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Foreword

Title | of the 1994 Crime Act (Violent Crime  On the basis of a competitive process, NIJ
Control and Law Enforcement Act) encour-  awarded the grant to the Urban Institute, which
aged local and State law enforcement agencie¢mbarked on a series of national telephone

to pursue two objectives simultaneously: surveys, site visits, case studies, and other
increase the number of sworn officers on the data collection efforts focusing on the COPS
street and adopt community policing. Signed program. The data and findings presented in
into law on September 13, 1994, the legisla- this report represent the results of the indepen-
tion authorized nearly $9 billion over 6 years dent evaluation conducted by the Urban

to achieve those objectives. Institute.

Soon after the signing of the Crime Act legis- This Research Report presents evaluation
lation, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) findings based primarily on the first 4 years
created the Office of Community Oriented of the COPS program, but includes several
Policing Services (COPS) to administer the  projections up to 2003. Analyses of data
new grant program and fulfill the mandated  collected in mid-2000 are under way and
objectives of Title I. may result in refinements of some findings.

The Act also authorized funds for the Attorney In addition to the national evaluation, NIJ
General to initiate a national evaluation of has awarded several grants to researchers
what soon became known as the COPS progranfor jurisdiction-specific studies focusing on
The National Institute of Justice (NIJ)—the  transitions to community policing and on other
primary research and development arm of related issues.

DOJ—issued a solicitation requesting propos-

als from organizations desiring to compete for _
the task. Julie E. Samuels

Acting Director
National Institute of Justice
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1. Overview

Jeffrey A. Roth and Joseph F. Ryan

The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforce- the cap. Normally, grantees were required to
ment Act (the Crime Act) was signed into law by match the awards with at least 25 percent of the
President Clinton on September 13, 1994. Of theprogram costs, to submit acceptable strategies
$30 billion in expenditures authorized by the for implementing community policing in their
Crime Act, nearly $9 billion was allocated for  jurisdictions, and to retain the COPS-funded of-

Title I, which is also known as the “Public ficer positions using local funds after the 3-year
Safety Partnership and Community Policing Act grants expired. Funds were authorized to reim-
of 1994." Title I, the legislative basis for the burse up to $5,000 of training costs for former

Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) military personnel hired under the Act. Further,
program, listed four specific goals intended to  the Act required simplified application proce-
change both the level and practice of policing in dures for jurisdictions with populations of less
the United States: than 50,000 and an equal distribution of funds
- - . between jurisdictions with populations of more
. th f officer I n .
1 XO nerease e nu_m_ber of officers deployed | than and less than 150,000. As with most Fed-
merican communities.

_ _ _ ~eral grant programs, COPS-funded resources

2. To foster problem solving and interaction with ywere required to supplement local expenditures,

communities by police officers. not supplant or replace them.

. To encour innovation in policing. . .
3. To encourage innovatio policing To carry out this statutory mandate, eight initia-

4. To develop new technologies for assisting tives, described more fully in chapter 2, were
officers in reducing crime and its consequences. undertaken:

Title | authorized the expenditure of approximately 1- Within a month after the Crime Actwas

$9 billion over 6 years for use in three primary ~ Signed into law, COPS Phase | grants for hir-
approaches to achieving the goals. The first ing o_fflcers were awarded to agencies that had
approach was to award 3-year grants to law en- previously ap|_oI|ed _u_nsuccessfully for grants
forcement agencies for hiring police officersto ~ under the Police Hiring Supplement (PHS)
engage in community policing activities. The program; together, COPS Phase | and PHS
second was to award grants for acquiring tech- ~ funded nearly 4,700 officers.

nology, hiring civilians, and, initially, paying 2. Also within that month, the U.S. Department
officer overtime—all with the intent of increas- of Justice (DOJ) created a new agency—the
ing existing officers’ productivity and redeploying  Office of Community Oriented Policing Ser-

their freed-up time to community policing. The  vices (the COPS Office)—to administer the
third was to award grants to agencies for innova-  new grant program.

tive programs with special purposes, such as re- , .

ducing youth gun violence and domestic violence.3' In November, the CQI.DS Offlce establls_hed two
grant programs for hiring officers: Funding

The hiring grants were limited to 75 percent of ~ Accelerated for Small Towns (COPS FAST),

each hired officer’s salary and fringe benefits, with simplified application procedures for

normally up to a “3-year cap” of $75,000. The small agencies; and Accelerated Hiring, E_duca—

grants for other resources were not limited by 10N, And Deployment (COPS AHEAD), with



more stringent application procedures for The National Evaluation

large agencies. Later, these two programs were _ .

succeeded by the Universal Hiring Program  UNder its policing research program, NIJ was
(UHP) for all jurisdictions regardless of size. asked to administer an independent evaluation

o _ of the COPS program; NIJ selected the Urban
- Within a few months, the COPS Office created |nstitute (UI) to conduct it. In addition, NIJ awarded
the Making Officer Redeployment Effective  grants to various organizations to evaluate sev-
(COPS MORE) program to fund technology,  eral components of the COPS program other
civilians, and overtime (the overtime option than the hiring and COPS MORE programs.
was eliminated after fiscal 1995). With NIJ’s concurrence, the Ul team excluded

. To process training grants for hired military ~ the innovative programs from its scope to avoid

personnel, the COPS Office established the duplicating other evaluators’ efforts. The PHS
Troops to COPS program. and COPS Phase | grants were awarded before

all the COPS Office gnt-making innovations

. To address I_ocal law enforcement needs otherWere adopted, and the award processes were
than new officers and other resources, the

- : iy _ fully completed before this evaluation began.
COPS Office received authorization to admin- Therefore, although Ul counted those program re-
ister the existing Comprehensive Communi- g4 ,rces in its analyses, it did not single out those
ties Program and_ created other grant Programsograms for separate program evaluation pur-
to launch the Police Corps and help grantees ncaq Finally, because the RCPIs emerged well
address such specific problems as domestic  afier the evaluation was under way and project re-
violence, youth firearms violence, gangs, sources were committed, our observations of their
methamphetamines, and school crime. activities are limited to incidental findings on site

. To encourage and assist the policing field in its rather than a systematic evaluation.
transition to community policing, the COPS _ _ _

Office funded four additional activities: the This report pesents Ul's national evaluation
Community Policing Consortium to provide  findings covering roughly the first 4 years of
training and technical assistance in community COPS, with primary focus on the COPS FAST,
policing; its own Program, Policy Support, AHEAD, UHP, and MORE programs. Our work

and Evaluation Division to assess and evaluateWas guided by the logic model shown in figure
community policing activities; part of the po- ~ 1—1, which describes the COPS program and its
licing research program of the National Insti-  intended effects.

tute of Justice (NIJ); and a network of regional
community policing institutes (RCPIs), in
which educators, law enforcement agencies,
and community organizations collaborated in
community policing research, demonstration
programs, training, and technical assistance.

The model reflects the fact that COPS program
outcomes depend on local decisions and actions
to a greater degree than Federal block grant pro-
grams (in which formulas determine funding
allocations) or discretionary programs (in
which Federal officials select grantees based
. To foster compliance with the programmatic  on detailed plans for using the funds). Starting
requirement to implement community policing from the upper left of figure 1-1, the distribution
and with all administrative requirements, the  of COPS resources depended on eligible agen-
COPS Office undertook an extensive program cjes’ responses to a proposed exchange of Fed-
of information dissemination, training and eral resources in return for local financial and
technical aSSiStance, t6|eph0ne contact with programmatic commitments. Grantees were
grantees, legal reviews and opinion letters re- financially committed to share the costs of the
garding grantees’ plans, and onsite monitoring resources during the life of the grant and to re-

by the COPS Office, working in conjunction  tain the COPS-funded officer positions thereaf-
with the Office of the Comptroller.



Figure 1-1. Logic Model
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ter. Programmatically, grantees were committed port of those objectives—using a plan tailored to

to police their jurisdictions following principles local needs, resources, and context. Awards to

of community policing. applicants with inadequate community policing
strategies were accompanied by a special condi-

As the COPS program was launched, neither the tion requiring training and technical assistance by

retention nor the community policing commit- the Community Policing Consortium.
ment was fully spelled out at the Federal level.

The retention requirement was not precisely As shown in figure 1-1, successful applicants
defined until 1998. Consistent with community  were to implement three kinds of organizational
policing principles, grant applicants were requiredtransitions. First, recipients of hiring grants had
to define the concept locally by submitting their  to recruit, hire, train, and deploy an influx of
own strategies specifying how they would meet new police officers. Second, COPS MORE

four broad objectives—partnership building, prob-grantees were obligated to acquire and imple-
lem solving, prevention, and organizational sup- ment technology, hire civilians, or (under 1995



grants only) manage officers’ overtime to enable
redeployment of officers or full-time equivalents
(FTEs) to community policing. Third, to accom-
modate the demands of community policing,
most agencies needed to change their organiza-
tions in various ways—an explicit objective of
the COPS program.

As shown in the center of figure 1-1, successful
local implementation was to include advance-
ment of three programmatic community policing
objectives specified by the COPS Office: prob-
lem solving, building partnerships with the
community, and participating in prevention
programs. In turn, grantees’ expanded pursuit
of those objectives affect local criminal justice
agencies and other units of local government.

grantee subsamples and served jurisdictions of
more than 50,000; or b) belonged to the Wave 1
MORE subsample, regardless of jurisdiction
size. Under subcontract, the National Opinion
Research Corporation collected the Wave 1
data in October—November 1996, Wave 2 in
September—October 1997, and Wave 3 in June—
July 1998 (see methodological appendix for
details of sample design). During June—July
2000, Wave 4 reinterviewed all agencies inter-
viewed at Wave 1.

Additional information came to light during
site visits to 30 grantee agencies, conducted
between early 1996 and 1998 by teams of
researchers and police practitioners.

2. What distribution of COPS funds resulted

from localities’ application decisions through

The processes described above are the subject of the end of 19972 We addressed this question

this report. As a process evaluation, this study
sets aside questions of community impact, repre-
sented in the shaded sector of figure 1-1: how
police and community actions stimulated by the
COPS program affected levels of community
satisfaction with police, fear of crime, social and
physical quality of life, and levels of serious
crime, etc.

More specifically, this report addresses the
following questions:

1. How did local agencies respond to the ex-
change offered by the COPS program? We ad-
dressed this question primarily through three
waves of national telephone surveys. Wave 1

forcement agencies of all types and sizes, se-
lected in May 1996 and stratified to overrepre-
sent COPS hiring grantees, MORE grantees,
and the nongrantees serving jurisdictions of
more than 50,000. Wave 2 interviewed a new
sample of agencies whose first COPS award
was a 1996 UHP grant and reinterviewed mem-
bers of the Wave 1 MORE subsample with
grants for mobile computing technology. Wave
3 reinterviewed the municipal and county po-
lice agencies interviewed in Wave 1 and either:
a) belonged to the Wave 1 nongrantee or hiring

3.

through analyses of COPS Office grant man-
agement databases, which were updated sev-
eral times between February 1996 and March
1998.

How did COPS hiring grantees accomplish
their hiring and deployment objectives
through mid-1998, and how did they expect
to retain the COPS-funded officers? We ad-
dressed the hiring question primarily through
the Wave 1 survey, the retention question pri-
marily in the Wave 3 surveys, and gathered
supplemental information on both matters on
site visits. The Wave 4 survey updated infor-
mation on both issues.

interviewed a representative sample of law en-4- How did COPS MORE grantees succeed in

acquiring and implementing technology, hir-
ing civilians, and achieving the projected
redeployment targets through mid-1998?

To ascertain what types of technology were
awarded in the first year of the program, we
analyzed a representative sample of 438 grant
files for 1995 MORE awards. Implementation
progress was the primary focus of the Wave 2
survey of all 183 1995 MORE grantees that
received MORE-funded mobile computers,
the most commonly awarded type of technol-
ogy. For all types of technology, we updated
this information in the Wave 3 survey by



asking all respondents about all their MORE during our site visits. In addition, the ques-
grants, regardless of how the agency was se- tion was addressed through 10 case studies
lected at Wave 1 or when their MORE grants  conducted under subcontract by the Program
were awarded. in Criminal Justice Policy and Management

. What increases in policing levels were projected of the Kennedy School of Government.

and achieved by local agencies using COPS
resources? To estimate increases through 1998
based on grants awarded through 1997, we ap-
plied survey_-based estimates of hiring Progress, The COPS Program and Its Roots

technology implementation, and retention ex-

pectations to the projections in COPS Office ~ The answers to the seven preceding questions
data. As a benchmark, we performed time-seriesvere shaped by the history of the COPS pro-
analyses of 198996 data on sworn force size gram and its roots in presidential politics,
reported in annual Uniform Crime Reports academia, policing practice, and Federal assis-
(UCR). tance programs to local law enforcement and
criminal justice agencies. Therefore, before
addressing those evaluation questions, we will
review salient aspects of that history.

The following sections summarize the findings
of this research.

For a preliminary estimate of long-term in-
creases in policing levels due to COPS hiring
and MORE programs, we applied factors esti-
mated from the Wave 3 survey to COPS Of-

_ The COPS program can be viewed as the
fice grant award counts as of May 12, 1999,

_ : confluence of two forces. First, the 1992 presi-
when the White House announced achieve-  yeniia| campaign occurred at a time when pub-
ment of the goal of funding 100,000 police ¢ confidence in the ability of government to
officers. We plan to update this estimate baseq. ntrol crime was low, fear of crime was high,

on the Wave 4 survey. and resistance to Federal budget increases was
. To what extent had the COPS program suc- even higher. In such a climate, a program to
ceeded by mid-1998 in encouraging grantees “put 100,000 officers on the street” made sense,
to build partnerships with communities, adopt especially if it could be done with a display of
problem-solving strategies, and participate in Federal efficiency at minimal cost.

prevention programs? To trace this evolution

on a national basis, all three survey waves ~ Second, over the preceding two decades, some
contained a checklist of tactics in support of ~Students and practitioners of policing had devel-
these objectives. We compared grantee and ©Oped ideas that collectively became known as
nongrantee agencies’ official statements on “community policing.” The meaning of the

the extent to which these tactics were in placeterm was fuzzy—as many believe it should be
before 1995, were begun or expanded later, Pecause its essence involves tailoring program
and were supported by COPS funds through specifics to local needs and resources. Never-
mid-1998. Observing the “ground truth” theless, a consensus emerged that community
behind the survey responses was a primary policing had five main ingredients: solving un-

purpose of our programmatic site assessmentél€rlying problems that linked seemingly unre-
in 30 grantee agencies. lated incidents of crime and disorder instead of

responding to them one by one, deemphasizing
routine patrol and rapid response as primary
crimefighting tools, involving the communities
being policed as partners in identifying prob-
lems and planning or even executing responses,
preventing crime through strategies for socializ-
ing children and youths and making high-crime

. To what extent did grantees’ organizations
change through 1998 to support and sustain
community policing? We obtained national
profiles of organizational change using the
survey methodology we adopted for program-
matic change, and we observed “ground truth”



places safer, and changing organizations to sup-hity policing may reduce the quality of the com-
port the other goals. munity policing they do.

From the standpoint of many police executives, At the urging of several influential police chiefs

a program that combined community policing ~ Who placed higher priority on acquiring technol-
with additional officers had both positive and 09y and hiring civilians than on hiring new of-
negative aspects. Community policing encour- ficers, the COPS MORE program was created to
aged police to share crime reduction responsi- support these alternative resources. However,
bilities with other segments of their jurisdictions. the statute obligated the COPS Office to require
Additional resources are generally seen as use- applicants to demonstrate that the productivity
ful, but involving other partners in deciding how gains associated with these resources would per-
to use them can raise sensitive issues. Similarly, mit the redeployment of existing officers to the
while at the time “more technology and more ci- Street at least as cost effectively as hiring grants.
vilian employees” was hardly a politically viable Other civilian or technology benefits were irrel-
Federal response to the Nation’s fear and outraggvant under the statute. Lacking an experience
over crime, several prominent police chiefs and base for estimating the productivity gains, most

mayors argued that those resources would be  applicants succeeded in projecting that redeploy-
more useful than additional officers. ment would occur cost effectively. However,

achieving the projected redeployment became
For several years, beginning in the Bush admin- contingent on grantees’ ability to implement
istration, DOJ and other Federal departments technologies that were sometimes unfamiliar
were rethinking the mechanisms for distributing and, in the case of one key technology—wireless
Federal financial assistance. Grant programs  transmission of field reports—essentially un-
inched toward bypassing States to deal directly available at the start of the COPS program.
with local governments, reducing administrative
burdens, and lowering categorical boundaries onSenior DOJ officials concluded that demonstrat-
how funds could be used. The difficult question ing effectiveness of the Federal government in
was how to support local priorities in less con-  this complex mission required a new organiza-
straining ways without giving up all Federal tion doing business in new ways. Therefore, a
leverage for shaping those priorities. Early pro- new Office of Community Oriented Policing
grammatic steps in this direction included the ~ Services was created within weeks after passage
Bush administration’s Operation Weed and Seedof the Crime Act and quickly became known as
and the Clinton administration’s early Project ~ the COPS Office. The new agency undertook the
PACT and Comprehensive Communities Program.heroic task of staffing up, announcing the COPS

program to all eligible grantee agencies, assuring
These factors challenged the COPS program  that applications complied with programmatic
with the extremely ambitious goal of encourag- requirements, and making award decisions, all
ing law enforcement agencies across the Nationwithin a few months.
to hire 100,000 officers and adopt community
policing as a guiding philosophy—without rais- The COPS Office successfully processed more
ing the Federal budget deficit. These objectives than 10,000 grant awards in its first 4 months.
compete because burdensome measures taken Mhile the early rounds of that work were
monitor compliance with the community polic- completed before our study began, we relied
ing requirement could diminish the attractive-  heavily on COPS Office manual and automated
ness of the grants. Yet failure to monitor compli- records to design and carry out our own study.
ance raises the danger that a program intended {f@uring that work, we found that grant files

increase the number of agencies doing commu- typically showed evidence of fairly thorough
eligibility and programmatic review. The high



accuracy levels of COPS Office records greatly jurisdictions of less than 50,000). Among small-
facilitated our work. agency Wave 1 survey respondents with prior
Federal grant experience, nearly 80 percent de-
COPS grants were not exempt from standard DOgcribed COPS applications and administration as
budget review and administrative requirements, simpler than others, as of 1996. This compared
which are administered by the Office of the to 40 to 50 percent among large agencies, which
Comptroller (OC). For the relatively simple hiring faced more elaborate application requirements,
grants, the combined COPS Office/OC process especially among MORE grantees, who had
required about 7 months on average from applicasuffered the most during the Federal budget con-
tion submission to signed acceptance of those  frontation and whose applications required more
awards. During startup the COPS Office attempted elaborate review.
to reduce this delay with an “accelerated” proce-
dure that permitted agencies to hire officers after As startup difficulties were surmounted, the COPS
receiving an announcement letter but before for- Office shifted its focus to program operations, which
mal obligation of grant awards; 50 percent of were intended to encourage implementation of com-
AHEAD grantees and 35 percent of FAST grant- munity policing and new technology and to foster
ees reported using this procedure. In some juris- compliance with administrative regulations. It ex-
dictions, local rules prevented agencies from hiring panded the Community Policing Consortium, which
new officers before the official award. the Bureau of Justice Assistance had created in 1993
to advance community policing. It created Innova-
Formal review and approval of the more com-  tive Community Oriented Policing programs.
plex COPS MORE grants required an average Some of these were intended to develop innovative
of 11 months, even under normal circumstances approaches to such problems as gangs, domestic
For many grantees, this delay was prolonged  violence, and methamphetamine. Others were in-
between October 1995 and April 1996, while a tended to advance community policing in special
Federal budget dispute shut down OC grant re- environments such as schools and distressed neigh-
views and left the COPS budget in doubt. Con- borhoods, to advance problem-solving skills, and
sequently, an average of 16 months elapsed for to advance community policing through supportive
1995 MORE applicants between application organizational innovations. Finally, the COPS-
submission and signed acceptance of the awardfunded RCPIs brought academic, practitioner, and

_ _ community perspectives to bear on training and
During debates over the 1994 Crime Act, a Local |gcal innovation for community policing.

Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) pro-
gram was proposed unsuccessfully by Republi- To foster compliance with administrative regula-
cans as an alternative to the COPS program.  tions, five units were involved. The COPS Office
After the 1994 elections, the LLEBG initiative Legal Division defined compliance by interpret-
resurfaced and COPS program authorizations  ing Title I, writing regulations, and applying
were reduced by about $500 million in the fiscal them to specific local circumstances. The Grants
1996 and subsequent budgets, with the $500 Division informed the field about requirements,
million reprogrammed to LLEBG. This repro-  reviewed applications for compliance, and
gramming raised concerns that LLEBG, with its assigned grant advisors to maintain regular
lower match requirement of only 10 percent and telephone contact. The Monitoring Division
fewer restrictions on how funds could be spent, monitored compliance through site visits to 432
would reduce localities’ interest in COPS grants. grantees in 1998, with a planned expansion to
900 in 1999. The Office of Justice Programs
Despite these difficulties, the COPS Office “cus- Office of the Comptroller established a separate
tomer satisfaction” orientation succeeded at the pranch to monitor compliance with financial and

outset with small agencies (i.e., those serving  administrative requirements and the adequacy of



grantees’ accounting and administrative controlspatrol officers, and various segments of the

The Office of the Inspector General audited
COPS grantees onsite for possible violations of
the Title | statute.

