceful than regimental may be attracted to 
police work as a result. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE EVALUATION 

Summary of Key Findings 

• Police departments can achieve a sizeable reduction in the number of 
non-emergency calls for service handled by immediate mobile dispatch, with­
out sacrificing citizen satisfaction. The field test demonstrated that up 
to 46.4 percent of all calls could have received alternative responses. 

• The OPR model can be successfully adapted to meet the needs of 
police departments in a wide range of environments. All three si~es 
decided to institutionalize the changes made as a result of the fleld test. 

• The generic model for call classification systems developed during 
the field test can be modified by any police department to meet local 
needs. The model is comprised of (1) a set of call event categories 
covering virtually all types of citizen call s, and (2) a 1 is~ of key call 
characteristics needed to determine the most approprlate pollce response. 

• A successful call classification system can be simple, as in Garden 
Grove, or more complex, as in Greensboro. A more complex system may 
be desirable when (1) there are more alternative responses available; and 

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

• The results of the baseline citizen surveys showed an overall high 
public willingness to accept alternatives to immediate dispatch of a patrol 
unit for non-emergency calls. When asked about the alternatives ~f 
arranging an appointment, having a report taken by telephone, comlng to the 
department to report an incident or mailing in a report, 61.8 percent in 
Garden Grove, 42.4 percent in Greensboro, and 29.2 percent in Toledo 
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indicated a willingness to accept at least one alternative. Although the 
percentage was somew~at lower in Toledo, it represents a significant volume 
of calls, and the d~fference may be due to demographic variables. The most 
acceptable alternatlves were appointments and telephone reports. 

, ~ The baseline surveys also showed that three out of four callers were 
wllllng to accept delays of up to an hour in officer response time to non­
emergency ca 11 s. 

• Citizens indicated a greater willingness to accept alternatives for 
property-r~lated ~alls (e.g:, burglary, larceny) and assistance calls than 
for calls lnvolvlng potentlal danger or threats to the person such as 
assaults or domestic disputes. ' 

, • ~uring the test phase, citizen satisfaction with initial conversa­
t~o~s Wlt~ call taker~ was very high. Satisfaction with call takers among 
cltlzens ln the experl~ental groups receiving mobile responses exceeded 95 
per~ent a~ al 1 ,three sltes; for those receiving delayed mobile responses, 
~atlsfactlon wlth call takers was 92.1 percent in Greensboro, 99.0 percent 
ln Garden ,Grove, and 97.4 pe~cent in Toledo. Citizens receiving telephone 
report unlt ,(T~~) responses ln Greensboro and Toledo expressed satisfaction 
levels ,for lmtlal call taker conversations of 95.8 and 96.5 percent, 
respe~tlvely? and 97.3 p~rc~nt of Garden Grove callers who received an 
expedltor unlt response lndlcated satisfaction with call takers. 

• ,Citizen satisfaction with the alternative services provided was also 
v~ry hlg~. An average of 95.4 percent at all three sites were satisfied 
Wlt~ moblle responses during the test phase. Satisfaction with the delayed 
moblle response alternative averaged 94.4 percent' and an average of 942 
perc~nt expre~sed satisfaction with telephone rep~rt and expeditor unit' 
serVlces recelved. 

, , • The ~radeo~fs among various alternative responses in terms of 
cltlzen satlsfactlon appear to be in the intensity of the satisfaction 
levels. In Gre~nsboro, for example, 69.8 percent of the mobile experi­
mental group sald they were livery satisfied" with the services provided 
as ~ompared to 60.4 percent for the TRU and 57.1 percent for the de 1 ayed 
mobl 1 e response. 

• Alternative re,sp?nses are less costly than traditional mobile 
responses and productlvlty 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. 

~ The adv~ntages of civilianizing call taker and dispatch positions 
~utwelgh the dlsadvantages. Civilians usually can be hired and trained at 

ower costs, have higher retention rates, and are better educated • 

f • Im~lemen~ing new ca)l, classification systems and intake procedures 
or OPR, lncludlng the tralnlng of telecommunicators development of 

written guidel ines, and monitoring by supervisors, c~n achieve the 
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following results: 

• Increase the amount of useful information obtained 
from ca 11 ers. 

• Better prepare officers on what to expect at the 
scene, and reduce unnecessary backups. 

• Maintain or improve citizen satisfaction by pre­
paring callers for the type of response to expect. 

• Increase uniformity of procedures, and improve the 
accountability of telecommunications personnel. 

• Increase patrol officer satisfaction with call 
takers and dispatchers. 

• The importance of the role of telecommu~icator in pol~ce op~r~tions 
frequently has been underestimated. The DPR fleld test conflrms s1~11ar 
conclusions supported by previous research (Tien, 1977; Cahn and Tlen, 
1980; Kansas City Pol ice Department Directed Patr.ol. Project, 1980; McEwen, 
1982) that increased attention to call taker tr~lnlng and other needs must 
be addressed to achieve maximum use of alternatlve responses. 

• In addition to providing thorough training in the use.of new call 
classification systems, upgrading the role of the tel~commun,cator ~e~ds to 
include involving telecommunicators in project plannlng and t~e.tral~1ng of 
others, improving promotional and caree~ developm~nt opportunltles, lmprov­
ing the working environment, and upgradlng selectlon standards. 

Supplementary Findings 

• The use of civilian evidence technicians to handle initia.l calls 
for certain property crimes can be a highly successful alternatlve. 
Evidence technicians in Greensboro were able to process 18 percent 
of all non-mobile responses. 

• Travel time to emergency calls was not significantly r~duced as a 
resuit of DPR; however, the new call classification systems dld enable 
patrol officers to respond quickly when needed for true emergency calls. 

• The use of mail-in reports did not prove to be a successful alter­
native response. Communications call-back procedures, where th~ call taker 
telephones the offending party with a warni~g? can ~e an.effectlve alterna­
tive in "barking dog", "noisy party" ~nd slml1ar sltuatlons. 

Implications for Police Policy 

• A comprehensive plan for DPR needs to add\ess how to make the best 
use of the increased patrol time that becomes ava'labl~ when ca~ls are 
directed to alternatives. Opportunities to use this tlme for dlrected 
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patrol or increased crime prevention efforts can be created as a result of 
DPR. 

• Formal experimental designs are possible in a police department and 
should be used more often to test changes prior to full implementation. 

• Changes in the role and activities of the patrol officer will occur 
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 
be true emergencies, and more officer time will become available for other 
programs such as directed patrol and crime prevention. 

• Personnel issues which need to be addressed include: 

• The advantages and cost savings possible by using 
civilians in positions such as call takers, dis-­
patchers, evidence technicians and other support 
positions • 

• The need to elevate the status of call takers and 
dispatchers in the organizational structure. 

Suggestions for Implementation Planning 

• Gain the commitment of the police chief to DPR as a departmental 
priority. 

• Develop a comprehensive plan that anticipates the impact of DPR on 
other departments and programs, and its effect on the overall patrol allo­
cation plan. 

• Include telecommunicators on the internal planning committee, as 
well as civilians and officers from all key divisions, espeCially patrol 
and communications; and involve project evaluators in the planning phase • 

• 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. 

• Provide thorough training for telecommunicators in the new system 
and involve them in the training of others. Clearly written manuals, 
flipcharts, and simulation and role play exercises are recommended 
techniques. 

• Pre-test the new system for two or three months by having call 
takers code and select alternatives but not dispatch the alternatives. 
Monitor call taker/citizen conversations and address areas where commu­
nica,tion style needs improvement. Review intake procedures and revise as 
needed. 

• Consider the importance of the length of commitment possible when 
selecting a DPR project supervisor. At all three sites there was no turn­
over in key project staff, which greatly aided implementation of the DPR 
systems. 
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• Anticipate the need to deal with possible internal (union) and 
external (media, citizen) pressures. Consider forming a broad-based 
advisory board, which can foster acceptance of the DPR system within the 
department and in the community. 
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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
tyof 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 increase 
the efficiency of the management of the calls for service function; and 
(2) to maintain or improve citilen 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 

21 



. ,\ ... .;:.... ..... 

I 
, I i 

I 
'{ 
< 

rr \' 
'lL 

r t 

[ 

[ 

r 
L 
L 
L 
t. 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

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; 

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

• 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; 

• 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
~ble for c:ime and service-r~lated problems. Rather than just being 
report wr1ters," patrol off1cers could become more involved in other 
ac~ivities such as crime prevention (security surveys, community education), 
cr~m~ det~rrenc~ (sa~uration patrol, field interrogations, stakeouts), 
c~lm1nal 1nvest1gat10ns, and other areas all coming under the rubric of 
d1rected 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 
~he course ~f the experiment in order to avoid the possibility of confound-
1ng evaluat10n results. All 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 ~ 
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 
b: taken over the telephone, the dispatch might be delayed, the citizen 
m1ght 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-em~rgency calls which could receive an alternative response. It was 
recogn1zed 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 effecti ve manner. In many pol ice departments, call takers 
fail to provide sufficient information to citizens on exactly 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: 

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

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

FIELD TEST PROGRAM C(J4PONENTS 

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 
injur!~ and damage/loss incurred, availability of witnesses, and likelihood 
of apprehension. Revisions made by the three departments to their call 
classification systems were based on these characteristics. ' 

The natur~ 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 
literature 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 ca 11 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
quired. 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: 

• Review types of information cU\\'Tently collected by call takers 
to determine additional information required to classify calls 
along the new dimensions; 

• Develop written guidelines on nc1w call classification procedures; 
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• Develop a set of standardized questions to facilitate the class­
ification of calls; 

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

• Develop new call intake forms. 

Differential Response Phase 

The other major phase ~n the fie~d ~est was the !~~~~~~nt~i;~~t~~e~he 
differential restPonlsedtef~hnne~q~~StheT~~~ ~~~~l~~~s~~~ication ~chemes, with 
needs, as accura eye 1 
an appropriate police response. 

The NIJ Test Design Program docume~t required that the ~oli:e depart­
ments implement the following differentlal response alternatlves. 

• Telephone Report Unit for taking reports over the 
telephone; 

• Procedures for a delayed mobile response (hold~ngb k 
calls for 30 to 60 minutes until the beat car lS ac 
in service); 

• Procedures for referring calls to other agencies; and 

• At least one other alte~n~t~v~ response technique 
from the following posslblll.tle.s: ,scheduled 
appointment, walk-in, or mall-ln. 

Each of these alternative responses was imple~ented to some degree, 
and with some individual variation, at the three sltes. 

Before further discussing the fiel.d ~est activiti~~~ki~oWu~~l be help­
ful to provide the readertwiih ~td~Scr~~t~~~i:~~n s~~ethe j~risdictional 
information on the three. es Sl e '. ac uaint the reader with the 
demograph~cs~ theffOtlhlOWthlng sUp~~~~~l~~Spa~~~~ntsq and communications centers. 
characterlstlcs 0 e ree 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CITIES 

Demographic Characteristics 
d t . Exhibit 2-2 the cities of 

As seen in the 1980 U.S. C~nsus. ~ a ~nGreensboro, North Carolina have 
T~ledo, Ohio;. Garden

d 
~rove, C~l.lf~~~~:~t~~istiCS. While they are c.ollec-

dlverse physlcal a~ emograp lC f cities and police agencleS 
tively representat~ve °ih a. la;f:f~~:~~;s °are of interest in this evaluation 
throughout the natlon, eflr lt atives could be implemented in the field 
to understand what types 0 a ern 
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test and to account for some of the differences in citizen satisfaction 
levels which are presented later in this report. 

EXHIBIT 2-2 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CITIES 

Square Miles 
Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo 17.4 61.2 88.3 

Total Population 123,300 155,600 354,600 
Population Percentages 

White 78.7% 65.4% 78.7% Black .7% 32.9% 17.4% Other 13.4% (Hispanic) 1.7% 3.9% 
7.2% (Other) 

Median Age 28.8 28.8 29.6 
Percentage of Population 
More than 50 Years Old 

22.3% 24.3% 27.0% 

Percentage of Population 
Born in State 48.9% 70.5% 73.4% 

Percentage of Population 
Living in Different 

50.8% 47.9% 42.3% 
House in 1975 

Average Family Earnings $23,305 $19,970 $21,804 

. Toledo. and G~rden Grove have the same percentage of minority popu1a­
t1on, but d1ffer 1n t~at ~arden Grove is primarily Spanish and Asian while 
Tr;ledo has a b)ack.m1nor1ty P?pu1ation. Greensboro has a significantly 
h1g~er black m1nor1t~ popu1at1on than the other two sites. Garden Grove 
res1dents have the h1ghest average earnings level of the three sites the 
lowest per~entage of persons born in the state, and the lowest perce~tage 
of po~ulat1on greater than fifty years of age. In general, residents in 
the C1ty of Toledo tend to be older than residents of the other two sites 
and have lived ~n ~he jurisdiction or state for a longer period of time. ' 
(Th~se character1st1CS were also evident in the sample of citizens surveyed 
dunng the evaluation.) 

The city of Toledo is ~ blue collar ~~dustria1 city in the Northeast­
ern part ~f the country. ~lth 88 square m1les of land and a population of 
354,600,. 1t has a populat1on density of 4,030 persons per square mile. The 
pop~la~lon has decreased 8 percent in the past ten years. Another charac­
ter~st~c.of Toledo, true perhaps of many industrial cities, is that it has 
a slgnlf1cant number of older residents who have lived in the city most of 
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their lives. As Exhibit 2-3 shows, 73 percent of the Toledo residents 
responding to the evaluation surveys had lived 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 conaitions, the 
city was forced to layoff 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 po1ic~ 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 co 11 ar, "hi gh-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 pO~lce 
department has not hired any new employees for over three years. Durlng 
the project period, the police department's 20~ employees repr~sented 38 
percent of the city's total work force. The Clty budget for flscal 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 ye~rs. Through an aggressive annexation pr~gram i~ r~cent years, 
Greensboro has increased its land area to 61 square mlles, glvlng a popula­
tion density of 2,556 persons per square mile, the lowest of the.three. 
cities. While reflecting a 1 arge professional work force, the Clty maln­
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 hous i ng un i t. 

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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Garden Grove 

Less Than 5 (47.0%) 

~~ 

More Than 20 (14.0%) 

I j 1 

EXHIBIT 2-~ 

YEARS LIVING III JI.USDICTIOI Of SURVEY RESPOIOEIfTS 

Greensboro Toledo 

Less Than 5 (22.0%) 
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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. 

Personnel 

Sworn 

Civil i an 

Total 

EXHIBIT 2-4 

POlICE DEPARTMENT STAFFING OF FIELD TEST SITES 

Garden Grove 

156 

53 

209 

Greensboro 

367 

75 

442 

Toledo 

634 

45 

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. All 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 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. 
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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
ly 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 
bu i1 di ng, was a 1 so staffed by "Watch Commanders." These were patro 1 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 Fiel d 

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. 

Technological differences were also evident at the sites. Toledo 
operated a manual call for service processing system. Calls were recorded 
on color-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, 
no dispatch data was being entered or analyzed. However, midway through 
the project, the police department acquired the necessary hardware and 
software to upgrade the entry and analysis of the dispatch data. This 
improvement is described in more detail in Chapter 7 of this report. 

The Greensboro 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 
and, at the appropriate time, transmitted to the terminal screen of the 
dispatcher for dispatching to the field. 

With regard to procedures, while each of the three sites displayed 
some use of alternatives to handle calls for service other than just dis­
patching the calls to patrol officers in the field, none of the three had 
ever systematically analyzed the call for service systems or considered 
developing new call classification schemes. Each of the departments class­
ified the calls in traditional signal codes which reflected legal or 
statutory categories. 

Each of the three departments used some type of priority system to 
distinguish calls for service in terms of emergencies and non-emergencies. 
In general, prior to the project, all calls were dispatched immediately 
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 
on when or how calls were delayed, a void that was filled as a result of 
the DPR project. 

Additionally, prior to the start of the DPR project, Greensboro and 
Toledo were handling some calls for service on a limited basis over the 
telephone. These telephone report units generally processed only minor 
property offense reports such as petit larceny. It was estimated that 
these units were handling five to seven percent of the calls for service in 
these two departments. During the project, the volume of calls for the 
telephone report units was greatly increased and the different types of 
ca 11 shand 1 ed was expanded. 

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. 

In summary, these three police departments had factors in common which 
pointed to a need for the DPR project. First, each of the departments was 
going through fiscal stress. No hiring had been a1 lowed in Garden Grove 
and Greensboro, and Toledo had to layoff a sizable number of personnel and 
was well below authorized strength at the time of the project. 
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. Second, the demands for service were increasing. Calls for informa­
tlon and calls for service into the communications centers were at record 
levels. 

Third, these departments, as with most others in the nation had never 
caref~l ~y aryd systematically looked at the whole call for servi~e process: 
classlflcatlon, processing, and handling. 

. Finally, as with most police departments, the staffing of the communi­
catlons ce~ters.was considere~ a low priority. There was little thought 
and.attentlon glven to s~lec~lon and training of personnel in the communi­
catlons centers. Communlcatlons was generally considered a pass through 
operation for getting calls for service to the patrol units. 

SITE SELECTION 

Selection Process 

The ~hree police departments selected by NIJ to participate as sites 
for the fleld test had to meet certain criteria established by NIJ and 
documented in the Test Design Program document. The main cri+ ... ~rl·~ wo~~ ap 

f 11 
- u """ '" ~ 

o ows: 

• City population of 100,000 to 500,000; 

• No organizational, political, or legal obligations that 
would i~pede ~mplementation (for example, OPPOSition from 
the pollce unlon, contractual constraints); 

• Poli~e departments must not be in the process of imple­
mentlng any other programs which might interfere with the 
evaluation of the field test; 

• ~stablished commitment from key officials in the city show-
1ng support for the police chief's interest in the project; 

• Police departments must commit and assign sufficient and 
qualified personnel to staff the project components; 

• Police departments must have sufficient data available for 
evaluation purposes; 

• Police departments 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 

• Police departments must agree to cooperate in the evaluation 
of the field test. 

In addition, NIJ found it preferable, if possible, to have some geographic 
representation among the three sites, such as East, Midwest or South, and 
West. 
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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 po 1 ice departments i nvo 1 ved in the fi e 1 d test had s imil ar 
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 departments were 
looking 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 limited procedures for taking incident reports over the telephone. As 
Greensboro 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 
contro 11 ed experimenta 1 env ironment wi th extens i ve eva 1 uat ion 
activity. 
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These limited 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 list 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 a 
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 

w 
0'1 

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. 

Call Classification ~jectiyes 

Uniform Classification 
1. Implement a uniform call classification system across all three sites. 

2. Implement a training program 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. Minimize over- and under-response to non-critical calls. 

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

Test Design Objectiv£~ 
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 control conditions. 

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 delayed mobile·response procedure. 

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

• Scheduled Appointment 
• Walk-In 
• Mail-In 
• No Response 

Alternative Response 

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

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

6. Reduce the rate of non-critical calls handled by 
immediate 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 is com~ 
mitted to responding to calls for service during its 
tour. 

B. Decrease the average 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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Site 

Garden Grove 

Greensboro 

Toledo 
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EXHIBIT 2-7 

STAFFING OF DPR PROJECT 

Percent of 
Staffing Time on Project 

Captain, Project Director 75 % 

Sergeant, Management Analyst 100 

Police Officer, Staff Assistant 25 

lieutenant, Project Director 100 

Senior Telecommunicator, Management 
Analyst 100 

Police Officer, Staff Assistant 100 

Captain, Project Director 40 

Sergeant, Management Analyst 60 

Sergeant, Staff Assistant 40 

1 ] 1 - -I :~-li 

Assignment of Project 
Within Police Department 

Administrative Division 
(which contained the 
Communications Section) 

Created Special Project 
Office reporting to the 
Chief of Police 

Planning and Research 
Division 
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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 plannin9 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 feedbac~ 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: 

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

• 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 ca 11 s for serv ice wh i ch offi cers fe It cou 1 d be hand 1 ed by 
alternatives other than an immediate mobile response" 

• 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. 

• 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 
serv ice. Furthermore, there has been wi despread be 1 ief among 1 aw 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 politica1 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, Illinois; 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 "invol vement" 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 

39 

-----.. -.. ~ 

1 I....---------------------------------------------------~--~~--------~\~,~.--~~------------________ ~L__l~ ____ • __ ~~ ________________________________________ ~ ______________ ~ __ ___ ------ ~ 



-~~-~--~ -- ~-- -- - ------------------

\ 

Traditional 
Response 

Prioritized 
by Urgency 

OPR 
Model 

b 

] i 1 

EXHIBIT 2-8 

METHODS OF HANDLING POLICE CAlLS FOR SERVICE 

1000 ___ --=~ 1000 CFS ____ ~~ 1000 CFS ___ ---.,;'>~1000 call assignments to mobile 
CFS >Call Taker 7'Dispatcher field units immediately 

1000 1000 CFS 1000 CFS-~ 
CFS -----=)Call Taker----)~ Dispatcher 

900 call assignments to mobile 
field units immediately 

1000 
CFS 

\ , h ., 

400 CFS 

100 call assignments to mobile 
~~field units on delayed basis 

"-~100 call assignments to mobile 
field units immediately 

- __ ~ 1000 CFS __ ---I 

>Call Taker 

Dispatcher -~--,.:::!!\\I,100 call assignments to mobile 
field units on delayed basis 

300 CFS 

---~200 call assignments to special 
report cars (sworn a~~ civilian) 

..... -~ Telephone Report Un i t 

100 CFS 
..... -~ Ref erra 1 to Other (I nterna 1 and Externa 1 to Dept) 

100 CFS 
1-----"':,. Ma i 1- in Report, 

100 CFS 
'--~Wa1k-in Report 

.. 
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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 w'ill 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 does not involve the 
po~ice, according to Spelman and Brown, but citizen delay in reporting the 
cnme •. Many p\ob 1 ems are associ ated with reporti ng crimes. Peop 1 e must 
recognlze a crlme when they see one. They must take responsibility for 
action and see some benefit in becoming involved and calling the police. 
The~ must also be able.physically to get to a phone and get through to the 
pollce. The authors hlghly recommended that emphasis be placed on motivat­
ing citizens to caii 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 invol ved 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 
a~d Sco~t (1981) studied 26,417 calls from Rochester, New York; 'St. Louis, 
Mlssourl; and Tampa-St. Petersburg, Florida, and found that, consistent 
~it~ these earlier findings, less than 20 percent were calls about criminal 
lncldents. 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 

I~ addition to the lack of evidence supporting increased arrests due 
to rapld 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 likely 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 SUl"veys 
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 oolice 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 
wer~ citizens told how long to expect to wait before the police would 
arrlve. 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 ca~ls. Gay et al. (1977) suggested three categories in which calls 
for ~erv,ce could be divided: type A calls for crimes in progress, emer­
gencles, and disturbances calls; type B calls for significant crimes, but 
those for which immediate police response was not necessarily warranted; 
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 al 1 calls'~o: se\vice 
are for criminal matters. Thus, the purpose of any call class1f1cat1on 
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 police 
departments involved in the DPR field test. Briefly, the model had three 
components: a set of eight call classifications ranging from major pe~­
sonal injury crimes to minor incidents; time categories designated as 1n­
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 classifyin~ cal~s fer 
service. The prioritization scheme used was in-progress (lmmedlate 
response), basic patrol-critical, and basic patrol. Within each ~riority, 
calls were dispatched first-come, first-served. Callers were adv1sed 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 o~ 
resources was possible. However, the authors reported ~ha~ compl~lnt . 
takers and dispatchers were often confused about the pr10rlty des1gnatlons, 
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 moblle 
responses, such as appointments by field units; a~d non-mo~ile responses, 
such as referrals, telephone reporting, and walk-ln reportlng. 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 pol ice departments establ ished 
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; Springfield, 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 Operations 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 a 11 reports, and that 10.2 percent of the ca 11 s were de 1 ayed. 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, Illinois Police Department presented findings 
on a mail-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 ~o having.a police ~pecialist respond within 30 minutes; just 
over half ln each Clty found lt 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 
classification and prioritization procedures is more widespread than gener­
all~ thought. Findings from Fennessy's (1983) national survey of 153 
pollce.departments showed. that 69 percent have a formal written policy for 
screenlng calls, 71 percent have a formal written policy for prioritizing 
calls, aHd 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 appoint~ents; and 71 perce~t stacked calls (Farmer, 1981)~ However, as 
Farmer succlnctly noted, "No slngle 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 
ryav~ telephone reporting units or take some reports by telephone does not 
lndlcate to what extent this strategy is used, nor does it indicate use of 
a comprehens i ve plan for all ca 11 s for serv ice. The prob 1 ems encountered 
in the studies cited above, in which call classification systems and alter­
native police responses were tested, repeatedly showed that call takers 
were not fully imp!eme~ting the call classification systems, that citizens 
were not always belng lnformed of time delays, and that responses were 
underused. Wi~hout an adequate test of a uniform differential response 
model, the optlmal use of alternative response techniques remained undemon­
strated. The Differential Police Response Field Test was designed to 
p~ovide this inf9rmation by measuring in a controlled setting the effec­
tlveness of a unlform call classification and prioritization scheme and 
alte:native response strategies as mechanisms for managing calls for 
serVlce. 

How DPR Project Differs from Previous Research 

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 
required substantial changes in communications center operations in order 
to proces~ calls in a ~ore efficient manner with the aim of selecting the 
best posslble alternatlve for each call for service based on the call 
characteristics. The initial effort in the project was devoted to the 
development of a generic call classification system which the departments 
were able to adapt to local needs. 

Th~ three partic~pating sites also wanted to test as many alternatives 
as posslble for handllng non-emergency calls for service. These alterna­
tives included (1) taking reports over the telephone, (2) delaying the 
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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 
field test, the sites diverted a wider range of call types, such as taking 
burglary calls over the telephone, and also attempted to divert as many 
calls as possible to alternatives. 