Between 1996 and 1998, as the COPS Office
process of awarding grants yielded some of the
center stage to compliance activities, the satis-
faction of large local/county agencies with
COPS Office operations declined somewhat.
The percentage of hiring grantees describing

COPS grants as easier than others to administe
declined from 63 to 47 between 1996 and 1998.

While nearly 90 percent continued to describe
their grant advisors as helpful, the percentage
who found them “easy to reach” dropped from
81 to 74 percent.

With this description as background, the follow-
ing sections report findings on the questions
raised above.

COPS Application Decisions

In this section we describe who participated in
local decisions to apply, what considerations

community were brought into 20 to 45 percent
of decisions. Less than 25 percent involved
union representatives. Despite COPS Office
success in simplifying application procedures,
some 40 percent of applicants nevertheless in-
volved consultants in the application process.

Which agencies became grantees, and why?
We estimate that 19,175 law enforcement agen-

[cies were eligible for COPS grants. This esti-

mate was obtained by merging law enforcement
agency lists maintained by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, the FBI's National Crime Information
Center (NCIC), the UCR Section, and the COPS
Office. Duplicate records were removed and
agencies that appeared to be ineligible deleted.
Of these agencies, 10,537 (55 percent) requested
and received at least one COPS grant by the end
of 1997. Of grant recipients, 761, or about 7 per-
cent, had withdrawn by March 1998.

After the COPS startup period, when short
application deadlines and related local logistical
problems discouraged some agencies from apply-

weighed in their decisions, and what their future ing immediately, financial considerations became

application plans were as of 1998.

Who participated in agencies’ application
decisions?

Law enforcement agencies’ decisions to apply
for Federal grants typically are a fairly closed
process involving the chief law enforcement
executive, elected officials or their staffs, and, in
larger agencies, the unit that will administer the
grant and the agency grant manager, if one ex-
Ists. Yet many believe community policing initia-
tives are more likely to succeed with broad and
deep participation in planning throughout the
agency.

For COPS applications, agencies’ chief execu-
tives were reportedly involved in virtually all
decisions and elected officials in more than 80
percent. According to the Wave 1 survey, about

the primary influence on agencies’ decisions not
to apply. Financial concerns during the grant pe-
riod—the explicit 25-percent match requirement
and the implicit match needed to cover annual
salary and fringe benefits exceeding $33,333 and
collateral costs of an officer such as training and
equipment—were the most commonly mentioned
reasons given in 1996 by agencies for their deci-
sions not to apply in 1995. By mid-1998, con-
cern over the cost of retaining the officers after
grant expiration was the primary influence on
their decisions not to apply, and this concern
also led to an estimated 40 percent of the agency
withdrawals. At that time, the nature of the re-
tention requirement was unclear: The Justice
Department had not announced the length of the
required retention period (one complete budget
cycle after grant expiration), and we believe the
prevailing assumption was a much longer and

half the agencies brought sergeants into the ap- more costly period.

plication decisions, nearly 40 percent involved



Resistance to community policing was not a sig-
nificant deterrent to applying for COPS grants.
Objections to community policing or to Federal
grants in general were mentioned by only 8 per-
cent of respondents. Moreover, 88 percent of the
largest agencies in our sample that had received

LLEBG funds reported they used them to support

community policing, even though there was no
requirement to do so. It appears that by covering
collateral costs not covered by COPS grants, the
advent of LLEBG may have encouraged patrtici-
pation in the COPS program.

What are agencies’ future application plans?

What is the total value of COPS grants for
increasing the level of policing?

By the end of 1997, according to COPS Office
records, awards had been announced of 18,138
grants worth $3.47 billion. Of those, 754 were
for innovative programs. The remaining 17,384
grants were intended to increase the level of po-
licing. They carried a total of $3.388 billion in
awards: about 16 percent under COPS MORE
and 84 percent under hiring grant programs in-
cluding PHS and COPS Phase |. These programs,
plus FAST, AHEAD, and UHP supported the
hiring of approximately 41,000 officers. COPS
MORE supported the acquisition of other re-

In June—July 1998, the program remained popu-sources (primarily technology and civilians)

lar among grantees; 74 percent of local/county whose productivity was projected to yield the
grantees stated they planned to apply for at leasETE of approximately 22,400 additional officers
one additional COPS grant in 1998 or 1999: 66 for at least 3 years, for a total of 63,400 officers
percent of small agencies (jurisdictions of less and equivalents.

than 50,000), 78 percent of medium-size agen- _ _

cies (50,001-150,000), and 89 percent of large BY May 12, 1999, according to COPS Office
agencies (150,001 or more). Among the prospecPress releases, another $1.9 b||||on_had been

tive applicants, MORE technology grants were awarded, about 74 percent under hiring grants and

resoundingly popular; 20 percent planned to
apply for that type only, and an additional 41
percent planned to request MORE-funded tech-
nology in combination with officer hiring, civil-

the remainder under MORE. At a ceremony that
day, the White House announced that the goal of
funding 100,000 police officers had been reached.
We estimate that by then, the COPS Office and

ians, or both. The most popular combination wagts predecessors had awarded $4.27 billion in hir-

technology plus sworn officers (25 percent of
prospective applicants). Only 6 percent planned
to apply for hiring grants only, and 3 percent for
civilians only.

As with prior application decisions, financial con-
siderations strongly influence future intentions. Of
the large local/county agencies surveyed in Wave
3, the local match requirement was described as
“very important” by 55 percent of the agencies,
restrictions on allowablpurposedor which grant

funds could be spent by 48 percent, restrictions on

allowabletypes of resourcdsy 43 percent, and
uncovered collateral costs by 40 percent.

Distribution of COPS Funds

In this section, we summarize the amounts of
COPS grants awarded and highlights of the
distribution pattern.

ing grants and another $1.017 billion in MORE
grants, for a total of $5.387 billion, exclusive of
innovative program support. These funds sup-
ported the hiring of 60,900 officers and the acqui-
sition of other resources projected to yield 39,600
FTEs of officer time through productivity gains.

How were COPS funds distributed?

Eligible agencies’ application decisions led to sig-
nificant variation by region, but regional patterns
differed depending on how they were measured.
The Pacific region ranked first in terms of the
percentage of eligible agencies receiving grants
but third in terms of COPS dollars awarded per
capita and sixth in terms of COPS dollars per
crime. The Mid-Atlantic region ranked eighth in
terms of agency participation, but first on both
the per capita and per crime measures.
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Of all agencies selected for awards by the end ofL997. They reported 54 percent of all U.S. mur-
1997, only 4 percent served core city jurisdic- ders. The 10 percent with the highest murder
tions (i.e., central cities of Census Bureau Met- counts received 50 percent of total COPS awards.
ropolitan Statistical Areas), which are home to A nearly identical pattern occurred with respect
27 percent of the U.S. population. They receivedto robbery.

40 percent of COPS dollar awards for all pro- . .

grams combined, and 62 percent of all cops ~ Officer Hiring, Deployment, and

MORE funds. On average for the United States Retention Planning

as a whole, core cities received substantially ,
’ . After the COPS Office announced the awards,
larger awards per 10,000 residents ($151,631) the OC reviewed and approved the budget and

than did _the rest of the country ($86’.504)' H(.)W' obligated the Federal funds. Following OC ap-
ever, their average award per 1,000 index crimes

e proval and obligation of the funds, the COPS
Srl ,?ht%ggz ;\ﬁiéesgutgta:; E\gggglggz)the average vifice mailed a formal award package informing

grantees of all conditions. Grantees were al-
Which tvoes of agencies received the most lowed to dra_w down funds only after they had
COPS ?/gnts 5 g returned a signed acceptance of the award and
g ' conditions to the COPS Office. For the hiring
Some 75 percent of hiring and MORE funds grants, in which conditions were fairly standard
went to municipal or county police agencies, and most OC review issues involved merely cal-
15 percent to sheriff's and State police agenciesculation of salary and fringe benefits, these pro-
and the remainder to a variety of special juris- cesses moved fairly smoothly, even through the
dictions. As required by Title I, dollars awarded Federal budget dispute and government shut-
were approximately evenly split between juris- down in 1995-96. During those years the mean
dictions with populations of more than 150,000 elapsed time between COPS Office receipt of
and smaller jurisdictions. the application and mailing the award package
to the grantee was 149-154 days for hiring
The growth in awards during 1996 and 1997 wasrograms, and grantees who had returned their
driven largely by repeat awards to existing grantsigned acceptances by mid-1997 did so in an
ees rather than by first awards to new grantees. average of 70-75 days, for a total elapsed time
By the end of 1997, $1.42 billion, or 47 percent of 224 days.
of all funds designated for award, had been allo-
cated to agencies with four or more grants. As How did officer hiring and deployment proceed?
a result, the distribution of COPS funds became
skewed, so that through 1998 the 1 percent of
grantee agencies with the largest grants had
received 41 percent of grant funds.

Once funds became obligated and available to
spend, hiring of COPS-funded officers pro-
ceeded smoothly throughout the entire 1996-98
observation period. In 1996, more than 95 per-

i . cent of agencies reported hiring their officers
Did COPS funds go where the crime is? within 10-12 months of award obligation. As of
Awards to repeat grantees helped focus cumula-June 1998, 83 percent of medium and large lo-
tive COPS awards on jurisdictions that suffer ~ cal/county grantees reported they had hired all
disproportionately from serious crime. Of the  their officers funded through the end of 1997.
8,062 UCR contributors that had received at Nearly 70 percent of them reported all of their
least one hiring grant by December 1997 or one officers had finished training and begun working
MORE grant by June 1998, the 1 percent with in their first regular assignments. All the agen-
the largest 1997 murder counts received 31 per-cies reported expecting to have 100 percent of
cent of all funds awarded through the end of  their officers awarded through 1997 on the street
by June 2000.
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As of our 1996 Wave 1 survey, half of all small- that deal with violence in the home. These im-
agency (COPS FAST) grantees reported deploy-pacts are consistent with direct reports of strong
ing their new officers directly into community emphasis on problem solving and partnership
policing, and 38 percent assigned them to building, along with referrals of domestic vio-
“backfill” in routine patrol assignments for more lence cases.

experienced officers redeployed to community

policing. About 68 percent of medium and large- How were agencies planning to retain the

agency (COPS AHEAD) grantees reported usingCOPS-funded officers as of 19987

the backfill strategy, which the COPS Office

recommended. Through the 3-year hiring grant periods, 98 per-

cent of our respondents reported they had either
kept their COPS-funded officers on staff or re-
placed departed officers expeditiously. At the
Two of the three prime components of commu- time of our Wave 3 survey in 1998, our sample
nity policing articulated by the COPS Office— contained few agencies with expired grants.
partnership building and problem solving—were Therefore, our findings are limited to plans and
the most commonly expected uses of COPS-  expectations regarding retention, not actual re-
funded officers’ time; each was mentioned by  tention experience.

about 40 percent of the medium and large local/

county agencies in our Wave 3 sample. About 26The Wave 3 survey was conducted before the
percent of those agencies reported their COPS- COPS Office announced the length of grantees’
funded officers would spend substantial amountgetention commitment: compliance with the

of time on “quality of life” policing, a style retention requirement requires keeping grant-
which some believe requires strong control by funded officer positions filled using local funds
the community if it is not to undermine commu- for at least one budget cycle beyond grant expi-
nity partnership building. Routine patrol and ~ ration. Despite the uncertainty, approximately
“squeezing in proactive work” were both men- 66 percent of Wave 3 respondents reported they
tioned by around 30 percent of the agencies.  Wwere “certain” their agencies would retain the
The COPS-funded officers were expected to COPS-funded officers when their grants expired.
spend substantial time on routine patrol by 40 Another 24 percent indicated they were “almost
percent of the agencies with agencywide com- positive” they would retain the officers, 6 per-
munity policing and in 24 percent of the agen-  cent were “pretty sure,” and only 4 percent

cies with specialized community policing units. stated they were “not sure at all.”

Some 23 percent of the agencies reported their

COPS-funded officers would spend at least somé&'ext, respondents were asked whether they

of their time on undercover and tactical assign- adreed or disagreed with a series of statements

ments, and 35 percent expected them to spend Aptended to describe in more detail their expecta-
least some time on administrative or technical 10NS about how their agencies would retain the
assignments. COPS-funded officers. About 95 percent re-

ported that the COPS-funded officers either were
As an indirect measure of COPS-funded offic-  or would be part of the agency’s base budget
ers’ activities, we asked how those activities by the time the grant expired. About 52 percent
affected other agencies. Among the large local/ Stated they were uncertain about long-term
county grantees, 83 percent reported greater defetention plans. Only 10 percent of the respon-
mands on code enforcement and sanitation agerfients reported that despite the “good faith ef-
cies; 83 percent reported greater demands on fort” required as a grant condition, unforeseen
community organizations and businesses; and conditions were likely to keep their agencies
66 percent reported greater demands on agencidgm retaining all of the positions.

How do COPS-funded officers spend their time?
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Other common responses are difficult to inter-
pret and suggest that despite extensive COPS
Office efforts to educate agencies about the
retention requirement, the persons authorized
to speak to our interviewers on behalf of the
agencies may have been uncertain about what
the requirement entailed. About 37 percent re-
ported expecting the COPS-funded officers
would be retained by “using positions that open
up” (i.e., through attrition, indicating an inten-
tion to retain the COPS-funded officers but not

in relatively few agencies. Of the 17 agencies
serving populations of more than 1 million, 53
percent had received at least one COPS MORE
grant by the end of 1998, compared to just 5
percent of agencies serving populations of less
than 25,000. By the end of 1997, the 1 percent
of grantees with the largest MORE grants had
received 48 percent of the $528 million awarded
to that point, compared to 37 percent for the
largest hiring grantees. The concentration of
large MORE grants was even greater among

the positions). About 20 percent reported expectiocal/county police agencies, and it increased
ing the COPS-funded officers would be retained slightly during 1998.

by cutting back positions elsewhere, a plan that
would constitute supplanting under many com-
mon conditions; and 5 percent agreed that the
COPS-funded officers were likely to be retained
both through attrition and cutbacks. Now that
the retention requirement has been spelled out
in more detail, we are re-examining long-term
retention plans in the Wave 4 survey.

MORE Awards and Projected
Productivity Gains

COPS MORE was a pivotal component of the

COPS program. From the administration’s per-
spective, MORE was key because it accounted
for 39 percent of the 100,000 officer total using
only 19 percent of the COPS budget. From the

grantees’ perspective, MORE-funded resources,
especially technology, were extremely attractive
because they promised a variety of local benefitdunds

without the burden of postgrant retention costs
that new officers carried. This section describes
what is being acquired with COPS MORE
awards, how implementation of MORE-funded
technology and achievement of productivity
gains is proceeding, and how MORE-funded
civilians are being integrated into grantee
agencies.

How are COPS MORE funds being allocated
and used?

COPS MORE has been especially popular with
large jurisdictions, and awards have been more
heavily concentrated than hiring grant awards

In 1996, the General Accounting Office reported
that technology absorbed a little more than half
of 1995 COPS MORE resources, civilians some-
what less, and overtime less than 10 percent.
Overtime was not supported by COPS MORE
after that year. By 1998, 38 percent of MORE
grantees had obtained exclusively technology,
another 44 percent were funded for both tech-
nology and civilians, and 5 percent were funded
for technology, civilians, and overtime.

What is the relationship between COPS MORE
grants and counts of officers?

To receive a MORE grant, an applicant had to
produce a credible projection that the funded
resources would yield at least four FTEs in
increased productivity per $100,000 of grant
—the rate at which Federal COPS funds
supported officer hiring. On average, in a ran-
dom sample of 1995 MORE grant applications,
civilians were projected to yield 4.54 FTEs per
$100,000, largely through replacements of offic-
ers on a one-for-one basis. Technology projec-
tions averaged 6.12 FTEs per $100,000.

Starting in 1996, the COPS Office converted
dollars from MORE technology grants to pro-
jected FTEs at the four-per-$100,000 minimum
needed to demonstrate cost-effectiveness—a
more conservative assumption than applicants’
projections. The conservative projections were
used in COPS Office estimates of total FTEs
funded and were the standard of accountability



13

imposed on grantees. Even under the conserva-most common was mobile computers, being
tive assumption, technology accounts for 64 per-implemented by an estimated 60 percent of these

cent of total productivity gains projected for agencies, followed by management/administra-

COPS MORE. tive computers (23 percent) and booking/arraign-
ment technology (10 percent). Some agencies

Implementation of MORE-funded technology pursued telephone reporting systems (2 percent),

. : . : Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) systems (1 per-
Starting with the budget review and funding cent)p and other tecr?nolog(ies s)uc)él as geE)- P

obligation process, COPS MORE technology .
. . . mapping and reverse 911 systems.
implementation was problematic. Because of the

additional complexity of COPS MORE plans
and budgets, Federal processing of applications
required at least 4 months longer than hiring

By 1998, many MORE grantees were imple-
menting more than one type of technology.

: _ Therefore, the fractions implementing each tech-
grants. For 1996 applicants, the average time nology type had grown to 79 percent for mobile

between receiving a MORE application atthe o5 ters, 45 percent for management/adminis-
COPS Office and mailing the award package to t4tive computers, 12 percent for CAD systems

the grantee was 269 days, compared to 149 daygnq pooking/arraignment technology, and 6 per-

for hiring programs. cent for telephone reporting systems. The 1996—
98 changes make clear that most CAD and tele-
phone reporting system projects were begun
more recently than most mobile and manage-
ment/administrative computer projects.

Between October 1995 and April 1996, the
MORE award process was stretched out even
further by a Federal budget confrontation. A
government shutdown halted OC review of 1995

applications in the pipeline. Also, uncertainty  ajihough automated COPS Office records do not
over the fiscal 1996 COPS Office budgetde- 50,y one to attribute projected FTES to specific
layed award decisions on applications received o.pnojqgies, it was possible to compute the num-
just before the September 30 end of fiscal 1995, o, ¢ FTES for categories of MORE technology

which had pushed the total requests for fiscal  ; ahtees, based on their combinations of funded
1995 beyond available MORE resources. AS @ 1o chnologies. These computations suggest the

result, successful 1995 MORE applicants waited,  ije computers were projected to play an im-

an average of 16 months between submitting o5 tant role in increasing productivity. Of 16,870
their applications and receiving authority to projected FTEs funded through June 1998, 34
draw down funds. percent were generated by agencies with mobile

The balance of this section first describes the cqmputers o_nIy,_ and 29 pe_rcent by agencies
with a combination of mobile computers, man-

types of technology purchased with MORE agement/administrative computers, and other

funds. It then describes the status of implemen- . :
tation, productivity gains, and other costs and technologies. Only 24 percent were projected to

benefits MORE grantees accrue from their come from agencies without mobile computers.

technology. The knowledge base from which MORE appli-

cants could develop their projections of FTEs
saved through productivity gains was sparse. For
most of the technologies, projections clustered
around 2.4 hours per officer per shift, slightly
more than the 2 hours used by the COPS Office
as an example in the MORE application kit.

What types of technology were acquired and
what redeployment was projectedAt the time

of our Wave 1 survey in 1996, few agencies had
received more than one MORE grant, and so
most local/county MORE technology grantees
pursued only one type of technology. By far the
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How rapidly is implementation proceeding?
Technology implementation was far from com-
plete as of summer 1998, even by agencies
whose first COPS MORE grant was awarded

What productivity gains are being achieved

and reallocated to community policing?
Because of the delays in technology implemen-
tation, our 1998 Wave 3 survey offers only a

under the 1995 program. Among those agenciesfragmentary basis for comparing actual produc-
the fractions reporting that each technology typetivity gains with those projected in MORE grant

was fully operational was 61 percent for man-
agement/administrative computers, 47 percent
for telephone reporting systems, 45 percent for
booking/arraignment systems, 44 percent for

applications. As of June 1998, MORE grantees
from 1995 expected to achieve only about 49
percent of the projected FTEs, but our Wave 3
sample was not designed to produce a definitive

mobile computers, 39 percent for CAD systems, national estimate. Our estimate of productivity

and 65 percent for other technologies. For com-

puting technologies, implementation has pro-
ceeded most rapidly among small agencies: 50

gains will be updated in a future report based on
our Wave 4 survey, fielded in June 2000, when
more grantees are expected to have experience

percent of agencies serving jurisdictions of less with fully operational technology.

than 50,000 have all mobile computers opera-

tional, compared to 23 percent of agencies with What other benefits and costs of technology
jurisdictions of more than 150,000. For manage-are local agencies experiencing®hile pros-
ment/administrative computers, the comparable pects for achieving 100 percent of the projected

percentages are 78 percent and 53 percent.

Some management/administrative and mobile
computers were not operational simply because
they were purchased not long before our Wave 3

productivity gains are not encouraging at this
time, agencies report expecting or achieving a
variety of other benefits from their mobile com-
puters, even without wireless transmission capa-
bility. These include:

survey. Nevertheless, for two reasons these figures

probably understate the adverse effect of delays in

mobile computer implementation on achievement
of projected productivity increases. First, CAD an

telephone system projects began, on average, under
more recent grants than computer implementation.
Second, the one available time study indicates any

projected mobile computer productivity increases
will be due to wireless field reporting, which
eliminates trips to stations to write reports—not
from wireless inquiry functions to driver’s license,
vehicle registration, and other files. The inquiry
capability produces benefits such as improved
officer safety, elimination of waits for clear voice-
radio channels, and protection from scanners but
is unlikely to save measurable officer time that
can be redeployed to community policing. Yet, to
our knowledge, as of June 1999, no major police
department has achieved departmentwide imple-
mentation of wireless field reporting, although
three are reportedly in the final phases of testing.
Therefore, all the agencies that reported they had
operational mobile computers were referring to
inquiry capability, not wireless field reporting.

1. Automated field reporting: More complete,
accurate, and recent real-time information

¢ and permanent records; improved crime/data

analysis capability; more accurate/complete/
timely records; improved spelling/grammar/
legibility; more report writing; easier retrieval
of information; shorter review process; and
reduced time for records staff.

2. Wireless query and response functions: Im-
proved officer safety due to faster, more secure
responses to queries regarding license plates,
vehicle registrations, and persons; secure car-
to-car communication; and fewer demands on
dispatchers.

3. Increased effectiveness: Higher clearance
and conviction rates due to improved reports;
better recovery of stolen property; positive
response from the community (though some
agencies report adverse reactions from victims
and witnesses); more information sharing
across shifts; better communications with
neighboring agencies; better tracking of com-
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munity events; easier provision of information field reporting. These are upgraded telecommu-
to the public; and better preparation for court. nications capacity, integration of field reporting
with existing (or developing) records manage-
ment systems, and vehicle mounts, which were
frequently designed from scratch.

4. Agency benefits: Opportunity for staff to learn
computers; officer morale booster (sometimes
after a break-in period); and expected finan-

cial savings in the long run. Use of MORE-funded civilians

Agencies also experienced extra costs due to thén this section, we describe the functions being
new technology. The most common were com- performed by MORE-funded civilians, civilian
puter staff time, system installation time, and  hiring and retention, and deployment of the of-
time to train officers in use of the new tech- ficers replaced by the new civilians.

nologies. The time of computer staff and/or

vendors was an especially common expense in How did hiring, deployment, and retention of
agencies that had ongoing technology projects Civilians proceed?During 1995, the first year
that the MORE-funded technology had to fit. ~ of COPS MORE, the program awarded $145
Some agencies that anticipated the costs in- million to fund civilians to create 6,506 FTEs
cluded them in their initial grant budgets without of sworn officer time. By June 1998, this amount

sacrificing the cost-effectiveness of their MORE had risen to $287.2 million, to support 12,975
programs. FTEs. At that time, more than 80 percent of the
grantee agencies reported having completed
Others found that the local costs of the MORE their civilian hiring, and all expected to complete
grant increased by 10 percent or more over theirtheir civilian hiring by the end of 1999. Sixty-
initially planned local match. Depending on four percent of the grantees reported all their
technology type, 23 to 27 percent of MORE civilian hires were still on staff, and 80 percent
technology grantees implementing the five most of the remainder reported they had replaced all
common technology categories reported that ~ who had left. An estimated 96 percent reported
unexpected implementation costs increased the civilians saved officer time, and, for the four
the local cost of their MORE grants by at least most common civilian positions, 73 to 80 per-
10 percent over the match they had originally  cent of agencies reported their new civilians had
planned. been used either to create a new position or to

increase the total number of people in each
Not surprisingly, the likelihood that an agency  position.

would experience unexpected costs increased as

implementation progressed. The percentage re- The MORE civilian program appears to have
porting unexpected costs rose from 21 percent Provided modest encouragement to an ongoing
of agencies with mobile computers NOT fully trend toward “civilianization.” Approximately
implemented to 31 percent of agencies that had 45 percent of MORE civilian grant recipients
completed implementation. The percentage re- claimed to be already in the civilianization pro-
porting unexpected costs rose from 22 percent C€SS when they received their grants. The annual
to 29 percent for agencies imp|ementing desktopﬁverage increase in civilians between 1993 and
computers, from 26 percent to 43 percent for 1997 (which span the early COPS years) was
CAD systems, from 3 percent to 60 percent for 4 percent, up from 3 percent annually over the
automated booking systems, and from 12 percent?receding 3 years.

to 32 percent for telephone-reporting systems. What functions are the MORE-funded civil-
ilans performing? MORE-funded civilians were

hired to increase resources for community polic-
ing in four ways:

Three categories of cost have been especially
problematic for agencies funded for mobile
computers, especially those pursuing wireless
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1. Shedding routine tasks from sworn officers  FTEs generated from resources acquired with
to civilians, such as clerical/administrative COPS MORE grants. The Wave 4 survey and
positions (e.g., typing, filing, scheduling duty other data will be used to produce updated,
rosters, taking phone messages) and record more valid estimates.

maintenance.
With these cautions in mind, we report estimates

of COPS program impacts as of two points in

ime: the impact, through the end of 1998, of

grants awarded through 1997; and the long-term

impact of grants awarded through May 12, 1999,

3. Filling new or existing specialist positions that the date the White House announced that the
are expected to improve officer productivity, goal of funding 100,000 officers had been met.
such as computer technicians.

2. Replacing sworn personnel in existing spe-
cialist positions, such as desk/duty officers,
dispatchers, telephone reporting unit staff, an
evidence technicians.

4. Staffing new community policing positions ~ 1OW Will COPS hiring grants affect the

such as community coordinators/organizers, NUmMber of Ia"i enforcement officers in the
domestic violence specialists, or CPTED United States?
(Crime Prevention Through Environmental ~ We first used the Wave 3 survey data to estimate

Design) planners. the number of COPS-funded officers hired as of
_ June 1998. Through 1997, the COPS Office had
The most common assignments of MORE- awarded hiring grants for 41,000 officers; survey

funded civilians were to clerical/administrative  resylts indicate about 39,000 of them had been
positions (43 percent of agencies assigned at  hjred. The difference reflects grantee delays in

least some civilians to such positions), dispatch-accepting awards, recruiting candidates, and hir-
ers (34 percent), and telephone response unit  jng officers.

members (26 percent).

This gross increase is partially offset by delays
COPS Effects on Policing Levels in filling vacancies for non-COPS positions and
cross-hiring between agencies. Aliog for

The effect of the COPS program on policing Iev-these factors, we estimate the 41 006

els is the total of the two components discussed .
in the preceding sections. The first is sworn of- awarded by the COPS Office as of the end of

: . 1997 resulted in a national net increase of be-
ficers hired because of COPS grants and retalne%l .

after the grants expire. The second is productiv- tlvézzn 36,300 and 37,500 officers by the end of
ity gains measured in officer FTEs yielded by :

MORE-funded resources. This report contains

- . In the longer term, offsetting factors include
preliminary estimates of both effects.

certain federally approved cuts in sworn force
size and less-than-complete retention of COPS-
funded positions beyond the 3-year grant period.
Recognizing the uncertainty surrounding these

For several reasons, the estimates in this report
should be treated with caution. First, anticipating

the Wave 4 survey, we did not design Wave 3 to fact tructed a “best ., 0. in
survey a representative sample of small local/ actors, we constructed a "best case” scenario, |

county agencies or, indeed, any samples of Otheyvhich_grar_ltees_vyould retain 91 percent of their
types of agencies. ,Second,’Wave 3 data were NeW hires indefinitely, and a “worst case” sce-
collected at a time when grantees had little ac- nario of 64 percent.

:ual Exp(?rietnce _ontr\]/v hich_to tl:_)ase. ?ﬁtir?atet_s of By May 1999, the COPS Office had awarded
WO K€y Tactors in he projections. the fraction agencies approximately 60,900 officers through

of hired pfflcers _that will be retained following hiring grants. Under the best case scenario, we
the required period and the actual number of



17

project that these awards will produce a peak on only a partial subsample that has substantial
effect of 57,200 officers by the year 2001, and  implementation experience. This subsample is
that after postgrant attrition, the permanent effect growing and becoming more representative over
of the grants will stabilize at 55,400 officers by  time, and so we plan to revise the estimates of
2003. The minimum retention scenario, in con- MORE-supported productivity increases later
trast, suggests the net impact of these awards wilthis year using our Wave 4 survey data.
peak at 48,900 officers in 2000 but then decline to
a permanent level of 39,000 officers by 2003. Using these assumptions and an estimated 3-year
timeframe for full implementation by grantees,

How will COPS MORE grants affect the number we estimate that by the end of 1998, between
of FTE officers redeployed through increased 9,100 and 10,900 officers were redeployed from
productivity? resources funded by MORE grants awarded by

. . . the end of 1997. We project that if these imple-
All of our estimates of time savings from MORE .antation patterns hold for post-1998 MORE

grants were based on the Wave 3 survey, which o5¢ the 39,600 FTEs awarded as of May 1999
contained a representative sample of 1995 mu- i result in the redeployment of between

nICIpal and County MORE grantees. To deVEIop 23.800 and 28.500 FTEs by 2002
preliminary national estimates, we extrapolated ' ’ '

the results of these agencies to other types of

. Wh ill he combined eff f hiring an
agencies and later cohorts of MORE grantees. at will be the combined effect of hiring and

MORE grants awarded by May 1999 on the level

By the summer of 1998, the COPS Office had  ©f Policing in the United States?
awarded agencies 22,400 FTEs through MORE By May 1999, the COPS Office had awarded
grants for civilians and technology, and survey approximately 100,500 officers and officer
results indicate grantees had redeployed 6,400 equivalents through hiring grants and MORE
FTEs with these grants. At that time, however, grants. Our estimates for the two types of grants
only 23 to 78 percent of MORE technology are combined in table 1-1. Upper-bound projec-
grantees (depending on agency population cat- tions based on June 1998 survey estimates of
egory and type of technology) described some maximum officer retention and maximum officer
or all components of their technology as fully  redeployment suggest that these awards will result
operational. Therefore, grantees were also askedh a peak national net increase of 84,600 officers
to estimate future productivity increases they  and equivalents by 2001, before declining some-
expected to achieve once all grants were fully what and stabilizing at a permanent level of
implemented. 83,900 by 2003. Lower bound projections based
on estimates of minimum officer retention and
Agencies that had progressed the furthestin  minimum officer redeployment suggest the COPS-
making their technology operational projected  supported increase in the number of officers and
productivity gains that were smaller (60 percent FTEs deployed at any point in time will peak at
of the original projections) than those expected 69,000 officers in the year 2001 and decline to a
by MORE grantees as a whole (72 percent of thyermanent level of 62,700 by 2003.
original projections), suggesting that agencies
adjust their expected productivity gains down- Total COPS-funded FTEs added to police agen-
ward as they gain more experience with opera- cies throughout this period will be greater than
tional technology. the number available during any particular year,
especially if our lower-bound projections prove
We used those figures to compute “best case” more accurate. In this regard, the COPS program
and “worst case” interim estimates, though we might be compared to an “open house” event, in
recognize that the worst case estimates are baseghich the total number of visitors to the event is
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larger than the number present at any given poinproportions and our upper bound projections are

in time. Using this open house concept, we esti- correct, roughly 19,000 additional officers and

mate that COPS awards made through May 1998quivalents awarded could be enough to eventu-

will result in the temporary or permanent hiring ally produce an indefinite increase of 100,000

of 60,900 officers and the deployment of be- officers on the street. If the lower bound assump-

tween 23,800 and 28,500 FTEs, thereby adding tions are more accurate, the program may re-

between 84,700 and 89,400 FTEs to the Nation'gjuire an additional 59,000 officers and equiva-

police agencies at some point between 1994 andents awarded to create a lasting increase of

2003, though not all these FTEs will be simulta- 100,000 officers. More definitive answers to

neously in service at any single point in time.  these questions will be available following
completion of our Wave 4 survey.

Whether the program will ever increase the

number of officers and equivalents on the street COPS and the Style of American Policing

at a single point in time to 100,000 is not clear. o .

The COPS Office has continued to award copsThe COPS Office listed four principal goals of

grants since May 1999. If the agency continues ComMmmunity policing: building police-community
to award hiring and MORE grants in the same partnerships, problem solving, crime prevention,

Table 1-1. Estimates of COPS Impact on Level of U.S. Policing
Awards Through December 31, 1997 Awards Through May 12, 1999
Officers Hired and Estimated Net Hired
FTEs Redeployed or Redeployed
Funded (12/97) Gross (6/98) Net (12/98) Funded Projection
Program (2) (2) 3) (4) Year (5)
Hiring 41,000 39,000 36,300-37,500 60,900 High
(PHS, COPS 2001 157,200
Phase |, FAST, 2003* : 55,400
AHEAD, UHP)
Low
2000 : 48,900
2003* : 39,000
MORE 22,400T + 6,400 9,100-10,900 39,600 High
2002* : 28,500
Low
20027 : 23,800
Total 63,400 45,400 45,400-48,400 100,500 High
2001 : 84,600
2003* : 83,900
Low
2001 169,000
2003* 162,700
T Net of 3,600 second- and third-year supplements for retaining civilians, which are included in COPS Office records of 26,000 FTEs
funded.
¥ As of June 1998.
+ Indicates “steady rate” projection, e.g., 2003 indicates “for year 2003 and beyond.”
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and organizational support for these program- tactics commonly described as community

matic objectives. We used three approaches to policing, became almost universal by 1998.
observe how the COPS program affected law en-

forcement agencies’ pursuit of these goals. First,We have no measure of the extent to which the
at three points in time, our national survey of ~ COPS program played various roles that may
agencies measured agency representatives’ offi-have indirectly encouraged nongrantees to adopt
cial statements about the implementation status these tactics. Possible mechanisms included

in COPS grantee and nongrantee agencies of 4#raining and technical assistance programs and
tactics for pursuing these objectives, as well as materials, publicizing grantees’ community po-
the role of COPS funds in grantees’ implementa-licing successes, and acting as a catalyst that en-
tion of those tactics. Second, teams of police ~ couraged grantees to demand more community
practitioners and researchers visited 30 sites, ~ policing training from regional and State acad-
many twice, for programmatic site assessments emies. However, the advancement of community
of the ground truth underlying agencies’ state- policing among nongrantees offers some weak
ments about the tactics in use. Third, to explore evidence that the COPS program provided fuel
the roles of local leadership and COPS resourcebut not the launch pad for the nationwide prolif-
in facilitating community policing innovations,  eration of community policing tactics between

10 case studies were conducted by a Kennedy 1995 and 1998.

School of Government team. _ _
With a few exceptions, COPS grantees’ reported

use of community policing tactics grew more
rapidly than did nongrantees’. However, the dif-
ference in reported adoption rates was statisti-
The answer is “yes,” but it must be quickly cally significant for relatively few. They include
qualified. “Adoption of community policing” joint crime prevention projects with businesses,
has very different meanings in different jurisdic- citizen surveys, techniques for bringing the
tiOI’IS, and COPS funds seem more I|ke|y to havecommunity more fu”y into prob'em So|ving’ and
fueled movements that were already aCCE|eratin%ringing probation officers into pr0b|em_so|ving
than to have caused the acceleration. initiatives. Grantees were significantly more
likely than nongrantees to report adopting late-
night recreation programs and victim assistance

Has the COPS program advanced the adoption
of community policing in the United States?

Between 1995 and 1998, the use of a number of
tactics commonly labeled as community polic-  ,55rams. Finally, grantees were significantly

ing swept the country among grantees and more likely than nongrantees to report instituting
nongrantees. Among those that reportedly spreag, qq organizational changes in support of com-
the fastest were citizen-police academies; COOP- munity policing: new dispatch rules to increase

erative truancy programs with schools; Struc- — ticers’ time in their beats, new rules to increase
tured problem solving along the lines of SARA - e5; officers’ discretion, and revised employee
(Scanning, Analysis, Response, Assessment); evaluation measures.

and patrolling on foot, bike, or other transporta-

tion modes that offered more potential than In this information age the community policing
patrol cars for interacting with citizens. Granteesyocabulary is well known. Federal funding

and nongrantees alike reported revising their  rewards departments that profess the successful
employee evaluation measures and their missionmplementation of community policing prin-
vision, and values statements to codify their ver-ciples. In that context, survey findings that

sions of community policing. Packaged preven- agencies’ use of community policing tactics

tion programs, such as neighborhood watch andgrew between 1995 and 1998 could merely
drug resistance education in schools, which inreflect socially desirable responses, at least for
1995 were already among the most widespread cOPS grantees. Our site visits were intended to
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learn the ground truth behind the survey reports for interventions other than arrest; administrative
and to shed light on the different meanings that systems that recognize problem solving at mul-
law enforcement agencies assign to strategies tiple scales and multiple levels within the organi-
and tactics commonly labeled as community po-zations; broadly distributed authority to initiate
licing. In our limited time on site, one might ex- problem-solving projects; systems to assess the
pect it to be difficult to separate the rhetoric of impact of particular projects and to learn from
community policing from the reality of what law them; and the ability of the law enforcement
enforcement agencies actually do. Indeed, it of- agency to engage other government agencies in
ten was. Therefore, the enormous variation we defining and solving community problems.
detected across sites in the operational meanings o N

of key community policing concepts is espe- In some jurisdictions, traditional enforcement

cially telling. This variation is described next. ~ and investigative activities are called problem
solving under the community policing umbrella

when these activities are directed toward prob-
lems the community has identified as concerns.
Problem-solving projects dominated by enforce-
Problem-solving partnerships for coordinating  ment actions, however, rarely advance the objec-
the appropriate application of a variety of re-  tives of community policing because they are
sources are commonplace in many of the agen- unlikely to either fix underlying causes or attract
cies visited. Yet, all too often, partnerships are inthe community support needed to maintain solu-
name only, or simply standard, temporary work- tions. Therefore, enforcement-based solutions
ing arrangements. Partnerships with other law  to stubborn problems are likely to be short term,
enforcement units and agencies merely to launchlthough when successful, they sometimes en-
short-term crackdowns are not in the spirit of  courage residents to re-enter public spaces and

problem solvingor partnerships, nor are partner- develop more permanent solutions.
ships in which citizens and business representa-

tives are merely “involved,” serving primarily as A visible sign of enforcement-based problem
extra “eyes and ears” as before. True communitysolving is the recent and growing trend toward
partnerships, involving sharing power and “zero tolerance” policing, a term also lacking
decisionmaking, are rare at this time, found in  consensual definition. In the sites visited, zero
only a few of the flagship departments. Other  tolerance policies take different forms. Some are
jurisdictions have begun to lay foundations for manifested as zero tolerance efforts of short du-
true partnerships, however, and as problem- ration (e.g., operated for a few days each quarter
solving partnerships mature and evolve, the trustor once a year) with a narrow focus (e.g., street
needed for power sharing and joint decisionmakingdrug dealing or public drinking on July 4) and

How are COPS grantees building partnerships
with communities?

may emerge. within a circumscribed area (e.g., high traffick-
ing area or downtown). In other jurisdictions,

How are COPS grantees implementing zero tolerance is less focused. What might have

problem solving? been called a crackdown 5 years ago is now

iImplemented under zero tolerance or order
maintenance policies and classified as part of
community policing.

Certainly, it appeared on site that the majority of
agencies visited are engaged in problem solving,
although its form and visibility vary widely from
agency to agency. Some of the strongest features; o, glerance policies have been included by
of problem solving that we observed included the ¢ 1,a agencies under community policing, since
evolution of problem solving from “special opera- they often focus on quality-of-life crimes and
tions” to more complex activities that attack dis- ., .ivilities and primarily because “the commu-

order and fear and that require police to search nity wants it.” Zero tolerance policies may help
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achieve some community policing goals within ing implementation, coupled with peer pressure
a framework that uses community input to set  to embrace this model of policing, has also led a
priorities and delegates discretion to officers substantial number of law enforcement agencies
working under mission statements that value  to stretch the definition of community policing
the dignity of citizens, even suspected offenders.to include under its semantic umbrella tradi-

However, there are dangers that without ad- tional quick-fix enforcement actions, draconian
equate mechanisms for the diverse communitiesvarieties of zero tolerance, long established pre-
within most jurisdictions to register their de- vention programs, and citizen advisory councils

mand for or opposition to zero tolerance tactics, that areonly advisory.
those tactics may directly undercut the objective _ _
of partnership building by alienating potential ~ Our supplemental study of multiple funding

community partners. streams in large grantee agencies hinted at the
power of local decisions to determine the course

How are COPS grantees implementing of the community policing movement. Of the

crime prevention? 100 largest grantee agencies in our national

sample, 88 reported using their LLEBG funds to
augment COPS and local funding of community
e policing, despite the absence of any requirement
to do so. However, 82 of the 100 agreed or strongly
agreed that their “agency has a clear vision and
IS able to interpret grant requirements to support
ethat view.”