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 randomization 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" 
compari sons and lites t/contro 1" compari sons • 
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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 OPR Field Test was the 
development of the call cl assification model. It invol ved a significant 
break with past philosophy and practice in processing calls for service. 
Prior to the project, these departments operated with traditional 110-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 little 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 likelihood of a suspect 
being quickly apprehended, or the availability of witnesses. Such.informa­
tion is critical to determine an appropriate response such as sendlng 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 depar~me~ts had ~ittle. 
more than a basic understanding of the concept of redeslgnlng and lmprovlng 
the call classification systems. Thus, the early cluster conferences were 
almost entirely devoted to the planning process of designing and develo~ing 
a new system along with revised call intake proce~ures. As seen late~ ln 
this report, developing the new response alternatlves was a more stralght­
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: 
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• The type of incident must be defined as specifically and narrowly 
as possible; and 

• The descriptive characteristics of the call must be determined. 

During one of the early cluster conferences, the sites agreed on the 
two basic principles listed above. They also agreed to adopt a working 
model presented by the technical assistance contractor, which used the call 
categories and descriptors shown in Exhibit 3-1. Some of the ideas used by 
the technical assistance consultant in developing this model were taken 
from previous research studies including a key study by Indiana University in 1977. 

EXHIBIT 3-1 

CALL CATEGORIES AND DESCRIPTORS 

Call Categories 

Violent Crimes 
Interpersonal Conflicts 
Medical 
Non-Violent Crimes 
Traffic Problems 
Public Nuisance 
Suspicious Circumstances 
Dependent Person 
Public Morals 
Assistance 
Information 

Call Descriptors 

Injury Type 
Time of Occurrence 
Likelihood of Apprehension 
Purpose of Call 
Availability of Witnesses 
Potential for Commission 

of a Crime 
Non-Crime Hazards 
Scene Characteristics 

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 
police. As stated earlier, this time element encompasses the length of the 
time interval between when the event occurred and when the caller contacted 
the police. Previous research has shown that the longer the time interval, 
the less likely that an immediate patrol response will produce wort~while 
results, particularly in terms of arrest potential. The departments in the 
field 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 ~as 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 

In-Progress 

Proximate/Just Occurred 

Cold 

Possible Response 

Immediate Mobile Response 

Routine Mobile Response 

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 sit.e also analyzed and "profiled" its current call for service 
list 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 
large 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 list 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 center on key elements such as injury, 
time of occurrence, likelihood of apprehension, suspicious circumstances, 
availability of witnesses J 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 local 
ordinances, types of clientele, philosophies of project staff members, and 
other factors, were unable to agree completely on such matters as the 
format and terminology of the system. Thus, each site specifically tai­
lored 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 
\tjlere 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 

O. 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 motor vehicle or the violation of motor vehicle laws. 

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

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 • 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

o Criminal - Property damage or loss due to a criminal act. 
o 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, ill­
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. 
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A. 

B. 

C. 

EXHIBIT 3-3 

TOLEDO CALL CLASSIFICATION CHARACTERISTICS 

INJURY 

REQUIRES MEDICAL ATTENTION AT SCENE: Any physical injury, or illness, that 
requires professional medical, assi~tance at the sc~ne or the e~tent of ,th,e 
injury, or illness, requires lmmedlate transportatlon to a medlca1 ~acl11ty. 
Includes severe emotional trauma suffered as the result of personal lnvo1ve­
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 immed/jate threat to any per­
son's safety due to the characteri sti cs at the scene (e.g., weapons 
involved, extremely violent r.erson, possible suicide, young child lost). 

TIME (CRIMES) 

IN PROGRESS: Incidents that are of concern to the police, require po1i~e 
presence at the scene, and are still taking place at the time the call lS 
received (e.g., robbery in progress, burglary in progress, large street 
fight) • 

D. AGAINST PERSONS - 15 MINUTES OR LESS SINCE OCCURRENCE: All crimes a
1
g
5
ainst 

persons where it is known the perpetrator left the s~ene less than 
minutes prior to the crime being reported to the pollce. 

E. AGAINST PERSONS - MORE 1~ 15 MINUTES SINCE OCCURRENCE: All crimes
15

against 
persons where it is known the perpetrator left the s~ene more than 
minutes prior to the crime being reported to the po11ce. 

F. AGAINST PROPERTY - 5 MINUTES OR LESS SINCE OCCURRENCE: All crimes against 
property where it is known that the perpetrator left t~e scene less than 
5 minutes prior to the crime being reported to the pollce. 

G. AGAINST PROPERTY - MORE THAN 5 MINUTES SINCE OCCURRENCE: All crimes agai
5
nst 

property where it is known that the perpetrator left,the scene more than 
minutes prior to the crime being reported to the pollce. 

H. 

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 posit~vely know~ 
to be in the immediate vicinity and can be identified by a physlcal descrlp­
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 

J. CRIME POTENTIAL/THREATENING CIRCUMSTANCE: !~ny circumstance, or combli~ation 
of circumstances such that a reasonable and prudent person would be leve a 
crime has been, ~r is about to be committed. Any incident where the caller 

51 

F" 
~. I 

1 I \ 
~ 

I 
I t, 

r 
I ~. 

I 
I 

1 I I , 
I 

f 
I 

I 
t ] 

11 
fi 

~li 

] 

\ 
'I 

I 

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.g., 
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 

K. NO CRIMINAl LIABILITY: Incidents where no criminal liability 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 re'lated incidents). 

CHARACTERISTICS AT SCENE 

N. EXTENT OF LOSS/DAMAGE: All theft and crimina 1 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. 

P. TELEPHONE REPORTING CRITERIA: Reports that can be taken by the Te 1 ephone 
Reporting Unit due to the nature of the incident and the TRU reporting policy. 

R. CALLER'S DEMEANOR: Ca 11 where the demeanor of the ca 11 er, or a person bei ng 
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 (NON-VICTIM CALLERS) 

S. INVOLVEMENT: The caller has seen, heard, or is otherwise invol ved 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). 

T. 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. 

DISPATCtI POLICY OVERRIDE 

U. 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. 

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

X. ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY: All pol ice response and reporting pol icies 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 ill 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 legal 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 
c!assification codes which would summarize the type of call, the descrip­
tlve 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 
re~ponse ~s the fourth character. For example, the code "1210" signifies a 
crlme agalnst persons call which just occurred, with injuries, and requires 
an immediate patrol unit response. Similarly, a IB100" means a burglary, 
in-progress, with an immediate patrol response. Based on the four­
c~aracter code, the CAD system automatically assigns a priority which 
dlctates whether the call needs an immediate response or is eligible for a di spatch de 1 aye 

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 larceny 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 
patro 1 unit to a 11 fraud ca 11 s even though such ca 11 s cou 1 d a 1 so 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 call 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 
O. No Injury 
1. Actual, Probable, or Potential Injury 

FOURTH CHARACTER -- RESPONSE 
O. 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 call, in-progress, with 
injuries, which requires an immediate ~obile resp?nse. A prior­
ity of "99" would automatically be asslgned to thlS 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 0 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 will auto­
matically receive a Priority 0 except, "Emergency from MDT." Priority 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. The call 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 available 
Field Operations Bureau unit. Incidents requiring Priority 1 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 the 
scene or in the area and will elude apprehension or create the potential 
for personal injury or property damage/loss if the police do not arrive 
rapidly; situations where crime scene protection is essential so that 
evidence will not be destroyed and where it would be destroyed or lost if 
an officer is not dispatched immediately; incidents where an officer is 
needed to secure and interview witnesses who would be lost if not con­
tacted immediately; and when there is a need for crowd or traffic control 
and the failure to do so immediately would create the imminent potential 
for personal injury or property damage/loss. The call taker will advise 
the complainant that an officer will be dispatched immediately. 

PRIORITY 2: DELAYED MOBILE RESPONSE 

Calls receiving this priority will preferably be dispatched to the Field 
Operations Bureau unit assigned to the response zone in which the callis 
located. If that unit is not available, the call will be held for 30 
minutes, or until the unit returns to service, whichever comes first. If 
after 30 minutes the unit is still unavailable, the telecommunicator may 
assign the call to a unit from an adjoining zone. 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. 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 already 
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 police 
officer is not required, however, an officer going to the scene is desir­
able or necessary. The te1ecommunicator 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 
fulfi 11 the compl ainant's request or needs. A civi 1 ian 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 evid~nc~ •. "Cold" c.alls ar~ those incidents which are reported after 
such a s1gnlflcant perl0d of tlme has elapsed since the occurrence that the 
presence of a police officer will have little 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 b~ dispatche9 t~ the.scene; and in addition to collecting evidence, 
the EVldence Speclallst wll1 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 
n~t become availabl~ by the end of 30 minutes, the telecommunicator may 
dlspatch a sworn unlt. 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 until 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. 
6. There are no suspects or witnesses to be interviewed. 
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PRIORITY 5: MAIL-IN RESPONSE 

Incidents of this type meet the ·t . a:cess to a Greensboro Police D~rl ~rlat set. ou~ above and the caller has 
wlll direct the complainant to p~~~ men ;all-l~ fo~. The telecommunicator 
to the police department. up a orm, flll lt out, and return it 

PRIORITY 6: WAlK-IN RESPONSE 

Incidents receiving this priorit . fee 1 s can best be hand 1 ed b y. are those Whl.ch the te 1 ecommuni cator 
department to have their ne~d~a~~~g t~~ com~la~nants come to the police 
set out above and would generally be ab~set'n~ld~nts meet.the criteria as 
or telephone; however because of . e ? e and 1 ed elther by rna; 1-in 
be more appropriate t~ have the co~~~cl.a1 ~lrcumstances or needs, it would 
and speak directly with an officer 0 altnhan cdome to the police department r 0 er epartment member. 

PRIORITY 7: TELEPHONE RESPONSE 

Incidents of this type include . any of the mobile response crit~~ complalnt ?r reques~ which does not meet 
ment representative unnecessary ;he~hU~ m~~lng the dlspatch of a depart­
t~lecommunicator feels can best·be han e lnCl ents .are those which the 
wlth an officer on the telephone Th dl~d ~~ havlng the complainant speak 
Teleph?ne Response Unit by a cail-b e~e ~~~l. ents will be handled by the 
complalnt was received in communica:fon:: ln one hour of the time the 

PRIORITY 8: INFORMATION/OUTSIDE REFERRAl 

Incidents qualifying for this r mi~ed in importance. This prio~~ion!~u~hOU1d not be disregarded or mini-
w~lch the telecommunicator is abl y t d ~ppl~ to thos.e calls received in 
Clent to satisfy the citizen's ed 0 ~rovlde lnformatlon which is suffi­
in which the telecommunicator r~;: an no furt~er action is necessary or 
or other city department. Referra;~ ;~el~om~lalnant to an outside agency 
a~ency.based on the te1ecommunicator's ~nders~ m~d.e tofthe most appropriate 
sltuatlon. If the referral i . an lng 0 the problem or 
recei ved during non-business ~out~s a~ohthe; 1clty dep.artment and the ca 11 is 
service/complaint request form and f e ede~ommunlcator will fill out a orwar lt to the appropriate department. 
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and implemented. Exhibit 3-6 gives the categories for the five-digit 
descriptor codes. 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 exa,;,1(,j·Qa of the call 
classification matrix. 

An example of how the Greensboro system works will be he;pful. 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. 

For each individual type of call, the Greensboro project staff devel­
oped the potential descriptor codes and the appropriate priority response. 
This information was then packaged into a matrix and placed in a booklet 
for ease of reference by the call takers. Exhibit 3-7 shows one page of 
this booklet using the burglary category just discussed. 

In conclusion, it is clear that the new call classification systems 
provided for adequate specification of the type of call and its character­
istics, which allowed call takers to match call information with the 
appropriate police response. Also, each department fully implemented the 
new call classification systems, which was a necessary step to ensure the 
validity of the field test of alternatives and the evaluation. 

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 immediately dispatching a mobile unit to 
near 1 y all ca 11 s for serv ice. Toledo and Greensboro screened some ca 11 s to 
be handled over the telephone, but these were generally minor property 
offenses. 

r· 



*-~<"",-\;'oI.>....l>.~ 

1 

I 
:', I " 

i' 

I ;, 
[ 

'" 

[ 

r 
f ' 

L 

L 
L 
r 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

I 

A. Purpose of Call 

O. Personal injury 

EXHIBIT 3-6 

GREENSBORO FIVE-DIGIT 

DESCRIPTOR CODE 

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. I n-progres s 
2. Occurred/needed within 30 minutes 
3. Occurred/needed greater than 30 minutes 

C. Injury/Damage/Loss 

O. Unknown 
1. Injury needs attention/injury at scene 
2. Injury needs no attention/injured party not at scene 
3. Imminent or potential danger of injury/damage/loss 
4. Property damage/loss greater than $200 
5. Property damage/loss less than $200 
6. Not considered/none 

D. Police Activity Needed 

O. Unknown/not applicable 
1. Apprehension 
2. Alleviation of hazard/nuisance 
3. Protection of crime scene/collection of evidence 
4. Crowd or traffic regulation 
5. Contact witness 
6. Recover lost or stolen property 
7. Non-enforcement service 
8. Report 
9. Information 

E. Override 

O. None 
1. Citizen demands 
2. Call taker's discretion 
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EXHIBIT 3-7 

GREENSBORO CALL CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

PRI PRI PRI PRI PRI PRI PRI PRI 

BURG 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 BURGLARY 

11310 13630 
13680 12610 

B&E OF AUTO 
11610 12630 

13680 12610 13630 

CONS IDERA nONS 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
- IS THERE A POTENTIAL FOR INJURY/DAMAGE/LOSS? 
- IS SUSPECT AT SCENE OR IN AREA? 
- IS THERE PHYSICAL EVIDENCE TO BE COLLECTED? 
- CAN THE EVIDENCE BE SECURED AND COLLECTED LATER? 

WHEN DID THE EVENT OCCUR? 
NOTE: -

- SUSPECT DESCRIPTION 
- SUSPECT'S MEANS AND DIRECTION 

OF TRAVEL 
- WAS SUSPECT ARMED? 

POINT OF ENTRY 

- DISPATCH LAB PERSONNEL ON PRIORITY 3 CALLS. THEY WILL HANDLE PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION AND THE 
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 
officer 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 ca1l 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 
acceptab'j 1 ity 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. A'il 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-
i ngs on a case. 

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

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

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

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

• 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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IMMEDIATE MOOILE RESPONSE 
M,k';. G'Hn COld If "YES" .. Ih •• n.wer to .ny below: 
M.k. I R.d clld II "Code 3" criterl.11 10 .. : 

'Red card .h.n be coded by n.pe"IIO.1 

II Ihe .. phy.icol hl,m ,equl""g m.dic.1 
IUlSlance .t Ihe sr.1:nr1 

II Ihe c,'ml 11111,,, p,oqre,,""d/o, 
IUII",ct .,,11 " lhe IConel 

It it • crime .qalnll p.""n Ih.t 
occurred willun Ih. I.~1t 15 m,nul .. l 

II " • crime I<j.lnn propertv Ihlt 
occ.urrtd lNilhm the past 5 minutes1 

II !h. polentllllorrhVllCl1 h.,m 
10 • person prts.tnt 

I. Ih.,.. m.lo, I,.lIIe '''IerruptionP 
CODE "3" CRITERIA 

'nfo,m.l'on 
1:0<10 
Uelow 

"A" 

fiB" 

"0" 

"8" 

"0" 

Send "Cod. 3" .. hon Ih.,. II ,. .. onlbll groundl to belle .. 
• hf_ Is in ,'.'reme (boger. or when In officer .. in inll'ne o dl.te pursuit 01 In olle"d .. ,. 
Emergency CIIII MAY Includo: 

b 

TI 

. EXHIBIT 3-8 

TOLEDO CALL INTAKE PROCEDURES 

: DELAYED M~D~E ~!;PON!EN T A K r P ~L~H~;RT~~T~O CRITERIA 
Mike Whit. COld II "YES" II the anlwer 10 Inv hetaw: I Hou .. : 0800 • 2000 Daye: M""day through F"day 

I Inla,mltlon I I. GI'~O 0 l!r E·I • .:nllllcho" 1011 undo, $1.000. 
I Cod. • 2. Commercial 0 & E',. INo toul 
I Doel the cono, demlnd I unit be tentl Oolow I 3. Mh,'emelnor Allaulu. IS"'pe<:tt known a' not knownl 

4. Ttlr.phone HarrlumeolS. o. ...f" " I II it • alme again" pelion,' thll occurred • 5. Thel" undel S 1.000 00." " rnor e th.n '5 rHlnut~' .go "A" 

... ~ 

COMMUN'CATIONS CALL· BACK PROCEDURE 

When Ihe natu,. of Ih. coli II Illch th.t no poll"" ,epon 
will b. m.de. ohtli" Ihe loll"",ing in'o,m'llon. 

I. ':'dd,e .. of Ihe oll.nte. 
2. Nlme 01 the ollenC/i", ,..'lOn!bllsinell. 
J. Pho"e numbe, 01 Ihe 0lle"dcn9 pe"onlbl/sln~l. I I 6. Cllminll Damage under S I .000.00. " 

II it • cljme '9ai~1t ~Of"'rty: thll, "0" 1. Mill,ng Pe"ont. Cnmmunlcotlon. pe'lOnnellh.lI: 
I occ",,., mo,e I an monul", ago I 10700 X 2300. :741·6:74211:>300 X 0100·241.61311 I. CIII the ollending "Irty .nd .d.l .. them 01 Ihe n •. I Is Ihe polenllal 101 I crlm. being • 8. LOll. PIO~'tV. I I Ih I I 

comm,"ed lu •• enI1 "8"·- "'. a • com" a'n . 
I I II ., I I I • "C/O" I 9. Allrln,onlllnlo,mltlon on I"eviaully flied '.port. 7. Indle.t. thll nil unit will be lont unle ... dditlon.1 I Ie,.. mala' mconven ence 10. C t ,en, 10. Veri liCit ion 01 IUlo Ihelll. AUla Oelk- 247.6597. ""II •• re recei.ed. 
• ~~I~~,~h,e ""II meet Ih. lolo"hon. ,.porllng To:TRU " t. Dog bile.. 3. Not Idenlily Ihe compl.ln.nt. 

I 0001 Ihe coli mee, Ihe CJII·!>tck allerl.l SureNI.o, .'2. C"min~1 M.n.cin!/!. CIIi. Ih.I Ihlll be h.ndl.d In Ihll m.nrw, Ih.1I Includ •• 
• Note:The be.I unit" In te,.lce Ind the nil me." Ih. I IF THE ANSWER IS "YES" TO ANY OF THE ,'JUt .,. no! limil." to' 

del.yed mobil. ,e,ponle c"Ie" ••• erul unit im· .• FOLLOWING A UNIT SHALL BE SENT. I I. Noi.y plrtl... • 
I mcd'"oly. . • I. Av. Ih. IUI,..CII KNOWN 10 be 11111 In the Immtdl.t. 2. Nal.y IOlInd 'YII"ml. I 'nfo'm tho call.,. un'I will be "nl within 110 mlnut... .ieinhv lrul .,e nOI ~IIOWII 10 the coml.lo,".IIII I 3. Nolte meehlnlalworkmon. 
• CALL SATURATION PROCEDURe 1:1· Is the .. PHYSICAlo.i,'ence at ,h. Icenel • 4. Po, king .loIOlion. "'.pec/lic locallonl. 
I When vou are .d."ed by the Ihift commlnd., Ihe calli I . 3. II the ."dillonll Inlo,mllion on I " .. VlOUS ,epo'l aI, 5. n.rkeng dog •. 

11.100 numt,oul 10' lh. but 1111.11 10 ".mU.: • physical e.i,lcllul 6. Other mino, .lolallonl wher •• wI,"lng 'I ulu.lly 
I I. Mino, colli; .d.l .. call., we mlY hOI lend .1 IU. I 4." 'he mhllng child unde, 8 YUrt .nd II I. berween I lufflclenl. 1. A ... ,Iou. public h ... ,d. • • 0700 • 2300 houll 1 I 

~: r.1~!'~le~r~II~~::' ~~I~:';"ell. I 2. i::m~ ~C;:~~~~I.';l:;~I:,/~:lIi~,~~·'::~~~~n,e:l~ "~I~~ I II ,h. mining ch"d under 13 ve .... nd It II between I" mo,. Ihan one com"I.lnlnt It ,ecelvtd conCl!rnlng Ih. 
4. P,.venllon 01 • cume ol.lpl.nce. I dllvC'II.et"e. 2JOO. 0100 hOIlIlI. II"" vloillor •• unit .h.1I be lent II ,h. call hack p,oce. 
5. An ollicer ,eque",.nl.urice "Cod. 3-. . I 3. Ad.ire .nv call., Ihll InV IYpe ropon m.y be mid. I 5. Ooellh. cal/., de mind • unit be IOnll I dill. Clnnol be uIIIIlCd • 
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Evaluation of the new call intake procedures showed ~hat the operators 
(1) learned to accurately and consistently classify call~ 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 samp 1 e of ca 11 s was evaluated for each te 1 ecommuni­
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 al lowed the communications center supervisory 
personnel to evaluate thei r te 1 ecoll1l1uni cators. Chapter 10 inc 1 udes 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 percen~ 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 
conversations and the amount of additional information being conveyed to 
ptttrol officers as part of the dispatching process. Based on responses to 
the field off7cers l 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 "welll take care of it" 
or that a unit "would be right there. 1I Citizens might not be informed of 
the length 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 ca 11 wou 1 d rece; ve a response. If the ca 11 were to recei ve a de 1 ayed 
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 

1 

2 

3 

DATE/TIME POSITION EeN # NATURE 

DID THE TELECOMMUNICATOR: (key: Y-Yes/N-No) 

a Answer the phone properly? 

b Classify the call correctly? 

c Ask appropriate questions? 

d Select appropriate response? 

e Provide appropriate explanation/ 

information to caller? 

f Record correct information? 

g Exhibit courtesy? 

SUPERVISORIS COMMENTS, SUGGESTIONS, ACTION TAKEN: 

TELECOMMUNICATOR DATE 

SUPERVISOR DATE 
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although the procedure of having the call taker inform the c~tizen about a 
potential delay continued to be a problem throughout the proJect. 

In conclusion, the revision of the intake procedures was accomplished 
in line 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 cal.l classi:icatio~ s~stem 
and intake procedures. The training efforts are dlscussed 1n detall 1n 
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
lent 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 cal ls ~or ser­
vice according to the new systems. The call takers used the new 1ntake 
procedures to query citizens, then selected an appropriate alternative 
response. For this test period, the alternative responses were selected 
but not dispatched. All telecommunicators were closely monitored by c~mmu­
nications supervisors, project staff, and the evaluation team. Only m1nor 
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 follows: 

• 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 ~eneri~ model is 
comprised of (1) a set of call event categorles WhlCh cover 
virtually all citizen calls for service to the police; and (2) a 
list of key call characteristics or descriptors which were found 
to be important in determining the most appropriate police 
response. 

• The three sites successfully tested and implemented new c9ll 
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 
comp 1 ex, 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. 

• 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 (JIF 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 slightly 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 mentioned 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 we 11 known that many po 1 ice 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 literature on the subject. 

There are two answers to this question. First, the general concensus 
was that most police departments had implemented 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 i~ 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. 

The 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; 

• 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 OPR, nearly every call for service at each of the t~st sites 
was answered by dispatching a mobile unit to respond to the 10cat1on of the 
caller. In some cases, other mobile units responded to the scene to,pro­
vide backup assistance, if needed. Often these backups were not ass1gned 
by the dispatcher, and the dispatcher was not even awa~e of the presence of 
the backup units. As one can imagine, this procedure 1S one of the most 
costly types of police response. In a later chapter, some cost comparisons 
on alternative response modes will be presented. 

In terms of the pre-OPR mobile response, each department had some form 
of dispatch priority system, generally based solely on whet~er the call. 
rel ated to an in-progress offense. If so, an "emergency" ?lspat~h wa~ 
ordered, which referred to the response by one or more mob1le un1ts ?l,S­
playing sirens and flashing lights and exceeding the posted, sp~ed llm1t. 
Contrary to the public impression, this type of respo~se ~r1or1ty was used 
infrequently. In fact, an analysis of calls for serV1ce ln Greensboro 
showed that the emergency priority response was used less than three per­
cent of the time. 

The most frequent mobil e response pri oriti es were ".il11T1ed"L~te". and 
"routine II For an immediate response, units generally dlsplayed Slrens and 
flashin~ lights but ob~erved the posted speed lim~t in respondi~g to the 
scene of the call. The routine response commonly 1nvolved no Slrens or 
flashing lights and the posted speed limit was observed. 

A 1 so pri or to OPR, none of the three sites emp 1 oyed . a form~ 1 "de 1 ayed" 
mobile response. Although all three sites delayed the d1spatchlng,of non­
emergency calls when all units were busy, there was no planned POllCY or 
formal procedure. Moreover, the caller was seldom advised that the call 
response would be delayed. 

The only non-mobile alternative responses use? at th~ te~t sites p~ior 
to OPR involved taking walk-in reports at the statlon~ WhlCh lS common ln 
most police departments, and, on a limited basis, tak1ng reports by tele­
phone. In addition, Garden Gr~ve allow~d two local self-service gas 
stations to report gas larcenles by mall on a specially prepared form. 

Telephone report units (TRU) existed in both Toledo and Greensb?r? at 
the start of the project. In Toledo, the TR~ was staff~d by three C1.Vll­
ians and was in operation Monday through Fr1day from 2.00 p.m., to,10.00 
p.m. The TRU, located in the Records Section in a separate bU1ldlng ~rom 
the cOl11T1unications center, only took reports over the telephone for mlnor 
larcenies and minor property damage incidents. Procedurally, the call 
takers determined that the call was of a mino\ t~eft or ~rop~rty d~mage 
nature filled out a dispatch ticket with bas1c 1nformat1on 1nclud1ng the 
calle~s name and phone number, and physically transfer~ed a batch of 
tickets each morning to the TRU. The TRU staff then tr1ed t? r~ach the 
citizens by phone to process their incident reports. These 1nc1dents were 
reported on regular field incident report forms. 