Prevention efforts abounded in the sites we
observed, primarily manifested as traditional
prevention programs now subsumed under th
community policing label. Neighborhood Watch,
DARE, and a wide variety of youth programs
remain the mainstays of prevention efforts. Be-
yond the standardized programs, examples wer
rare of systemic prevention efforts based on the

. . : Given the power of local decisionmakers, the
resolution of the underlying causes of crime.

COPS program will almost certainly wind up
What legacy will remain from community affecting_th_e nature of policing in three ways.
policing initiatives stimulated or facilitated In some !u”Sd'.Ct'Ons the forces _fueled_ t_)y COPS
with COPS funds? grants will achieve the community policing ob-

jectives articulated by the COPS Office. In oth-
There are shining stars among the COPS grant-ers, local forces will transform the objectives
ees, which provide examples of what most ob- into something unrecognizable by forebears and
servers would classify as “the best of communitycreators of the program. In still others the forces
policing.” There are far more agencies striving towill fizzle out for reasons that have to do with
change their organizations to pursue community leadership, implementation strategies, turnover
policing objectives, and are somewhere along  at top levels, organizational processes within
the long and tortuous road. A few agencies wantgrantee agencies, and communities’ capacities
nothing to do with it. and willingness to join the enterprise.

Our national survey and site visit results indiCatePrecise|y where each of these outcomes occurs
that COPS funding has helped to accelerate the will not be known for some years. However,
adoption and broaden the definition of commu- change seems most likely to be institutionalized
nity policing. The effects of this massive support and sustained when planning for change is broad
for community policing have both positive and  based; the commitment to change is rooted
negative aspects. Certainly COPS funding has throughout the senior leadership of the agency
enabled a great number of law enforcement  and the political leadership of the jurisdiction;
agencies to move ahead in their implementation changes are organizationwide rather than limited
of community policing as locally defined. Fund- to a special unit; organizational changes become
ing conditioned expressly on community polic-  embodied in a new physical plant or technology;
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the new programmatic objectives are reflected intwo key administrative requirements: retention
administrative systems (e.g., for personnel ad- of COPS-funded officer positions and non-
ministration or performance measurement); and supplanting of local fiscal effort. At least a few
the change redefines the culture of a departmenijurisdictions failed to apply because of their

or at least of an entire age or rank cohort within overly conservative interpretations. Other juris-

the department. dictions adopted more aggressive interpretations.
Determining the compliance status of some of
Measures of Success those required several years for Office of Inspec-

tor General (OIG) audits, COPS Office appeals

Readers of an evaluation report are entitled to t audit findinas. and independent mediation to
the clearest possible answer to the question “DicP naings, P
resolve disagreements between OIG and the

the program succeed?” In the case of COPS, the . : .
clarity of the answer depends on the criterion forCOPS Office regarding compliance status.
success. At least the following success criteria .
warrant attention: Effect on level of policing

Our best estimate at this time is that by 2003, the
COPS program will have raised the level of po-

* Effect on the quantity or level of policing in |icing “on the street” by the equivalent of 62,700

® Client satisfaction.

the United States. to 83,900 full-time officers. This estimate con-
e Effect on agencies’ transitions to community tains two e_lt_ements: 39,000_—55,400 hired officers
policing. (net of attrition and cross-hiring between agen-

_ S _ _ cies), and 23,800-28,500 full-time equivalents
* Effectiveness in stimulating technological and (eTEgs) of officer time created by productivity

organizational innovation. gains due to technology and civilians acquired
® Effect on crime. with COPS MORE funds. To those who consid-
ered the level of policing in 1994 inadequate,
Client satisfaction this constitutes success, even though it falls well

hort of the announced target of “100,000 new

If one considers grantees the clients of a Federaf:OIDS on the beat”

grant program, the COPS Office “1-page” appli-

Cat'on and customer SerVice Orientation |al’ge|y Even though we p|an to update and reﬁne these
succeeded with law enforcement agencies serv-estimates after our Wave 4 survey, the actual in-
ing small jurisdictions (i.e., those serving popu- crease is unlikely ever to be known precisely for
lations of less than 50,000). For many of those  several reasons. First, if the optimal number of
agencies, COPS was their first Federal grant ex-police officers in a jurisdiction is related to local
perience, and they reported high levels of satis- conditions, such as crime rates or tax receipts,
faction with the application and administration  then the benchmark against which the COPS-
processes; small agencies with prior Federal  fynded increase is counted should shift when
grant experience found COPS grants easier tharconditions change. Second, only about half the
OtherS to I’eques'[ and admlnlstel’ Larger agenC|e@OPS MORE grantees have Systems in p|ace to
tended to find administrative burdens no less  measure productivity gains, and because the
burdensome than other grant programs, buta  measurement requires before-and-after compari-
number of innovative departments combined  sons, it is already too late to put measurement
COPS funds with other funding streams to sup- systems in place. Third, even where measure-
port their community policing initiatives. ment systems are in place, they are likely to un-
derstate the productivity gains because some of
it occurs in very small increments of time, which
officers may well forget to record.

Simplification had one unfortunate consequence
By avoiding tedious explanations, the grant
application kits failed to resolve ambiguity in
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Effect on transitions to community policing

It seems clear that the COPS program acceler-
ated transitions to locally defined versions of
community policing in at least three ways. First,
by stimulating a national conversation about
community policing and providing training and
technical assistance, the COPS program made
it difficult for a chief executive seeking profes-
sional recognition to avoid considering adopting
some approach that could plausibly be labeled
“community policing.” Second, the COPS hiring
funds and innovative policing grants allowed
chief executives who were so inclined to add
new community policing programs without im-
mediately cutting back other programs, increas-
ing response time, or suffering other adverse
consequences. Third, the COPS funds created
an incentive for agency executives to adopt
community policing.

Whether, in accelerating transitions to commu-
nity policing, the COPS program distorted or
“watered down” the concept is difficult to say.
Tautologically, more replications of any strategy
that encourages tailoring to local conditions will
stimulate deviations from one specific definition
of that strategy. In addition, two policing strate-
gies burst onto the national scene during the life
of COPS but apparently independently of it:
zero tolerance and COMPSTAT (computer
comparison statistics), the New York City Police
Department’s system for increasing command-
ers’ accountability. While the obligation of
COPS grantees to pursue community policing

mantic umbrella offered by the term “community
policing” creates latitude for experimentation

with new policing tactics and organizational
structures. Second, the application required speci-
fication of a community policing strategy, thereby
offering an occasion for engaging broad segments
of the agency and community in planning that
strategy. Third, COPS resources allowed depart-
ments the opportunity to add new modes of polic-
ing without drawing resources away from existing
priorities. Fourth, although achieving the pro-
jected productivity increases from MORE-funded
mobile computers required telecommunications
and other technology that was unavailable at the
outset of COPS, the MORE funds fueled a large
enough market to attract vendors’ interest and to
stimulate their efforts to satisfy the new demand.
This represented perhaps the largest effort to bol-
ster development of law enforcement technology
since the recommendations of the 1967 President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis-
tration of Justice.

Effects on crime

As a process evaluation, this study did not ad-
dress the question of whether the COPS program
had an effect on crime. Indeed, that question
could not have been seriously addressed in

the early years of COPS because “the COPS
program” meant something different in each
jurisdiction.

However, the adoption of new policing tactics by
SO many agencies as they expanded their sworn

may have encouraged some police executives toforces presents an opportunity to investigate
describe those strategies as “community policingwhich tactics (or clusters of tactics) had beneficial

because the community wants it,” it seems at
least plausible that use of those techniques
would have proliferated even if there had been
no COPS program.

Effects on organizational and technological
innovation

In agencies whose chief executives were inclined
toward innovation, the COPS program facilitated
their efforts in several ways. First, the broad se-

effects on crime rates. By statistically relating
local crime trends to the adoption of new tactics,
it should be possible to identify promising strate-
gies that were more likely than not to reduce
crime more rapidly than the national average.
Once promising strategies or tactics are identified
statistically, semistructured site observations
should help to identify the qualitative aspects of
implementation that distinguish effective from

ineffective uses of these promising strategies.
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2. Origins and Objectives of the COPS
Program

Stephen J. Gaffigan, Jeffrey A. Roth, and Michael E. Buerger

Title | of the Violent Crime Control and Law greater citizen input into police priorities; in-
Enforcement Act of 1994 (hereinafter referred creased police attention to previously ignored

to as the Crime Act) was a landmark piece of  “quality of life” issues—behaviors, actions, and
legislation that altered the Federal role in State conditions that were low-level nuisances to the
and local law enforcement. Never before in U.S. police but major problems to residents and busi-
history had Federal legislation so aggressively ness people; and an expanded commitment to
encouraged local and State law enforcement  crime prevention without sacrificing the quality
agencies to pursue two objectives simultaneously: of crime suppression. Community policing em-
increasing the number of sworn officers on the phasized community organizing and interagency
street and adopting a specific policing approach,cooperation to a greater degree than ever before.
namely community-oriented policing (i.e., com-

munity policing). At a time when virtually no Herman Goldstein first articulated problem-
one was calling for an expansion of the Federal orientedpolicing in 1979 as a critique of past
Government, a new Office of Community Ori-  police practices. Goldstein (1979) argued for
ented Policing Services—the COPS Office—  disaggregating the traditional police crime cat-

was created to carry out that mandate. egories such as the Uniform Crime Reports
(UCR) index, looking for common patterns

The COPS story begins at the confluence of twowithin the disaggregated categories and in other
significant forces—one grounded in presidential demands for police service, and identifying the
politics and the other with roots in policing prac- common causes that linked seemingly unrelated
tice and research. First, perceptions of increasecvents that came to police attention. Like com-
levels and viciousness of violent crime during  munity policing, problem-oriented policing
the late 1980s had driven public fear and anger placed a premium on identifying resources and
over crime to high levels and had created ques- partnerships external to the police agency and
tions about the ability of government at any levelbringing a coordinated response from all levels
to achieve its constitutional mandate to insure of government and all segments of the commu-
domestic tranquility. Responding to those con- nity to bear on common problems. However,
cerns, presidential candidate Bill Clinton pledged problem-oriented policing did not necessarily
to put 100,000 new police officers on the streets require the fundamental change in the relation-
of the Nation, as part of his campaign. ship to the community that COPS represented.
Problem solving could be, and often was, con-

Second, policing reforms over the previous two  ducted as a police-only exercise with modest
decades provided both the need for and seeds ofand police-controlled community participation

new approaches to policing, which had become where needed.

known as community policing and problem-

oriented policing. Community policing stressed Since problem-oriented policing was a relatively
greater police responsiveness to the community well-defined strategy that often produced visible
at several levels, including more personal servicesuccesses, it rapidly gained adherents in the
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police community (Goldstein, 1979; Eck and community policing. Perhaps more importantly,
Spelman, 1987; Sherman, Buerger, and Gartin, city administrators recognized the importance
1989). By contrast, community policing was of community policing: Several major cities
originally promulgated as a philosophy, lacking (including Philadelphia, Milwaukee, and Los
specific strategic or tactical applications. Its Angeles) instituted community policing as a re-
definition varied from one jurisdiction to another form in the wake of high-profile incidents that
during its developmental phase, often taking the exacerbated the tensions between their police
form of small, self-contained programs staffed departments and their minority communities.
by volunteers. Community-oriented policing
(COP) acquired an image as inherently “soft”  New Federal resources seemed a plausible in-
policing, giving rise to a common locker room  centive for a local agency to launch or accelerate
joke that COP means “Call the Other Police.” It a transition to community policing, especially in
was rejected by some as “not real police work”; view of its reputation as labor intensive. Never-
derided by others as “just what we've always  theless, simultaneous Federal pursuit of both
done, only now they've figured out what to call Objectives—putting more officers on the street
it”; and even when recognized as a laudable ~ quickly while encouraging agencies to change
goal, dismissed on the grounds of being too their ways of doing business—created a funda-
labor intensive for existing staffing levels to mental dilemma. Too much Federal coercion to
accommodate. change might discourage local agencies from
participating in the program, thereby jeopar-
Some academic observers also found little that dizing the goal of augmenting overall police
was substantively new in community policing;  staffing levels. At the other extreme, simply
Klockars (1991), for example, described it as  increasing ofter counts without a fundamental

merely “the latest in a fairly long tradition of change of mission would effectively dilute any
circumlocutions whose purpose is to conceal, benefits that problem-oriented policing and
mystify, and legitimate police distribution of community policing offered to communities

nonnegotiably coercive force.” In contrast, other and agencies.

academics considered community policing not

only a viable strategy but the “only form of po- Other inherent conflicts also influenced the
licing available for anyone who seeks to improveshape of the program. Although the Crime Act
police operations, management, or relations withhowhere mentioned a target number of new of-

the public” (Eck and Rosenbaum, 1994:4). ficers, presidential campaign promises had made
100,000 the benchmark for success. Expanding

Despite the divergent viewpoints, some promi- the Federal share of the cost could aggravate
nent police administrators recognized commu- public concern over the Federal budget deficit,
nity policing as an important development by  yet requiring localities to pay too great a share
the early 1990s. Though recognizing the need of the cost could discourage their participation.
for more police resources in the wake of the ris- The formidable volume of administrative regula-
ing crime rate and level of public concern, local tions and procedures that had grown up around
governments also understood that more officers Federal assistance to law enforcement since the
pursuing crime suppression solely by arrest 1968 Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
would not stem the crime problem. A new ap-  Act caused additional difficulties. Most Bureau
proach was needed to make communities less of Justice Assistance (BJA) funds intended for
vulnerable to crime and disorder, and commu- localities had to pass through State criminal
nity policing seemed to hold promise. In a survey justice planning agencies dominated by guber-
by Trojanowicz (1994), 42 percent of all police natorial appointees, a longstanding procedure.
departments serving jurisdictions of more than Lengthy advance Federal and State reviews of
50,000 reported having adopted some form of grant applications and cumbersome monitoring
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procedures had been imposed to ensure granteesiark on the public psyche. “Drive-by shootings,”
compliance and prevent diversion of grant funds often committed with semiautomatic pistols that
to unintended purposes. The advance reviews Kkilled bystanders and other unintended targets

necessarily slowed the distribution of funds, who happened to be in the wrong place at the
and local concern over ongoing administrative wrong time, were especially unsettling. Such
requirements (the “Federal strings attached” killings broke the traditional profile of homicides,

to the money) potentially discouraged program which involved people who knew each other and
participation. An additional obstacle was createdintimate situations in which the parties lost their
when some visible leaders among mayors and self-control. The news media reported brutal at-
law enforcement chief executives explicitly ques-tacks frequently, even those in faraway cities,
tioned whether new officers were the most usefufocusing on crimes in which the killers were
form of Federal assistance (see, e.g., Committeestrangers to their victims.

on Law and Justice, 1994:17). The stage was set
for a difficult balancing act. Some evidence suggests this increase in lethal

violence resulted from the rapid expansion of the
The remainder of this chapter describes in more crack cocaine trade (Reiss and Roth, eds., 1993;
detail how these forces shaped the multiple ob- Blumstein and Rosenfeld, 1998). Cash and drugs
jectives of the COPS program. In turn, the mul- flowed in volume through rapidly expanding and
tiple program objectives shaped the objectives unstable drug markets that lacked mechanisms
of this evaluation. for nonviolent resolution of disputes. Rival drug
dealers’ competition over turf (i.e., sales terri-
The Evolution of a Presidential Initiative tory), personal affronts, and challenges to au-
) ) thority frequently led to violent outbursts and
Fear of crime and violence retaliatory attacks. The almost daily experience

Americans’ fear of crime and violence has ebbedof hearing shots fired and seeing the consequences
and flowed in public opinion polls over the de- created a sense of hopelessness among the resi-
cades. In the early 1990s, it registered quite highdents in the most heavily affected inner city

on the “political barometer.” In February 1992, neighborhoods. Attitudes in the larger commu-
during the presidential primary election season, hity were influenced by media reports that, not

a Gallup Poll reported record high expressions osurprisingly, tended to focus on the most spec-
public concern about crime. Fifty-four percent of tacular incidents. Daily news broadcasts and

the poll respondents, the highest since 1981, felthewspaper articles in some large cities occasion-
that crime in their area was “more” than the yearally resembled war time reporting of the latest
before, while 89 percent, the highest in the 20- “body counts,” often accompanied by graphic
year history of the poll, felt that crime through- footage and pictures of the carnage. This satura-
out the United States was higher than the previ- tion of violence took a painful toll on the Ameri-
ous year. can psyche:

Without attempting to present a definitive expla-  In cities, suburban areas, and even small
nation of the peak in concern over crime atthat  towns, Americans are fearful and concerned
time, it is worth mentioning some possible that violence has permeated the fabric of
causes. Statistically, lethal violence had increased their communities, and degraded the quality
substantially since the mid-1980s, particularly of their lives. This anxiety is not unfounded.
among male African-American youths aywling In recent years, murders have killed about
adults, so that by 1992 many cities throoghthe 23,000 people annually, while upward of
United States reported record numbers of homi- 3,000,000 nonfatal but serious violent
cides. The seemingly random and indiscriminate victimizations have occurred each year.
nature of many of these killings left an indelible  These incidents are sources of chronic
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fear and public concern over the seeming
inability of public authorities to prevent
them. (Reiss and Roth, eds., 1993.vii.)

As if this real violence were not destructive
enough, fictional television dramas and “action”
movies further amplified its effect on the public
mind set. Graphic and gratuitous violence was
becoming a mainstay in television programming
and movie production. Beyond passive forms
of entertainment, arcade and video games ap-

peared that encouraged players to “seek out and
destroy” countless human targets, and toy stores
stocked simulated guns and other means of pre-

tend destruction. According to an article com-
missioned by the U.S. Department of Justice
(DQOJ):

The public’s concerns about crime seem

to be somewhat independent of the actual
crime rate, a phenomenon that may discour-
age law enforcement professionals but
underscores just how frightening this issue
Is for most people. Deeply held public fears
developed over decades may be slow to
dissipate even in the best of circumstances.
Many observers have suggested that public
fears about crime are driven by media
coverage rather than by any real knowledge
of crime rates in their area. (Johnson,
1994:10.)

Public opinion regarding public institutions

Perhaps even more troubling to policymakers
than the public’s rising fear of crime was the
growing crisis in confidence expressed in similar
polls concerning the ability of the government,
especially the criminal justice system, to do any-
thing constructive about it. In a democracy, such

erosion of confidence in so vital an area could be

catastrophic. Indeed, a small but growing band
of commentators contrasted presumed advan-
tages of private deterrence achieved by private
citizens carrying concealed firearms with pre-
sumed disadvantages of public deterrence
achievedoy police and the criminal justice
system (See, e.g., Benson, 1990).

In a 1995 Gallup poll, respondents were asked
to rank 14 institutions in American society
according to the levels of respect and confidence
they held for each. In the final ranking in this
poll, Congress placed number 12 and the crimi-
nal justice system was last at number 14.

Opinion research strongly suggests that, for
the public, the concept of justice includes
both protecting the rights of the accused
and redressing wrongs done to victims and
society. The vast majority of Americans
appears to believe that the balance between
these two goals has tipped too far in favor
of the accused.

Eighty-six percent of Americans say the
court system does too much to protect the
rights of the accused and not enough to
protect the rights of victims (ABC News,
February 1994). Only 3 percent of Ameri-
cans say the courts deal too harshly with
criminals; 85 percent say they are not harsh
enough (National Opinion Research Center,
May 1994). (See Johnson, 1999.)

In contrast, respondents to another poll taken at
about the same time ranked the police number
two in respect and confidence, behind only the
military.

Importantly for the development of the COPS
program, other polls reflected not only general
respect but a belief that police might be able to
solve the problem that other public institutions
failed to address. According to a review commis-
sioned by DOJ:

Putting more police officers on the streets
as an effective way to fight crime is broadly
supported. Nine in ten Americans say that
increasing the number of police is a very
(46 percent) or somewhat (44 percent)
effective way to reduce crime (ABC News,
November 1994). And, given the general
skepticism people feel about many institu-
tions and most of government, Americans
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voice substantial confidence in law enforce- The three components of the intended reorienta-
ment. Fifty-eight percent say they have a tion were to focus on preventing crime before
“great deal” or “quite a lot” of confidence it occurred; to eliminate injustices within the

in the police; another 30 percent say they criminal justice system; and to create shared
have “some” confidence in the police; only responsibility for criminal justice with the citi-

a handful (11 percent) express very little or ~ zenry, social institutions, and agencies at all lev-

no confidence. (The Gallup Organization els in government. Upgrading criminal justice
for CNN/USA TodayApril 1995.) system operations included developing new
ways of dealing with offenders; attracting
The review went on to discuss critical links people with greater expertise, initiative, and

between proper police behavior and the mainte- integrity into the criminal justice professions;
nance of such high levels of confidence in policeincreasing the knowledge base by conducting
ability to control crime and violence. But the more basic and applied research on crime and
high public confidence in police offered the pos- criminal justice administration; and giving the
sibility that the public might accept deploying ~ agencies more money.

additional police officers as a plausible govern-

mental response to this visible concern. Shortly after release of the Crime Commission’s
report, the Omnibus Crime and Safe Streets Act

o ~gress and signed by President Johnson. To sup-

lence had seized public attention and bipartisan improve criminal justice system capacities, the
Federal concern. The decade of the 1960s gave 1968 Act created the Law Enforcement Assis-
rise to multiple Federal initiatives to address the {5,ce Administration (LEAA). LEAA contained
precipitous rise in public violence related to separate units to disburse Federal grants to State
antiwar and civil rights protests. and local criminal justice agencies, sponsor and
disseminate research intended to improve crimi-
nal justice practice, and encourage States and
localities to expand their use of criminal justice
information systems and the statistics they can
generate. Initially, LEAA operated through an
elaborate structure of regional offices, which,

in turn, distributed block grants to States on a
formula basis, along with some Federal discre-
tionary funds. State criminal justice planning
agencies, in turn, allocated funds to local

In July 1965, as part of the Federal response to
the “long, hot summers” of racial protest and
rioting in the Nation’s inner cities, President
Lyndon Johnson created the Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice
(hereinafter, the Crime Commission), chaired
by former U.S. Attorney General Nicholas
Katzenbach. Its reporthe Challenge of Crime

in a Free Societyyas released in February 1967

(U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967) and jurisdictions. Although the structure has been

beca”.‘e t_he most mrl:luentlal of aolll thed196?s 200 streamlined since 1968, the LEAA mission and
commissions over the next two decades. Its functions were retained, and they are still active

recommendations spanned all of law enforcemen{Nithin DOJ's Office of Justice Programs (OJP).

?nddcrlmlnallJusﬁpek,_urgefd the Natlgnr:owartq a IBJA awards formula and discretionary action
undamental rethinking of crime and the nationa grants to law enforcement and criminal justice

frehsponsfe,handbgrggd pursuit Qf Se\éeréObJeCt'\.'esiagencies, and State planning agencies still allo-
ree of the objectives were intended to reorien cate much of the Federal funding to localities—

the some_ta_l résponse to crime towar_d prevention, strycture that continues to rankle mayors and
the remaining four dealt with upgrading the ca-

. q . f the criminal iust city managers (Committee on Law and Justice,
ggglrt\){:izg operations of the criminal justice 1994). The National Institute of Justice (NIJ)
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sponsors and conducts criminal justice research However, the national debate on criminal mat-
and program evaluations. The Bureau of Justice terscame to be dominated by a “get tough” ap-
Statistics (BJS) manages a variety of criminal  proach,and criminal justice system reform took
justice statistics and information systems pro-  an increasingly punitive direction. Subsequent
grams. Until 1994 these agencies served as the legislation nullified one area of the U.S. Sen-
sole mechanisms of Federal support to State  tencing Commission’s work through a series of
and local law enforcement agencies for nonin- mandatory minimum sentences that exceeded
vestigative functions. the guideline ranges for various drug distribution
and use offenses. Though drug distribution and
The prevention agenda espoused by the Crime uyse were the initial targets of mandatory mini-
Commission received less attention than did the mum sentences, other statutes extended the list
enhancement of the criminal justice system, but of Federal crimes and authorized Federal pros-

it was far from ignored. In 1968, after another  ecution of other crimes that had traditionally
wave of riots engulfed the Nation in the wake  fallen under State purview.

of the assassinations of the Rev. Martin Luther
King, Jr., and Sen. Robert Kennedy, President Alternatives to “getting tough” became more
Johnson selected Republican Milton Eisenhowerpolitically unpopular as crime continued to rise.
to chair the National Commission on the CausesThe 1988 Democratic presidential candidate,
andPrevention of Violence. The Eisenhower  Massachusetts Gov. Michael Dukakis was vigor-
Commission’s 1969 report identified poverty andously attacked in both the primary and general
inequality as root causes of much of the violenceelections over the case of Willie Horton, a con-
of the decade and called for a frontal attack on victed murderer who raped a Maryland woman
both. Less heralded than the LEAA, the legacy and savagely beat her fiance while on furlough
of the Eisenhower Commission’s recommenda- from a State prison during Dukakis’ gubernato-
tions included the Model Cities program and a rial term. Consenta&ve Federal and State legis-
spectrum of community organizing and commu- lators seized thElorton episode as a national
nity-building initiatives that laid the groundwork symbol of the futility of rehabilitation programs
for many later aspects of community policing. and painted the Democrats who supported them
The Ford, Eisenhower, and Mott foundations, as being “soft on crime.” Republican George
among many others, sponsored a panorama of Bush defeated Dukakis, and conservative legis-
social reform projects as well as some high- lators successfully overrode proposals to expand
profile law enforcement initiatives. The latter crime prevention programs.
included Ford'’s creation of the Police Founda-
tion to conduct policing research and Mott’s The Bush administration coincided with the rise
sponsorship of the original Flint (Michigan) Foot in violence during the late 1980s and a peak in
Patrol Experiment. This course paralleled the  public concern over the crack cocaine trade. For
LEAA initiatives and prefigured today’s public/  the most part the administration promoted “get
private partnerships. tough” responses. A 1992 report authored by
Attorney General William Barr called for greater
During the 1980s and early 1990s, the U.S. Conuse of such tactics as pretrial detention, manda-
gress passed little comprehensive legislation thatory minimum sentences, the death penalty, and
carried as much potential for changing State andadjudicating juvenile offenders as adults (Barr,
local practice as the 1968 act. The Sentencing 1992). The administration continued building
Reform Act of 1984 abolished parole and cre- new prisons as well, to cope with the prison
ated a commission to develop Federal sentencingrowding that was the predictable result of
guidelines, which some hoped would provide longer sentences and sharply curtailed prospects
a national model for replication by the States. for parole.
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However, within the Bush administration and, and Seed neighborhoods, giving credence to the
later, in Congress, the realization emerged that concept. By fiscal 1993, when Bill Clinton was
pulling together the bipartisan consensus neededaugurated, OWS was funded in 21 sites at a
to “do something about crime” would be more  total of $13.5 million (Dunworth and Mills,
easily achieved if the response combined symbol99); it had expanded to 200 sites by fiscal
and elements of crime prevention with those ~ 1999.
of tough enforcement. The product of this new o
course, launched near the end of the Bush Another Bush administration crime control
administration’s term, was Operation Weed and Program reflected the combined approach phi-
Seed (OWS), which attracted supporters from losophy. The Publlc_H_ousmg Drug Elimination
across the political spectrum. Weed and Seed Program (PHDEP), jointly funded by BJA and
represented a hybrid that combined tough, no- HUD, combined aggressive tactical police
nonsensenforcement efforts to bring order to ~ SWeeps to remove drugs and drug traffickers
crime-plaguecheighborhoods (“weeding”) with from housing projects with (_anhanced access to
a broader governmental effort to sustain order ~drug treatment and prevention resources. This
through social services and neighborhood rede- Program resulted in the development of compre-
velopment (“seeding”). Through Weed and Seedhenswe training and technical assistance re-
community policing became a formal part of ~ Sources for use by local communities, and a
Federal policy for the first time and was de- small consortium of organizations was funded
scribed in the program implementation manual 0 deliver these services to local teams.
as the “bridge between weeding and seeding”
(Executive Office for Weed and Seed, 1992:1—4)The new administration takes charge

The 1992 presidential campaign shifted into
OWS encountered obstacl_e_s, and some targetechigh gear during a period of growing public
neighborhoods were suspicious and reluctant to yresqre on elected officials and candidates for
participate. Th(,a Io_cal |n|t|a_t|ves were housed in 5 visible, plausible response to crime and vio-
U.S. Attorneys’ offices, which were seen as en- |once Mindful of the role played by the Willie
forcement-oriented and remote from COMMUNI- 4161 episode in their 1988 defeat, Democrats
ties. The weeding metaphor embodied inthe 54 presidential candidate Bill Clinton seized
program name was seen as insulting because e jnitiative on crimefighting. Arguing that re-
the weeds targeted for removal were often resi- gyqing order in communities was a critical pre-

dents—soni, cousins, or neighbors of community,rsqr tg other initiatives, Clinton proposed an
members who viewed their lawbreaking more  54qressive approach to the crime problem in
as a result of disenfranchisement than of moral | i1 the substantial Federal role included a

bankruptcy. Seeding components proved difficulty «qjye infusion of funds to support local juris-
to mount, in part because the infrastructure needefiions. Recoghizing from national polls that
for service delivery was lacking in some neigh- |5y enforcement agencies still commanded
borhoods and separate, often cumbersome, grani, pic respect, Clinton called for the hiring of
applications were required to obtain seeding 100,000 new police officers to be deployed by

funds from programs in the departments of Healti:e and |ocal law enforcement agencies on the
and Human Services, Housing and Urban Develgi aats of the Nation’s cities and towns

opment, Education, and Labor.

In its early months, the Clinton administration

][\levertheless, OWS vgas recorg‘;nlgeddas ? :)reak continued the dual approach of enforcement and
rom past programs that emphasized solely prevention. Clinton’s new Attorney General,

enforcemenor solely services. In addition, pro- - janet Reno, had established herself as a prose-
grams in several cities reduced crime in the Weegutor in south Florida; she brought with her a
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strong belief that local coalitions and partner-  Crime Reduction Act Trust Fund financed by
ships between law enforcement agencies and  savings from downsizing the Federal Government.
community-based organizations were necessary

to achieve any kind of meaningful and lasting ~ For a deployment strategy that showed promise

impact upon crime and violence. of reinforcing police-community partnerships,
the administration drew on community policing,

Two early programs emphasized the develop- a concept that had evolved for some time and
ment and coordination of such partnerships. had gained adherents among law enforcement
The unfunded Pulling America’s Communities  executives, yet remained ambiguous.
Together (PACT) was run initially from the of-

fice of the deputy attorney general. Later, BJA From Police Reforms to Community
launched the funded Comprehensive Communi- Policing

ties Program (CCP), which incorporated several _ ) o
innovative features. CCP grants required pre- ~ 1hough community oriented policing was spo-

liminary planning by all potential partners, as €N of as a dominant or at least emerging model
well as monitoring and support for the planning ©f Policing in the early 1990s, its popularity was
process. Grant applications could access multipldinged with ambiguity. The Trojanowicz (1994)

programs through a single application process, Survey indicated community policing some

with federally preset funding allocations across formwas being adopted by almost half the agen-
the various partners. This went a long way to- €S serving more than 50,000 people; Moore
ward eliminating any potential infighting over ~ (1994) reported at about the same time that
money: Potential partners knew from the start " Practice, no department has yet fully imple-
what money they could expect, so the planning Mented community policing as an overall
process could focus on program goals rather phllospphy.” Several years ga_rller, in an attempt
than resource allocation. Emphasizing the need 0 clarify the community policing concept,

to build or strengthen local capacities to partici- S0ldstein (1986:8) noted in passing that the
pate in partnerships, BJA provided targeted (€M served a useful purpose asetorical
training and technical assistance to all CCP sitelevice-He speculated that the term was useful
for that purpose (Kelling et al., 1998). While for calling attention to values that should under-

PACT provided no funds, its technical assistancd!€ Policing in a free society: more community

components also emphasized partnership building'nvelvement, greater accountability to the com-

munity, and improved service to the community.
The new administration recognized that such _ .
partnership building, while potentially important, COntroversy over what community policing really
would be seen neither as a sufficient response tdS OF really means has attended the discussions
the Nation’s crime problem, nor as redemption ©f itS implementation down to the present day.
of the campaign promise of 100,000 police offic- 7O Trojanowicz and his colleagues it was a
ers. Two basic obstacles remained, however: hoW?nilosophyfor guiding every aspect of a police
to pay for the officers in the midst of an outcry ~29ENCy's operations. In some cases, it is indeed
over Federal budget deficits, and how to deploy merely arh_etorlcal de\{lceused not in Goldstel_n S
them in ways that would reinforce emerging terms but in Klockars’: a progressn_/_e-soundlng
police-community partnerships without visibly verbal smoke screen to protect tradltlor_lal methods
compromising the image of “toughness.” an_d values quite (_Jllffere_nt from the philosophy

articulated by Trojanowicz. To many scholars
Solving the fiscal problem required two decisions and observers of the police, community policing
to be negotiated with Congress. Costs of the of- is primarily a collection oprograms or tactics
ficers would be shared with localities, and the ~ employed in good faith within agencies that still
Federal share would be paid for out of a Violent cling to traditional deployments and attitudes.



33

In a small number of departments, community measuring tactics implementation was the only

policing represents a long-testrategythat uses practical way to develop a national picture of

the smaller programs and tactics as a means to progress toward the stated objectives, other com-

bring about a slow but permanent change in the ponents of this study found examples of grantee

overall way the agency does business. agencies changing their mission, vision, or values
statements or taking other steps to incorporate

Arguably, the concept has played all four roles aicommunity policing explicitly into their agen-

various times and in various endeavors, includingcies’philosophies

the development of Title | and the operatain

its programs. During congressional debate overNot only has the term “community policing”

the 1994 Crime Act, the simultanequpular- played multiple roles with respect to the COPS

ity and ambiguity of community-orientgmblic- program, but also, as chapter 6 makes clear,

ing enhanced itehetorical value as a devicer police agencies employ the term to cover a wide

attracting the legislative majority neededoiss  variety of practices. The term offers such a wide

the Act. As had been true of Weed and Seed, umbrella for at least two reasons. First, to the ex-

advocates of get-tough crime contfwkeding)  tent that community policing means addressing

could hear “policing” while community en- the needs and using the resources of local neigh-
hancement (seeding) adherents could focus on borhoods, diversity of neighborhoods calls for
“community oriented.” diversity in community policing strategies and

tactics. Second, the term seems to have acquired
Later, the new COPS Office created to carry out a variety of meanings because over the past sev-
Title | took a step toward defining community  eral decades it has been applied to a rather wide
policing by asking Congress to judge its successvariety of policing reforms, innovations, and
(and applicants to describe their intended uses programs.
of grants) in terms of three objectives: building
partnerships with their communities, adopting A review of the history of community policing
problem-solving tactics, and refining organiza- is beyond the scope of this evaluation. Neverthe-
tional structures and functions to support the less, to give readers some appreciation of the
programmatic objectives (Brann, 1995). Crime wide range of meanings that well-informed and
prevention had been added to the programmaticwell-meaning legislators, program administrators,
objectives by the time more than 11,000 law grantees, and observers assigned to the term
enforcement agencies submitted their required “community policing,” this section offers an

community policingstrategieswith their first overview of some strategies and tactics to which
grant applications. the term has been applied.

In turn, those strategies outlined firegrams The reference point: Professional law

and tacticghey planned in pursuit of those enforcement

objectives. Given the practical difficulties of _ L
obtaining valid measures of progress toward Community policing is perhaps best understood

thoseobjectives on such a large scale, the cops!N refation to what it is not. Such a benchmark is
Office monitored strategy implementation in especially usgful |n_I|_ght _of frequent objections
terms ofthe programs and tactics. Similarly, for that community policing is "what we've always
the present study, the Urban Institute based its 9one-" Following Moore (1992), we use “profes-

comparison of community policing implementa- Sional policing” as the reference point.

tion by grantee and nongrantee agencies ?n anar,e professional policing vision was fairly clearly
tional survey of law enforcement agencies adolO'described in chapter 4 of the 1967 report of the

tion of tactics used more or less commonly to . , -
pursue the four COPS Office objectives. Although President's Commission on Law Enforcement
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and Administration of Justice (U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1967). The Crime Commission
viewed crime as a broad social problem, with
root causes that lay well beyond the domain of
policing. For the commission, the mission of the
police was “not to remove the causes of crime,
but to deter crime, and to deal with specific
criminals whoever they are, and with specific
crimes whenever, wherever, and however they
occur.” The commission reminded readers that
the police are “only one part of the criminal jus-
tice system,” and the criminal justice process is

and nonwhites perceive the police and recogniz-
ing that “professionalization of the police has
meant ... improving efficiency by various meth-
ods [that lessen] informal contact between po-
licemen and citizens,” the commission called for
community relations programs and for making
community relations “the business of an entire
department” through frequent meetings with
precinct-level citizens’ advisory committees
(1967:100-101). Recognizing that lengthy pro-
cedures manuals usually fail to give officers

on the street adequate guidance on the use of

“limited to case by case operations, one criminaldiscretion that is called for every day, the com-

or one crime at a time” (1967:93).

To carry out this mission, the commission de-
scribed the “heart of the police law enforcement
effort [as] patrol, on foot or by vehicle, of uni-
formed policemen ... If they are motorized, they
spend much of their time responding to citizen
complaints and the reports of crime that are re-
layed to them over their radios ... A principal
purpose of patrol is ‘deterrence,’ [and] [w]hen
patrol fails to prevent a crime or apprehend the
criminal while he is committing it, the police
must rely on investigation” (1967:95-96). The
commission went on to note that “[p]reventive
patrol ... by visible and mobile policemen ... is
universally thought of as the best method of
controlling crime that is available to the police”
(1967:116). Moreover, “... in view of the limited
area that foot patrolmen can cover, ... [tlhe ex-
treme mobility and coverage provided by motor
patrol compels its use, despite losses in neigh-
borhood contact” (1967:117).

Beyond the loss of neighborhood contact, the
commission anticipated other issues that would
later resurface in discussions of community
policing. Recognizing that public and private
services tended to be poor in the high-crime

mission called on agencies to develop policies
guiding use of discretion in such matters as

“the issuance of orders to citizens regarding their
movements or activities, the handling of minor
disputes, the safeguarding of the rights of free
speech and free assembly, the selection and

use of investigative methods, and the decision
whether or not to arrest in specific situations
involving specific crimes” (1967:104).

Organizationally, the commission was firmly
committed to the “guiding organizational prin-
ciple of central control.” The vision was that,
with the advice of trained specialists and an in-
ternal board cutting across functions and ranks,
the chief and his staff should be “developing,
enunciating, and enforcing departmental policies
and guidelines for the day-to-day activities of
line personnel” (1967:114-115). The commis-
sion noted that large police departments were
nearly always characterized by organizational
fragmentation, with separate and poorly coordi-
nated units responsible for patrol, investigation
of specific crime types, and community relations.
To improve efficiency, it called for experimenta-
tion with “team policing,” a structure that would
put all such functions under unified command at
the district level (1967:117-118).

neighborhoods to which patrol officers should be

assigned for the sake of efficiency, the commis-

Despite the commission’s acknowledgment of

sion recommended creating “community service limitations and calls for innovation, most of its

officers” who would report badly maintained

recommendations presumed a hierarchical orga-

parks and other conditions that should be correctedhization and sought to improve the efficiency or

(1967:98). Lamenting how differently whites

effectiveness of what Moore (1992:108) called
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the principal tactics on which professional polic- they would be available for more serious matters,
ing relied: patrol, rapid response to calls for reduce response time, and provide better service.
service, and investigation of crimes. Shaped by Managing Patrol Operations (MPO) formalized
the commission’s thinking, testing and refine-  directed patrol activities to target specific crime
ments of these functions formed the centerpieceproblems in communities. Managing Criminal
of professional policing in the following years. Investigations introduced formal case screening
For the general public at the time, the essence protocols to optimize the use of criminal investi-
of professional policing was captured by Jack gators on more serious cases and allocate other
Webb’s character in the radio and television se- investigative work to patrol officers. The Inte-
riesDragnet Detective Joe Friday, whose signa- grated Criminal Apprehension Rpam (ICAP)
ture phrase “Just the facts, ma’am,” became a introduced crime analysis to allocatatrol re-
national cultural symbol of police practice at sources to target specific crime types and at-
the time. tempted to formalize the roles of patrol officers,
investigators, and other specialists in criminal
Over time, research prompted by the commission’snyestigations. “Career criminal” or “repeat of-
work generated additional questions about the  fender” programs targeted the relatively small
professional model. Moore (1992) summarized number of chronic and violent offenders for
these challenges to the four fundamental as-  more intense police scrutiny and higher priority
sumptions underlying the professional model:  prosecution.
that patrol deters crime (Kelling et al., 1974),
that detectives can often solve crimes using Between the early 1970s and early 1990s, other
crime scene evidence (Greenwood et al., 1977), police executives and scholars developed alter-
that rapid response often leads to apprehension natives to the professional model. Although many
of perpetrators (Kansas City Police Department, locally conceived projects received Federal sup-
1980), and that arrest, even if followed by con- port, the energy of this period was essentially
viction and incarceration, deters crime (Blumstein a grassroots attempt to improve policing. No
et al., 1978). master plan of systematic design, pilot testing,
experimental testing, and replication governed
It overreaches the evidence to suggest the find- the process, although instances of each occurred.
ings of those four studies show police cando  New ideas were tried in their home settings,
nothing about crime. They nevertheless seriouslyometimes accompanied by fairly robust evalua-
called into question the claims of some politi-  tions, and then introduced (with Federal help)
cians, police officials, and academics at the time on the national stage for replication and modifi-
that crime could be controlled simply by having cation. At one level, LEAAS research arm, the
more police doing more of these activities. The National Institute of Law Enforcement and
research challenge to the efficacy of policing  Criminal Justice and its successor the National
as then practicedtimulated two kinds of re- Institute of Justice, promoted evaluation of the
sponses: efforts to improve the professional ~ programs and disseminated the findings through
model and efforts to replace or augmentthe  the Exemplary Projects series, “Best Practices/
professional model with promising alternative  Model Programs” publications, and national
approaches. conferences, among other channels. At another
_ _ level, law enforcement professionals kept one
Most efforts to improve the professional model  4nother informed of promising ideas and innova-
involved thinking of crime and crime fighting  tions through articles in practitioner magazines,
efforts in more systemic ways. For example, such asThe Police ChieAndFBI Law Enforce-

Differential Police Response (DPR) to calls for - ment Bulletinand in presentations at their
service introduced formal call screening proto- ational conferences.

cols to free patrol units from mundane tasks so
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Among the most prominent alternatives cited by “X cars” that could be dispatched throughout

Moore (1992) were team policing, community
relations units, community crime prevention
programs, problem-oriented policing, and fear
reduction projects. Though each had its limita-
tions and some visible failures, collectively they
broadened the police perspective and mission.
Perhaps more importantly, they changed the
nature of police executives’ conversations.

the city and “basic cars” that remained in their
assigned neighborhoods. A senior lead officer
was assigned to each basic car and given higher
pay for establishing and maintaining liaison with
the community. The city was divided into 70 pa-
trol areas, each policed by 3 to 5 basic cars and
commanded by a lieutenant, who directed not
only patrol but all the specialist units and had
24-hour accountability for conditions in the area.