As previously established, the TRU in ~reensboro was organized unde~ 
the Community Services Division of the Serv1ces Bureau, and was located 1n 
a separate office on the second floor of the police department. ,It was 
staffed by a supervisory sergeant and ten sworn personnel operat1ng seven 
days a week, 24 hours a day. The Greensboro TRU a 1 so on 1 y hand 1 ed 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 traditiona lly used as a catch-a 11 
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. All 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 detail in the following chapters, the 
test at these two departments involved the expansion of the volume and 
types of ca 11 shand 1 ed 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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EXHIBIT 4-1 

AlTERNATIVES IMPLEMENTED 
DURING DPR FIELD TEST 
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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 Grovels 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 citizenls 
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 automatica1ly send 
half of the eligible calls to the dispatcher and the other half to the 

72 

'---'~""'-



--~ -- - ----- .-----------~-

tt.~ .'iCd r..7":t £:.1 =. "" -. Ii" ... ~.'""-'~ 

U\ l!;J ulf \:";'.1 1~"l £t'.1 (;,;d- ~C) U'!! "'" 

Citizen Calls Call Taker 60% 
Police For ~ Processes .. 

27,671 ' Service Call 

46,118 
40% 

1,18,447 

Call Taker 
Provides 

(.~, "" "'" .-. .... ~, .1<1 ,~ 11" -- t 
~: ~.~ '"" 1.J ~ ,bi '.';"'2 ki ~\:::'!' 

EXHIBIT 5-1 

GARDEN GROVE DPR PROCESS 

. 2.4% ~ Referral 
, to Outside 

670 Agency 

Call Taker 19.9% Call Meets 
Selects ... ... Test ., 
Response 5510 Criteri a 

It-':''--:;., 

~ 

t 
f.":;:l' 

t ti 
~:-:,.l; 

::..!',:;I t .. ' 

Transfer r 
50%.. to H 

lelephone Report 
(68.1%) 

Walk-in Report 
(22.7%) 

f)755 Expeditor 
Unit I-Mail-in Report 

(3.8%) 

L-- CSI Dispatch 
(5.4%) 

~ Mobile 
Disp~tch 

..- Immed i ate Injury (8.1%) 
Information 

77.7% Call Requires 
Immediate Crimes Against 

\ 

i' 
I ., 

f· ,," , 

Test period: October 1, 1982 - March 1, 1983 

\ c • 

... Mobile 
" 21,491 Dispatch 

. '. 

.. 

, 
I 

Person s (5.3%) 

f-- Immed i ate 
Proper 

-15 Minute 

Crimes Against 
ty (30.3%) 

Delay 
(7,221/33.6%) 

I- 30 Minute Delay 
(2,300/10.7%) 

l- One Hour Delay 
(2,579/12.0%) 

.. 

'. 



""'-'.- ------_ ... 

" 

\ 

\", \ . 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
J 
1 
I 

[",. i 
I,. 

I 

expeditor unit. The CAD system accompl ished this aim by sending. an el i.gi­
ble call to the dispatcher, the.next eli~ible ~all t~ ~he expedltor unlt, 
and repeating this process to glve the flfty-flfty SP,lt 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 dispa~cher. Many of 
these calls were, of course, eligible for a delayed moblle response wh~n 
the unit in the area of responsibility was busy. Howev~r, d~layed .moblle 
responses were not part af the randomization process, Slnce lncludlng them 
would have meant that calls would have been intentionally delayed by the 
dispatcher. That is, half the calls in the delayed mobile response would. 
have been intentionally delayed, and the other half dispatched, if the unlt 
were available. Arranging for such a test would have been both cum~ersome 
and undesirable from the viewpoint of the department management. Sln~e the 
aim of the randomization was to assess citizen acceptance of a1ternatlves, 
it was believed that enough delays would occur naturally, which p~oved.to 
be the case. Further analysis of Exhibit 5-1 is presented later ln t~1S 
chapter. 

One other feature of the implementation in Garden Grove was a change 
from dispatching in 10-codes to dispatching in "pl ain Engl ish." The pur­
pose of this. change was to facilitate the transmittal of greater.and mor.e 
detailed information about the call from the dis~atcher .to th~ fleld unlt. 
In a follow-up evaluation questionnaire to the fleld unlts (wlth a 75 
percent response rate), 78 p~rce~t of ~he off~cers an~ 63 perce~t of th~ 
sergeants felt that dispatchlng ln plaln Engllsh provlded more lnformatlon 
than the 10-codes. As well, 75 percent of the offic~rs and 63 pe~cent of 
the sergeants felt dispatching in plain English provlded clearer lnforma-
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 R~sponse. During the test phase, Garden.Grove programme~ a 
new delayed response mode into the CAD system. Certaln calls, dependln~ 
primarily on the nature of the event and the time of occurrence, were glven 
one of four new response priorities by the call ~aker and ~ransferred to 
the dispatcher to be dispatched on a delayed b~S1S of 15 mlnutes! 30 . 
minutes one hour, or more than one hour. As ln the other two sltes, lf 
the unit in the area of responsibility was busy, then the call wa~ delayed 
up to the amount of time implied by its priorit¥. If the de~ay t,me 
elapsed and the unit was still busy, then the dlspatcher asslgned 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 ~he call takers classified a c~ll 
as eligible for an alternative response, lt was transferred to ~he expedl­
tor unit, which selected the specific alternative response. ThlS 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 light 
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 
patro 1 offi cers 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 cold 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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automated calls for service list to be processed by the next expeditor on 
duty. 

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. All 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.m. In addition to the expeditor staff, civilian cadets assisted in 
processing walk-in reports. 

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 also 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 like 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 d~vised a 
follow-up letter notifying citizens of the importance of completlng 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). O~ 
commercial and residential burglaries and grand thefts, where usable eVl­
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 unlt 
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 list additional missing or stolen property th~t was no~ gl.ven 
to the expeditor, or a supplemental report could be left wlth the vlctlm 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 u~it, 
which had been in existence for several years, were al lowed to make thelr 
own scheduled appointments to process evidence scenes. Previously, they 
were dispatched as any other mobile unit, and the victim would ~eneral ly 
not be apprised of their arrival time. Second, the new operatlon 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 CST 
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 appolnt­
ments. Shortly after the test began, three of the officers left the 
department for reasons unrelated to the project. ~utting th~ staff in half 
had a significant impact on the volume of calls WhlCh the unlt 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 ?ervi~es, including Famil~ 
Violence Hotline Amparo Youth Shelter, Turnlng POlnt Drug Center, Famlly 
Services, Legal Aid, and the West Court Vict~m Assistance Program .. During 
OPR, Garden Grove also compiled a resource dlrectory of soclal serVlce 
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 po 1 ice departments fe 1 t that they cou 1 d not IIscreenli c 1 i ents 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 Alternat;ves 

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 completely 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) 
4B. 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 

Respons-eStatus 

1. Mobile Dispatch 
2. Override 

79 

Number 

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 

Percent 

8.7 
19.2 
11.8 
10.8 

2.4 
10.1 
4.9 

18.4 
1.0 
1.4 

11.5 
laO.O 

Percent 

69.9 
22.2 
7.9 

91. 7 
7.9 

92.1 
7.9 
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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 
ca 11 s (18.4 percent). Four other types of call s--assi stance, alarms, 
traffic accidents, and crimes against property (not burglary)--e~ch 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 thi s 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: 

• 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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• Of the 2,533 assistance calls: 
13.0 percent were Immediate Injury Category 
82.1 percent were 15-Minute Delay Category 

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

• 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 

t' ~hese fig~r~s show the importance of identifying the call characteris-
lCS ln determlnlng ~he most appropriate response. For example, less than 

3 percent of the asslstance calls can be delayed more than one hour while 
10 percent of the crimes against persons calls can be delayed more than one 
hour. 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. 

Fu.rther ev i denc~ of the val ue of ca 1 1 characteri st i cs is shown by the 
followlng table on tlme of occurrence and injury for crimes against persons 
ca 11 s: 

CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS CALLS 

In-Progress Just Occurred Cold 

Injury 386 (42.1%) 157 (20.7%) 40 (20.8%) 
No Injury 530 (57.9%) 603 (79.3%) 152 (79.2%) 

Total 916 760 192 

T~ese f~gures show that injuries were more likely with in-progress 
calls ln thlS category than just occurred or cold calls. With in-progress 
~al 1s, about 40 percent involved injuries, as compared to only 20 percent 
ln the other two categories. 

Delay Time, Travel Time, and Service Time 

The impact ~f the DPR project on the operations of the dispatchers and 
on the ~atrol unlts can ~e seen by analyzing the communications center 
delay tlme~ and travel tlmes of patrol units to incidents. Exhibit 5-3 on 
t~e fol10wlng page illustrates these results. By priority, the communica­
t~ons center call processing. delays.(elapsed time from receipt of call to 
dl~pa~c~) decreased substantlally wlth the more serious calls. Calls with 
p~lontles 94, 95, and 96 had cOlmlunications center del ays of 8 t) 10 
m~nutes as c~mpared to priorities 97, 98, and 99 with 2 to 4-minute delays 
T.e travel tl~es of patrol units to these calls showed the same pattern • 
wlth travel ~lmes to th~ low priority calls averaging about 6.6 minutes' 
and travel tlmes to senous calls about 4.5 minutes. ' 
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EXHIBIT 5-3 

RESPONSE TIMES BY CALL CHARACTERISTICS 

Priority Designation 

94 - Potential One-Hour Delay 
95 - Potential 30-Minute Delay 
96 - Potential 15-Minute Delay 
97 - Immediate Dispatch - Crimes 

Against Property 
98 - Immediate Dispatch - Crimes 

Against Persons 
99 - Immediate Dispatch Injury 

Overall 

Time of Occurrence 

In-Progress 
Just Occurred 
Cold 

Overall 

Injury 

Injury 
No Injury 

Overall 

Communication Center 
Call Processing Time 

9.9 minutes 
10.3 
8.4 

3.4 

2.4 
1.8 

6.6 

Communication Center 
Call Processing Time 

5.4 minutes 
7.1 

15.5 

6.6 

Communication Center 
Call Processing Time 

2.2 minutes 
6.9 

6.6 
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Patrol 
Travel Time 

6.6 minutes 
6.3 
6.1 

4.9 

4.5 
3.9 

5.5 

Patrol 
Travel Time 

5.4 minutes 
5.4 
7.8 

5.5 

Patrol 
Travel Time 

4.1 minutes 
5.7 

5.5 
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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 cen,ter 
time plus trave 1 time) had the fo 11 owing resul ts under the DPR project:, 

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

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

• 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 handled 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 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
4B. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Type of Call 
Crimes Against Persons 
Disturbance 
Assistance 
Crimes Against Property/Theft 
Burglary 
Traffic Accidents 
Suspicious Circumstances 
Public Morals 
Miscellaneous Service 
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Percent 
2.8% 
4.6 
4.8 

62.3 
16.7 
6.1 

.6 

.5 
1.6 
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As expected, the main type of call for the expeditor unit was the 
theft category, which accounted for more tha~ h~l~ the calls. Second was 
the burg 1 ary category, wh i ch represented a s 1 gn 1 fl cant depart.ure from. the 
practice of most police departments with telephone report unlts. ~t lS 
unusual to have burglary calls taken over the telephone, and the hlgh 
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 ins~rance purp?ses .. 
Almost all of the traffic accident reports were walk-ln reports ln WhlCh 
the expeditor had requested that the driver come to the police department 
to complete the report. It should ?lso be mentioned that most o~ the 
crimes against persons calls were slmple assaults. ~~urse ~natchlng and 
strong-arm robberies were also ha~dl~d by the expe~lLor unlt ~hen there was 
a significant time delay by the vlctlm before call1ng the pollce. 

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 emp 1 oyees who worked fo: the po 11 ce 
department while attending college. The cadets handled approxlmately 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 1 arceny reports. In tota 1, ~ased o~ the number of 
Part I crime and traffic accident reports, the expedltor unlt handled 32 
percent of the reports in the department. This is a large v~lume ~f 
reports by a relatively small number of personnel. If the flfty-flfty 
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 ~urv~y results.fo~ 
Garden Grove, but it is beneficial at this point to hlghllght the flndln~s 
of the surveys conducted during the test period. The surveys conducted ln 
Garden Grove during the test period were as fol lows: 

Number of Citizens Surveyed 

293 
104 
338 

93 

Type of Response 

Mobile 
De 1 ayed Mob il e 
Telephone Report 
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
isfied, or very dissatisfied. Using categories of satisfied versus 
dissatisfied gives the following results: 
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EXHIBIT 5-5 
CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH ALTERNATIVES 

Mobile Response 
Delayed Mobile Response 
Telephone Report 
Walk-in Report 

Satisfied 

97.0% 
96.1 
94.7 
88.3 

Dissatisfied 

3.0% 
3.9 
5.3 

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-in 
responses. 

Since the percent of dissatisfaction was highest with walk-in reports, 
ari 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 
problem. 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 latter 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 incident. 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. 

One 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 components 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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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 
be summarized as follows: 

• 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. 

• 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
duct citizen surveys on satisfaction during the same time 
period as the field test. 

e Projecting the test results, the expeditor unit could handle 
about 20 percent of the incoming calls for service and pro­
duce well over half of the incident reports in the department. 

• 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 
Garden Grove could be delayed more than 30 minutes. 

• The least successful alternative in Garden Grove was the mail­
in report. The main prublem 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 
a citizen and send the form to the citizen. 

• Citizens were well satisfied with the services provided by the 
alternatives. 96.1 percent of the citizens surveyed stated 
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. 

• 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 percEmt sa i d they wou 1 d agree to a de 1 ayed mob il e 
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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• 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 
low 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. 
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CHAPTER 6 

THE DPR TEST IN GREENSBORO 

DPR AlTERNATIVES 

Overview 

The Greensboro site imp 1 emented the test of the a lternat i ve responses 
on January 15, 1983, preceded by a special order from the Chief of Police 
issued 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 Greensboro 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 fi1teen­
member Response Advisory Board, chaired by the major in charge of the Field 
Operations Bureau, to reviewal 1 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 
randomization process was different. In Garden Grove, calls for service 
which 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, then 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 

Groue Designation Work Schedule 
Sun Mon Tues Wed Thur Fri Sat Sun Squad A Control X X X X 0 0 0 0 Squad B Control X X X X 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 ~h;ch the ~ontrol gro~p 
was on duty, calls meeting the DPR criteria were dlspatched.ln the tradl­
tional, pre-DPR manner. On an experimental day, calls meetlnQ the DPR 
criteria were dispatched according to one of the new alternatlve responses. 

All 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 ~lternative responses. A schematic of the overall 
implementation process in Greensboro is shown in Exhibit 6-2 on the follow­
i ng 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 ca 11 s for serv ice to the a lternat i ve responses was hand 1 ed by the ca 11 
takers. In Garden Grove, this was accomplished by the expeditor unit. 

Prior to implementation of the alternatives, Greensboro decid~d to 
reduce two types of police services which they felt were inapproprlate 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 serv~ce 
by nearly 80 percent by eliminating the routine escorts for bank deposlts 
entirely and reducing the other escorts. 

In addition, the police discontinued the pr~ctic~ of dispatchin~ a 
police unit on every fire and ambulance call. Hl~torlcally, the ~ollce 
department dispatched mobile units, often on a qUlck response b~SlS, to 
respond to such calls as electrical investigations, smoke clear~ng opera­
tions, hydrant openings, and other non-emergency cal.ls of the.flre 
department. In meetings with the fire department, lt was declded that the 
police would only respond to calls wher~ someone's life was in ~bvious 
peril or upon specific request by the flre department. ~he pollce were. 
able to control this situation and implement the ch~nge In.procedure.durlng 
DPR because the communications center handled the dlspatchlng of pollce 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 n~mber o! calls from 
patrol to other units in the police department to provlde a flrst 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, Gree~sboro was very successful in implementing the full range of 
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EXHIBIT 6-2 

GREENSBORO OPR PROCESS 

Control Days 

Ca 11 Taker 
Selects 
Response 

Experimental Days 

17 _479 ..... Call Taker 
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Test Period: January 15, 1983 - May 7, 1983 
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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 

De 1 ayed Mobile Response. One of the new mobi 1 e responses imp 1 emented 
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 cal' 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 
district than to wait for the travel time of another zone car from the same 
district. 

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 OPR, the TRU handled only 
eight different call t.vpes. During the experimental period, this was 
expanded to 25 call types. Some of the added calls included assault, 
burglary, vice, noise disturbance, animal calls, and threats. 

During OPR, 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 
fi ve co 11 ege 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 low 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 cal ling 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 com~laints 
or reports from individuals who were requested to come into the statlon 
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 respo~se. in Gr~ensboro under 
DPR was the "drive-in." Automobile hit-and-run vlctlms, w~th pr?perty. 
damage only, were directed by the call takers to ~ring ~helr vehlciesfl~~~ 
the station and contact the accident follow-up unlt, WhlCh was par 0 

Criminal Investigation Division. 

Prior to DPR the accident follow-up unit became involved in hit-and­
run investigation~ after a mobile patrol unit had visited the scene ?r 
complainant's home and completed an incident reP9rt. undder DPth ~,~.l~rove 
th ff' i ncyof this service the follow-up unlt serve as e lr 
re~p~ns~~ ~nd completed the in~ident report for those vl1'c5tiT~8;eiue~t~~ \0 
dri ve to the station by the ca 11 takers. From January,. 0 u , 
1983, the unit processed 83 initial incident reports of hlt-and-run cases. 

The hours of operation of this five-off.icer ~nit we.re 8:00 a.m. to 
5'00 m Monday through Friday. If an accldent lnvestlgator was not 
a~ai1P~bi'e (the unit also handled on-scene accident. investiga~i?ns), the 
hit-and-run reports were processed by the TRU. ~hlle most cltlzen~ we~e 
satisfied with this "drive-in" procedure, the un~t personnel felt lt dld d 
not allow them to plan, manage, and control thelr o~,n w.orkl.oa~, as ltlher h\ 
in the past. The unit's preference was to have the drlve-lns ca 1rs 
and make a scheduled appointment. 

Intra-departmental Referral. Greensboro's new Priorit~ 3 and PriOr~~y 
4 res onses involved a direct transfer of the call for serV1ce by the c~ 
taker

P 
to an appropria~e unit in.the police deparJmen~t o~~:ri~~~~e~~er:~~~~ 

atrol units to prov1de the prlmary response an wr1 e .. 
~f appropriate. This intra-departmental referral response ut,11zed sworn 
and non-sworn personnel. 

The theory of the intra-departmental referral was, in Greensboro's 
words "to cut the middl eman out of the system." In ~ther wor~s, th~y 
wanted to improve the efficiency of the call for servl~e funct10n wh11e 
still maintaining citizen satisfa~tion. An example, c1ted by Greensboro in 
their DPR Communications Manual, 1S as follows: 

Example: 

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

• Non-DPR Method - Communic.ations wo.ul.d dispatch a ~iel d 
patrol officer to interv1ew the c1t1zen. The offlce~ 
would dictate a follow-up report to the Word Pr~cess1ng 
Section for typing and forwarding to the Detect1ve 
Division. After a processing and mail delay, the 
investigating detective receive~ t~e report: The 
detective then recontacts the v1ctlm to verlfy the 
report information and corrects where necessary. 

• DPR Method - Communications.t~a~sfers ~he call 
directly to the Detective Dlv1s10n ~ur1ng n~rmal 
business hours; after ho~rs, takes 1nformatlon 
relative to how a detect1ve can contact the 
complainant when he returns to duty. 
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The primary units involved in the intra-departmental referral are 
listed in Exhibit 6-3 along with the most prominent types of calls that 
were referred by communications. The workload for each of these units 
increased under DPR, as calls for service, which had previously been dis­
patched to patrol cars, began to be diverted to these units for the primary 
response. 

EXHIBIT 6-3 

GREENSBORO DPR INTRA-DEPARTMENTAl REFERRAlS 

Police Department Unit 

Sworn Response 
Detectives 
Vice and Narcotics 
Youth Division 
Traffic Enforcement 
Parking Enforcement 

Civilian Response 
Evidence Specialist 
Animal Control 
Community Service 

Types of Ca 11 s 

Larceny, Embezzlement, Threats, Burglary 
Gambling, Liquor Laws, Indecent Exposure 
Juvenile Nuisance, Juvenile Assault 
Traffic Hazard, Motorist Assist, Direct Traffic 
Parking Violations, Abandoned Auto 

Burglary, B & E Auto, Malicious Damage 
Dog Bites, Barking, Loose Animals 
Loud Party, Neighborhood Disturbances, Public 
Disorder, Drunk in Public, Missing Child, Runaway 

Procedurally, for Priority 4 calls, if a call met the DPR criteria, 
the call taker transferred the complainant immediately to the appropriate 
unit in the department. If no one was available at the time, the call 
taker was instructed to fi 11 out a "service/compl aint request form" for the 
basic call information, send this form to the unit, and advise the caller 
that the call would be returned later, or even the next day. If the caller 
objected, a patrol unit was dispatched. 

Shortly into the implementation test period, the call takers stopped 
using the service/complaint request form and began to transfer the callers 
to the TRU. The reason given by many of the call takers was that they 
sympathized with the caller and wanted someone from the police department 
to talk with the person immediately, rather than have the person wait until 
the next day. However, the TRU officers, when they received the call, just 
filled out the service/complaint request form because they felt the type of 
call was most appropriately handled by the detectives, youth officers, and 
other personnel. Near the end of the test period, the project staff iden­
tified this situation and began to require that the call takers complete 
the service/complaint request form and not transfer the callers to the TRU . 

Personnel from criminal investigations, youth diVision, and vice and 
narcotics did not wish to be used as an alternative response. The main 
reason was that it gave them little control over their caseload, unlike 
their traditional control through screening. In addition, they felt that 
these were the kinds of cases that traditionally resulted 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 r~ferrals was 
similar to the procedure for the Priority 4 calls for serv1~e except that 
on these calls, the evidence specialist, animal control offlcers, or c~mmu­
nity service specialists were dispatched to the scene o~ a delayed bas:s. 
These calls were held by the dispatcher for 30 minutes lf the abov~ unlts 
were not available, and were then dispatched to a mobile patrol un1t. 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, regardl,ess of l~edlate 
availability. The non-sworn unit then scheduled an appolntment wlth the 
complainant. 

The evidence specialist in Greensboro was ~sed in a s~mi~a: fashi?n to 
the crime scene investigator in Garden Grove, wlth a few s1gn1flcant dlf­
ferences as fo 11 ows: 

Garden Grove 

Sworn officers received call 
from telephone report unit 

Telephone report unit 
handled initial incident 
report over phone 

Greensboro 

Civilian evidence specialist received 
call from communications call taker 

Civilian evidence specialist prepared 
incident report at scene 

In both sites, patrol officers were relieved of the r~sponsibil;~y ~f 
taking the initial report, waiting at the scene for the eV1dence spec1al~st 
to arrive, and remaining while the scene was processed, as was common prlor 
to OPR. 

It is interesting to note that, based on mon~to~ing and r~view of 
assignments by the call takers, the evidence spec~al1s,t supe,rv1sor felt 
that most calls assigned by the call takers to h1S unlt dur~ng,DPR were, 
appropriate; there was usable evidence at the scene of the :nc1d~nts WhlCh 
required processing by trained specialists. From ~n?ther VleWp?1nt~ the 
coordinator of the police department's Managing Crlmlnal Investlga~1en~ 
Program an experienced detective supervisor, reviewed all of the 1n1t1al 
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 alternative~ were , 
animal control and community services. Prior to DPR, the commun1ty serVlce 
specialists did not receive any calls for service. ~ost of their involve­
ment began with a request form from a patrol supervlsor fo\ thelr , 
assistance in a community problem. Under DPR, they became lnvolved 1n th: 
problems at an earlier stage. The role of the animal control personnel dld 
not change significantly during DPR. 
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Outside 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 OPR. However, it was not 
believed 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, OPR 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 
re 1 ated prob 1 ems. 
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The use of this Response Advisory Board was very benefi~ial in , 
resolving several key issues before they became problems dU~lng,the,lmple­
mentation. The major who chaired the Board did an outstand1ng Job ~n 
conducting the meetings over a long two-week period a~ well as keep1ng the 
group focused on the issues at hand. The other benef1t of the Bo~rd was 
that it solidified the project in the department. Rather than be1ng ? 
grant project assigned to a few individuals, it became a department-w1de 
project which virtually ensured that it would be continu~d after the grant 
peri ode A 11 Board members saw the need for the a 1 tern,at 1 ves, an~ agreed 
that they could be of great benefit to the department 1n rel1ev1ng workload 
from patrol officers. 

There were two drawbacks related to the Board's efforts. First, ~t 
delayed the implementation of the test,f~r approximately t~o months wh11e 
the project staff incorporated the dec1s10ns of the Board 1nto 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 alw~ys take 
strong positions. In addition, the department wanted to cons1der 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 alternat1ves 
after the grant period with the aim of expanding the circumstances and 
types of calls which could receive alterna~ive responses. ,The co~sequences 
of this conservative approach can be seen 1" the next sect10n on ~he test 
results. 

TEST RESULTS 

Use of Alternatives 

The test of the alternatives began on January 15, 1983 and con~inued 
for exactly 112 days--56 experimental days and 56 control days. Th1~ test 
period was purposely chosen because it gave a sufficient length of t1me to 
test the alternatives, and also had the advantage of hav~ng the same ,number 
of days of the week for the experimental a~d control per1?ds. That 1S, 
during the experimental days, there were e1ght Sundays, e~ght Mondays, 
etc. and the same held true with the control days. The 1mpact of the 
alt~rnatives could then be measured without having to be concerned about 
day of week variations. Moreover, because the experim~nt~l and cont~ol 
days were over the same six-month period, seasonal varlat10ns also d1d not 
have to be given special consideration. 

Exhibit 6-2 shows the procedure implemented for the control and exper­
imenta 1 days. The vo 1 ume of "ca 1 1 taker prov ides i nformat i on ll ca 1 ~ s , 
accounted for 34 percent of the total incoming calls to the commun1cat:ons 
center. These calls were requests for telephone number~ of oth~r sect10ns 
in the department or in the city, directions to a 10ca,t1on, adv1ce on , 
whether a problem is a police matter, or any of a var1ety of other top:cs. 
While 34 percent may seem a high figure, it is in line with other stud1es 
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 depart­
ment action; 17,316 (49.8 percent) of these calls were during 
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 handled by 
the TRU or other alternatives, as compared to the experimental 
days for which 80.6 percent of the dispatched calls were han­
dled by the basic patrol units and 19.4 percent by other 
alternative responses. The use of the alternatives was almost 
doubled during the experimental days. 

• The TRU made a total of 1,510 reports during control days, as 
compared to 2,282 reports during experimental days, for a 
work load increase of 51.1 percent. 

• Other units handle9 292 calls during the control days, as com­
pared to the exper1mental days in which the evidence technicians 
(laboratory) handled 616 calls, the parking enforcement section 
handled 349 calls, and other units handled 153 calls. 

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 dispatch were handled by alternative 
responses. However, given the history of already having alternatives in 
Greensboro, it was expected that even more calls would have been diverted 
from basic patrol units during the experimental period. The fact that more 
calls were not diverted reflects the conservative approach the department 
took during the test period. 

To further validate the test, statistics were gathered for an 
eight-week period in 1982 prior to the implementatiori of the expanded 
alternatives. For this eight-week period, it was found that 91.2 percent 
of the calls w'ere dispatched to basic patrol units, 7.7 percent were 
handled by the TRU, and 1.1 percent by other units. These percentages are 
close to the results for the control days, which indicates that the 
traditional methods of handling calls were continued on the control days 
during the experiment. One difference was that during this prior period, 
10.5 percent of the calls to basic patrol units were classified as emergen­
c~es, as compared to only 2.4 percent during the control days. This 
d1fference can be attributed to the new call classification system and the 
training which the telecommunicators received on how to identify true 
emergency ca 11 s. 

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. Exhibit 6-4 
shows that the mix of report calls for the TRU also changed as a result of 
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EXHIBIT 6-4 

TRU REPORT CALLS 

Control Days (1,510 reports) 

Other (10.5~) 

Bur&lary (0.57.) 

Auto Thert (6.57.) 

Public Nuisance (5.27.) 

Dependent Per,on (9.57.) 

Vandalism (1 .... 77.) 

Larceny (53.17.) 

Experimental Days (2,282 reports) 

Other (17.67.) 

Bur&lary ( .... 67.) Larceny ( ... 1.77.) 

Auto Theft (5.37.) 

Public Nuisance (10.37.) 

Dependent Person (8.37.) 
Vandalism (12.07.) 
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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 
lIother" 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. In 
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 exhirit 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 we'll 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 

A 1 ternat i ve Basic 
Call Categor~ Response Patro 1 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 
Noi se Ca 11 100 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 durirlg 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 0 and Priority 1 calls were all under two minutes for the control 
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. In 
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 ba,sic patrol units was 7,982 hours during the control days and 6,852 
hours ~uring 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 the 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 

729 
503 
112 

73 

Type of Response 

Immedi ate Mobil e 
TRU 
De 1 ayed Mob11 e 
Civilian Mobile (evidence technician) 

All of these surveys were conducted during the experimental days for a 
valid comparison. A more complete analysis of these surveys is 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 ~ome 
differences between the "satisfied" and "very satisfied" categories. Wlth 
mobile responses, 69.8 percent stated that they were very satisfied as, 
compared to 67.1 percent with civilian mobile response, 60.4 percent wlth a 
telephone reports and 57.1 percent with a delayed mobile response. 

EXHIBIT 6-6 

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH AlTERNATIVES 

Mobile Response 
Civilian Mobile Response 
Delayed Mobile Response 
Telephone Report 
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Satisfied 

94.1% 
98.6 
94.6 
91.4 

Dissatisfied 

5.9% 
1.4 
5.4 
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 gi ven 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: 

I 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. 
All of these alternatives were successfully implemented 
during the test period. 

I 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. 

I 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. 

I 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. 

I The types of calls for the TRU were successful 1y expanded. 
There was a 51.1 percent increase in workload during the 
experimental days for the TRU. 

I 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. 

I 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. 

I The in-house referrals were successful in relieving patrol 
unit workload, but were not liked 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. 

I 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. 

I 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 a lternat i ve responses imp 1 emented inTo 1 edo inc 1 uded de 1 ayed 
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 fi e 1 d 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 unemployment rates. At one point, unemploy­
ment reached 12 percent. The impact in the city was a decline in the 
revenues for the general opera~ing 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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Service Call 

65,866 33.8% 

,If 22,263 

Call Taker 
Provides 

Information 

EXHIBIT 7-1 

TOlEDO DPR PROCESS 

36.828 
84.5% 

5,497 

12.6% 

43,603 .... Call Taker 
Selects I--, 

66.2% Response 
758 

1.7% 

70 
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1.0% 
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Call 
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-/ Mobile 
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Control Grou p 
(Position 16) ..... -, 

1,169 
Eligible 21.3% ... for ~ -,; 

TRU 
4,328 
78.7% .... 

~ 

... Outside 
-;7' Referral 

~communicationl 
1 Call-Back 

J 1 Walk-ins 
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(28.8%) 

(54.9%) 
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Dispatch 
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Test Period: January 1, 1983 - April 30, 1983 
*There were an additional 10,878 dispatch tickets for backup units to these calls. 
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This fiscal picture put the police management in a situation where it 
~ad to sacrifice some of the experimental requirements of the test design 
ln 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
ized to hire 120 new officers, bringing their sworn strength back to the 
1980 level. However, the department did not receive authorization to 
refill the lost 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 disgruntled 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. Firstf 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
ly, this latter circumstance did not adversely affect the evaluation, since 
the test length of four months provided a sufficient volume of calls for 
evaluation. 

The alternative responses employed 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. Respons~. Prior to DPR, Toledo had no fonnal policy or 
procedure for delaYlng the dlspatch of mobile units to answer citizen calls 
for serv ice. Because. of the department's staffi ng prob 1 ems in patro 1, 
there were more occaSlons when all units were busy than at the other two 
sites. When th~s occurred, citizens would naturally receive a delayed 
response to thelr 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 
~o t~e next.avai1ab.1e unit, with little regard for travel time. As one can 
lmaglne, th1S pract1ce resulted in a great deal of time-consuming cross-
be at dispatches. 

Under DPR, a new de 1 ayed call po 1 icy was estab 1 i shed. 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 hom~ 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. 

Te~eBh~ne Report Unit. Prior to May 1982, the TRU was staffed by 
thret! ~1 v 111 ans from 2:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., Monday through Fri day. 
Effectlve Ma~ 14, 1982, these civilian personnel were laid off by the city 
and four off1cers 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 t~pes of calls .el1g1b~e fo~ the TRU were increased. The physical 
10cat10n of the un1t remalned ln 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 
1ncluded 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 a~d 
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. 

Outside Referrals. Another type of alternative service available to 
the call t~kers was to refer the caller to another agency. As with the 
other two s1tes, 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, loud 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 
immedi ate 1 y to the prosecutor's offi ceo 

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 old dispatch ticket and classi­
f i cat i on sys tem. 

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: 

• Daily Summary of Calls for Service 
• Beat Report by Hour of Day 
• Incident Summary by Beat Areas 
• Activity by Day of Week 
• Activity by Hour of Day 
• Activity by Hour and Day of Week 
• Response Time by Patrol Beats 
• Response Time by Event Type 
• Time Consumed on Event by Hour of Day 
• Time Consumed by Hour and Day of Week 
• 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 
latE~r 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 t which was an adequate 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 r'eport taken over the telephone. The di spatched ca 1 ~ sin the 
control group from position 16 were separate~ from the other dl~patches so 
that proper comparisons could be made. As wlth the other two Slt~S, . 
Exhibit 7-1 shows the test and the effects of having all alternatlves ln 
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 un~t. The 
percentage of calls being diverted was less than the other two sltes, but 
the total volume of 6,775 calls handled in alternative ways represented a 
significant workload. The TRU handled 10 percent of the calls, ~hich was.a 
large volume for a unit of only four officers. In the next sectlon of thlS 
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 been absorbed 
into the patrol force as a result of the decrease in personnel, so t~at it 
was not possible to divert the traffic-related workload to other unlts. 
Similarly, there were no evidence technicians under the ~ontro~ of the 
police department who could be made available for handllng crlme 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 off 
along with many other civilians in the department, and four ~fficers w:re 
transferred to the TRU. At that time, the types of calls WhlCh the unlt 
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 couid now 
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hand 1 e the fo 11 owi ng: 

• 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 
f} 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 wer~ never 
reported. In addition, 40 percent of the respondents to the evaluatlon 
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 calls 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 proc.edure wa~ t,hat th.e ¥i~tim could. 
obtain a copy of the report at that tlme and proceed dlrectiY to the Clty 
Prosecutor's offi ceo Thi s procedure was equi va 1 ent to the "wa 1 k- i nil 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 

112 



--- --~'--~' 

I 
I 

EXHIBIT 7-2 

I 
REPORTS TAKEN BY TOLEDO TRU 

I January - April 1983 

I 
[ Type of Report Number 

r Garage B&E 257 
Commercial B&E 26 
Misdemeanor Assault 40 
Telephone Harassment 74 

L 
r 

Theft 
Vehicle 1,802 
Bicycle 86 
Residential 175 
Business 204 
Purse 161 

I 
Total Theft 2,428 

Criminal Damage 
Vehicle 707 
Residence 170 

! 
t 

Business 86 
Total Criminal Damage 963 

Lost Property 73 
Additional Information 372 
Dog Bites 68 
Criminal Menacing 14 
Coercion 13 

I TOTAL 4,328 

[. 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 
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Percent 

5.9 
.6 

1.0 
1.7 

41.6 
2.0 
4.0 
4.7 
3.7 

56.0 

16.3 
3.9 
2.0 

22.0 
1.8 
8.6 
1.6 

.3 

.3 
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, 

......... , •... 1. 

',:: j I 
N I 
lif . 

I~.:; 1 . ~ : 

f· 
t 1 

"]'. ,~ 
.~ 

"" '" 

Jl 
jJ 

}1 

:~ 

] 

] 

1 
1 
J 
,I 
I 

category of criminal damage accounted for 22.2 percent of the total calls, 
with damage to vehicles as the largest 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 
enteri ngs account i ng 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 p~ocedure 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 
hcld 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 
cl assified as emergencies, 28.8 percent as immediate, and 54.9 percent as 
"potent i all y" de 1 ayed. The 1 ast category has been ca 11 ed potenti a 11 y 
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 slightly longer, with an average 
of 15.0 mi nutes per ca ll. 

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 uti 1 ization for patrol units on calls for service was calcul ated 
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 uti 1 i zat i on 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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~nits p~r shift would have required at least 10 additional officers, which 
1S conslderably more than the four officers assigned to the TRU. 

In s~mmary, the use of the alternatives reduced the utilization of 
patrol unl~s, thus providing ~dditional time for programs such as directed 
patrol 0: lncreased on-scene lnvestigation, without having to increase 
substantlally the number of authorized patrol officers. 

Citizen Satisfaction with the Alternatives 

In To~edo, the citizen surveys during the experimental period were 
conduc~ed ln t~e.same manner as at the other two sites except that the 
selectlon Of.cltlzens to call was entirely a manual process, since the 
department.d~d not.have. a. CAD system. The dispatch tickets were the source 
for determlnlng WhlCh cltlzens would be called. During the test period 
the surveys conducted in Toledo were as follows: ' 

Number of Citizens Surveyed 

437 
272 
122 

Type of Response 

Telephone Report 
Mobile (TRU control group) 
De 1 ayed Mob il e 

As ~ith the other two sites, there was a high acceptance of the 
alternatlves as reflected in Exhibit 7-3 below. With the TRU alternative 
95.9 percent ?f the respondents stated that they were satisfied with the ' 
serVlce provlded, 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 i.f .they would us.e the same type of service again if 
they had. to report a ~lml1a: type of lncident. Over 90 percent of those 
who.recelved TRU serVlce sald they would be willing to have this service 
agaln, as co~pared to 79.8 percent willing to agree to a delayed mobile 
response agaln. 

EXHIBIT 7-3 

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH AlTERNATIVES 

Mobile Response 
Delayed Mobile Response 
Telephone Report Unit 

Satisfied 
95.2% 
92.6 
95.9 

Dissatisfied 
4.8% 
7.4 
4.1 

With r~gard to the delayed mobile responses, the same result as the 
ot~er two s1tes was found. Nearly half (46.8 percent) of the respondents 
sa~d they were not told or could not remember being told that there was 
gOlng 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: 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. ' 

• 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 manne~ 

• 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. 

• With regard to the TRU alternative, over 90 percent of the 
respondents stated that they would be wil ling 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. 

• 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 OPR 
project invol ved a sequential implementation. The call cl assification 
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 OPR. Moreover, there is a logical or sequen­
tial development which should be followed. When planning for OPR, 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 txhibit 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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COMPONENT 1 

CALL CLASSIFICATION AND 
ALTERNATIVE RESPONSE PROCESS 
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COMPONENT 5 

DIRECTED PATROL ACTIVITIES 

EXHIBIT 8-1 
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The next step invo 1 ves the deve 1 opment of a fu 11 range of a 1 ternat i ve 
response strategies used to handle calls for service including those stud­
ied at the three test sites: 

• Immediate Mobile Response (applicable to perhaps 5-10 
percent of the calls) 

• Delayed Mobile Response 
• Non-Mobile Response 

--Telephone Report Unit 
--Referral to Other Sections (inside or outside the department) 
--Mail-In Reports 
--Walk-In Reports 

• 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 
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 
of patrol personnel, keeping in mind some important factors such as: 

• Minimizing response time to critical calls for service 
• Equalizing workload among units 
• Reducing time-consuming inter-beat dispatches 
• 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 investigation 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 
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
liminary 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 
cOlTlTlunity. 

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 police 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 cOlTlTlunity services. 

Component 6. Monitoring Systems. Monitoring is a critical function 
for developing truly successful DPR and patrol operations plans. The term 
"monitoring" 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 the 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 
implementation, 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 
appr-oach 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 done 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 cal 15 
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 la\ter promoted to Deputy 
Chief of Operations. This chairperson combined the critical skills of 
being "people-oriented" with being "task-oriented." As the RMA staff 
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observed by sitting in on over half of the meetings, he was a good listener 
and allowed all members to comment and participate. 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 OPR F~eld Te~t , 
provides some very good lessons for other police departments lnterested,ln 
the concept. The models are extremely well-documented, tested, and ~val: 
uated. In fact, the models were designed with technology transfer 1n mlnd. 

For other departments considering OPR, the evaluators have selected 
the following points as being key factors in the success of OPR at the 
three test sites: 

• 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. 

• The planning, execution, and staffing of the,projects 
at all three sites, and the support and commltment from 
the chiefs, was excellent. 

• There were no other major programs introduced at the 
three sites ~uring the course of the OP~ implementati~n 
which could have diluted the concentratlon and attentlon 
of the chiefs and staff from OPR. 

• There was no turnover of chiefs or project staff at any 
of the three sites during the project. 

• There were no threats from internal (unions, elected 
officials) or external (citizens, media) sources at the 
three sites during the project. 

This last point deserves further discussion. Prior ~o starting OPR, 
each chief at these three sites gained some level of comm1tment from the 
city managers and councils. As well, when the grants were ~warded, each, 
site prepared a press release or held a news conference t? lnf?rm the med1a 
and citizens of the project and why it was needed. The unlons ln Toledo and 
Garden Grove were also informed of the project~ and never mount~d a~y real 
challenge--possibly because they saw the benef1t of the freed t1me 1n 
patrol. 

The only potential outside threat, which never materialized, was the 
fiscal crisis and subsequent city personnel layoffs in Toledo. In fact, 
Toledo was able to use OPR, as described in Chapter 7, to lessen the 
negative impact of the layoffs on the department. 

Perhaps because these key factors enabled OPR to run so smoothly, and 
because the project was evaluated as a success, the ch1efs at all three 
sites have fully institutionalized OPR 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 
m~bile unit to all calls for service? To answer this question, the evalua­
tlon 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" do 11 ars. These benefits are rea 11 y a "cost avoi dance" 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 wil 1 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. 

Expeditor 
Mobile Patrol 

EXHIBIT 8-2 

COMPARISON OF SERVICE TIMES FOR 
GARDEN GROVE EXPEDITOR AND MOBILE PATROL 

Average Service 
Time per Call* 

8 minutes 
35 minutes 

Average Report 
Writing Time 

10 minutes 
20 minutes 

*Includes response time 

Total 
Service Time 

18 minutes 
55 minutes 

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 Wil liams and Sumrall (1983). 
Exhibit 8-3 shows how the cost per minute of mobile patrol time in Garden 
Grove was derived. 

124 



I 
I 
I 
I 

[ 

I 
I 
I 

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 wi th one off i cer for 365 days a year. . 

Labor cost per minute (8-hour day) for patrol beat 
staffed by one officer. 

-~------------~ 

$43,286 

1.6 

$69,257 

$ .395 

COST OF UNIFORM PATROL ADMINISTRATION 
Salaries of sergeants, lieutenants, civilian personnel, $1,333,320 
etc., assigned to field operations (includes fringes). 

Total number of officers assigned. 96 

Cost per officer. $13,888 

Cost per minute. $.026 

OVERHEAD COSTS FROM SUPPORT UNITS 
Includes all units which provide support or assistance to 
uniformed operations including: 

Chief's Office (public information, research, legal $194,860 
opinions, inspections, intelligence, internal affairs, 
community relations, etc.). 

Service Divisions (communications, records, detention, train- $338,891 
ing, personnel, evidence processing, building maintenance, etc.). 

Total of above categories. $533,751 

Percentage of above personnel resources which are assigned 50% 
or can be allocated to support uniformed operations. 

Overhead from above categories allocable to uniformed operations. $266,875 

Total number of officers in uniformed operations. 96 

Allocable overhead represented on a per-officer basis. $2,779 

Allocable overhead represented on a cost per minute basis $.005 
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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 more than one year). Annual share of equipment 
expected to last five years. ($521 7 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). 

Total annual patrol fleet maintenance costs (includes gas, 
oil, 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 
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TOTAL 

$.395 
.026 
.005 
.001 
.044 

$.471 
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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
load at 55 minutes per call, would have required 495.5 hours. Thus, the 
Gard~n Grove expeditor "saved" 33~2 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. 

Expeditor 
Mobile Patrol 
Backup Patrol 

EXHIBIT 8-4 

COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR GARDEN GROVE 
EXPEDITOR AND MOBILE PATROL 

Minutes of 
Service Time 

9,738 
29,755 
3,124 

Cost per 
Minute 
$ .43 

.47 

.47 

Total 
Cost 

$ r,rg7 
13,985 
1,468 

In addition to lower costs, the efficiency of the alternatives is 
evident in higher productivity when compared to mobile patrol: TO,d~ter: 
mine this productivity factor, the evaluators compared the unlt utlllzatlon 
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 ~hapter 7, 
the unit utilization of the four-officer TRU was 71.6 percent, whlle 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 
hand 1 i ng report ca 11 s. 

In summary, the cost analysis found that the alternatives were less 
costly 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 OPR, 
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 te1e­
communicators. However, if these three sites were typical of most police 
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departments, the te1ecommunicators were in need of i,n-service training 
regardless of whether or not a new call system was lmp1emented. As noted 
in Chapter 10, training for te1ecommunicators has been over~ooke~ by many 
police departments. Thus, the primary cost of the alternatlves lS 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 
OPR research are in the areas of policy and personnel development. For 
years, police departments have geared policy toward a rapid emergency 
response. The OPR 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 lines. 

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 n830-INFO" would be helpful. 
Furthermore, ca 11 takers shou 1 d admoni sh ca 11 ers who rni suse the emergency 
lines. 

Once such a call screening system and policy has been established, it 
would be possible to divert all information only call,S ,from the t,e1~coTmlu­
nicators in the communications center to a less qua11fled receptlonlst 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 des~ in the,entrance 
lobby of the police building. Obviously, the v?lume of lnf~rma~lon only 
calls, and the interference these calls cause ln the communlcatlons center, 
should be analyzed before determining the cost-effectiveness of such a 
pos it ion. 

One of the most significant implications of OPR for the future is the 
control which management will gain over the previously autonomous te1ecom­
municators. Through a combination of DPR written procedures for call 
classification and alternative response, and new monitoring techniques and 
procedures developed under DPR, police management will be able to in~roduce 
more uniformity, standardization, and accountability into the communlca­
tions centers. This control greatly broadens the future utility of the 
communications center. 

This point was recently proven in Toledo. About eight months af~er 
the completion of the field test there, the city experienced some serlOUS 
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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 d~cided to r~assign the majo~ity ~f the patrol 
force to help contain the vlolence, whlle only respondlng wlth 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! intake processing, and. . 
alternative response, departments should s1multaneously be able to ldentlfy 
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 cri~eria, 
promotion tests, and training material~. The use of compu~ers and slmul.a­
tions should also playa greater role ln future telecommunlcator selectlon, 
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 ~n 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 offic~rs and patro] ~upervisor~ .. 
will have the freedom to involve themselves ln more self-lnltlated actlvltles. 
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This may lead to the recruitment of officers who are more self-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 
publ ic call invol ves the discretionary al'!ocation of publ ic 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, co~ld result in a negligence finding and, 
depending on the circumstances and the law of the state, vicarious liabil­
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 liable for any 
resulting harm done to the person. 

In the Delong case, a woman cal led 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.1I 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 
reasonab 1 e 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 IIright away.1I 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 
a lternat i ve. 

130 

i..-________________ -......_~ _ __.:lo...L_ __ '__'__ _________ """'__ __ ._...._.__'____"__'__ __ ~~~ ____ ~_~. __ ~ ______ ~ _______ ~ 



,I 
" I 

r .!i • 

I,,', ~ 

I 

---- -- - ----------------~-

CHAPTER 9 

EVALUATION APPROACH FOR THE DPR FIELD TEST 

BACKGROUND 

Project Initiation 

.As with oth.er field tests sponsored by NIJ, there was a desire to have 
a maJor evaluatlon of the DPR program. In December 1980 a solicitation 
was issued by NIJ requesting interested firms to submit proposals for an 
evaluation of the DPR projects at all three sites. The major evaluation 
objectives were enumerated in the solicitation: 

• Assess the impact of the differential response system on 
police practices; 

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

• Assess the transferability of the program. 

As stated in the solicitation announcement, 

~he evaluation is designed to generate knowledge of the 
lmpact of the program for both the practitioner community 
and the research community, and technical descriptions of 
t~e deve~opme~t/implementation process for those jurisdic­
tlons WhlCh mlght undertake a similar program. 

,Through its normal review process, NIJ assessed all the proposals 
submltted and selected RMA to conduct the evaluation. The grant to RMA was 
subsequently awarded in June 1981. 

.The tim~n~ of the evaluation grant prior to the selection of the sites 
provlded P?Sltlve long-range benefits for the evaluation. It is well known 
f~om the.l~t~rature that weak evaluation results can occur when the evalua­
tlO~ actlvltles are. not introduced until late in the program being examined. 
Havlng the. evaluatlon team on board at the start of the project increased 
the potentlal for a successful evaluation effort. 

. Another aS,set to the eva 1 uat i on was the re 1 at i ve 1 y long p 1 ann i ng 
perlod, over elght months, at the start of the project. As discussed in 
Chapter.2, it was during the planning phase that project personnel from the 
three sltes met on several occasions with the technical assistance contrac­
tor a~d t~e e~aluati?n. tea~. The ~valuation team was particularly active 
a~ thlS tlme ln provldlng lnformatlon to the three sites, developing base­
llne da~a for later comparisons, working with the project staffs in 
developlng 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 limited 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 eva 1 uat ion resu 1 ts. 

In all three sites, there was at least a three-month lag 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 allowed comparisons 
to be ~age on control and experimental groups during the same time period. 
In addltlon, there was a deslre to make some comparisons with the results 
of the,surveys conducted d~ring the baseline period. These "before/during" 
C?m~arlSons~ as p~esented In Chapter 15, showed several positive changes in 
cltlzen ~atlsfactlon betw~e~ the two periods. However, as discussed in the 
eva)uatlon llterature, cltlzen opinions can be affected in the short term 
by ~nfluences such as the passage of time between the baseline and test 
perlod, the ef~ects o~ ~easonal weather differences, and the changes in 
general economlC CO~dlt}Ons. The randomization process eliminated the 
eff~cts of the ou~slde l~fluences by h~vin~ control and experimental groups 
durlng,the same tlme p~rlod. The comblnatlon of performing before/during 
comparlsons and comparlsons 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 Chapter 
5, the CAD syste~ ~t the Garden Grove Police Department was reprogrammed so 
t~at half the ellglble calls went to the expeditor unit and half were 
dlspatched: T~e automatic nature of this procedure insured the validity of 
t~e randomlzatlon. Manual procedures were established at the other two 
sltes and monitoring activities were implemented to assure that these 
procedures were followed. 

, ~t is recog~iz~d that these procedures do not produce true randomiza­
tlon ,~ th~ s~a~ls~~~~l sense~ a~d t,hat it is ,better to term them "quasi­
randomlZatlOn ,or pseudo-ranaomuatlon" expenments. For exampl e, the 
Green~boro des,gn ~ook ,advantage of the work schedule of the telecommunica­
tors,l~ the com~un,catlons center to establish experimental and control 
cond,tlons. ThlS approach gave a nonequivalent group design, since the 
groups were ~atural ly formed rather than randomly selected. A comparison 
o~ the e~per:'mental an~ control group of telecommunicators in Greensboro 
d,d not ~nd,cate any dlffere~ces in characteristics such as age, se>:, years 
of exper,en~e, and ot~er va;,ables. Implementing true randomization would 
have been y,rtually 'mposslb~e in the experimental setting of this test, 
and there lS no reason to belleve that a true randomization procedure would 
have produced different results. 