Nationally published evaluation findings, rigorous Because of this neighborhood-level focus, Moore
local experiments, and conversations with police (1992:133) described team policing as “the first

executives from other jurisdictions all legitimated modern model of what [was] becoming commu-
the cross-fertilization of ideas throughout the po-nity policing” at that time.

lice community. Progressive policing came to be

defined in part by police executives’ willingness

Moore reports that evaluations of team policing

to test and evaluate new ideas, often through then several locations found the model was popular
research programs of the Police Foundation, thewith the public and sometimes improved neigh-

Police Executive Research Forum (PERF), the
International Association of Chiefs of Police
(IACP), and other organizations.

At the center of this evolutionary process were
the five alternatives listed above, each of which
was an important precursor to the broad
reconceptualization of the police mission we
now call community policing. Some were tested
or implemented under grants from LEAA, BJA,
or NIJ. Compared to the professional policing
model, all of them had the potential to align
police concerns more closely with those of the
community, bring officers in closer contact with
community residents, or both. To help under-
stand the origins of the ambiguity of community
policing in the context of COPS, we briefly de-
scribe the five alternative approaches in the fol-
lowing sections.

Alternative 1: Team policing
Police departments in New York City, Cincin-

borhood conditions, including crime rates. How-
ever, even successful examples fell by the way-
side, perhaps because of resource constraints,
opposition by higher-ups in the chain of com-
mand,or incompatibility with an organizational
culture committed to the professional model.
Even the Los Angeles team policing model was
discontinued between our first and second site
visits. Despite the virtual demise of full-blown
team policing in most jurisdictions, several of its
vestiges—dispatch rules that keep beat officers
in their beats, a team approach to decisions in
the field rather than chain of command, and
pushing decisionmaking responsibility down

to the beat level—are prominent in descriptions
of community policing today.

Alternative 2: Community relations units

As described by Moore (1992:134), community
relations units dated back at least to the 1950s,
when “Officer Friendly” visited schools, made

speeches, and spoke to citizens in other forums

nati, and Los Angeles were among the first to achs a means of gaining support from community
on the commission’s recommendation to test theresidents. In the wake of urban riots in the 1960s,

team policingconcept as a means of establishingthese units’ activities in some agencies evolved

neighborhood-level control over all police re-
sources. The concept was still in operation in
Los Angeles at the time of our first site visit. As

into what we now know as community meetings,
often with community activists playing visible
roles. Because the community relations officers

practiced there, the patrol force was divided into kept senior command staffs abreast of tensions
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and plans, Goldstein, in a 1990 conversation
with Moore (1992:134), described theits as
among the first innovations to alert chiéésthe
potential value of community policing.

In some departments, regular community meet-
ings evolved into permanent citizen action or
advisory councils, which, then as now, offer
potential “megaphones for the department [and]
... antennae tuned into neighborhood concerns
(Moore, 1992:135).” The balance between those
two functions varies across jurisdictions, but the
meetings offer a structure through which a moti-

vated department can make community relations

“the business of an entire department from the
chief down,” as the Crime Commission (1967:100)
had recommended. In some jurisdictions, com-
munity meetings raised the issue of external
accountability, which sometimes led to new poli-
cies, procedures, and practices. One such prac-
tice, the civilian review board, offered a formal
mechanism for community input and monitoring
of police misconduct.

Regular meetings and councils offered the
necessary communications channels, and the
emergence of review boards may have helped t
create a congenial climate, for building police-
community partnerships. However, they did not

necessarily lead the new partners to action agen

das. Those were more likely to arise from two
strategies with different orientations: community
crime prevention and problem-oriented policing.

Alternative 3: Community crime prevention

Experiences of the fledgling partnerships dem-
onstrated that communities have legitimate and
important roles to play in crime prevention—
roles that go well beyond being the “eyes and

o

system were failing in their mission to
reduce the crime problem and to restore
and maintain the existing social order
(Silberman, 1978). This extended conception
of citizen involvement through community
crime prevention programs acknowledged
that the success of law enforcement was
highly dependent upon the participation
and cooperation of the populace in anti-
crime efforts, and that some crime preven-
tion activities were better conducted by
residents themselves. (Rosenbaum,
1986:21.)

Around the same time, evaluations produced
evidence suggesting that effective crime control
involving communities need not be restricted to
a passive role of the community in support of the
police. Potentially useful active roles for resi-
dents included marking property to deter bur-
glars, Neighborhood Watch, resident patrols,
“hardening” business premises against shoplift-
ing and robberies, cleaning up crime-prone spaces
open to the public, and reducing the loitering
and public drinking that bred simple assaults
and petty crimes. In implementing these tactics,
some community residents possessed expertise
not available to the police, and many communities
also possessed resources that could be directed

toward these problems.

In reviewing rigorous impact evaluations of four
well-executed community crime prevention pro-
grams, Rosenbaum (1986) concluded that, under
favorable conditions, they could reduce burglary
and robbery while increasing residents’ feelings
of security. However, he and others concurred
that the necessary favorable conditions are hard
to generate and even harder to sustain (Lurigio

ears of the police.” As noted by Dennis Rosenbaun@nd Rosenbaum, 1986; Rosenbaum, 1988). In

in a 1986 evaluation report on community crime
prevention:

The sentiments underlying community
crime prevention arose partly out of a
growing realization that the institutions
represented by the police and the court

Skogan’s (1988:42, 45, cited in Buerger, 1994)
words, “Anticrime organizations are often most
successful in communities that need them least
... [and] least common where they appear to be
most needed—in low-income, heterogeneous,
deteriorated, renting, high-turnover, high-crime
areas.” Nonetheless, for some, the occasional
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successes of community crime prevention tacticsAs a logical process, SARA need not enhance

warranted their inclusion among the potential
tools for implementing community policing
strategies.

Alternative 4: Problem-oriented policing

In a seminal article, Goldstein (1979) proposed
an alternative to the “one crime at a time” ap-
proach that characterized professional policing.
While the Crime Commission had already rec-
ognized that some 70 percent of calls for police
service concerned nonemergency matters,
Goldstein focused on the theory that clusters
of calls frequently reflected some underlying
problematic cause. He reasoned that if police
came to understand the problem well enough,
then they, working with others, could reduce
future call volumes by solving it.

As an example of problem-oriented policing,
scanning of dispatch records might reveal that

police-community contact; common problem-
solving responses such as enforcement of hous-
ing or alcohol codes, truancy reduction initia-
tives, and graffiti eradication can take place
without community involvement. However, one
goal of analysis is to identify property managers,
organizations that supervise potential offenders,
or others in the neighborhood who may be in a
position to help solve the problem and have a
stake in doing so. Therefore, at a minimum,
bringing community and agency partners into
the problem-solving process almost certainly
broadens the range of plausible alternative re-
sponses and may augment the resources avail-
able for the response. Beyond that, seeking and
using residents’ input in identifying problems,
priority setting, and analysis increases the likeli-
hood that problem-oriented policing projects
address problems of concern to the community,
develops responses consistent with neighbor-

an agency devoted disproportionate resources im_ood values, and avoids unnecessary confronta-

responses to frequent late night complaints of

noise, muggings, and larcenies from autos from

tions becauseesidents understand the rationale
for theresponse. For these reasons, Moore and

a residential area near an entertainment district. 1rojanowicz(1988)described problem-oriented

Further analysis might discover the underlying

problem: revelers parked illegally in the residen-

tial neighborhood to avoid high parking fees in
the entertainment district. As they returned to
their cars, they were likely to make noise, they
were easy targets for muggers, and they were
likely to find valuables had been stolen from

policing and community policing as overlap-
ping, though each has a distinctive thrust.

Alternative 5: Fear reduction

Reducing communities’ fear of crime emerged
during the 1980s as a policing problem in its
own right, for several reasons. First, observers

their cars during the evening. The illegal parking recognized fear of retaliation as one of several
might be prevented with such responses as parkbarriers to citizen participation in community

ing enforcement units doing directed ticketing,
officers and community residents erecting per-
manent physical barriers to illegal parking, or
nightclub managers validating parking garage
ticket stubs for free parkingThe success of

crime prevention and problem-solving activities
(Grinc, 1994; Rosenbaum and Lurigio, 1994).
Second, the finding that fear of crime was not
highly correlated with the actual level of crime
(Skogan, 1987) implied that reducing fear would

any of these responses could be assessed by a require something different from techniques that

reanalysis of dispatch records, by community
surveys, or both.

successfully reduced crime.

Third, police practitioners and researchers devel-

The problem-solving approach was popularized oped two promising strategies for reducing fear:

by the Police Executive Research Forum (Eck
and Spelman, 1987), using an acronym SARA
(Scanning, Analysis, Response, Assessment).

expanding police presence and policing disorder.
As recounted by Moore (1992), the initial spark
for fear reduction initiatives came from success-
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ful experiments with foot patrols in Flint, Michi-
gan, and Newark, New Jersey. While the foot
patrols did not reduce property or violent crime,
they did reduce citizens’ fears; the Flint experi-
ment was so popular that voters passed a tax
to continue the program, and calls for service
declined (Police Foundation, 1981; Trojanowicz,

and the fare-beater crackdown originated in a
problem-oriented policing exercise (Kelling,
1999). In recent years, much to Kelling’s (1999)
regret, opponents now describe the New York
Police Department’s proactive order mainte-
nance strategy as “turning police loose” in ways
that led to the well-known Louima and Diallo

1982). Later, two federally sponsored experimentdragedies; Kelling (1999) himself remarks that

in Newark and Houston, Texas, demonstrated
that police could reduce fear using such tech-
nigues as opening neighborhood substations,
contacting citizens about neighborhood problems
and stimulating citizens to form new neighbor-
hood organizations (Pate et al., 1986; Wilson,
1989).

The second fear reduction strategy, policing dis-

some NYPD adherents to “tough” policing have
misconstrued successful assertive policing as
license for combative or military policing. To
prevent such misinterpretations and tragedies,
while advancing police-community partnerships,
Kelling (1999) advocates explicitly structuring
discretion in order maintenance policing with
guidelines, developed jointly with citizens
whenever possible.

order, is a response to what is sometimes known

as the “Broken Windows” theory, after the title
of anAtlantic Monthlyarticle by Wilson and
Kelling (1982). The authors argued that, left
uncorrected, signs of physical decay (the meta-
phorical broken window) and social disorder
(e.g., public drinking, groups of loiterers) com-
municated a message that “anything goes.”

In turn, frightened law-abiding people would
avoid the area, leaving it to the disorderly and
criminals. Skogan (1990) later discovered strong
supporting statistical correlations. The metaphor
became the rationale for a variety of joint police-
community efforts to repair signs physical
decay: examples include neighborhood cleanup
graffiti removal, and building code enforcemen

The strategy became more controversial when
applied tosocialdisorder. Kelling and Coles
(1996) describe Kelling’s experience with two
examples from New York City, both involving
proactive arrest and jailing. One target was “fare
beaters,” who avoided subway fares by jumping
turnstiles instead of inserting tokens. The other
was “squeegee men” who, unasked, “washed”
the windows of cars stuck in traffic and then
intimidated drivers into giving them money.

What is community policing?

The brief overview above should demonstrate
that as debate began over the 1994 Crime Act,
anyone advocating community policing as a
break with the dominant professional policing
model could point to a variety of objectives,
strategies, and tactics as examples of differences.
But beyond that, little was settled. Reasonable
people could (and still do) argue whether the
strategic objective of community policing was
to improve community relations, encourage
community crime prevention, expand the use

QOf problem-oriented policing, reduce fear, or

t accomplish some combination of the above. As

Congress debated the 1994 crime bill, advocates
and opponents of community policing could
plausibly describe it in terms of tactics that
ranged from appearances by Officer Friendly or
McGruff the Crime Dog to sophisticated analy-
ses of calls for police service, regular meetings
in high crime communities, citizen advisory
boards, and assertive order maintenance
policing.

BJA had already recognized that the widespread
confusion posed a threat to the diffusion of com-

As carried out, these proactive order maintenanc8nity policing to police agencies across the

efforts had community policing objectives: arrest-
iIng squeegee men was intended to reduce fear,

country. To help build and disseminate a consensus
on the meaning of community policing, BJA
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established and funded the Community Policing
Consortium (CPC) in 1993. CPC began opera-
tions under the aegis of four of the major national
law enforcement organizations: the International
Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP); the
National Sheriffs Association (NSA); the Police
Executive Research Forum (PERF); and the
Police Foundation. Beginning in Phase Il of the
CPC’s work, the National Organization of Black
Law Enforcement Executives (NOBLE) was
added as the fifth CPC organization.

In Phases | and Il of the CPC Richard Ward,
then director of BJA's Discretionary Grant Pro-
gram, guided CPC'’s development as BJAS pivotal
provider of community policing training and
technical assistance on behalf of DOJ. One im-
portant rationale for CPC was the previously

can plug in the technical assistance and
training that support the conceptual
framework (Community Policing Consor-
tium, 1995).

Under the direction of BJA and the heads of the
four organizations, CPC developed “Understand-
ing Community Policing: A Framework for Ac-
tion.” Based upon that publication, a core set of
training modules was developed and training
commenced in 1993. CPC was to become the
coordinator of all community policing training
and technical assistance supported by BJA funds
and to dedicate very intense training and techni-
cal assistance support to selected demonstration
sites. CPC was tasked in this manner to develop
multiple community policing “models” from all

of these sites and to further develop prescriptive

described lack of definition and consensus in thetraining and technical assistance curricula and

law enforcement profession as to the meaning
of community policing. As Ward described it:

By the early 1990s, law enforcement
realized many problems with community
policing were definitional. Nobody knew
exactly what it meant. To some it implied
social work. Others thought it moved away
from professionalism and wouldn’t work.
When | asked chiefs what they meant by
community policing, I'd get a different
answer each time. ‘I've got a foot patrol
officer in one of my high crime districts.’
‘We’re doing some crime prevention work.’
Until we got beyond the hurdle of defining
community policing, we couldn’t convince
practitioners that’s what they needed to do.

BJA believed that if the largest professional
organizations could get together, everybody
might eventually start reading off the same
sheet of music. The idea behind the Com-
munity Policing Consortium was to estab-
lish some fundamental definitions. We
started with a theoretical model that scared
everybody, went to a prototype, and finally
developed a framework that effectively
describes the umbrella concept. Now we

publications that could assist other jurisdictions
in the implementation of community policing.

The consortium was still new as the 1994 Crime
Act was being formulated, and concern was ex-
pressed at the time that such a massive infusion
of funds into an evolving reform might weaken
this ambiguous concept before it was fully de-
fined. Would the importance of a coherent local
community policing strategy, developed with
input from diverse perspectives, be lost in a mad
scramble for Federal dollars to hire new police
officers and acquire technology? Would agencies
merely graft community relations or prevention
programs from the past onto ongoing profes-
sional policing practices? Would agencies sim-
ply adopt a few signature tactics (Moore, 1992)
as a facade of some version of community polic-
ing without making the organizational changes
needed to make them work? In short, would this
huge effort to promote community policing wa-
ter the concept down still further, or change it in
undesirable ways? These questions remained as
the Crime Act was debated and passed.

The 1994 Crime Act

By any standard the Violent Crime Control and
Law Enforcement Act of 1994 was a massive
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piece of Federal anticrime legislation. This legis-into law in a ceremony on the South Lawn of
lation authorized the spending of a staggering the White House. This swift legislative victory
$30 billion to help State and local law enforce- reflected planning that had begun shortly after
ment agencies fight crime over the 6-year life of Clinton’s inauguration.
the bill's coverage. Of this total, Title —The
Public Safety Partnership and Community Polic-An internal DOJ working group had met in the
ing Act of 1994—authorized the largest expendi-spring of 1993 to draft elements of the “COPS
ture, $8.8 billion over 6 years, to increase the  on the Beat” program. This group consisted pri-
number of police officers on the Nation’s streets. mavily of staff from OJP and DOJ who basically
Although Title | nowhere mentionedsgecific tried to establish eligibility and funding standards
number of officers, the Clinton campaigtedge ~ for the planned program. Although final and se-
of 100,000 officers was still fresh, and the statu- rious discussions of the final crime bill did not
tory cost-sharing formula would fund that num- start in earnest until a year later, in the spring
ber of officers from the $8.8 billion. Because of 1994, these earlier discussions led to Police
Federal assistance to the entire local criminal ~ Hiring Supplement grants, which BJA awarded
justice function, including law enforcement, in late 1993. The application kit contained an
had never substantially exceeded $1 billion on introductory letter in which the Attorney General
a sustained basis, and Title | represented an  described PHS as “the first stage” of efforts to
unprecedented Federal intervention into local  fulfill the President’s pledge of 100,000 commu-
law enforcement. nity policing officers. PHS contained several
features that later appeared in the COPS pro-
Understandably, legislation of this magnitude  gram: the 3-year grant period, an explicit
required careful negotiations and compromises. 25-percent local match requirement, and a
Concerns were expressed about Title | and other3-year grant maximum of $75,000 per officer.
parts of the bill “federalizing” a traditionally PHS also contained a provision that was in-
State and local function, and it was deemed tended to ensure that jurisdictions of all sizes
critical to design its programs to ensure that the would have equal access to funding. Half the
Federal assistance role did not preempt local  funds were awarded to agencies serving jurisdic-
autonomy and control. There were also divided tions with populations of 150,000 or more, and
opinions, principally along Democratic and half were awarded to smaller jurisdictions.
Republican party lines, about crime fighting ide-
ology and the designation of “soft” community  In the spring of 1994, serious negotiations took
policing as the desired core crime fighting strat- place among the White House, DOJ staff, and
egy. These contending forces shaped the progranfgongress over the emerging crime bill. Compro-
authorized by the bill when it was eventually =~ mises were made to develop bipartisan support.

signed into law. Onesuch concessiowas to permit grantees to
spend grant funds for officer overtime, which
The administration proposal PHS had prohibited. (The overtime prohibition

was restored after the first full year of the new
program.) Another was to retain the PHS popu-
lation demarcation of 150,000, so that Title |

On January 25, 1994, President Clinton reiter-
ated his campaign pledge to put 100,000 new
police officers on the streets of America. Later . J.1q target equal aggregate amounts for agen-
that year, on August 21, the House of Represen-jaq gyer and under that benchmark. Beyond
tatives approved the Violent Crime Control and 54 aqyocates for rural and tribal jurisdictions
Law Enforcement Act of 1994 on a bipartisan  jemanded and received a statutory requirement
vote of 235 to 195. Four days later, the Senate ¢, 4 simplified grant application process for
voted to approve the act on a vote .Of 6110 38. jurisdictions of less than 50,000. These provi-
On September 13, 1994, Clinton signed the act gjong were politically attractive because they
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ensured some level of funding support for all ~ policing was emerging as an alternative, and
jurisdictions, regardless of size. This feature waspriority should be given, according to these
obviously important to garner necessary con-  advocates, to a strong Federal role in helping to
gressional support, and it was consistent with théacilitate the implementation and expansion of
White House priority, which was first and fore- this new policing strategy.

most to deploy the 100,000 new police officers.
The second desired priority within DOJ was

Another change made late in the process led to more controversial, given the need to fashion a
COPS MORE (Making Officer Redeployment  legislative majority. Some senior DOJ executives
Effective) grants. Several prominent police supported targeting Crime Act resources particu-
executives and mayors urged that funds be availlarly at the highest crime jurisdictions in the
able for resources other than sworn officers— country, rather than the “shotgun” dissemination
specifically, civilians and information technolo- implied in the equal allocation based upon popu-
gies. The administration desired these advocatedation size. Outside government, such renowned
support for the legislation, but civilians and tech-experts as James Q. Wilson and Lawrence
nology lacked the appeal of “cops on the street” Sherman also advocated this position. They ar-
to tough-on-crime constituencies and would not gued that while $8.8 billion and 100,000 new
necessarily help redeem the 100,000-officer police officers were formidable numbers, dis-
campaign pledge. persng the funds and new officers too broadly
would greatly dilute any potential for meaning-
The COPS MORE resolution required applicantsful impact upon crime and violence in the areas
to estimate officer productivity gains fromthe  having the most need. It is clear from the distri-
new technology or civilians, measured as full-  pution formula in the final legislation that the
time equivalents (FTEs) of officers, and to dem- advocates of a targeted funding formula did not
onstrate that COPS MORE grants would yield  prevail. Because any grantee could apply for a
FTEs at least as cost effectively as grants to hiresecond or subsequent grant in future years, how-
actual officers.The FTEs generated by the pro- ever, the extent to which COPS funds were tar-
ductivity gains would then be counted toward  geted on high-crime areas remained an empirical
the target of 100,000. No sound empirical basis question.
existed for such estimates, and so these calcula-
tions and machinations would prove to be The congressional debate
troublesome later. At the time, however, spon- ) _ i
sors found it appealing that the COPS MORE A substantial part of the explanation fo_r_the final
device could apply a given amount of resources shape of the Crlr_n_e Act was purely p_olltl_cal. _
toward two goals, simultaneously advancing the Although the politics of crime and this historic
program toward the 100,000-officer mark and crime act are not the_subject of this evaluation
providing the localities the additional benefits ~ '€POrt, the political climate helped to shape not

they sought from technology and civilianization. ©NlY the act itself, but ultimately how the newly
created COPS Office would execute its mandates.