, One exception to the randomization procedures was made with the alter­
natlv~ of delayed mobile responses. Randomization would have meant that 
th~ dlspatcher would have had to intentionally delay dispatches to patrol 
unlts even though the units were available to handle the calls. Project 
personnel f~om,the three sites believed that such a procedure would have 
been v~ry d'fflCU~t to sell to the general public and to patrol officers. 
For thlS reason, ,~ wa~ agreed that delayed mobile responses would not be 
part of the ra~dom'zat,on procedures. Instead, the policy was established 
at,al~ three s,tes that calls would be delayed in dispatch only when the 
unlt ln the area of responsibility was busy on another assignment. As it 
t~rned out, this policy achieved the desired effect of providing a suffi­
c,ent 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 
teY'ms 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 sunmarizes evaluation efforts by 
stating that "the goal must be clear so that the evaluator knows what to 
look 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 Scri ven (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. 

135 

--------"" -",~-

In formulating its evaluation design, RMA selected a course of action 
between these two extremes. On the one hand, it was believed that stated 
objectives were needed in order to identify the key areas of evalu~tion at 
the three sites and to let the sites know what areas would be examlned. 
This was particularly important since a formative approach to the evalua­
tion was being followed. On the other hand, the research ~ature of the. 
project made it difficult for the personnel at the three sltes to quantlfy 
their objectives with any precision. 

For example, one of the aims was to determine how many calls could 
possibly be diverted to the alternatives. There was no re!i~ble informa­
tion on which to estimate in advance what,the number of ellglb1e calls 
would be. Without this information, it was not possible to develop other 
quantitative objectives for the impact on unit utilization, decreases on 
average travel time, or several other related measures. Fo~ ~hese.rea~ons, 
the site personnel were reluctant to tie themselves to speclflc obJectlves. 

Exhibit 2-6 in Chapter 2 showed the list of objectives which served as 
the basis for the evaluation design. The list covers all the critical 
areas of the project from objectives on call classification to objectives 
on alternative responses. Many of these objectives were process-oriented 
as, for example, the objective of imp]ementing a training program in ~ach 
site on the new system. Other objectlves, such as those for altern~tlve 
responses were stated without quantitative values. In the eva1uatlon, 
these va1~es 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 s1tes 
to maintain exactly the same schedule. This did not create a problem 
during the planning phase since coordination was easiest at the star~ ?f 
the project, and since there were activi~ies, such as the c~ll c1asslflca­
tion system, which required the cooperatlon of all three sltes. 

EXHIBIT 9-1 

SUMMARY OF PLANNING AND TEST PERIODS 

Phase Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo 

P1 anning Sep 1981-May 1982 Sep 1981-Jun 1982 Sep 1981-Apr 1982 

Call Classification Jun 1982-Aug 1982 Ju1 1982-Dec 1982 Sep 1982-Dec 1982 

Implementation Test Sep 1982-Mar 1983 Jan 1983-Jul 1983 Jan 1983-Apr 1983 
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After the planning phase, however, there were occurrences at e~c~ site 
which dictated when the sites were able to implement the call class1f1ca­
tion systems and the call alternatives. For example, the.ec?nomic problems 
in Toledo required the police department to make changes 1n 1tS 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 ha~e been beneficial. Such c?mparis~ns, however, 
were not an aim of the proJect. Instead, the evaluat10n des1gn was 
developed to measure the effects of a DPR project under different settings. 

The important feature of the schedules in all three sites was.tha~ the 
main project phases--the planning phase, the changes 1n the conmun.1cat10ns 
centers and the implementation of alternatives--were clearly del1neated. 
By adhe~ing 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 DP~ project 
along with the total volume of citizen surveys, structured int~rv1ews, 
questionnaires, and other data sources WhlCh were analyzed dur1ng the 
evaluation. All of the data listed in this figure were analyzed by the 
eva 1 uat i on team. 

Citizen Surve.)'s 

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 immedi cIte di spatch of a patro 1 unit •. In Greensboro and To 1 ~do, 
where telephone report units were already tak1ng some reports of a mlnor . 
nature over the phone, a sample of.citizens was surveyed to determine the1r 
satisfaction levels with this serV1ce. 

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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EXHIBIT 9-2 

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 

Garden 
Grove Greensboro Toledo 

Planning Phase 

1. Planning Meetings 1 1 0 
(3 meetings were held in 

Washington, D.C.) 
2. Citizen Surveys for Baseline 

Data 
--Mobile Response Surveys 1,990 1,235 1,558 
--TRU Surveys (No Unit Yet) 798 1,770 

3. Te'lecommunicators 1st Survey 14 30 37 
4. Field Operations 1st Survey 70 132 260 
5. Analysis of Calls for Service Yes Yes Yes 
6. Analysis of Call Classification Yes Yes Yes 

Systems 

Call Classification Test Phase 

1. Implementation Analysis Yes Yes Yes 
2. Analysis of Training 

--Telecommunicators Training Yes Yes Yes 
--Field Operations Training Yes Yes Yes 

3 • Analysis of New Call Classifi- Yes Yes Yes 
cation Systems 

4. Analysis of Calls for Service Yes Yes Yes 
5. Analysis of Citizen/TRU (No Unit Yet) 93 (Not Recorded) 

Conversations 
6. Teleconmunicators 2nd Survey 13 28 (NA) 

Field Test Phase 

1. Implementation Analysis Yes Yes Yes 
2. Citizen Surveys 

--Mobile Response (Control) 293 729 217 
--Delayed Mobile Response 104 112 122 
--Telephone Report Unit 338 503 437 
--Other Alternatives 93 73 No 

3. Analysis of Calls for Service Yes Yes Yes 
4 • Analysis of Alternatives Yes Yes Yes 
5. Telecommunicators 3rd Survey 13 29 40 
6. Field Operations 2nd Survey 56 125 254 
7. Analysis of Officer Schedules Yes Yes Yes 
8. Analysis of UCR Statistics Yes Yes Yes 
9. Cost Analysis Yes Yes Yes 

10. Technology Transfer Meetings Yes Yes Yes 
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EXHIBIT 9-2 (Cont.) 

D. On-Going Activities 

1. Site visits by RMA personnel were made throughout the duration 
of the project for the purposes of collecting data, observing 
project operations, and other evaluation activities. 

2. On-~;te monitoring was achieved by hiring a person for each site 
on a part-time basis. The on-site personnel were responsible 
for administering the citizen surveys and other special data 
collection/analysis as needed. On some occasions, they attended 
key planning meetings as observers. 

3. Citizen/call taker conversations were analyzed throughout the 
project. RMA personnel listened to these conversations as 
recorded in the communications center to determine the degree of 
implementation of the new call classification procedures and to 
qualitatively judge the performance of the call takers during 
the baseline and field test periods. 

4. Interviews with key department management personnel were 
conducted throughout the evaluation. These personnel included 
the chiefs of police, field operations commanders, commanders of 
units used for alternatives, and other personnel affected by the 
project. 
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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. 

Consideration was given to conducting a general citizen survey, using 
a random digit dialing approach, to determine whether citizens would be 
wi1 ling 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 mobi1e.responses were the target groups for these 
surveys at all three sites. 

The dispatch records were the source documents for selecting the 
citizens to be surveyed. In Toledo, the selection process was manual, 
using the dispatch tickets, while at the other two sites, daily lists of 
calls from the CAD systems served as the sampling frame. The RMA on-site 
person at each site was responsible for selecting the sample. The first 
step in the selection process was to take a day's worth of dispatch records 
and eliminate all emergency calls. The dispatch records for the remaining 
non-emergencies indicated whether the callers had received alternatives or 
immediate mobile responses. A sample from each group was then taken by the 
on-s ite person. 

Having the telephone number on the dispatch record was, of course, a 
necessity in order to conduct the survey. In Garden Grove and Greensboro, 
it was standard policy prior to the project for call takers to record the 
telephone number of the caller as part of the dispatch record. However, in 
Toledo, asking for the telephone number was not a standard policy in the 
communications center. During the planning phase, the evaluation team 
requested that the telephone number be recorded by the Toledo call takers 
so that the citizen surveys could be conducted. Surprisingly, there was 
considerable opposition to this request, particularly from the call takers, 
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 
recording the telephone numbers, there was a problem throughout the project 
on adhering to the policy. For the first few months of the planning phase, 
more than half the dispatch tickets did not have telephone numbers. As 
time passed and it was found that no problems were being encountered~ the 
number of dispatch tickets with telephone numbers reached eighty percent, 
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 ;s 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 opinions 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 service 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
bell 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 changes (e.g., changes in the calibration of a measuring instrument, changes 
in the observers or eva 1 uators used, etc.) may produce changes in the obtai ned measurements. 

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 ~he 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 sensi ti v ity (inc 1 udi ng "Hawthorne" and "p 1 acebo" effects) may prec 1 ude 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 
app arent impacts. 

Threats to Statistical Conclusion Validity 

16. Extraneous sources of error (including "post hoc" error) may minimize the statistical power 
of ana 1 yses. 

17. Intervention integrity or lack thereof may 'invalidate all statistical conC'lusions. 

Threats to Conduct Conclusion Validity 

18. Design complexity (including technological and methodological constraints) may preclude the 
complete and sucessful conduct of the evaluation. 

19. 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 complete 
and successful conduct of the evaluation. 
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• External Validity refers to the extent that the causal 
relationship can be generalized to different populations, 
settings, and times. 

• Construct Validity refers to the extent that the causal 
relationship can be generalized to different interventions, 
impt'f(:>t measures, and measurements. 

• Statistical Conclusions Validity refers to the extent that an 
intervention and a measured impact can be statistically 
associated. 

• 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 resulted. 
These negati ve reactions might have been refl ected in the base 1 ine 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 
industrial 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 livery satisfied," IsatisJied," "dissat­
isfied," and livery dissatisfied." As discussed in this report, the 
percentage of citizens who were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied was low 
throughout the study. The primary variations resulted from a lower 
percentage of persons stating that they were livery satisfied" with the 
alternatives as compared to immediate mobile responses. A seven-point 
Likert scale, for example, may have highlighted these differences to a 
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g~eater de~ree.o~ spe~i!ication: However, the main results on the objec­
t~ve of malntalnlng cltlzen satlsfaction with the alternatives remain valid 
wlth the four point scale. 

Finally, threat~ to ~ondu~t con~lusion validity did not playa major 
part.at any of th~ sltes ln thlS proJect. The field test design was kept 
as slmple as posslble and there were sufficient funds and sufficient time 
to conduct a thorough evaluation. 

Th~ fact that there were ~nly a few threats to the validity of the 
e~aluatlon resu}ts can be attrlbuted to several design factors in this 
fleld t~st. Ch~ef among these was the use of the randomization procedures 
to obtaln .e~perlmen~al an~ control gr?ups which provided reliable compari­
s~n~ ~n cltlze~ satlsfactlon. Effectlve use of randomization procedures 
mlnlml~ed the lmpact of t~e threats to validity. None of the three depart­
ments lntroduced othe\ ~aJor operational changes during the project, which 
also enhanced the valldlty of the evaluation results. The project was also 
for~unate t~at th~re were no changes in the key positions. The chiefs of 
pol~ce re~alned wlth the projects throughout their duration, as did the 
p~oJect dlrectors for t~e sites an~ the supporting staff personnel. 
Fln~lly, the t~o-stage lmplementatlon process provided a means of obtaining 
valld evaluatlon results on the changes in the communications centers 
followed by other results on the application of the alternatives. ' 
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CHAPTER 10 

ROLE OF THE TELECOMMUNICATOR 

INTRODUCTION 

The procedural and policy changes to implement the OPR project had 
their greatest impact on the telecommunicators in the communications centers. 
This chapter reviews the impact on the role of the telecol11T1unicators, both 
the call takers and the dispatchers. The first section examines relevant 
research that has been conducted on the telecommunicator role in policing, 
and the state of the art in telecommunicator training. The second section 
looks at the turnover rates at each of the sites during the period of the 
project, and presents the advantages and disadvantages of civilianization 
versus sworn personnel in communications. Third, a description of thp. 
training programs each of the sites developed for their communications 
personnel is presented. Finally, this chapter presents the findings of the 
surveys of telecommunicators and patrol officers, and a special study of 
citizens who had calls handled by the telephone report unit in Greensboro. 

Telecommunicators at each site were surveyed at the beginning of the 
grant, at the end of the call classification development phase, and toward 
the end of the field test implementation. Each survey included over fifty 
questions on operations, job satisfaction, interpersonal relations, and the 
effect of the changes in call intake, policies and procedures, training, 
and other DPR changes. Over 80 telecol11T1unicators participated in the first 
and third round of surveys. These included approximately 40 telecommunica­
tors from Toledo, 14 from Garden Grove, and 30 from Greensboro. Due to 
scheduling conflicts, it was not possible to survey the Toledo telecommuni­
cators at the end of the call classification test phase. The second and 
third surveys included questions on training for the DPR project and train­
ing in general that were not included in the first survey. 

Patrol officers were surveyed on two occasions, and survey findings 
pertaining to changes in their relationship with cOl11T1unications personnel 
are discussed. Results of a citizen survey which determined the most effec­
tive communicator style are also presented. The chapter concludes with a 
discussion of barriers to successful implementation of alternatives, and 
recommendations for effective changes in a cOl11T1unications center. 

THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE TELECOMMUNICATOR 

The call taker or complaint operator traditionally plays a key role in 
police operations, yet generally occupies a low position in the police 
organizational hierarchy. Call takers are usually the first contact, and 
in many instances, the only contact citizens have with the police depart­
ment. Scott's (1981a) study of over 26,000 calls for service in three 
metropolitan areas encompassing 24 departments found that in 50 percent of 
a 11 ca 11 s for serv ice, the communi cat ions personne 1 comp 1 ete 1 y hand 1 ed a 11 
calls. This role of "information broker" was accomplished by referral of 
the call, transferral, or taking information from or providing information 
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~? fthe Cta]ler. The three DPR sites experienced similar high percentages of 
1 norma lon on 1 y" ca 1 1 s. 

The di~creti?n used?y call takers on their jobs is nearly as reat as 
t~at of offlcers ,ln the fleld. Prior to OPR, call takers at all th~ee 
s~tes were relatlvely free to decide how to classify a call, whether to 
d~spatch a p~trol car, to whom to refer the call, and what sort of informa­
tlon to prov1ge the caller. Scott (1981a) noted in his study that even 
i~oU9hl~upervl~Ory perso~nel,may be present, they seldom change or question 

e ca taker s categorl zat 1 on or request for a patro 1 car or monitor the 
work of the ca 11 taker. 

De:isions,made by call takers also influence the actions taken b the 
respon~lng ?fflCer" as seen in Pepinsky's (1976) study of 373 respons:s to 
cal]s, ln Mlnneapolls. He found that, to a large extent, "Patrolmen's 
~~clslons as to whether ~o report offenses were determined by the terms of 

e ca 11 s the~ had recel ~ed from, the di spatcher." If an offense was not 
named by the dlspatcher, lt was hlghly unlikely that the officer would 
report an offense. 

, ei~il;anization of the call taker position has been found to lead to 
lncreasln~ overclassification of calls. For example, in order to insure 
that a unlt ,responds, the call taker will classify the calls as more serious 
th~~ th~y mlght ~eally be. Ma~field (1979) examined discretionary decision­
ma lng y Comp]aln~ operato\s ln the San Francisco Police Department, and 
f~u~d ;ub;tan~lal lncreases ln dispatched calls for service following 
clnllamzatlon. Antunes,and Scott (1981) also noted overclassification of 
ca s. One reason for thlS could be a desire of call takers to shift awa 
from themselves the responsibility of making a mistake or using bad jUd9mrent. 

d' Several studies have shown that the people who become call takers and 
lsp~tchers oft~n are not of the highest caliber, since the position is 

c(onSldered clerlcal and held in low esteem by most police departments 
Farmer, ~981; Scott and Percy, 1980; Scott, 1981a). Many times, when 

sworn of~lce~s ,are used, the positions are filled by those on light duty 
due,t~ dlsablllty, or who are otherwise not fit for street duty. When the 
POSlt~O~S ar~ held by civilians, they may be filled by people who are 
unfamlllar wlth police operations (Schnelle et al., 1981). 

Telecommunicator Training and Supervision 

, Reg~rdless of who fills the position of call taker, it is character­
lzed natlonally by a lack of supervision and training. Farmer found that 
~~er half of th~ departments in areas with populations over 500 000 had no 

lspatch sup~rvlsors; 31 percent provided no training for operators' and 25 
per:ent provlded nO,training for dispatchers. Of those that did tr~in the 
~edlan level of baslc operator training did not exceed 80 hours in any' 
epartment. In-service training did not exceed a median of 40 hours. 

Of ' The Florida Chapter of the Associated Public-Safety COl11T1unications 
flcers (APeO) surveyed 500 s~rvice agencies throughout the state and 

f~~nd that, other than on-the-Job training, training was non-existent in 
a 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 ba~ic traini~g and ~e~tifi~ation 
was needed. Brandt contends that not only 1S on-the-~o~ tra1nlng t~me: 
consuming, and therefore the least cost effective tralnl~g.method, lt 1S 
also the least efficient way to learn. The level of effl~1ency reached by 
the on-the-job trainee will seldom exceed that of the tralner. 

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 importance of havi~g operato~s. 
tell citizens when to expect the police to arrive, and cautl0n that Clt~­
zens may be d i scoUl'aged from ca 11 i ng the po 1. ice in .the future. if they d 1 d 
not receive a satisfactory response from pollce durlng a prevlouS 
interaction. 

Scott recommends that the call taker position be upgraded, an~ that 
stricter supervisory control be placed on operators through selectlve 
monitoring of calls and recording of incoming calls. He also sugges~s that 
improved hiring and selection procedures be used. Scott and Percy hlghly 
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 th: im~ortance 
of the public safety telecommunicator and the need.for ~tandardlzatl0n and 
training programs. Florida has been a forerunner. ln thlS area, .and 
recently submitted legislation that would establlsh a state offlce of 
telecommunicator training. This office would implement a v~luntary p~o~ram 
and provide uniform standards and curricula f?r t~lecommunl~ator tralnl~g 
and certification. It would also develop crlterla for testlng and certlfy­
ing trainees. The law 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 Community College, provides state-manda~ed law enforce­
ment and correctional training courses. In 1976,.the Ins~1tute ~egan a 40-
hour communications sem'inar, which has developed lnto an ln~ovat1ve . 
simulator training program (Chete, 1980). Based upon the s1mulator ~raln~ 
ing program used by the Orlando, Florida Police D~partment, the Inst~tute s 
training program was established through the comblned efforts of bUSlness, 
service agencies, and the college. 

Since 1971 the University of Delaware Continuing Education Department 
has offered thr~e-day Public Safety Telecommunicator Training Seminars geared 
to medium and small-sized departments. One unique feature of these seminars 
is that they can be contracted out by local communities ~t a sizable cos.t 
savings. There is also a similar series of modules deslgned for supervlsors. 

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 Florlda. The Texas program offers a 40-
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hour. trainin~ program twice a year for all operators with less than one 
~ear s e.xperlence. Telecommunicators are also required to attend a 40-hour 
In-serVlce school once every two years for the remainder of their employment. 

The curriculum used in a. three-week program to train 911 emergency 
operato~s at the New York Pollce Academy lS considered one of the best in 
the natlon (Alexander, 1982). ,The program includes an introduction to 
tr~n~actional analysi~, victimology, crisis intervention, and handling 
sUlclde, and uses a slmulation as well. 

The training programs unde~taken by the three sites for the DPR project 
were also well developed, and wlll be discussed in detail later in this chapter. 

CIVILIANIZATION OF TELECOMMUNICATOR POSITION 

. The use of civilian and sworn telecommunicators at the three DPR sites 
lncluded the full range of po~s~bilities,. f:om complete use of sworn per­
s?nnel to complete use of clvlllans. Exhlblt 10-1 summarizes the personnel 
dlfferences of each communications center: 

EXHIBIT 10-1 

COMMUNICATIONS CENTER STAFFING AND ORGANIZATION 

Staffing Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo 

Call Takers Civilians Civilians Officers 

Dispatchers Civilians Civilians Sergeants 

Supervisors Sergeants/Civilians Civilians Lieutenants 

Administrators Lieutenant Ci vil i an Captain 

The typical staffing per shift in Garden Grove was two call takers 
one or ~wo dispatchers, and one supervisor; in Greensboro, two call tak~rs, 
three dlspatche~s, and one supervisor; and in Toledo, four or five call 
t~k~r~, thre~ ~lspatchersJ and one supervisor. Garden Grove created the 
c1vlllan posltlon of lead dispatcher to provide supervision during the 
s~ifts when the lieutenant was not on duty. In Toledo the officers as­
s~gned to communications were not permanently assigned: and officers on 
l1ght duty frequently were temporarily assigned to serve as call takers. 

The extensive use of civilians at two of three DPR sites reflects the 
t~end seen nati~~ally toward the civilianization of police call taker and 
d~sp~tcher posltlons, as well as the civilianization of other positions 
~1thln the department, such as community service officers. Use of civil­
lans has gon~ from 7.5 percent nationally in 1950, to 13.2 percent in 1972. 
The latest f1gures 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, little 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
$ive 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. Fol lowing 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 

1. Higher retention rates with civilians. 

2. More economical with civilians--salaries 
and training costs less with civilians 
than officers. 

3. Improved officer morale over not having 
to perform ro~tine tasks, i.e., clerical, 
dispatching. 

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. 
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Disadvantages 

1. Civilians may lack 
familiarity with 
police work and 
crimi na 1 1 aws. 

2. Ci vi 1 i ans tend to 
overclassify calls. 

3. Increased officer 
concern that use of 
ci v il i ans may 
threaten their job 
security. 
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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. All call takers and dispatchers (excluding supervi­
sory personnel and administrators) were included if they had been hired as 
of July 1, 1981, or werp. hired during the time period under study. 

The overa 11 retenti on 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 sergeant5 excluding light duty officers, and 76.6 percent if light duty 
officers we',·3 incl uded. 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: $18,24,0 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 ~.erved as trainers and new employees received trainee 
salary during thet~ 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 telecommunic.~jrs 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 TelecOlll11un'icator '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 likely to regard thelr 
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 

Satisfied with 
work activities 77.3 % 93.0 % 57.7 % 64.3 % 

Satisfied with chances 
for getting ahead 77.0 55.1 26.9 57.1 

Satisfied with pro-
gress in department 
up until now 92.4 89.6 57.7 85.7 

Regard job as career 
pos"it ion 72.7 86.2 53.8 35.7 

Educat.ional Level of TelecOIII11unicators 

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 personne1. 
Exhibit 10-4 shows that one-third of the telecommunicators in Greensboro 
had completed fo~r 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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EXH I B IT 10-4 

EDUCATIONAl LEVEL OF TELECOMMUNICATORS 

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo Toledo Toledo 
Total Total Officers Sergeants Total 

High School 23.1 % 34.5 % 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, sal aries, 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. 

All 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 Grovels 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 communications 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: 

• 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. 

To 1 edo' s three-day (24 hours) curri cu 1 um had three objecti ves: (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 
specialized telecommunicator skills. They also assisted in practice 
sessions. 

The curriculum developed by Toledo consisted of the fol lowing topics 
and time frames: 

1. Fi rst Day: 

II. Second Day: 

Morning 
Orientation to training; Introduction to DPR project; 
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 
Changes on dispatch cards; New event coding series; 
New event descriptors and discussion. 

Morning 
Call classification characteristics (discussion of 
matrix, call intake prompter, response and event codes). 
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III. Third Day: 

Afternoon 
General listening skills: model for communications, 
examples of ineffective communications, dimensions of 
communications, what to listen for; 
Specific listening skills for telecommunicator~: 
what to elicit from callers, cueing and promptlng, 
public relations, avoiding use of police jargon. 

Morning 
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 conversatio~s 
between callers and call takers from Greensboro and Garden Grove. ThlS 
strategy of using tapes from one of the other ,sites ~a~ also u~ed by 
Greensboro, which used tapes from Toledo for ltS tralnlng seSSlons. How­
ever, during all the practice coding sessions in Toledo, a~tual calls taken 
from Toledo police tapes were utilized, and the telecommunlcators 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 approprlate. 
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 nui~a~ce at, 2804 Pi~dock,~ to 
more comp 1 i cated ca 11 s wi th ca 11 back s and add 1 t 1 ona 1 1 nformat 1 on wh 1 ch 
necessitated changes in coding. An example of this type of c~ll was: 
"Please come to 408 Smith Street. I had my husband charged wlth assault 
and battery last Monday, and I haven't been home, but I stopped by to see 
my little girl, and he grabbed me and started knocking me ~;ound. 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 approprlate response. ,After 
coding over thirty practice calls, the importan~e of call tak~r~ asklng ,all 
pertinent questions became clear. The final qU1Z for the tralnlng conslst­
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 questi?ns for w~ic~ the 
participants rated the training components from one to flve (one lndlcated 
excellent three was average, and five was very poor). A total of 42 
participa~ts filled out the evaluation. The results in Exhibit 10-5, show 
that on nearly all aspects of training, the average score was approxlmately 
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* 

3.1 
2.8 
2.7 
2.9 

3.1 
2.9 
2.8 
3.0 

3.0 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 

Overall Effectiveness of the Training Session 3.0 

Were the various parts of the overall program: 

organized effectively? 

weighted in the right proportion? 