At the senior levels of DOJ, however, there were
other critical interests expressed in terms of the
scope and intent of this massive Federal initia-
tive. The Deputy Attorney General and other
senior staff at DOJ strongly advocated two pri-
orities for the emerging anticrime legislation.
First, they felt this large Federal investment
would build on the “professional policing”

model across the United States. Community

The actual negotiations in Congress over a large
Federal crime act dated back to early 1993.
These negotiations, and the various versions of
different bills that emerged, reflected the some-
times deep ideological differences between the
Democratic and Republican parties. Even
though the Democrats at that time maintained
numerical control of both chambers in Congress,
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the presence of conservative Democrats guaran- rhetorical.” The Democrat approach can be
teed that any “final” crime act would somehow summarized in a few brief words: more
have to mediate these ideological differences. police, fewer guns. (Chernoff et al., 1996.)

The Democrats, and particularly candidate (and As a “new” and desired policing strategy, the
later President) Clinton, were determined to abstract and ambiguous term “community polic-
reclaim the crime issue they had “lost” to the  ing” offered the flexibility needed to gain the
Republicans as far back as the late 1960s. The necessary political support for the Crime Act.
memory was fresh in their minds of the success-The term also allowed wide latitude to State and
ful use of the crime issue in the 1988 presiden- |ocal police agencies in the application of this
tial campaign, as epitomized by Willie Horton.  concept within their agencies. Avoiding even the
The 100,000-officer campaign pledge was in-  perception of a “one size fits all” approach was
tended, in part, to preempt a repeat in 1992. seen as critical to the success of the Crime Act,

and necessary also to ameliorate some concerns
The Republicans supported responses to crime peing expressed that one of the bill's outcomes
that were very popular in the country, particularly coyld be to create a national police force. The
the death penalty and other “get tough” mea- || incorporated such key elements of commu-
sures on criminals. The pUbliC, given the Spiral- n|ty po"cing as partnerships and pr0b|em solv-
ing crime rates almost everywhere, had lost its jhg and described these principles loosely in
patience for the old Democratic party line of the terms of their application within a police organi-
past 30 years, which was seen as too liberal andzation and in communities. In fact, these core
too supportive of the rights and needs of criminals.principles were consistent with much of the lan-
guage of the police profession itself as expressed
in various publications, reports, and other com-
munity policing documents both at the national
and local levels.

Given this climate, Joseph Biden and Charles
Schumer, then chairs of the Senate and House
Judiciary Committees, respectively, adopted
the following three-part legislative strategy for

passing the 1994 Crime Act: Beyond the civilians and technology to be

funded under COPS MORE, other funds were
set aside to support local initiatives and pro-
grams thought to show particular promise in
dealing with crime and violence issues (domes-

First, Biden and Schumer recognized that
Democrats’ basic weakness on the crime
iIssue was their perceived opposition to the

death penalty, since capital punishment is
the most powerful litmus test used by
voters to determine whether a politician is
“tough on crime”...

Second, Biden and Schumer went on the
offensive, mounting a strong attack against
the Bush administration’s crime plan, which
was designed to honor his 1988 campaign
promises to “reform” presumptively liberal
and permissive crime policies....

Third, Biden and Schumer proposed their
own innovative crime plan, which in com-
parison to Bush'’s approach, was “real, not

tic violence, gangs, youth firearm violence, and
so forth). In the final version of the bill, these
kinds of programs became part of the Innovative
Community Oriented Policing (ICOP) section,
which could be funded with up to 15 percent of
the appropriation each year. Similarly, in recog-
nition of the need to provide State and local
agencies some level of training and technical
assistance support, up to 3 percent of the annual
appropriation could be utilized to provide these
services. Both of these categories of programs
and services are described in a later section of
this chapter.
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A broad range of constituencies influenced the and, in fact, BJA and OC had already begun
bill's content and helped ensure its passage.  funding new officers through Police Hiring
Supporters included national police managemenSupplement Grants in 1993 and 1994, it was
and labor organizations and other political orga- recognized that future coordination with OJP
nizations, such as the U.S. Conference of Mayorsentities would be critical if the COPS Program
the International City Managers Association, the were to be smoothly implemented and ultimately
National Governor’'s Association and the National successful.

League of Cities. This diverse group of support-

ers became critical in ameliorating the philo- Organization of the COPS Program

sophical tension in Congress between forces

favoring the creation and funding of a large A top priority of the Attorney General and Asso-

Federal crime program that would award grants ciate Attorney General (ASG) was the need to
brog 9 expedite the receipt and processing of COPS

directly to local Jur.'Sd'Ct'o.nS’ In contrast to the Program grant applications, which drove both
longstanding practice of disseminating these funds

through State-level planning agencies controlledStartulo decisions and all subsequent oversight
g . pla gag activity. The core and most critical mission of
by gubernatorial appointees.

this new program would be to fund the hiring
of 100,000 new police officers throughout the
United States. Given features of the bill that en-
Program couraged small agencies to apply, the ASG and

As the Crime Act was being crafted during the his staff estimated that within weeks the new
spring and summer of 1994, DOJ high-level or- agency could be confronted with applications
ganizational planning continued. The goal of the from as many as 17,000 agencies, some applying
planners, who completed their work under the to more than one program and some planning to
new Associate Attorney General, was to award apply for additional grants in future years. Any

grants for new officers within days after passagechance of funding 100,000 officers in the 6-year
of the bill—an unprecedented goal foranew  COPS Program authorization period would require

grant program. a highly efficient and responsive organization.

Planning and Launching the COPS

A critical organizational question was howto ~ The ASG had two options at the time: Integrate
integrate the grant program for new officers with the program within the existing OJP entities or
other Crime Act grant programs and with other Create a separate new organization. The 1994
local assistance programs, some dating back to Planning meetings, which continued up to early
the 1968 Safe Streets Act. For the most part, fall and involved, among others, the Ieadership
these were administered by the Office of Justice and staff of OJP, ultimately led to the decision
Programs and its component bureaus. Normally,that there was a rationale and need to create a
programmatic aspects of Federal assistance to new office ouside OJP because of the unique
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies Statutory mandatenagnitude, and short lifespan
were managed by BJA, and the Office of the of the COPS Program. This decision was ap-
Comptroller (OC) conducted financial adminis- Proved by the Attorney General, and the Office
tration. The Attorney General assigned then- ~ of Community Oriented Policing Services
Associate Attorney General John Schmidtto ~ (COPS Office) was created in the fall of 1994.
coordinate implementation of the Crime Act

within DOJ. To strengthen coordination, over- It seems that the ASG and other staff ultimately

sight responsibility for OJP was moved from  felt that creating a new COPS Office would fa-
the Deputy Attorney General to the Associate cilitate the development of an organization with

Attorney General. Because the new program wa& Néw culture that would focus on the mandates
in some sense an expansion of the OJP mission,a“d goals of the 1994 Crime Act. To fulfill one
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critical goal—expeditious processing and award-General. He took the helm as the permanent

ing of a very large number of grants—a single- director in early 1995 and remained as director
minded organization seemed like the logical stepuntil mid-1999.

to take. Over the years OJP, faced with broad

and complex mandates, had developed volumi- To expedite the hiring process, the Office of Per-
nous regulations intended to prevent various ~ Sonnel Management granted the COPS Office
administrative problems. The State planning ~ Schedule A hiring authority for a limited period
agencies were accustomed to playing a central of time since it was a new Federal agency. Under
role in distributing Byrne grants, BJAs largest  this authority, the agency could bypass the nor-
assistance program. The tension inherentin ~ mal process of posting positions and screening
seeking to coordinate OJP and its six compo-  civil service lists before making hiring decisions.
nents, each headed by a presidential appointee,WithOUt Schedule A authority, this process could
had occasionally hindered interagency coopera- have taken at least 3 to 4 months, which would
tion. In that context, trying to alter the structure have been far too long.

and culture of OJP to ensure success of the highl¥ _ )
political and ambitious COPS program was he COPS Office recruited staff even before the

probably thought to be too risky. The decision crime bill was pass_ed and hired staff_immediately
to create a new agency was balanced by giving after th(_a Act was signed. The ASG hired all _of
OJP components visible responsibilities con-  the senior management team members during
nected to the COPS program. NIJ, for example, this period, except the assistant director of train-
would have important research and evaluation Nd and technical assistance, who was not selected
program responsibilities funded under cops.  until early 1996. The obvious hiring priority was
the Grants Division staff. With a first-year bud-
A key organizational decision was made to have get of $1.3 billion and White House pressure to
the COPS Office rely on OJP’s existing Office ~ achieve results quickly, there was tremendous
of the Comptroller for financial administration ~ urgency to hire this staff quickly and accelerate
instead of creating its own comptroller operation. the grant solicitation and awarding processes.
This decision, along with OC’s decision to cre- S )
ate a branch specializing in COPS grants, was During its first year of operation, the COPS
certainly critical to quick COPS Office startup. ~ Office was established as a “full service” organi-
However, because of separate “chains of com- zation l_Jnder the supervision of t_he ASG. _Staff
mand,” some time elapsed while the COPS Of- Were hired and assigned to multiple functions
fice and its OC branch developed shared visionsWithin the office: grant administration and moni-
of organizational mission and goals, customer ~ tOring, training and technical assistance, con-
service, and appropriate timetables for respondin ressional liaison, intergovernmental liaison

to the needs of prospective and existing grantees (Working with national and other political orga-
nizations), and communications (for coordina-

Launching the COPS Office tio_n with mediq an_d the handling of all critical
office communications of other types). Other
The selection of a COPS Office director becamesupport staff were hired for the personnel, com-
a priority task for the ASG. The first candidate  puter support, and administrative areas within
seriously considered for this position withdrew  the office. Thus, the office would conduct all
his name from consideration. As a reSU|t, Kent aspects of its business in the awarding and moni-
Markus, from the Associate Attorney General's toring of grants and the liaison with key external
staff, assumed the position of Acting Director  gyersight and constituency groups without having
from October to December 1994. At that time, g rely on any other DOJ office. These organiza-
Chief Joseph Brann of Hayward, California,  tjonal decisions, again, were in support of the
was selected and appointed by the Attorney  office’s most visible mission—fundintipe
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100,000 new police officers within the 6-year Law Enforcement Block Grant (LLEBG) pro-
Crime Act authorization. gram. LLEBG was developed as a Republican

alternative to COPS that would distribute funds
Given its highly political and visible role and the to jurisdictions proportionately based on their
direct connection of its program to the Presidentyiolent crime levels, permit grantees to use funds
of the United States, the COPS Office, by neces+or virtually any type of resources, and free ju-
sity, had to coordinate certain announcements risdictions from any commitment to community
and other activities through the ASG with the  policing. In the end, the fiscal 96 budget reduced
Attorney General, the White House, and mem- COPS Office funding from $1.9 billion to $1.4
bers of Congress. At one level, the new office  bijllion, with the $500 million difference being
perfected the process of coordinating these kindgdded to BJA's budget for disbursement under
of high-level announcements. Key staff from all the LLEBG program.

internal divisions were involved in a highly coor-
dinated effort to process and announce all sig- COPS and LLEBG coexisted at roughly those
nificant grant awards. At another level, however, appropriations levels for the next several years,
COPS Office critics saw the coordinated an- but the flow of grant funds had already been
nouncements and attendant publicity as signs ofinterrupted for the 7 months between October
a politically driven organization rather than one 1995 and April 1996. Because of the possibility
driven by substantive policing issues and needs.of being “zeroed out,” the COPS Office did not
award many grants, either continuations from
During 1995 that same visibility and connection the previous year or new, until the final budget
to President Clinton also made COPS a target ofcompromises made its future clear.
Republicans, who won control of both Houses
of Congress just 2 months after the President  This forced delay particularly affected pending
signed the 1994 Crime Act. Not only were the MORE applications. Because fiscal 95 applica-
Republicans bent on reducing total Federal ex- tions for COPS MORE grants had exceeded
penditures, but the COPS program, which was available MORE funds, COPS Office staff told a
seen as one of the President’s and Democrats’ number of MORE applicants informally during
most visible legislative accomplishments, was Septerber 1995 that their applications would be
an immediate and frequent target of many who acceptedut that formal award and obligation of
wanted to abolish it. These issues dramatically the funds would be delayed into the first few
affected the program starting in October 1995, weeks of fiscal 96. Because OC staff were not
when negotiations between the White House andgexempt from the shutdown, however, those
Congress over the fiscal 1996 budget reached anveeks stretched into months, and the applicant
impasse and the Federal Government “shut down'agencies were kept in suspense until May 1996.
until April 1996. COPS Office budgetary uncertainty also delayed
until May 1996 grant awards for the hiring of
COPS Office staff were exempt from the shut-  police officers under Universal Hiring Program
down and continued to process grant applica-  grants.
tions with a skeleton staff. Nevertheless, the
agency was hobbled during the fall of 1995 and The COPS Office culture
into the spring of 1996 in terms of its ability to

obligate fiscal year 1996 funds, given the uncer- """ : .
tainty of its future existence and appropriated sciously sought to differentiate itself from other

funding level. House Republicans favored a ~ Féderal grant making agencies by creating what
budget that would have eliminated the COPS some have called a “corporate” operating culture

Office and shifted all grant funds to a new Local that, intermally, emphasized an informal team
management style. Externally, the COPS Office

From its inception, the new COPS Office con-
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adopted procedural simplification and customer  We will carry out these responsibilities
service as guiding principles for its relations through a set of core values that reflect our
with grantees. commitment to the highest standard of
excellence and integrity in public service.
Management style.In the early days, the ASG (COPS Mission Statement, 1997.)
personally participated in and coordinated the
management of critical COPS program deci-  Simplifying grant applications. The objective
sions, along with the acting and permanent  of the COPS Office simplification effort was to
COPS Office directors. The Office was commit- eliminate grant submission requirements that
ted to a team management approach with em-  often generated voluminous proposals with “ad-
phasis on a flat and streamlined organization  denda” and other related materials appended to
with ample opportunity for all key staff to par-  each proposal. In the minds of some, such grant
ticipate in decisionmaking. During his entire  gpplication packages created undue burdens on
tenure, the ASG met weekly with the COPS both the agencies that had to prepare and submit
Office senior management team, which con- them and DOJ program managers and staff
sisted of the director, deputy directors, and all members, who had to review and evaluate them
assistant directors. This weekly forum provided in the process of making funding decisions. In-
regular opportunities for all key players from the deed, a number of COPS Office staff members
COPS Office and the ASG's staff to candidly ~ had acquired experience with such applications
discuss and decide key program issues. in previous positions in the OJP agencies.

Under Director Brann's leadership, the COPS  COPS staff designed greatly simplified forms
Office developed a mission statement that com- and submission requirements. These forms, ini-
mitted the agency to this open management stylgially as short as one to two pages for jurisdic-
that fostered innovation, to developing and tions of less than 50,000, were designed to record
maintaining customer relationships with law  only the information that was critical to program
enforcement agencies, and to advancing the  decisionmaking. Appended to each of these ap-

practice of community policing: plications were the required “Assurances” that
_ _ were signed by each applicant stipulating that
We, the staff of the Office of Community all information in the package was accurate and
Oriented Policing Services, dedicate our- truthful.
selves, through partnerships with communi-
ties, policing agencies, and other public The staff designed the grant solicitation pack-
and private organizations, to significantly ages for each of the major grant initiatives to
improve public safety in neighborhoods and streamline and speed up the process. These were
communities throughout the country. color coded according to the particular type of
solicitation. These packages provided prospec-
We will accomplish this by putting into tive applicants with easy-to-read information
practice the concepts of community polic- concerning the scope of the program, the funding
ing in order to reduce levels of disorder, requirements and expectations or desired out-
violence and crime through the application ~ comes. They included a question and answer
of proven, effective programs and strate- section that provided answers to questions that

gies. We will meet the needs of our custom- the staff thought would be frequently asked by
ers through innovation and responsiveness. applicants.

We will create a workplace that encourages ) _ )
creativity, open communication, full partici-  S€"ving customers.The dominant service
pation, and problem solving. standard within the COPS Office was a strong
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commitment to rapid, responsive, and quality

House speeches put 100,000 on the public screen

customer service. Management was determined and, soon thereafter, into COPS Office public

that the new agency would not become a large

information materials. Through its first 5 years,

bureaucracy in the traditional and negative sensehe COPS Office pursued this target through

and that its “customers” would always come
first.

For example, a DOJ Response Center was
created within the COPS Office and staffed by
Aspen Systems, the contractor that already
provided support to OJP in the operation of the
National Criminal Justice Reference Service
(NCJRS). The COPS Office widely dissemi-
nated the Response Center’s toll free number
and encouraged agencies to call for all grant-
related information and other relevant publica-

aggressive marketing and a demanding but fast-
paced review procedure for grant applications.
On May 12, 1999, these efforts culminated in

a White House ceremony at which it was an-
nounced that the 100,000-officer goal had been
met. The following subsections describe the
marketing and grant review processes more fully
and explore implications of the announcement.

Marketing COPS grants. To further its first
purpose, the COPS Office developed an aggres-
sive external marketing and dissemination strat-

tions produced by the COPS Office, OJP, or theiregyto inform law enforcement agencies of its

grantees.

COPS Office grant advisors were assigned to
specific States and regions of the country as
points of contact on all existing and prospective
grant initiatives supported by the office. These
staff members were to get to know the agency
representatives in their assigned geographic

planned and pending grant solicitations on a
timely and user-friendly basis. Individual grant
solicitation packages were developed by Grants
Division staff to summarize all relevant adminis-
trative requirements for COPS grants in the
simplest possible language. These information
packets were reinforced by an active Web site,
a widely disseminated newsletter, and a series

areas and to keep themselves available to answejt fact sheets that addressed specific areas.

telephones and questions. A high priority also
was given to returning telephone calls as soon
as possible.

Pursuing Program Objectives

Through its first 5 years, the COPS Office main-
tained the cultural priorities discussed above as
it pursued three primary functional objectives:
fulfilling presidential promises regarding 100,000
police officers, ensuring that funds were spent
according to the provisions of Title I, and pro-
moting community policing as the wave of the
future.

100,000 officers

The first statutory purpose of Title | (Sec. 10002
(1)) was to “substantially increase the number
of law enforcement officers interacting directly
with members of the community,” with no spe-
cific target number mentioned. However, White

The COPS Office director traveled extensively
throughout the country to conferences and meet-
ings to “market” the program and educate the
law enforcement community about resources
available to them as part of the 1994 Crime Act.
In telephone conversations, grant advisors and
other staff encouraged executives of grantee and
nongrantee agencies to apply for supplemental
or new grants. Aggressive marketing was a key
activity because COPS Office executives felt it
was critical to attaining the goal of funding
100,000 police officers. Jurisdictions needed
some level of convincing that the COPS Office
grant process was, in fact, streamlined rather
than cumbersome and that the office culture
emphasized being “customer friendly” rather
than bureaucratic.