Yes 92.9% 
No 7.1% 

Yes 78.0% 
No 22.0% 

* Scale: 1 = Very Poor 2 = Below Average 3 = Average 

4 = Above Average 5 = Excellent 
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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 OPR and an afternuon 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 OPR project, review of the OPR matrix and incident 
codes, and a hands-on test. This test was conducted by the lieutenant in 
communications 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 sessions 
which generally lasted from one to two hours. In these sessions, the 
telecommunicators were brought up to date on the progress 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
nicators were most enthusiastic that this training had been given at the 
best 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 flip 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, 
telecommunicators 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 al lowed 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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shoul d have been more invol ved in the pl anning and impl ementation of a 
project which had the greatest direct impact on them. This point may be 
verified by the fact that the Greensboro telecomnunicators accepted the 
project more readily than the other two sites. Greensboro was the ~nl~ . 
site that had a telecommunicator on its project staff and who was s1gnlfl­
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 finding~ evi­
dent from this exhibit is that the experimental group of telecommunlcators 
in Greensboro was consistently more positive about the DPR project than the 
contro 1 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 
handling calls under the new OPR 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 

TELEClMtUNICATOR REACTIONS TO NEW CAll INTAKE PROCEDURES 

Garden Grove Greensboro 
Total Control Experimental 

As confident handling 
calls using new call 
intake procedure as 
before 

New procedures require 
paying more attention 

63.7% 

to the caller 46.2 

New communications 
manual helpful in 
carrying out job 76.9 

80.0% 85.7% 

80.0 100.0 

80.0 85.7 

Toledo 
Sergeants Officers 

66.6% 56.0% 

80.0 73.1 

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 ~ata 
indicate, even though some of the telecommunlcat~rs ~eacted negatlv~ly to 
the changes and the increased detail and complexlty ln call processlng and 
dispatching, the majority of telecorrmunicators still adapted well to the 
system, learned the new procedures, and performed effectively. 

Despite the effect the project had on some of the te 1 ecomm.un.i cators, 
most were enthusiastic about many of the changes. The most posltlve bene-
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EXHIBIT 11J-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 513.3 46.7 50.0 48.2 35.7 52.0 62.0 

DPR has not improved the 
operations of communicatfons 83.3 66.6 64.3 65.5 69.2 48.0 55.3 

DPR assignments were 
.... clearly defined and 
en logically structured 61.6 66.7 85.7 75.8 69.2 69.2 93.1 .... 

I have a good understanding '< 

of purposes anq objectives 
100.0 92.9 80.8 85.0 of DPR 76.9 80.0 89.7 

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 41~. 9 73.1 62.5 

i l While dispatching under 
OPR, I feel I can give 
more complete and better 
information to patrol 

~ \ :'1 ' officers than before 30.8 73.4 85.7 79.3 53.9 56.5 55.6 
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fits they saw in the DPR project were the use of the telephone reporting 
units, 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 alternatives freed patrol units for other important law enforce­
ment activities, giving patrol officers more time to investigate serious 
crimes. The telecoll1l1unicators 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 
that the new procedures put additional responsibility and a heavier work­
load on them. 

In Toledo, officers and sergeants were also displeased with the de­
layed 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 telecommunicatorls 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 the importance that the work environment played in morale and 
job satisfaction. For the most part, telecommunicators were not satisfied 
with their 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, the 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 
generally involved numerous work stations placed a certain distance apart 
in a large 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 experi enced hi gher than norma 1 absenteei sm with the te 1 ecommuni cators. 
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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: 

• Individually controlled lights were placed at each work station; 

• Portable air filters were placed next to the smokers; 

• Ro~tine cleaning schedules were increased; 

• New chairs were purchased that were specifically designed for 
such heavy usage; and 

• Plans were under way in Garden Grove to install a large 8 1 

x 10 1 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 Gr~ve and 
the officer call takers in Toledo said their co-workers were supportlve. 
Similarly, approximately 90 percent of the Greensboro an? G~rden Grove 
telecommunicators felt they were a part of a well-functlonlng 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 
fee 1 i ngs among te 1 ecommun i cators that they were se 1 dom asked for thei r 
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 l 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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EXHIBIT 10-8 

CHANGES IN TELECOMMUNICATOR ATTITUDES DURING DPR PROJECT 

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo (Officers) 
1st Survey 3rd Survey 1st Survey 3rd Survey 1st Survey 2nd Survey 

(N = 14) (N = 13) (N = 30) (N = 29) (N = 25) (N = 26) 
Majority of my 
co-workers are 
supportive (% agree) 93.0 % 100.0 % 90.0 % 93.1 % 91.6 % 64.3 % 88.0 % 92.4 % 

Feel I am a member 
~ of a well-function-
Cl'I ing team (% agree) 85.8 92.3 90.0 86.2 88.0 65.4 33.4 50.0 
"'" 

" 
To what extent are 
persons asked for 
their ideas when 
decisions are made 
(% sometimes/often) 30.8 46.1 10.0 31.0 25.0 29.0 36.0 35.0 

How often do super-
" visors offer new 

ideas for solving 
job-related problems 
(% sometimes/often) 64.3 46.2 60.0 72.4 33.3 85.7 36.0 57.7 

Assignments are clear-
ly defined and logical-
ly structured (% agree) 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 call~r 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-~rogress 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 
1st 2nd 1st 2nd 

In-Progress Part I Crimes 66% 82% 80% 83% 
Suspicious Activity Calls 38 64 50 75 
Domestic Disputes 65 74 67 83 

Toledo 
1st 2nd 

71% 81% 
44 61 
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: 

I Friendly--The friendly co~municator demonstrates kindly 
interest and good will toward others, is encouraging, 
acknowledges others' contributions, and expresses 
appreciation and admiration. 

I 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. 

I Dominant--The dominant communicator talks frequently, takes 
charge of situations, comes on strong, and controls the flow 
of conversations. 

I 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. 

I 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. 

I 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 reso 1 ved. 

I Re 1 axed--The re 1 axed commun i cator does not have nervous 
mannerisms in his or her speech, is calm and collected in 
interaction, and remains at ease under pressure. 

I Communicator Image--An effective communicator finds it easy to 
interact 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 

167 

> • \ c .. «. 

i 
I 

I 
I , 
~.t 

} 

( 

~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
l 
I 
I· 
I 
J 
f 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I, 

.. 

officers who handled their calls. These scores served as the basis for the 
subsequent analysis. 

The overall satisfaction scores were divided in three groups, with one 
group including approximately the lowest 30 percent, a middle group com­
prised of approximately 40 percent, and the third group consisting of the 
highest 30 percent. Exhibit 10-10 shows the overall satisfaction for the 
seven communicator 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.S'1 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 

*** significant 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 
tended to make citizens more satisfied with having their reports taken over 
the 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 
improve the manner in which they handle calls; that is, training on how to 
improve their communicator styles. Finally, as with the communications 
centers, the selection of personnel for a telephone report unit is parti­
cu 1 ar 1 y important. 
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CONCLUSIONS ON THE ROLE OF THE TELECOMMUNICATOR IN DPR 

The conclusions from the analysis of the role of the telecommunicator 
a OPR project can be summarized as follows: 

• The use of civilian call takers and dispatchers had 
many more advantages than disadvantages. Based on 
the experiences of the three sites in the OPR 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. 

• A OPR project imposes standards, uniformity, and 
consistency on telecommunicators, which may initially 
be res~sted. 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 OPR system 
to provide the callers with what they feel is a more 
suitable alternative. For example, there was consid­
erab 1 e ca 11 taker re 1 uctance to us i ng the de 1 ayed 
response. 

• The telecommunicator position at all three sites 
lacked 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 th~ . 
position, the impact the position has on the.utll1za­
tion of other police resources, and the routlne 
involvement with high technology equipment. Once the 
positions are upgraded financially, selection stand­
ards can be upgraded in order to recruit highe~ 
quality candidates. However, in order to retaln such 
qualified personnel, the promotional picture must be 
improved. Police departments need to create more. 
c i v i 1 ian mi d- 1 eve 1 and upper- 1 eve 1 management pos 1-
tions in the communications centers. 

• 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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a communications center or when light duty personnel 
are assigned for short periods of time. 

• Prior to DPR, the environmental working conditions in 
the communications centers received little attention. 
Extensive improvements were made at all three sites, 
which resulted in positive changes in the morale and 
job satisfaction of many of the telecommunicators. 

• Patrol officer satisfaction with te1ecommunicators 
improved as a result of the DPR project in these 
three sites. Measured in terms of changes over the 
two surveys, officers believed that there had been 
significant improvements in the detail of informa­
tion on in-progress Part I crime calls, suspicious 
activity calls, and domestic disputes. 

• Communicator style for TRU personnel was important in 
citizen satisfaction with this alternative. The 
special study in Greensboro showed that the most 
important communicator style attributes were being 
precise, friendly, non-argumentative, and attentive. 

• Monitoring was a very useful tool for communications 
center managers to assess call takers. All three 
departments developed monitoring forms and procedures 
during the project. The procedures called for fre­
quent sampling of the calls for each call taker and a 
forma 1 assessment of how we 11 the ca 11 takers hand 1 ed 
the calls • 
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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 telephone. The RMA personnel were 
screened trained, and monitored by an RMA on-site manager, and all calls 
were mad~ 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 PlANNllm PHASE 

Types of Services Sampled 

Garden Grove 

Mobil e Response 

Greensboro 

Mobil e Response 
Telephone Report Unit 

Toledo 

Mobile Response 
Telephone Report Unit 

Total Surveyed 

Number Surveyed 

1,990 

1,235 
798 

2,033 

1,558 
1,770 
3,328 

7,351 

ANAlYSIS OF MOBILE RESPONSE SURVEYS 

Demographic Characteristics 

Dates Administered 

Nov. 1981-Jan. 1983 

Nov. 1981-0ct. 1982 
Nov. 1981-0ct. 1982 

Sept. 1981-June 1982 
Sept. 1981-Sept 1982 

Since the citizen surveys administered during the pre-implementation 
phase were exploratory in nature, it is interesting to begin the analysis 
with an examination of the differences found among the citizens across the 
three sites. 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 inTo 1 edo • 
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. d major differences, a surpris-With regard to age, the sl~es showe ~o length of time living in the ing finding due to the marked dlfferences 1n 
jurisdictions. 

fl ted a more equal distribution While Garden Grove and GreenSbo~o ~eo_:~irds of the respondents in of male and female respondentsw·near y w 
To 1 edo were fema 1 e. . 

EXHIBIT 11-2 

CHARACTERISTICS OF MOBILE RESPONSE SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

Garden Grove Greensboro Toledo 
Number of Respondents 1,990 1,229 1,558 

Years in Jurisdiction 
15.1% 5.6% 2.2% Less than 1 year 
12.5 5.9 2.9 1 - 2 years 
18.9 9.3 3.3 3 - 5 years 
17.1 10.0 5.4 6 -10 years 
21.8 18.7 13.2 11-20 years 
12.8 21.1 25.0 21-30 years 
1.8 29.4 48.0 More than 30 years 

Age 
23.5 21.4 18.8 Less than 25 years 
29.4 31.3 30.0 25-35 years 
19.7 19.5 21.7 36-45 years 
14.3 11.2 11.7 46-55 years 
13.1 16.6 17.8 More than 55 years 

Income 
17.6 32.5 42.0 Less than $10,000 

.. " /I 26.2 33.1 -'\. ..... $10,000 - $20,000 
34.4 27.6 More than $20,000 56.2 

Sex 
Ma'ie 49.1 42.5 36.2 
Female 50.9 57.5 63.8 

.. ns called the police in these three Examining the reason~ that c1t1zethou h the three sites used similar 

\, 

sites prese~~ed ~ome problems. Even o ed auring the planning phase, there 
cal' classlf1cat10n syst~ms as devel t

p s that a direct comparison across 
were enough differences 1n these tSYS em' ble For purposes of consistency, 
the sites by typ~ of ca~ ~w:s n~er~f~~lin ;11 three cities was aligned ilnio 
each of the poss1ble ca .s or 1 'st used was actually Toledo's new ca 
one overall event ~ode llSt. The 1 1 all of the types of incidents tha~ 
classification serles: .For e~amp etances events code were used to def1ne 
made u~ Tole~o's SUSP1C10US C\~CU;~ree sites. The event code lis~s from 
SUSpiC10US C1rcumstances at a aligned incident by incident, 1nto Greensboro and Garden Grove were , 
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Toledo's call classification codes. Further, in order to reduce the number 
of categories and eliminate those which had low 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 shows differences across the three 
sites. Exhibit 11-3 shows that in Garden Grove, 77.7 percent of the re­
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 cal ling 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), fol lowed by suspicious Circumstances (11.9 percent), and public nuisance (lOA percent). 

EXHIBIT 11-3 

CITIZEN SURVEYS BY TYPE OF CALL 

Type of Call 

Crimes Against Persons 
Interpersonal Conflict 
Crimes Against Property 
Traffic Accidents 
Public Nuisance 
Suspicious Circumstances 
ASSistance 
Other (dependent person, 

public morals, medical 
problems, internal 
problems) 

Garden Grove 
(N=I,990) 

2.8% 
5.0 

77 .7 
4.3 
2.0 
1.3 
2.8 
4.1 

Greensboro 
(N=1,235) 

3.1% 
10.2 
29.3 
19.2 
14.3 
13.3 
7.3 
3.3 

Citizen Satisfaction with Mobile Response and Response Time 

Toledo 
(N=1,558) 

6.9% 
14.2 
31.3 
16.8 
10.4 
11.9 
6.0 
2.5 

Over 90 percent of all citizens were satisfied with the manner in 
which the police telephone operator handled 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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Level of Satisfaction 
with Call Taker 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 11-4 

SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS 

Garden Grove 
(N=1,990) 

50.9% 
43.5 
5.2 
0.4 

Greensboro Toledo 
(N=1,235) (N=1,558) 

39.9% 
55.2 
4.0 
0.9 

28.2% 
65.3 
4.9 
1.6 

Those citizens who were dissatisfied with the way in which the call 
takers handled their calls were asked to explain 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=1l2) (N=60) (N=100) 

Reasons for Dissatisfaction 
with ~a" Takers 

Call taker was uncaring/had 
27.4% 22.4% 36.8% a bad attitude/impersonal 

Asked too many questions 12.3 31.0 10.2 
Had to argue to get response 

wanted/did not get response 
13.7 12.0 16.3 wanted 

Transferred call/given run-
around/had to call back 12.3 12.1 16.3 

Police did not arrive 
8.6 8.2 quickly enough 9.6 

Rang long time before 
9.6 10.3 answered 

Put on hold 15.1 1.7 2.0 
No reason given 1.9 10.2 

Citizen satisfaction with the response time by the police was nearly 
as high as satisfaction with the call taker. As Exhibit 11-6 shows, 90 
percent of the respondents in Garden Grove and Greensboro, and 85 percent 
in Toledo said they were either "very satisfied" or "satisfied" with the 
police re;ponse time to their calls for service. Respondents in.Toledo and 
Greensboro were less positive in their degree of satisfaction, wlth over 
half indicating they were "satisfied" compared to "very satisfied." 
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Level of Satisfaction 
with Response Time 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 11-6 

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME 

Garden Grove Greensboro 
(N=1,990) (N=1,235) 

45.8% 36.6% 
43.9 53.4 
8.9 8.8 
1.4 1.2 

Toledo 
(N=1,558) 

33.1% 
51.5 
12.0 
3.4 

Before examining the length of police response time in the dissatis­
f~e~ sample, two ques~ions need to be addressed: (I) how quickly did the 
cltlzens c~ll the pol,ce; and (2) how accurately did they judge the 
response tlme? 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; Kans~s C,ty, ~977) •. These authors have also reported that police 
response t,me has l,ttle lmpact 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 wer~ non-cTitical calls for service, the police response time would 
have had lltt1e ,mpact 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 
G~ee~sboro~ 25 percent cal led the police within 2 minutes, and 50 percent 
wlth,n 5 mlnutes. 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
slderably 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 before 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 
mi nutes ; n 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 responses taking less than 16 minutes and h~lf 
longer than 16 minutes. Respondents' perception of police response tlme 
was an average of 22.9 minutes, a half minute longer than the actual 
response time. Respondents reported that half of the cal,s 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 minutes. Citizen perceptio~ of police 
response time in Greensboro was longer--an average of 13.6 mlnutes, but the 
median response was closer. Citizens reported that h~lf of the calls were 
handled within 10 minutes, and half longer than 10 mlnutes. 

The average police response time to all calls in Toledo was 19.1 . 
minutes with a median of 12 minutes. Citizen perception of response tlme 
was as ~ccurate 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 mi nutes. 

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 ha~e 
taken for the police to respond. On the average, they wanted the pollce 
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 shou1 d have taken an average of 17.6 minutes. In 
Greensboro where citizens s~id the average response time was 13.6 minutes, 
dissatisfi~d 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 Acce~~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 a1ternatlves: 

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 
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immediate dispatch of a patrol unit to non-emergency calls. The most 
acceptable alternatives were (1) arranging an appointment for an officer to 
come later; and (2) ~aving the report taken over the telephone. The least 
acceptable alternatlves were (1) filling out a mail-in report" and (2) 
~oming to the police department to report the incident. Exhibit 11-7 
l~lustrates the level of acceptance of each alternative across all three 
sltes. 

EXHIBIT 11-7 

WILLINGNESS TO ACCEPT AlTERNATIVES 

At Least One Alternative Acceptable 

Level of Acceptance: 
Telephone Report 
Arranging an Appointment 
Ma 11- I n Report 
Come to Police Department 

Garden Grove 
(N=1,990) 

61.8% 

30.7 
46.1 
23.0 
26.8 

Greensboro 
(N=1,235) 

42.4% 

19.5 
29.1 
16.4 
17.3 

Toledo 
(N=1,558) 

29.2% 

18.5 
23.7 
10.0 
10.2 

. Responden~s were ~lso asked whether they would have been willing to 
walt ~or a perlod of tlme before the dispatch of a patrol unit. The 
questlon wa~ phrased,."wou ld you have been agreeable to a delay in their 
(patrol offlcers) arnval for a longer period of time?" This question was 
~ot.as~ed.of respondents wh~ had previously stated that they were "dissat­
lsfled wlth the response tlme for the obvious reason that they would not 
have agreed to further delays. 

The results in Exhibit 11-8 show that nearly three out of four callers 
were wil ling to wait for a response, and about half the respondents in 
Gar~en Grove were wil ling to wait more than an hour before the police 
arrlved at the scene. The results were less favorable in Toledo, but 55.6 
percent stated that they would have waited longer than they actually did. 

EXHIBIT 11-8 

CITIZEN ACCEPTANCE OF DELAYED MOBILE RESPONSES 

Delay Time 

More than an hour but 
on the same day 

Up to an hour more 
Up to 30 minutes more 
Up to 15 minutes more 
Would not wait any longer 

Garden Grove 
(N=1,990) 
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48.1% 
8.9 

11.9 
9.3 

21.9 

Greensboro 
(N=1,235) 

28.0% 
3.3 

17.1 
24.2 
27.3 

Toledo 
(N=1,558) 

23.8% 
4.0 
9.3 

18.6 
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 least 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 
will i ngness to be served in an a lternat i ve 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: 

GrouE 

Person Events 

Property Events 

Potential Threat Events 

Assistance Events 

Call TYEes 

Crimes Against Persons 
Interpersonal Conflict 

Crimes Against Property 
Traffic Accidents 

Suspicious Circumstances 
Public Nuisance 

Assistance 
Other (medical problems, 

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, only 30.1 percent of the respondents agreed to an alternative 
for 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 

ResEondents AcceEted at 
[east One A1ternative 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 
order. 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 ca 11 s. 

As seen in Exhibit 11-10 for Toledo, this same pattern holds true when 
a~alyzed for ,relief versus delay alternatives. With each type of alterna­
tlve, there lS 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 w~th t~e delay alternatives. With few exceptions, similar 
results were obtalned ln the other two sites. 
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EXHIBIT 11-10 

TOLEDO CITIZEN ACCEPTANCE BY EVENT CATEGORY 

Accept Relief Accept Delay 
Alternative Alternative 

Reseondents Acceeted 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 likely to be receptive to alternatives, 
while citizens who called about other events were less likely 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 p~rcent of the females. The chi-square 
statistic was calculated in th;~ 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 alter~~tive. As seen in Exhibit 11-11, 
significant differences were also found in the other two sites. In all 
three Sites, Significantly more male respondents than female respondents 
agreed to an alternative. 

Other signifiil::ant 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 wou'ld have 
accepted an alternative, as compared to only 34~4 percent of respondents 
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EXHIBIT 11-11 

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS WILLING TO 
ACCEPT AT LEAST ONE AlTERNATIVE 
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making less than $10,000. However, differences in acceptance by income 
were not found with the other two sites. 

With the age variable, significant differences were found in Garden 
Grove and Greensboro, but not in Toledo. In the former two cities, the 
degree of acceptance generally increased with age. On whether respondents 
had called the police on another incident within the last year, a signifi­
cant difference was found in Garden Grove, but not at the other two sites. 
In Garden Grove, there was greater acceptance of the alternatives with 
respondents who had called the police within the last year than with 
respondents who had not. 

Exhibits 11-12 through 11-16 relate demographic characteristics to the 
percent of respondents willing to accept each individual alternative. The 
calculated chi-square values are shown along with indications of their 
statistical significance. A review of these exhibits shows that the vari­
ables important in Exhibit 11-11 are not consistently important with the 
individual alternatives. For example, in Exhibit 11-12 on the willingness 
to have a phone report, there are no longer significant differences between 
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. 

Loglinear Analysis of Citizen Acceptance 

While the above analysis offers insight into demographic characteris­
tics and citizen acceptance, it does not reflect how these characteristics 
might interact to influence acceptance. For example, in Garden Grove, the 
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. 

A loglinear analysis approach was used for this analysis. Loglinear 
models are appropriate when the variables under consideration are presented 
in the form of cross-classified tables of counts, commonly known as contin­
gency tables. With the baseline survey data, all key variables, such as 
sex, age, and income, are categorical. Further, the response variable for 
this analysis is whether citizens were willing to accept one of the 
responses and this variable is also categorical (either yes or no). 

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 
dichotomous variable. The independent variables were selected as those 
variables in Exhibit 11-11 which were found to be statistically signifi­
cant. Further, the analysis was performed only on the category of property 
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. 

A summary of the model results for the three sites is as follows: 

• In Greensboro, the variables of sex and age each have 
an effect on citizen acceptance and there ;s no 
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EXHIBIT 11-12 

P~RCENT OF RESPONDENTS WILLING TO 
HAVE REPORT TAKEN BY TELEPHONE 
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EXHIBIT 11~·13 

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS WILLING TO 
ACCEPT APPOINTMENTS 
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EXHIBIT 11-14 

,-;CeNT OF RESPOi;QENTS WILLING TO 
tI.CCEPT ~lAE - I N REPORT 
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EXHIBIT 11-15 

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS WILLING TO 
COME TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 
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EXHIBIT 11-lb 

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS WILLING TO 
ACCEPT ONE-HOUR DELAY 
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interaction effect. Similarly, in Toledo, the vari­
ables of sex and income each had. an effect on citizen 
acceptance and there is no interaction effect. 

• 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. 

Details on the reasons for these results are provided in the 
remainder of this section. 

Exhibit 11-17 is a contingency table for the baseline survey results 
from Greensboro on acceptance of alternatives for property events. The 
table is subdivided into sex and age categories, which serve as the 
independent variables since they were the variables from Exhibit 11-11 
which were statistically significant. Since there are only two independent 
variables in this case, the logit model is a test of whether the two 
variables operate independently to influence citizen acceptance, or whether 
interaction exists between the two which also influences citizen acceptance. 

The logit model results were that no interaction exists. Treating age 
and sex as independent variables, the likelihood ratio chi-square for the 
logit model was 1.37, which indicates a good fit of the model to the data 
at the 5 percent level of confidence. The expected counts with this model 
are also given in Exhibit 11-17. In no cell is there a difference greater 
than four between the observed and expected values. In summary, for the 
Greensboro data, the variables of age and sex are significant variables in 
determining citizen acceptance, and operate independently in influencing 
citizen acceptance. 

An advantage of the logit model is that the model allows the calcula­
tion of the odds of citizen acceptance. These odds, shown at the bottom of 
Exhibit 11-17, are the ratios of the expected values. With males 18-25 
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. 

With Toledo, the significant variables from Exhibit 11-11 are sex and 
income. Exhibit 11-18 gives the results of a logit model in which these 
two variables are included but have no interaction effect. Once again, the 
model 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. 

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 11-17 

lOGIT MODEL FOR CITIZEN ACCEPTANCE 
PROPERTY OFFENSES IN GREENSBORO 

Accept At Least One Alternative 

Age Category 
18-25 Years Old 
26-45 Years Old 
Over 45 Years Old 

Survey Results 
Male Female 
37 29' 

91 71 
64 45 

Model 
Male 
36.9 
94.0 
61.1 

Results 
Female 
29.1 
68.0 
47.9 

Wi11 Not Accept Alternatives 

Age Category 
18-25 Years Old 
26-45 Years Old 
Over 45 Years Old 

Survey Results 
Male Female 
24 32 

61 67 
24 38 

Odds Table 

Model 
Male 
24.1 
58.0 
26.9 

Age Category 
18-25 Years Old 
26-45 Years Old 
Over 45 Years Old 

Male Female 
1.53 .91 
1.62 .97 
2.27 1.36 

Logit Model Parameters 

Multiplicative Model: 

R(ij1) / R(ij2) = C X S(i) X A(j) 

where C = 1.38 (Constant Term) 
S = 1.29 for Males 

= .78 for Females 
A = .86 for 18-25 Years Old 

= .91 for 26-45 Years Old 
= 1.28 for Over 45 Years Old 

Results 
Female 
31.9 
70.0 
35.1 

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square = 1.37 with 2 degrees of freedom. 
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EXHIBIT 11-18 

LOGIT MODEL FOR CITIZEN ACCEPTANCE 
PROPERTY OFFENSES IN TOLEDO 

Accept At Least One Alternative 

Income Category 
Less than $10,000 
$10,000-$20,000 
More than $20,000 

Survey Results 
Male Female 
32 72 

62 51 
61 59 

Model 
Male 
33.5 
59.3 
62.1 

Results 
Female 
70.5 
53.7 
57.9 

Will Not Accept Alternatives 

Income Category 
Less than $10,000 
$10,000-$20,000 
More than $20,000 

Survey Results 
Male Female 
41 88 

52 56 
46 44 

Model 
Male 
39.5 
54.7 
44.9 

Odds Table 

Income Category 
Less than $10,000 
$10,000-$20,000 
More than $20,000 

Male 
--:as 
1.09 
1.38 

Female 
.79 

1.01 
1.28 

Logit Model Parameters 

Multiplicative Model: 

R(ij1) / R(ij2) = C X S(i) X M(j) 

where C = 1.04 (Constant Term) 
S = 1.04 for Males 

= .96 for Females 
M = .78 for Less than $10,000 Income 

= 1.01 for $10,000-$20,000 Income 
= 1.28 for More than $20,000 Income 

Results 
Female 
89.5 
53.3 
45.1 

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square = 1.37 with 2 degrees of freedom. 
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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 likelihood ratio chi-square values were as follows: 

Model 

1. (Sex, Called)(Age) 

2. (Sex, Age)(Called) 

3. (Called, Age)(Sex) 

Likelihood Degrees of 
Ratio Freedom 

19.50 

20.57 

2.08 

6 

5 

5 

These results clearly show that the most appropriate model is the last 
model. The first two models have high likelihood ratios which mean tha~ 
these models should be rejected, while the third model has a low likelihood 
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 

A~e Category 
18-5 Years Old 
26-45 Years Old 
Over 45 Years Old 

Age Category 
18-25 Years Old 
26-45 Years Old 
Over 45 Years Old 

Acce~t At Least One Alternative 
ad Called Police Before 

Survey Results 
Male Female 
TIS 102 
266 247 
155 130 

Model Results 
Male Female 
TIo.2 103.8 
268.3 244.7 
156.8 128.2 

Had Not Called Police Before 
Male 
26 

26 
43 

Female 
17 
30 
25 

Male 
25:9 
26.1 
40.7 

Female 
17 .1 
29.9 
27.4 

Will Not Accept Alternatives 
Had Called Police Before 

Age Category 
18-25 Years Old 
26-45 Years Old 
Over 45 Years Old 

Survey Results Model Results 

Age Category 
18-25 Years Old 
26-45 Years Old 
Over 45 Years Old 

18-25 Years Old 
26-45 Years Old 
Over 45 Years Old 

Male Female Male Female 
--45 55 ~.8 53.2 

62 73 49.7 75.3 
37 38 35.2 39.8 

Had Not Called Police Before 
Male 
-3-

14 
8 

Female 
3 

22 
12 

Male 
3:T 
13.9 
10.5 

Female 
2.9 

22.1 
9.7 

Odds Table 
Male 

Calle-d-Not Called 
Before Before 
2.70 8.35 
4.49 1.88 
4.45 3.88 

Female 
Called Not Called 
Before Before 
1.95 5.90 
3.25 1.35 
3.22 2.82 

Multiplicative Model: 
Logit Model Parameters 

R(ijk1) / R(ijk2) = K X S(i) X C(j) X A(k) X CA(jk) 

where K = 3.28 (Constant Term) C = .98 for Called Before 
S = 1.18 for Males = 1.02 for Not Called Before 

= .85 for Females 
A = 1.22 for 18-25 Years Old 

= .75 for 26-45 Years Old 
= 1.08 for Over 45 Years Old 

CA = .58 for Called Before, 18-25 Years Old 
1.53 for Called Before, 26-45 Years Old 
1.09 for Called Before, Over 45 Years Old 
1.72 for Not Called Before, 18-25 Years Old 

.63 for Not Called Before, 26-45 Years Old 

.92 for Not Called Before, Over 45 Years Old 

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square = 2.08 with 5 degrees of freedom. 
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EXHIBIT 11-20 

TELEPHONE REPORT UNIT CALL TYPES 

Type of Calls 

Larceny/Theft 
Tampering with Auto/Car Theft 
Vandalism/Criminal Damage 
Harassing 
Dependent Person 
Other (traffic accident, misc.) 

Greensboro 
(N=798) 

56.1% 
14.7 
8.0 
8.0 
6.1 
7.0 

How Quickly Citizens Called Police and TRU Response Times 

Toledo 
(N=1,770) 

22.8% 
49.2 
24.0 

.0 

.0 
4.0 

---_. -"'--

In Greensboro, the median time was 60 minutes for citizens to call the 
police after the discovery of the incident, as compared to a median of 30 
minutes in Toledo. However, as in mobile response calls, the reporting 
time was affected greatly by those persons who waited a considerable length 
of time to call police. In Greensboro, the average length of time until 
citizens called police was 28 hours, and in Toledo the average length of 
time until citizens called police was 13.4 hours. 

At the start of the DPR project, the procedure in Toledo was for the 
dispatcher to give citizens the TRU telephone number, advise them on the 
hours of operation, and request that they call the TRU directly. In order 
to ascertain how often citizens called the TRU under this procedure, re­
spondents were asked whether they reached the TRU on the first try or 
whether they had to call back. Over half (58.4 percent) responded that 
they reached the TRU on the first try, 36.8 percent stated that they had to 
call back at least once, and 4.8 percent did not remember. Of those who 
had to call the TRU back, 52.9 percent reported that they had to call four 
or more times because the lines were busy. To prepare for a change in this 
procedure, respondents were asked whether they would have been agreeable to 
giving out their number and allowing the police officers to return their 
call by the end of the next day. Nearly two-thirds (62 percent) said they 
were agreeable to this, 36 percent said they were not, and 2 percent were 
not sure. 

The new procedures, initiated in May 1982, required call takers to 
record the type of offense, citizen's name, and telephone number on a 
dispatch ticket. The dispatch tickets were then accumulated each day and 
physically transported to the TRU. Subsequently, an officer contacted the 
citizens to record the information about the incident and prepare a report. 
Under this procedure, the median response time for TRU to contact the 
caller was 48 hours. 

In Greensboro, the median response time for TRU to contact the caller 
was only 12 minutes. The reason for the shorter median time was that the 
officers quickly received the information from the communications center 
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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 
~hey h~d.ever had a report taken over the telephone by the police. As seen 
1n Exhlblt 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 we~e t~ken over the telephone. As in mobile response, respondents 
were less 1ncllned to say they were "very satisfied" and more likely to 
report they were "sati sfied." 

EXHIBIT 11-21 

SATISFACTION WITH TELEPHONE REPORT UNIT SERVICE 

Level of Satisfaction 
with TRU 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

Greensboro 
(N=798) 

25.1% 
66.2 
7.9 
0.9 

Toledo 
(N=1,770) 

31.8% 
58.0 
7.7 
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 call 
types were minor property offenses, predominantly larc;nies and thefts from 
automobiles. Under the DPR tests, the types of calls were considerably 
expanded and there were subsequent changes in the satisfaction level. 
H?wever, an interesting result of these findings is that the long response 
tlmes for Toledo TRU officers to contact citizens did not have an adverse 
effect on citizen satisfaction. 

. A~ r~flec~ed in Exhibit 11-22, the major reasons that respondents were 
dlssatlsfled wlth 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 
Te1eenone ~eeort 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 

Disliked officer's attitude/ 
29.7 16.0 

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 ca 11 s. 

In Toledo, nearly half (47.4 percent) of those whose report had been 
taken by phone said they would have agreed to fill 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 hi gher 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 
summari zed as fo 11 ows: 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 alternatives 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 Greensboro 
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. 

198 



""p""*~~ 

I 
, I 

I ,c 

I 
J ' ' 

') 

a 

r 
I 
r 
t 

r 
( 

I 
I 
I 
r 
t 
r 
t 

[ 

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

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 s the three sites developed different methods 
for randomly assigning non-critical calls for service to either traditional 
or alternative responses. The analysis of citizen surveys during the test 
phase considers each site separatelys partially because of the differences 
in test proceduress 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 chapterss and Chapter 15 
presents a comparison of baseline and test data across all three sites. 

As explained in Chapter 6s the experimental/control procedures in 
Greensboro were based on the work schedules for the telecommunicators s 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 offs while 
squads C and D worked four days in a rowan 12-hour shifts. Squads A and B 
served as the control group and squads C and 0 as the experimental group. 
During the experimental dayss the alternatives were in full operations 
while during the control dayss calls were handled in the traditional manner. 

The work schedu 1 e had been deve loped by per sonne 1 in the communi ca­
tions center prior to the DPR project and s therefores 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. Howevers the Greensboro CAD was 
developed and instal led 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 tests the option of 
an automatic randomization procedure could not be taken. 

For the TRU s the test meant that the personnel were busier during the 
experimental dayss since more types of calls were diverted to them. During 
the control dayss the TRU personnel handled only the types of calls which 
they had processed prior to the project. As presented in Chapter 6s 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
nels the community service officers, and the evidence technicians. 
However, only the survey results for evidence technicians are discussed in 
this chapters 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: 

• TRU experimental group--citizens receiving TRU services during the 
experimenta 1 days (503 surveys). 

• TRU control group--citizens receiving TRU services during the 
control days (312 surveys). 

• 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). ' 

• Delayed mobile response--citizens receiving mobile response services 
with response times greater than thirty minutes (112 surveys). 

• Civilian mobile response--citizens receiving mobile response 
services from civilian members of the department (73 surveys). 

• 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 is, 
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 WITti 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 ~f 
the respondents stated that they were "dissatisfied" or livery dissatisfled" 
wi th the ca 11 taker. 

With delayed and civilian mobile responses, the percent ,of respo~dents 
expressing satisfaction totaled 92.0' an~ 90.0, perce~t re~pectlve1Y, wlth 
the remaining 8-10 percent expressing dlssatlsfactlon wlth these alterna­
tives. However, fewer respondents stated that they ~ere livery satisfied" 
as compared to the TRU and immediate mobile a1ternatlves. 

Satisfaction Level 

Very satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 12-1 

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH CAlL TAKERS 
GREENSBORO TEST PHASE 

TRU 
Experimental 

(N=503) 

50.9% 
44.9 
3.4 

.8 

Mobile 
Experimental 

(N=729) 

52.3% 
42.9 
3.3 
1.5 

Del ayed 
Mobile 

(N=112) 

37.5% 
54.5 
7.1 

.9 

Civilian 
Mobile 
(N=73) 

43.8% 
45.3 
6.8 
4.1 

For respondents expressing dissatisfaction, the main reaso~ given was 
that the ca 11 taker "appeared dis i nteres,ted" or "had a ?a,d att 1 tude.

1I 

Other reasons for dissatisfaction were tled to the speclflc type of ~lter­
native. For TRU service, the most frequent reasons were th~t an ?fflCer 
did not come out (41.2%), followed by dis1 ike of call taker s attl~ude 
(23.5%), and difficulty reaching the unit (the phone ran~ a long tlme 
before it was answered, they had to call back, or t~e 11~e ~as busy) , 
(17.6%). For mobile response recipients who were d,ssat,sfled, the ,maJor 
reasons were the call taker was unconcerned (30%), the call taker ~'d not 
want to send a unit (30%), and the call taker asked too many,questlons 
(15%). For civilian mobile recipients, the call taker's att,tude was the 
most frequent reason for citizen dissatisfaction (37.5%), followed by th~ 
call taker asked too many questions (25%), and it took too long for a un,t 
to arrive (25%). For delayed mobile response recipients, the call t~ker's 
attitude was the most frequent reason (50%), followed by not happy wlth 
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 exp,resse,d diss,atis!action with the initial 
conversation. This percent of dlssatlsfactlon 's about the same as the 4.8 
percent from the mobile response experimental group. How;ver, 47 .4, pe.rce~t 
of these contro 1 group respondents stated that they were very sat 1 Sf,' ed, 
as compared to 52.3 percent of the experimental group. Thus, the ~ob'le 
response experimental group had a higher level of respondents st~t'ng,that 
they were livery satisfied" and about the same percentage express,ng dlssat­
isfaction as compared to the control group. 
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For the TRU control gro~p, 43.9 percent stated that they were livery 
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 
dissatisfaction, which is less than the 4.2 percent from the experimental 
group. Thus, the control group had a lower percentage of persons stating 
that they were livery satisfied," and a lower percentage expressing 
dissatisfaction. 

Were Citizens Informed of a Delay? 

Several studies have shown that satisfaction with delayed or alterna­
tive services is dependent ~pon the expectations of the citizens (Percy, 
1980; Pate et. al., 1976; Tlen et. al., 1977; Kansas City, 1977). These 
authors have reported that if citizens expect a delay in response to a 
call, they will readily accept a delay again, and it will not decrease 
their satisfaction. As a result of this information, call takers for this 
project were told to inform citizens who received the alternative delayed 
mobile or civilian mobile responses that it would be up to an hour before 
the unit would arrive. 

Citizens were asked whether they were advised that there was going to 
be a delay. Among those who received delayed mobile service, 30.4 percent 
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 
that call takers always were to advise callers on the possibility of a 
delay. 

In order to determine whether a delay was an obstacle to citizen 
willingness to use the same type of service again in the future, delayed 
mobile respondents 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 next time. Of th~se 
who were not advised that there would have been a delay, only 38.7 percent 
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 those who were not told. The experiences of the respondents 
had an obv i ous impact on whether they wou 1 d accept de 1 ays in the future. 

Citizen Satisfaction with Service 

Over 60 percent of all respondents who received either TRU experi­
me~ta1 response, mobile experimental response, or civilian mobile response 
sald that they were livery satisfied ll \'/ith the service they were provided. 
However, as reflected in Exhibit 12-2, those who received a delayed mobile 
response were less inclined to say that they were livery satisfied" and more 
inclined to say that they were "satisfied" with service. Thus, while there 
~as,no s~gnificant increase in the percentage of citizens actually dissat­
lsf,ed w,th delayed mobile response, there was a significant decline in the 
intensity of their satisfaction. 
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Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 12-2 

SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE PROVIDED 
GREENSBORO TEST PHASE 

TRU 
Experimental 

(N=503) 

60.4% 
31.0 

7' .0 
1.6 

Mobile 
Experimental 

(N=729) 

69.8% 
24.3 
3.8 
2.1 

Delayed Civilian 
Mobile Mobile 

(N=112) (N=73) 

57.1% 
37.5 
4.5 

.9 

67.1 
31.5 
1.4 

.0 

An examination of the reasons for dissatisfaction with the service 
provided shows that the major reasons for dissatisfaction with all 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 sti 11 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 livery 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 livery 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. 
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Drive-In Response 

. Under the ~PR ~roject in Greensboro, an interesting service alterna­
tlve ~as.the ~rlve-ln response. Call takers directed automobile hit-and­
run vlctlms wlth property damage only to bring their vehicles into the 
sta~ion and contact the accident follow-up squad. Under the project, the 
accldent follow-up squad bec~me. the first unit of response for these types 
of calls, and completed the lncldent reports for those victims requested by 
the call takers to drive to the station. 

. A total of 8~ in~tial incid~nt reports were completed during the first 
S1X months the drl~e:ln alternatlve was in use (from January to June 1983). 
A sample of 16 reclplents was contacted to determine citizen satisfaction 
levels. 

" Elev~n ?f ,:h~ recipients ?f drive-in service reported that they were 
very satlsfled wlth the serVlce provided by the officers. Four stated 

that ~hey ~er~ "satisfied," while only one person expressed dissatisfaction. 
The dlssatlsfled 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 
t~os~ who use~ the d\ive-in ~ervice (87.5 percent) said that they would be 
wllllng to brlng thelr cars lnto the police station again if they needed to 
report t~e same.typ~s of incidents. The two who were not willing to use 
the serVlce agaln clted the reasons for this as too long 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, w~ether they wDuld ha~e been agreeable to longer 
del ays tha~ they h.ad ~xperlenced. The responses to these questions show 
that the hlghest wllllngness to use the same type of service again was 
among those who received civilian mobile response (94.5 percent), followed 
by experime~tal TRU (86.7 percent). Least acceptable as an alternative was 
delayed moblle 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 
1 arcenies, 5.8 percent burgl aries, 16.9 percent property damage crimes, 5.5 
percent a~sistance calls, and 7.1 percent dependent/missing person calls. 

The bulk of the calls receiving a delayed mobile response were auto­
mobil e acc i dents (30.5 percent), pub 1 i c nu i sances (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-
fl icts (11.9 percent), 1 arcenies (8.3 percent), and burgl aries (8 percent). 

EXHIBIT 12-3 

TYPES OF CALLS HANDLED BY AlTERNATIVES 
GREENSBORO TEST PHASE 

TRU Mobile Del ayed Civilian 
Exeerimental Exeerimental Mobile Mobile 

(N=503) (N=729) (N=112) (N=73) Tyees 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 0 .0 .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 livery 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 livery satis­
fied" with the response time. More important, overall, significantly more 
citizens who had TRU experimental service reported that they were either 
livery 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 
incl ined to say that they were livery satisfied" with the response time, 
while more of those who received delayed mobile response actually reported 
dissatisfaction with the response time. 

Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 12-4 

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIMES 
GREENSBORO TEST PHASE 

TRU 
Ex1erimental 

N=503) 

Mobile Delayed Civilian 

52.1% 
44.5 
2.8 

.6 

EXleriment~ Mobile Mobile 
N=729) (N=112) (N=73) 

51.3% 
36.2 
10.3 
2.2 

24.1% 
49.1 
25.0 
1.8 

39.7% 
45.2 
13.7 
1.4 

With regard to satisfaction with response times, the control and 
experimental groups showed similar 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 livery 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 control 
group stated that they were livery 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 
length of time until police officers cal led 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 follows: 

! Citizen satisfaction levels ware 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 de 1 ayed 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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Actual Response Time 

Average 
Medi an 

Percentiles 
25% 
50% 
75% 

Citizen Perception 
of Response Time 

Average 
Median 

Percentil es 
25% 
50% 
75% 

Desired Response 
Time for Citizens 
Dissatisfied with 

Response Time 

Average 
Median 

Percentiles 
25% 
50% 
75% 

EXHIBIT 12-5 

RESPONSE TIMES FOR AlTERNATIVES 
GREENSBORO TEST PHASE 

TRU 
Experimental 

(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 
Experimental 

(N=729 ) 

12.6 min. 
8.0 min. 

5.0 min. 
8.0 min. 

13.0 min. 

14.7 min. 
10.0 min. 

5.0 min. 
10.0 min. 
15.0 min. 

(N=90) 

9.9 min. 
7.0 min. 

5.0 min. 
7.0 min. 

10.0 min. 

Del ayed 
Mobile 

(N=112) 

84.6 min. 
36.0 min. 

32.0 min. 
36.0 min. 
42.0 min. 

35.8 min. 
30.0 min. 

25.0 min. 
30.0 min. 
45.0 min. 

(N=30) 

18.7 min. 
15.0 min. 

15.0 min. 
15.0 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. 

22.5 min. 
35.0 min. 
45.0 min. 

(N=l1) 

22.7 min. 
20.0 min. 

15.0 min. 
20.0 min. 
30.0 min. 
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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. 

• 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 levels are related to whether or 
not the callers were informed that a delay might 
occur. 

• 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 moblle 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 moblle 
response group were in the area for less than five years, as compared to 
38.4 percent of the expeditor unit group, 39.3 percen~ of the de~a~ed .. 
mobile response group, and 35.6 percent of the wal~-ln group. Slmlla~lt~es 
were also found in the characteristics of age and lncome. The only slgnlf­
icant deviation was with income for walk-in respondents, with 23.9 percent 
of these respondents stating that they made less than $10,000, as compa~ed 
to 12.2 percent of the mobile response group, 14.2 percent of the expedltor 
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 livery satisfied" with the initial conversation. With the mobile 
response group, 46.8 percent stated that they were livery satisfied," as 
compared to 32.2 percent for the expeditor unit group and 34.6 percent for 
the delayed mobile response group. 

Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 13-1 

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH CAlL TAKERS 
GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE 

Mobile 
Res onse 

N=293) 

46.8% 
51.2 
2.0 

.0 

34.6% 
64.4 
1.0 

.0 

32.2% 
65.1 
2.4 

.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 like 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 livery satisfied" or "satisfied" with expeditor unit ser­
vice, delayed mobile response, and mobile response service. Significantly 
more respondents were inclined to say they were livery 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
isfied 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 
latter complaint was also heard from citizens who were dissatisfied with 
expeditor unit responses and delayed mobile responses; half of the dissat­
isfied 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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delayed mobile response, 75 percent were unhappy because the case was not 
investigated. Of the 3 percent who were dissatisfied with the mobile 
r~sponse service, 62.5 p~rcent were unhappy because there was no investiga­
tlon or follow-up on thelr 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. 

Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 13-2 

SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE PROVIDED 
GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE 

Delayed 
Mobile Expeditor Mobile 
Res~onse 
(N=293) 

Res~onse 
(N=338) 

Res~onse 
(N=104) 

52.6% 31.4% 44.2% 
44.4 63.3 51.9 
2.0 4.7 2.9 
1.0 .6 1.0 

Walk-In 
Res~onse 

(N=93) 

31.2% 
58.1 
6.5 
4.3 

Another indication of satisfaction with service was whether respon­
dents ~elt that the officer expressed interest in what they had to say. 
Approxlmately 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 
service 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 
these 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 wil ling 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 Res~onse Res10nse Res~onse Service Again (N= 38) (N= 04) (N=93) 
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 wil ling 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 handle 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), burgl aries (31.3 percent), and hit and run 
property damage traffic accidents (31.2 percent). All 'citizens who were 
served by a mobile cadet response reported being satisfied with the service 
they recei ved; 43.7 percent said that they were livery sat i sfi ed" 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. All 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 pet"cent), 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 

Types Of Calls 

Petty Theft 
(except from 
motor vehicle) 

Burglary-resid. 
and commercial 

Burglary-motor 
vehicle/theft 
from motor 
vehicle 

Criminal Damage 
Grand Theft 
Public Nuisance 
Dependent/Missing 

Person 
Suspicious 

Activities 
Person Crimes 
Interpersonal 

Conflict 
Public Morals 
Assistance 
Traffic Accident 
Other Property 

Crime 
Other (unknown, 

self-initiated) 

Mobile 
Response 

(N=293) 

21.5% 

27.3 

23.9 
8.5 
7.5 
2.7 

1.7 

.3 

.6 

.3 

.0 

.0 
2.3 

1.3 

2.1 

Expeditor 
Response 

(N=338) 

35.2% 

23.0 

16.0 
7.4 
9.2 
4.1 

3.3 

.6 

.3 

.3 

.0 

.0 

.3 

.0 

.3 

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME 

Delayed 
Mobil e 
Response 
(N=104) 

24.0% 

36.6 

15.3 
5.7 
5.7 
3.8 

1.9 

1.0 
.0 

.0 
1.0 

.0 
2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

Walk-In 
Response 

(N=93) 

.0% 

6.5 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 
2.2 

5.4 
1.0 
4.3 

36.6 

43.0 

1.0 

As seen in Exhibit 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 livery satisfied" or IIsatisfiedll with 
the response times. The satisfaction levels decreased to 91.7 percent with 
the expeditor unit and 83.7 percent for respondents who had actually expe­
rienced a delayed mobile response of mor~ than 30 minutes. The intensity 
of the satisfaction was also significantly different across the three types 
of services. For mobile response, 42.0 percent of the respondents stated 
that they were livery satisfied,1I as comp.ared to only 21.0 percent for the 
expeditor unit and 13.5 percent for the delayed mobile response. 
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Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 13-5 

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIMES 
GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE 

Mobile Expeditor 
Response 

(N=293) 
Response 

(N=338) 

42.0% 21.0% 
56.0 70.7 
1.7 7.4 

.3 .9 

De 1 ayed Mob il e 
Response 

(N=104) 

13.5% 
'70.2 
13.5 
2.8 

Response time data for the,expeditor unit as displayed in ~xhib;t 
13-6, shows a large difference ln the actual average response tl~e of 40.5 
minutes and the citizens' perceptions of the average response tlme 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 wit~in~O minutes, and 
75 percent would have liked to have been called back wlthln an hour. 

Among those who recei ved de 1 ayed mobile respons~, ~he actu,a 1 average 
response time was one hour, with half responded to wlthln 56 mlnutes, and 
75 percent within 70 minutes. Citizens' perceptions of average response 
time for mobile response was 22 minutes longer than the actual ~verage 
response time. Those who were dissatisfied with the response tlme they 
received would have liked 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 mlnutes for the , 
average response time for mobile response was quite accurate~ and~helr 
perception of the median time was the same as the ~ctual medlan ~lme. The 
six respondents who were dissatisfied ~ith the ~oblle,response tlme had an 
average actual response time of 25.3 mlnutes, elght mlnutes longer than the 
average response time for the rest of the mobi~e :espo~dents. The desir~d 
median response time for those who were dissatlsfled wlth the response tlme 
was 12.5 minutes, and 75 percent would have liked someone out within 30 
minutes. 
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EXHIBIT 13-6 

RESPONSE TIMES FOR AlTERNATIVES 
GARDEN GROVE TEST PHASE 

Actual Response Times 
Average 
Median 

Citizen Perception of 
Response Time 

Mobile 
Res~onse 
(N= 93) 

17.3 min. 
15.0 min. 

Average 20.5 min. 
Median 15.0 min. 

Desired Response Time 
for Citizens Dissatisfied 

with Response Time (N=6) 

Average 16.7 min. 
Median 12.5 min. 

Expeditor 
Res~onse 
(N= 38) 

40.5 min. 
13.0 min. 

104.0 min. 
30.0 min. 

(N=29) 

52.1 min. 
30.0 min. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Delayed Mobile 
Reslonse 
(N= 04) 

60.0 min. 
56.0 min. 

82.2 min. 
60.0 min. 

( N=l7) 

25.8 min. 
30.0 min. 

The results of the citizen satisfaction surveys conducted during the 
test phase in Garden Grove may be summari zed as fo 11 ows: 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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." 

• Satisfaction with response times showed the greatest 
variation across the three main alternatives. A 
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total of. 98:0 pe~cent of the mobile response group 
were satlsfled wlth 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 moblle response group gave this response, 21.0 
percent of the expeditor unit group, and only 13.5 
pe~cent of the delayed mobile response group. The 
p~lmary rea~on for the higher dissatisfaction level 
glven by thlS latter group was that they were not 
told a delay might occur. 

• Near1y 90 percent of the citizens who had received a 
walk-in alternative and 80 percent of those who had 
r:ce1ved expeditor services said that they were 
wll11ng 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 
Toledo 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 police 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 lived in the 
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jurisdiction, ther~ were also similarities among the groups, with 71.0 
percent of the moblle 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 
a~e~ were 11.0 p.erc.en.t, 13.2. percent, and 15.3 percent, respecti ve lYe 
Slmllarly! n? slgnlflcant dlfferences were found with the age and income 
characterlstlcs of the respondents. 

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS 
AND SERVICE ALTERNATIVES 

Satisfaction with Call Takers 

. .. Exhibit 14-1.show~ a high level of citizen satisfaction with the 
lnltlal conversatlon wlth the call takers. For the mobile response group 
~7.4 perc~nt .of .:he respondents stated that they were either "satisfied" ~r 
ve~y sat~sfled. For delayed mobile responses, the percentage expressing 

sat 1 sf ~ctl on. was 96.7. pe~cent, and for the TRU group, 96.5 percent express­
ed ~atlsf~ctlon .. Vanatlons were found on the intensity of the level of 
satlsfactlon, Slnce 32.0 percent of the mobile response group stated that 
the~ were livery satisfied" as compared to only 14.7 percent of the del ayed 
moblle response group. 

Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 14-1 

CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS 
TOLEDO TEST PHASE 

Del ayed 
Mobile 

Response 
(N=122) 

32.0 14.7% 
65.4 82.0 
2.6 3.3 

.0 .0 

TRU 
(N=437) 

96.5% 
2.5 
1.0 

Note: Because of coding errors, the breakdown for TRU between 
liVery 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 
po~r attltude and appeared unconcerned (50.0 percent), and that the patrol 
Unl t t?~k t,?O .long .to arri yeo (?5.0 percent) •. For the TRU respondents who 
were dl~satisfled wlth the lnltlal conversatlon, the main reason given was 
that they did not get the response they wanted (50.0 percent) wh"ich 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 mobil e response group stating that they were "very sati sfi ed," as 
compared to 32.8 percent of the delayed mobile response group. 

Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 14-2 

SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE PROVIDED 
TOLEDO TEST PHASE 

Delayed 
Mobile 

Response 
(N=122) 

50.7% 32.8% 
44.5 59.8 
4.8 5.7 

.0 1.6 

TRU 
(N=437) 

95.9% 
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 simi1a.r 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 sa~d they would be willing to have theit calls delayed again. One 
reason g1ven 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 
m9b11e response group on whether they recalled being told that a delay 
mlght 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 wi1 ling 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 
Response Res10nse TRU 
(N=272 ) (N= 22) (N=437) 

T~pes 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 livery satisfied. 1I 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 livery satisfied" with response time, 
compared to only 7.4 percent for the delayed mobile response group. 

Satisfaction Level. 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 14~4 

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIMES 
TOLEDO TEST PHASE 

40.4% 
54.8 
3.7 
1.1 

7.4% 
69.7 
18.9 
4.1 

TRU 
(N=437) 

95.9% 
3.7 

. 9 

Note: Because of coding errors, the breakdown for TRU between 
liVery 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 
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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 ill 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 ca11ed,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: 

• 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 livery satisfied. II 

For the TRU group, 96.5 percent expressed satisfaction. 

• On the services provided, there was also high satis­
facti on wi th a 11 a 1 ternati ves. For the mobil e 
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 ll or livery 
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 consider~bly ~onger 
than the mobile dispatch and delayed moblle dlspatch 
alternatives, which had medians of 10.0 minutes and 
54.5 minutes, respectively. However, the long 
response time for TRU did not ~dver~ely affect. 
citizen satisfaction levels wlth thlS alternatlve. 
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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 mak i ng compar'j sons between the base 1 i ne and test peri ods. 
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 conrnunications 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) fo 11 owed 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 publ ic 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 ca 11 sin the "other" and "ass i stance" categori es 
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. Group Group GroL!.P. Group Group Group (N=1,235) (N=775) (N=729) (N=798) (N=312) (N=503) 
Years in Jurisdiction 

1 - 5 Years 20.8% 19.1% 15.7% 20.3% 23.4% 6 - 20 Years 21.8% 
More than 20 Years 

28.7 30.7 29.9 36.2 31.8 36.0 50.5 50.2 54.4 43.5 44.8 42.2 
Age 

18-25 Years Old 21.4 17.7 18.5 21.2 23.5 21.9 26-35 Years Old 31.3 29.3 29.1 31.5 27.8 31.1 36-45 Years Old 19.5 21.6 19.2 20.3 21.9 18.5 46-55 Years Old 11.2 11.9 13.6 13.5 10.2 15.1 More than 55 Years 16.6 19.5 19.6 13.5 16.6 13.4 
Income 

Less than $10,000 32.5 38.3 40.2 23.9 31.6 30.5 $10,000-$20,000 33.1 29.8 29.0 31.1 28.7 28.9 More than $20,000 34.4 31.9 30.8 45.0 39.7 40.6 
Sex 

Male 42.5 35.7 33.9 47.4 42.0 44.7 Female 57.5 64.3 66.1 52.6 58.0 55.3 
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EXHIBIT 15-2 

TYPES OF CAlLS FOR BASELINE AND TEST PHASES 
IN GREENSBORO 

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) 

Baseline 
Group 

(N=1,235) 

3.1% 
10.2 
29.4 
19.2 
14.3 
13.3 
7.2 
3.3 

Mobile Response 

Test Phase 
Control Exp. 
Group Group 

(N=775) (N=729) 

4.0% 
10.0 
33.1 
12.4 
17.3 
13.7 
6.5 
3.0 

5.1% 
11.9 
24.6 
10.7 
21.1 
19.8 
3.4 
3.4 

Telephone Report Unit 

Test Phase 
Baseline 
Group 

(N=798) 

61.4% 
8.0 

17.5 
6.1 
3.5 
3.5 
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Control Exp. 
Group Group 

(N=312) (N=523) 

60.9% 
6.7 

16.4 
9.6 
1.9 
4.5 

55.0% 
5.0 

16.9 
7.1 
5.5 

10.5 
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EXHIBIT 15-3 

SATISFACTION WITH CAlL TAKERS IN GREENSBORO 
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES 

Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

Mob il e Response 

Baseline 
Group 

(N=1,235) 

39.9% 
55.2 
4.0 

.9 

Test Phase 
Control Exp. 
Group Gr7up 

(N=775) (N= 29) 

47.4% 
48.5 
3.2 

.9 

52.3% 
42.9 
3.3 
1.5 

EXHIBIT 15-4 

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME IN GREENSBORO 
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES 

Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

Mobile Response 

Baseline 
Group 

(N=1,235) 

36.6% 
53.4 
8.8 
1.2 
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Test Phase 
Contro 1 Exp. 

Group Group 
(N=775) (N=729) 

43.0% 
45.5 
9.8 
1.7 

51.3% 
36.2 
10.3 
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 
experimenta 1 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 baseline 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 baseline 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 

Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

Telephone Report Unit 

Baseline 
Group 

(N=798) 

25.1% 
66.1 
7.9 
.9 

Test Phase 
Control Exp. 
Group Group 

(N=312) (N=503) 

56.1% 
38.5 
3.2 
2.2 

60.4% 
31.0 
7.0 
1.6 

EXHIBIT 15-6 

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN GARDEN GROVE 

Mobile Response 

Baseline Test 
Group Grol!Q 

(N=1,990) (N=293) 
Years in Jurisdiction 

1 - 5 Years 46.1% 36.5% 6 - 20 Years 38.9 39.9 More than 20 Years 14.6 23.6 
Age 

18-25 Years Old 23.5 25.8 26-35 Years Old 29.4 24.7 36-45 Years Old 19.7 21.6 46-55 Years Old 14.3 12.9 More than 55 Years 13.1 15.0 
Income 

Less than $10,000 17.6 12.2 $10,000-$20,000 26.2 23.9 More than $20,000 56.2 63.9 
Sex 

Male 49.1 54.1 Female 50.9 45.9 

Note: Expeditor unit did not exist during baseline phase. 
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Expeditor Unit 

Test 
Group 

(N=338) 

38.4% 
42.9 
18.7 

23.8 
29.1 
18.6 
15.0 
13.5 

14.2 
24.9 
60.9 

50.3 ~, 

49.7 
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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 living 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 
livery 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 livery 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 livery 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 livery 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. 
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EXHIBIT 15-7 

SATISFACTION WITH CAlL TAKERS IN GARDEN GROVE 
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES 

Mobile Res~onse Ex~editor Unit 
Baseline Test 
Grou~ Grou~ Satisfaction Level (N=1,990) (N=293) 

Very Satisfied 50.9% 46.8% Satisfied 43.5 51.2 Dissatisfied 5.2 2.0 Very Dissatisfied .4 .0 

EXHIBIT 15-8 

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME IN GARDEN GROVE 
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES 

Test 
Grou~ 

(N=338) 

32.2% 
65.1 
2.4 
.3 

Mobile Res~onse Ex~editor Unit 

Baseline Test Test 
Grou~ Grou~ Grou~ 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 

The Toledo test phase was similar to that in Greensboro, since one of 
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. 

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
ed during the baseline phase, as presented in Chapter 11, and surveys 
conducted during the test phase of citizens who had received services from 
the three experimental positions. There were few differences between the 
types of calls made by the baseline and test phase respondents. Compari­
sons between the two groups is thus a good indicator of whether there were 
changes over time in the satisfaction levels of citizens. 

For the telephone report responses, comparisons are made between the 
surveys conducted during the baseline phase and surveys conducted during 
the test phase. During the test phase, there were many more types of calls 
which were being handled by telephone report unit personnel. In addition, 
the unit staffing was changed from civilian to officer personnel. Thus, 
the changes in satisfaction levels between these two periods are reflective 
of these changes. 

Exhibit 15-9 shows that, with respect to the demographic characteris­
tics of the respondents, there were very few differences. For example, 
73.0 percent of the citizens who received a mobile response during the 
baseline phase had lived in the area for more than 20 years, as compared to 
68.9 percent of the test phase respondents. No major differences were 
found with the income, age, and sex variables for the mobile response 
group. For the telephone report respondents, 68.7 percent of the baseline 
group had lived in Toledo for more than 20 years, as compared to 65.1 
percent of the test group. There were no major differences with the age 
and income variables. However, in regard to sex, males comprised 49.7 
percent of the baseline group and 59.0 percent of the test group. 

Citizen Satisfaction Results 

Exhibit 15-10 shows the results for the questions in the mobile 
response surveys on sati sfaction with the call takers. The percentage of 
respondents expressing dissatisfaction decreased between the two phases 
from 6.5 percent in the baseline phase to 3.2 percent during the test 
phase. The percentage stating that they were "very satisfied" decreased 
from 28.2 percent during the baseline period to 23.5 percent during the 
te s t peri ode 
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EXHIBIT 15-9 

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN TOLEDO 

Mobil e Response Telephone Report Unit 

Years In Jurisdiction 

1 - 5 Years 
6 - 20 Years 
More than 20 Years 

Age 

18-25 Years Old 
26-35 Years Old 
36-45 Years Old 
46-55 Years Old 
More than 55 Years 

Income 

Sex 

Less than $10,000 
$10,000-$20,000 
More than $20,000 

Male 
Female 

Baseline 
Group 

(N=1,558) 

8.4% 
18.6 
73.0 

18.8 
30.0 
21. 7 
11.7 
17.8 

42.0 
30.4 
27.6 

36.2 
63.8 
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Test 
Group 

(N=217) 

10.3% 
20.9 
68.9 

15.6 
36.0 
19.9 
11.5 
17.0 

40.0 
33.0 
27.0 

42.9 
57.1 

Baseline 
Group 

(N=1,770) 

12.5% 
18.8 
68.7 

21.8 
29.7 
20.8 
12.7 
15.0 

22.8 
31.3 
45.9 

49.7 
50.3 

Test 
Grou~ 

(N=43 ) 

15.3% 
19.6 
65.1 

24.0 
35.1 
18.3 
11.8 
10.8 

17.1 
42.3 
40.6 

59.0 
41.0 

,. 
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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 livery satisfiedll 
stayed virtually the same at 33.1 percent during the baseline period and 
33.2 percent duri ng the test phase. 

Finally, for satisfaction with TRU service, Exhibit 15-12 shows that 
89.8 percent of the basel ine group stated that they were IIsatisfied. 1I 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 livery satisfiedll with the 
call takers, response time, and TRU than did citizens 
during the baseline period. Those indicating they 
were livery satisfiedll with call takers increased 12.4 
percent during the experiment; those livery satisfied" 
with response time increased 14.7 percent; and those 
livery satisfied ll 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 call takers, 6.7 
percent for satisfaction with response time, and 6.1 
percent for satisfaction with TRU. 
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Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

EXHIBIT 15-10 

SATISFACTION WITH CALL TAKERS IN TOLEDO 
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES 

Mob~::e Response 

Baseline 
Group 

(N=1,558) 

28.2% 
65.3 
4.9 
1.6 

EXHIBIT 15-11 

Test 
Group 

(N=217) 

23.5% 
73.3 
2.7 
.5 

SATISFACTION WITH RESPONSE TIME IN TOLEDO 
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES 

Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

Satisfaction Level 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

Mobile Response 

Baseline Test 
Grou~ Gr2~~ (N=1,5 8) (N= ) 

33.1% 33.2% 
51.5 58.1 
12.0 8.2 
3.4 .5 

EXHIBIT 15-12 

SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE IN TOLEDO 
BASELINE AND TEST PHASES 

Telephone Report Unit 

Baseline Test 
Grou~ Gr4u~ (N=1,7 0) (N= 3 ) 

31.8% 
58.0 95.9 
7.7 1.6 
2.5 2.5 

Note: Because of coding errors, the breakdown between liVery 
Satisfied ll and IISatisfied ll could not be made. 

(. 
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TELECOMMUNICATOR SURVEY QUESTIONS 

1. My work surroundings provide lTIe with a pleasant atmosphere. 

2. The majority of my co-workers are highly supportive and help me with 
my job. 

3. The assignments in this section are clearly defined and logically 
structured. 

4. Formalities and procedures slow our performance down. 

5. Trai~ing for the Differential Police Response Pl~ject was timely 
and beneficial. 

*6. I am now as confident handling calls for service using the new call 
intake procedure as I was before. 

*7. The new call intake procedure requires me to pay more attention to 
the caller. 

8. I feel that I am a member of a well-functioning team. 

9. Ordinarily there is little deviation from standard policies and 
procedures in this section. 

10. Things often seem pretty disorganized around here. 

11. I generally have a good understanding of the changes in policies and 
procedures affecting my job. 

*12. I have a good understanding of changes in policies and procedures 
caused by the Differential Police Response Project. 

*13. Differential Police Response changes have been adequately 
communicated to patrol officers in the field. 

14. The Differential Police Response Project has not improved the 
operations of the Communications section. -

, 

*15. I feel I have an adequate understanding of the purpose and objectives 
of the Differential Police Response Project. 

16. Telecommunicators generally have a good working relationship with 
patrol officers in the field. 

17. I consider my work surroundings to be as plelsant as they could be. 

18. 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 Commun1~ations 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 Police Response Project were 
clearly defined and logically structured. 

The new communications manual has been helpful to me in carrying out 
my job duties. 

The Differential Police Response Project interfered with my 
ability to carry out the normal job duties of a telecommunicator. 

The Differential Police Response Project has improved relations 
beb/een 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. 

Now that the Differential Police Response Project has b~e~ implemented, 
the Department is continuing to meet the needs of the cltlzens. 

I consider some of my co-workers here to be trusted friends. 

The primary field dispatch position(s) is(are) often so overloaded 
with radio traffic that we could use another field dispatch position. 

I often have to unnecessarily repeat the same call information to 
field officers once they arrive at the scene because they do not 
record or remember the information. 

While dispatching under the Differential Police Response Project, I 
feel I can give more 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 acti vit i es 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? 

42. 

43. 

A. Almost never B. Seldom C. Sometimes D. Often E. Almost always 

How satisfied 
department up 

do you feel with the progress you have made in the 
to now? 

A. Very 
satisfied 

B. Somewhat C. Slightly D. Not very E. Not at all 
satisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied 

How satisfied do you feel with your chances 
organization in the future? 
A. Very B. Somewhat C. Slightly 

satisfied satisfied satisfied 

for getting ahead in this 

D. Not very E. Not at all 
satisfied satisfied 

44. When you respond to a situation, how much of what you do is the result 
of yo~r own judgment or discretion (as opposed to just following orders 
or dOlng 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 like about the job? What would you change if you 
could? Please be very specific. 

***47. Some environmen~a~ change~ ha~e been ~ade in communications recently, 
such a~.the addltlon of alr fllters, lncreased maintenance, and plans 
for a wlndow. 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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52. 

53. 

54. 

Wnat are the major advantages of the new call intake procedure? 

What are the major disadvantages of the new call intake procedure? 

What things do you like about the Differential Police Response Project? 

What things do you not like about the Project? 

Any comments on how training for the Project could have been improved? 

Any other comments about the Project? 

*New Question. 
**Not included in Garden Grove survey. 

*'**Added in Garden 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. 

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 inc~eased in February, 
March, and April 1983 as com­
pared to last year (February, 
March, and April 1982). 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Disagree 
Strongly 

~ ____ , ____________________________________________ ~b ____ "~' ______ ~'~C~.~-~'~' ___________________________ ~ ______ ~ ____________________ ~ _________ ~ __ _ 
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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 

Agree 
Strongly 

10. Dispatching in Plain En~J!, 
rather than 10-codes has provided: 

a) more information 

b) clearer information 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Disagree 
StronglY 11. For dispatching, I prefer (please circle your choice): 

(a) Plain English (b) 10-codes (c) No Preference 

12. Please briefly describe any problems you have encountered with any of the above 
alternatives. 

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? 

I...-____________________________ --.; ____ .J....I.---"_ ......... ______________ ~ ___ ~~-------~----------~--------------->----- ----
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BASELINE 

Mobile Response 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? 

1A. Respondent's relationship to the incident: 
1. Victim of a crime. 
2. Person Needing assistance. 
3. Third party/witness. 
4. Representative of a victimized busines~/agency. 
5. Representative of a business/agen'Y needing 

assistance. 
2. How long was it before you called the police after 

(discovering) the incident? 
_ days/ __ hours I _1_ minutes .. 

3. 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. Ver~ S~tisfied~GO TO Q. 41 
2. Satlsfled __ ---"'---' 

~;. Dissatisfied 
~~. Very Dissatisfied 

3A. IF DISSATISFIED: Why were you dissatisfied with this 
response by the police operator? 

r-LIST UP TO FIVE CODES FROM THE ATTACHED CODES FOR 
QUESTION 3A WHICH DESCRIBE WHY CALLER WAS DISSATISFIED. 

4"1) - X - -':X - -
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Mobile Response Survey 

4. Can you tell me how many officers came in response to your call? 

1. 1 Officer 
2. 2 Officers 
3. 3 Officers 
4. More than 3 Officers 
5. Don't Reca 11 

5. After you called. how long did it take before the police arrived?-

__ hours / minutes 

6. How satisfied were you with this response time by the police? 

_--11. Very Satisfied 
2. Satisfied 

~
. Dissatisfied. 

4. Very Dissatisfied 

6A. How long did you think it should have taken for the 
police to respond? __ minutes (SKIP TO O. 8) 

7. Would you have been agreea61e to a delay in their arrival for a 
longer period of time, say: 

• More than an hour but on the same day? 

2. No 1.Yes~SRIPTOQ.81 

• Up to an hour more? 

2. No 1. Yes--?lSKIP TO Q. 81 
• Up to 30 minutes more? 

2. No 1. Y~s~ SKIP TO Q. f] 
• Up to 15 minutes more? 

2. No 1. Yes 

63 
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Mobil e Response Surve..Y 

. 
I would 1ike to ask you about some other options. For example, 
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 

• Arranging an appointment for an officer to come at a later 
time? 

1- Yes 2. No 3. Don't Know 

• Woulrl 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 

• Would you have been willing to come, to the police department 
to file your complaint rather than a police officer coming­
out to see you? 

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't Know 

PERSONAL DATA 

N6w jfist a few-questio~~ a56ut"y6urself 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? 

o. None 
1. Once 
2. Twice 
3. Three or more 
4. Don't Reca 11 . 

How long have you lived in (the area of) Greensboro? 
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. Refuse to Answer 

\. \« • . ) 
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f<obii ~ R=sDonse Surv~ 

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 te1ling me your age? 
1. 18-25 years old 
2. 26-35 years old 
3~ 36-45 years old 
4. 46-55 years old 
5. 56 years old or more 
6. 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.complalnt affected your opinion about the 
department? That 1S, 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. Mal e 2. Female 

INTERVIEWER COMMENTS: -------------------------------

8-1 -
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Delayed Mobile Response 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? 

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 I. 
2. Satisfied _____ r7 GO TO Q. 3 

~~. Dissatisfied 
~~. 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 police arrived? 

hours / minutes -- --
4. How satisfied were you with this response time by the police? 

1. Very Satisfied 
2. Satisfied 

[9,. Dissatisfied 
4. Very Dissatisfied 

4A. How long did you think it should have taken for the police 
to respond? minutes 
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Delayed Mobile Response S,;:.-_ 

5. The response for your call for service was oelaYE~. ~i~ tne PQlice 
telephone operator advise you that "your call was gUlng 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 1 , 
2. Sati sfi ed --:----r7 GO TO Q. 10 

4. Very Dissatisfied ~
• Dissatisfied 

9A. IF DISSATISFIED: Why were you dissatisfied with the service? 

And now I would like 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 

:;:. J~;~ ~ few que~tions about yourself so that the overall survey findings 
"tj'i11 be more useful to ourselves and the department. 

About how many times have you called the police over the past year? 
O. None 
1. Once 
2. Twice 
3. Three or more 
4. Don't Recall 

How long have you lived 
"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 

in the area? 
6. 21 to 30 years 
7. More than 30 years 
8. Don It 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 old 6. 66 years old or more 
2. 26 - 35 years old 7. Refused to Answer 
3. 36 - 45 years old 
4. 46 - E5 years old 
5. 56 - 65 years old 

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 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: 
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Mobile ResDonse 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? 

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 satisfiea----l~ 
2. Satisfied jr,1GO TO Q. 3 

~;. Dissatisfied 
~~. Very Dissatisfied 

January 1983 

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 police arrived? 

__ hours / _' __ minutes 

4. How satisfied were you with this response time by the police? 

1. Very Satisfied I. 
2. Satisfied t7GO TO Q. 5 

~
• Dissatisfied 

, 4. Very Dissatisfied 

4A. How long did you think it should have taken for the p~lice 
to respond? __ minutes (SKIP TO Q. 6) 



Mobile Response Survey 

5. Would you have been agreeable to a delay in their arrival iOi a 
longer period of time, say: . 

• Up to an hour more? 

2. No 1. Yes----7SKIP TO Q.6 

• Up to 30 minutes more? 

2. No 1. Yes 

I would like to ask y.QU a few questions about the con~ersation you had with the 
police officer tnatlr~sponded to your call. 

6. Do you think that the police officer expressed interest in what you had 
to say? 

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 

7. Do you think that the police officer was accurate and clear during this 
conversation? 

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 

B. Overall, how satisfied were you with the service provided by the 
officer? 

1. Very Satisfied I " 

• V~ry Dissatisfied ~
• Satisfied ,--:-__ ..... r7GO TO Q. 9 

3. Dissatisfied 

SA. IF DISSATISFIED: Why were you dissatisfied with the service? 

And now I would like to ask you a question about another method of handling 
your call. 

9. 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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PERSONAL DATA 

Now just a few questions about yourself 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? 
O. None ' 
1. Once 
2. Twice 
3. Three or more 
4. Don't Recall 

How long have you lived 
1. Less than 1 year 
2. 1 to 2 years 
3c 3 to 5 years 
4. G to 10 years 
5. 11 to 20 years 

in the area? 
6. 21 to 30 years 
7. More than 30 years 
8. Don't Reca 11 
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 old 6. 66 years old or more 
2. 26 - 35 years old 7. Refused to Answer 
3. 36 - 45 years old 
4. 46 - 55 years old 
5. 56 - 65 years old 

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 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: 
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Expediter Unit Survey 

POLICE RESPONSE DATA 

First, I would like ~o 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. 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 satisfiea---l ' 
2. Satisfied ~GO TO Q. 3 

cf!
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 I minutes ---- ---- ----
4. How satisfied were you with this response time by the police? 

1. Very Satisfied! \ 
2 •. Satisfied~GO TO Q. 5 

~. Dissatisfied ' 
I ~. Very Dissatisfied 

~ 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 would like to ask you a few questions about the conversation you had with the 
police officer that called you back. 

5. Do you think that the police officer expressed interest in what you 
had to say? 

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 

6. Do you think that the police officer was accurate and clear during this 
conversation? 

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 

7. Overall, how satisfied were you with the conversation? 

1. Very Satisfied I, 
2. Satisfied --.-___ f7GO TO Q. 8 

4. Very Dissatisfied c23. Dissatisfied 

17A. IF DISSATISFIED: Why were you dissatisfied with the conversation? 

8. If you were to report the same type of incident again, would you be 
willing to use the TRU? 

1. Yes 

IF NO, WHY? 

2. No 3. Don't know 

a. problem with response method 
h. problem with officer's style 
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Expediter U~it Survex 
PERSONAL DATA 

Now just a few questions about yourself so that the overall SUTY=Y findings 
will be more useful to ourselves and the'department. 

.-

About how many times have you call ed the pol ice over the past year? 
O. None 
1. Once 
2. Twice 
3. Three or more 
4. Don't Recall 

How long have you lived 
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 

in the area? 
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 old 6. 66 years old or more 
2. 26 - 35 years old.' 7. Refused to Answer 
3. 36 - 45 years old 
4. 46 - 55 years old 
5. 56 - 65 years old 

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 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: 

Phase I 

Phase II 

Phase I II 

EXHIBIT 1-1 

Needs Assessment Program 
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Pro r 

1 

{:

NIJ Assistance 
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Associations 
Newspapers 
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~
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Survey Results 
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[ Consultants 

{
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