From applications to awards.While external
processes were designed to make grant applica-
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tion and administration as customer friendly as community policing information sheet as part
possible, elaborate but fast-paced internal reviewof the grant application package. This form was
and administrative procedures were required to designed to facilitate the quick profiling of agen-
ensure that funds were spent as Title | intended cies in terms of their level of commitment or
while demonstrating progress toward the goal of experience with community policing. In addi-

100,000 officers. tion, agencies serving jurisdictions of more than
_ _ 50,000 were required to submit written commu-
COPS Office grants staff, supervisors, and nity policing strategies; the strategies submitted

managers reviewed each application and made ranged from simple to elaborate.
funding decisions. From the outset of the COPS
hiring programs, key programmatic decisions  Evidence of insufficient knowledge or commit-
about each application concerned agency eligi- ment regarding community policing did not result
bility, adequacy of its community policing strat- in rejection of the grant application. Rather, staff
egy, evidence of intent to use the grant funds forused information from this work sheetigentify
precisely the purposes and types of resources alagencies in need of training and technasdis-
lowed under the specific COPS program fundingtance to familiarize them with community polic-
the grant, and the status of applicants’ compli- ing and its implementation. These services were
ance with other DOJ regulations. Later, checks offered by the Community Policing Consortium
were added to ensure that awards would reflect (CPC), which BJA had launched in 1993.
need and would not impose undue financial bur-
dens at the end of the grant. COPS MORE appnAppIications for COPS MORE funds were subject
cations requesting support for technology had to three additional checks. Firsfg]quipment
additional requirements. Finally both COPS  and technology which does not directly contrib-
Office and OC staff screened applications for  ute to increased community policing presence
compliance with administrative requirements.  through redeployment .. (Office of Commu-

nity Oriented Policing Services, 1994a:2-3.
For most law enforcement agencies, eligibility Emphasisn original) was not an allowable use
status was clear before the application was of COPS MORE funds. For some types of tech-
submitted: Public general jurisdiction law en-  nology, the basis for exclusion was evident:
forcement agencies were eligible, whether they Weaponspffice furnishings, and equipment for
policed municipalities, counties, States, Indian undercover operations or riot control were un-
or tribal lands, or special jurisdictions such as likely to increase community policing presence.
highways, university campuses, or parks. Juris- Other distinctions were more discretionary:
dictions with startup agencies were eligible, Automated booking systems, for example, were
as were jurisdictions with no law enforcement listed as an example of eligible technology,
agencies, which could apply for grants either as while an application to purchase a flashing
members of consortia or to contract for services speed sign was rejected even though the jurisdic-
from county- or State-level agencies. Private  tion projected that the sign would free up an of-
jurisdictions such as homeowners’ associations ficer from radar patrol to community policing.
were ineligible. Eligibility decisions for sheriffs’
departments were made on a case-by-case basi§econd, applicants were required to demonstrate
depending on whether the department had law that the MORE funds would free up full-time
enforcement functions beyond operating deten- equivalents of officers at least as cost-effectively
tion facilities. The Methodological Appendix as a hiring grant of the same amount. For agen-
contains further details about eligibility criteria. Cies with annual salaries and fringe benefits ex-

ceeding $33,333, this requirement would be met
Each applicant, regardless of the type of pro- if the applicant projected that the MORE-funded
gram solicitation, was required to complete a  resources would yield at least four FTEs per
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$100,000 fundeéiThe COPS Office required
justification for the projection, politely reduced
obviously inflated projections and, after fiscal
1995, used four FTEs per $100,000 as the
standard for agencies’ accountability and as
the counting factor toward the goal of funding
100,000 officers.

Third, because applications for COPS MORE

When the COPS Office decided to make an award
(in official terms, to “accept the application”),

it normally notified the relevant U.S. Represen-
tative, then the successful applicant, that an
award would be made, subject to budget and
administrative review by the OJP Office of the
Comptroller (OC). Awards in this category were
commonly accumulated over several weeks,
publicly announced by a high-ranking DOJ or

funds exceeded the statutorily available amoUnts,white House official, and counted in the total of

some eligible applications were rejected on the
basis of proposal quality and related discretion-
ary factors.

A final step in the COPS Office award decision
process involved vetting applications at senior
levels within DOJ. Normally, executive manage-
ment and the relevant U.S. Attorney were given
2 weeks to point out “vetting problems” such as
ongoing investigations or findings of noncompli-
ance with programmatic or administrative re-
quirements on other DOJ grants, civil rights
violations, or other matters.

police officers “funded” for public information
purposes.

Meanwhile, the accepted applications would
have been forwarded to OC for clearance. For
hiring grants, OC reviews typically concerned
relatively clear-cut financial issues, such as the
allowability of all fringe benefit components and
the accuracy of computations. For COPS MORE
grants, more complex but fairly unambiguous
Issues arose, such as the allowability, procure-
ment procedures, and pricing of specific compo-
nents of the overall technology. While resolving
these issues sometimes entailed delays and ex-

In June 1997, the COPS Office grant administra—changes of correspondence, they had only short-

tion unit added a “pre-vetting” step, which was
intended to ensure that applications reflected
legitimate needs and that applicants were not
taking on nonsustainable financial burdens

to retain COPS-funded officer positions after
grants expired. To check needs, staff used data
on sworn force per capita to ascertain whether
award of a requested number of officers, com-
bined with previous awards, would give an ap-
plicant substantially more officers per capita
than other agencies in its State. To check on
sustainability, staff computed the percentage
increase in the applicant’s sworn force that an
award would produce. When a requested grant
would raise the count of COPS-funded officers
per capita by too much in relation to its current
size or to the average for the applicant’s State,

term program effects, which are discussed in
chapter 3.

Following OC clearance, the COPS Office

mailed successful applicants an award package,
containing official notice of the award and its
administrative and programmatic conditions. OC
obligated the grant funds (i.e., made them avail-
able for grantees to draw down) upon receipt of
the grantee’s signed acceptance of the award and
agreement to comply with the conditions.

A milestone reachedn May 12, 1999, at a
White House ceremony, President Clinton an-
nounced that “[tjhe COPS Office met its goal of
funding 100,000 community policing officers,
ahead of schedule and under budget.” (U.S. De-

applicants were contacted by phone and case-byartment of Justice, 1999:4). The meaning and

case decisions were made. The usual remedy
was to reduce the size of the officially recorded
request and award.

accuracy of this claim quickly fell into dispute;
resolution of the dispute is clouded by semantic
matters, local implementation issues, and pro-
gram complexity.
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The claim was first officially questioned just 2  able for grantees to draw down—might not be
months later, in a summary report by the DOJ’s met by the end of fiscal 2000. OIG estimated
Office of Inspector General (OIG) based on its that grants accounting for 2,526 officers and
audits of 149 COPS grantees (USDOJ/OIG, FTEs had not been mailed to awardees, and
1999). OIG began by questioning the COPS awardees had failed to accept grants accounting
Office description of its goal danding(i.e., ap-  for another 7,722 FTEs, even though an average
proving grant applications for) 100,000 officers of 12 months had elapsed since they were noti-
by the end of fiscal year 2000, in contrast to hav{ied of the award.
ing 100,000 officerdired and on the stredty
that time. OIG quoted a DOJ annual report and Local interpretations of complex features of
strategic plan, as well as press releases by the COPS MORE and the hiring programs added
COPS Office and the White House that seemed further difficulty to measuring program effects
to point to the latter objective. Having officers  on the number of officers and FTEs “on the
on the street is, of course, a more demanding ~ Street” at any point in timeMeasurable produc-
goal and one that depends on actions at both thdivity gains from MORE-funded resources re-
Federal and grantee levels. After the COPS quire both that the resources be deployed and
Office “accepts” a hiring grant application and that the expected productivity increases occur.
begins counting the awarded officers, the appli- . ) )
cation must still clear OC review and local ac- AS explained more fully in chapter 4, observing
ceptance before the grantee can begin the proce¥§1€ther or not both steps have been accom-
of recruiting, testing, training, and deploying pllshgghs relatively st_ralghtf_orward in the case
them. As discussed further in chapter 4, training ©f civilians: at any point in time the funded civil-
inexperienced recruits requires upwards of 5 1ans are either hired or not, an_d the sworn offic-
months in many large agencies; recruiting, test- €S they were to replace are either redeployed to
ing, and postacademy field training can further the fleld_ or not._ In contrast, achieving projected
delay deployment by several months. productlv!ty gains from technology depgn_ds on
changes in the way humans spend their time—
For COPS MORE grantees, redeployment of ~ often a matter of a few minutes or hours per day
officers or their full-time equivalents to commu- for each officer. Ascertaining the implementation
nity policing cannot occur until civilians are status and field use of a specific productivity-
hired or technology procured (both are usually €nhancing feature of technology is sometimes
under time-consuming local regulations), tech- difficult; nevertheless, it is clear that implemen-
nology is implemented, civilians are trained in  tation of the most commonly requested technol-
their specialties, and (in some agencies) officers0gy lagged well beyond expectations.
are trained in community policing. To accommo- ] ) _
date these considerations, it was common for  EVen worse, measuring changes in officers’ use
grantees to request and receive no-additional- of t_helr tlm_e is likely to require el_aborate mea-
cost extensions of their hiring and MORE grants; SUring devices and perhaps a fairly complex
the OIG report cites a COPS Office projection before/af_ter study design to rule out alternative
that only 59,765 of the funded officers would be €xplanations of an observed change. Therefore,
deployed by the end of fiscal 2000. documenting MORE productivity effects can
easily require resources that are a sizable frac-
While the respective roles of policy makers and tion of the productivity gain itself. Due at least
public information offices in blurring the distinc- in part to these difficulties, the OIG reported that
tion between officerfunded and on the street 78 percent of the MORE grantees they audited
remain to be sorted out, the OIG argued further could not demonstrate achievement of their
that even the goal ¢éinding100,000 officers—  projected productivity gains.
in the sense that funds were obligated and avail-
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Even measuring how COPS hiring grants affectecEnsuring compliance with Title |
the size of the sworn force is difficult because

of confusion surrounding two complex but key
administrative requirements: nonsupplantmgl
officer retention. The logic of nonsupplantirgy
simple: Federal resources should supplement
and not replace local resources dedicated to the
same function. However, as explained further
below and in chapter 4, application of this logic
to specific local circumstances was occasionally
very difficult.

COPS grantees must comply with nine catego-
ries of requirements. This study is intended to
evaluate the program not to monitor compliance.
Therefore, we made no attempt to define or mea-
sure compliance with four basic financial and
administrative requirements: filing timely finan-
cial and progress reports, limiting expenditures
to allowable cost categories, and observing Fed-
eral security and privacy regulations on criminal
intelligence systems funded under COPS

As explained further below, the officer retention MORE.

requirement evolved over the life of the COPS
program into its present form: that grantees
retain the COPS-funded officer positions (or
MORE-funded resources) using local funds for

Other requirements had programmatic implica-
tions and were therefore of interest to us. Re-
quirements to implement community policing

. and, for some agencies, to be trained in commu-
at least one agency budget cycle following grant nity policing, are discussed later in this chapter,

expiration. Since 12-month budget cycles are : -
and COPS program effects on community polic-
commonplace, some September 1994 awardees, prog y P

; : ) iIng implementation are addressed in chapter 6.
cogld, n theory, have laid 9ﬁ thelr_COI_DS-funded The requirement that COPS MORE grantees
officers in October 1999 without violating the

e ) t At that 1 po monitor redeployment of officers due to produc-
reten lon requirement. attime, néw ofticers tivity gains from the MORE-funded resources is
were still being funded and hired, and previously

: discussed in chapter 4 and its implications in
awarded MORE-funded technology was still be- P P
o .~ chapter 5.
ing implemented. Because these resources did

not come on stream until later, it seems clear tha{befining and measuring compliance with the

FTEs on the street turns out to be 100,000 (or  cops-funded officers and nonsupplanting of
some lower number), that achievement must be |oc4| funds with COPS funds—proved elusive.
interpreted analogously to attendance at an “opeftne resulting uncertainty may well have had im-
house,"where some guests arrive early and leave,|ications for local decisions to apply for grants,

before other guests arrive. Unless all grantees ¢4 the cCOPS impact on the national count of

the requirement, there will be no single day on  a4yerse findings in OIG audits.
which all COPS-funded resources are deployed
simultaneously. Fostering compliance.Throughout the first

) _ _ ) 5 years of the COPS program, five separate
Compliance with nonsupplanting, retention, and grganizations dealt with the nonsupplanting and
_othe_r requirements is discussed belc_)w, and the yetention requirements as they fostered grantees’
implications are explored more fully in chapter  compliance with applicable Federal regulations.
5, where we present interim estimates of the  \yjithin the COPS Office, the Legal Division
COPS program impact on sworn police strength.gefined compliance by applying the regulations
We plan to update the chapter 5 estimates in a 1 gpecific local circumstances to determine

future report based on an agency survey being \yhether or not a given plan or action would
conducted during the summer of 2000.
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comply and provide legal guidance through de- The DOJ Office of Inspector General (OIG)
termination letters to potential and actual COPS enforced these and other regulations, criminal
grantees who inquired or were referred for in-  and civil laws, and ethical standards for all DOJ
vestigation of signs of potential noncompli- programs including COPS. In this role, it au-
ance'® The Legal Division also reviewed COPS dited COPS grantees in search of possible viola-
Office fact sheets and other publications for ac- tions of these regulations, either locally or by the
curacy regarding these requirements before theyCOPS Office itself.

were disseminated to the field.
Retention and nonsupplanting.Lingering

The Grants Division encouraged compliance by uncertainty in the field over two administrative
informing potential applicants and grantees re- requirements had potential programmatic conse-
garding eligibility conditions and grant require- quences both before and after COPS grants were
ments, reviewing applications for compliance  awarded. The first, “retention,” is specific to
with programmatic requirements (e.g., adequacyCOPS hiring programs and concerned grantees’
of the community policing strategy, allowability obligations after expiration of their grants. The
of proposed technology), and assigning each  second, “nonsupplanting,” is a standard require-
grantee an advisor to maintain regular contact. ment of all DOJ grant programs that Federal
Grant advisors served as a two-way communicafunds increase total resources dedicated to the
tion channel, informing grantees of requirementspurpose of the grant, not replace local resources
and informing the Legal Division or other units diverted from that purpose in anticipation of the
of possible violations that came up in the coursegrant award.
of conversations with grantees, progress reports,
or other communications. Consistent with the customer service orientation
of the COPS Office, early materials disseminated
The Grants Monitoring Division took a proactive to prospective applicants were designed to ex-
approach to monitoring compliance through site plain the requirements as simply as possible.
visits to agencies selected randomly or through The simple explanation and the evolution of the
referrals from grant advisors. Monitoring Divi-  retention requirement over time created a situa-
sion staff visited 432 grantees in fiscal 1998 andtion in which applicants and potential applicants
planned to expand the number of fiscal 1999  could interpret the requirements in unintended
visits to 900. Visits were planned to all grantees ways. From the inception of the COPS program,
with populations of more than 150,000 or total the Legal Division responded with detailed
grants exceeding $1 million and to a sample opinion letters to agencies’ questions about ap-
of jurisdictions with smaller populations and plications of the requirements to their specific
smaller grants. situations. Later the COPS Office proactively
disseminated less simplified guidance materials
The OJP Office of the Comptroller established  that were approved by the Legal Division. None-
a separate branch to monitor grantees’ compli- theless, some agencies that did not take the ini-
ance with financial and administrative regula-  tiative to request Legal Division opinions were
tions.OC had two primary concerns: whether  unnecessarily discouraged from applying because
granteesaccounting and administrative controls they interpreted these requirements too conser-
were adequate to detect violations, and whether vatively, while some grantees were subjected to
violations actually occurred. OC’s activities in-  adverse OIG audit findings because they (and in

cluded reviews of periodic financial status re-  some cases, the COPS Office) interpreted them
ports and site visits to observe grantees’ controlsmore liberally than OIG.

and record systems.
The retention requirement was problematic for
three reasons. First, the length of the required
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retention period was not determined until Augustthe COPS Office began requiring written reten-

1998, when the Attorney General approved
setting it at one budget cycle following grant
expiration. Therefore, prospective applicants in

tion plans as a grant condition (USDOJ/OIG,
1999).

the first 3 years of the program were left to form The August 1998 articulation of the retention re-

their own expectations about the requirement.

Second, several years elapsed before all docu-
mentation and application forms disseminated
to potential applicants consistently made clear
that the object of the requirement was officer
positionsrather tharofficers(see, for example,
Universal Hiring Program Application Kit,
1995) The distinction mattered because an

quirement—in terms of both the required length
of time and the need for a written plan—barely
preceded expiration of the first large wave of
3-year COPS FAST grants to more than 6,500
agencies serving jurisdictions of less than 50,000.
Retention was problematic in some small com-
munities, in which the addition of just one or

two officer positions could amount to a 25 or 50
percent increase in sworn force size, and there-

agency could satisfy a requirement to retain the fore in the law enforcement budget following

COPS-funded officers (or replacements) at no
local cost through attrition, by failing to replace

other officers who left the department. However,

this approach would create no lasting net in-
crease in sworn force size, defined in terms of
officer pasitions. The COPS Office Legal Division

informedagencies that inquired, or whose reten-

tion plans relying on attrition came to its atten-
tion, that‘retention by attrition” was unaccept-

grant expiration. To ease the transition, the COPS
Office established a Small Community Grant
program on September 1, 1998, which awarded
grants to cover 1-year retention costs in 774
small jurisdictions.

The nonsupplanting requirement requires the
applicant to certify: 1) “that Federal funds will
not be used to replace or supplant State or local

able becaussthe correct interpretation concerned funds ... that would, in the absence of Federal

officer levels or positions. Nevertheless, confu-
sion on the point remained in the field.

Third, interpretations varied, and rules changed,

aid, be made available to or for law enforcement;
and 2) that funds required to pay the ... ‘cash
match’ ... shall be in addition to funds that would
otherwise be made available to or for law en-

on whether formal retention plans were requiredforcement purposes” (see COPS Universal

The 1995 COPS Universal Hiring Program
Application Kit (OMB #1103-0027, exp. 5/98,
Community Policing Information Part II, p. 2)
required an explanation of how retention would

Hiring Program Application Kit, OMB #1103—
0027, exp. 5/98, Appendix A—Legal Certifica-
tions). Further, the kit expressed an expectation
that “grantees ... proceed with new hiring at a

be accomplished only from agencies that did notlevel consistent with historical practice, and ...

provide written assurance from their local gov-
ernments that the officers would be retaifred.

A 1997 COPS Facts publication on monitoring
made clear that grantees were requirgolda to
retain their officer positions but did not address
the question whether a formal writtestention
plan was required. Later, however, following au-
dits of several agencies in which OIG could find
no written documentation of good faith efforts
to retain the officers, it recommended that the
agencies develop a written plan although it was
not a formal grant requirement. In August 1998,

take positive steps to fill all vacancies resulting
from attrition.”

The nonsupplanting requirement, of course,
discourages the strategy of “retention through
attrition.” Yet it, too, raises a series of fairly

subtle questions: What constitutes a commitment
to hire—an offer letter, authorization to hire, or

a local budget appropriation to hire? What if
“positive steps” fail to fill all vacancies, as is

often the case in poor, low-salary jurisdictions?
What if “historical practice” entails a chronic
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gap between actual and authorized sworn force such explanations or examples discouraged
levels because of turnover? What if “historical agencies in fiscally stressed jurisdictions from
practice” is to reduce sworn force size during  applying. Yet agencies that proactively requested
periods of declining crime? Useful guidance wasadvice on these questions were advised that it
especially difficult for prospective applicants to was possible that no violation would occur if the
obtain with respect to two issues: the meaning jurisdiction certified that the reduction or freeze
of supplanting in the context of a declining trend would have occurred regardless of the anticipa-
in funds for law enforcement and the precise  tion of grant funds.

benchmark for measuring supplanting.
Similarly, as we discuss further in chapter 3,

From the start of the program, COPS Office ma- confusion about whether the appropriate bench-
terials prominently featured the requirement thatmark for supplanting was the “authorized,”

grant funds must supplement and not supplant “committed” (i.e., budgeted), or “actual” sworn
local expenditures. Most explanations included force level may have unintentionally discour-

an example similar to the following from the aged some eligible agencies from applying for
Universal Hiring Program Grant Application Kit grants. Because full law enforcement careers are
(OMB No. 11030027, p.5): “If a grantee, prior typically only 20 or 25 years long, large police

to applying to participate in the COPS Universal agencies often faced attrition rates of at least 6
Hiring Program, had committed to hire ten new percent annually, and so their actual sworn force
officers, then the grantee must hire those ten of-levels tended to be chronically below their au-
ficers in addition to those requested under COPShorized levels. In jurisdictions that anticipated
Universal Hiring.” Further, both COPS and OIG a semipermanent replacement lag, it was not
posted examples of supplanting on their Web  unusual for the budgeted sworn force to lie

sites. COPS examples included grantees hiring between its authorized and actual levels.

officers before award dates, using COPS funds

for the salaries of previously hired officers, and Although thecommitted or budgetddvel was
using COPS funds to pay for previouslytho- the intended benchmark throughout the program,
rized positions (emphasis added) (http://www. Some potential applicants may have been con-
usdoj.gov/cops/toolbox/general_info/compliance/ fused by various widely disseminated uses of the
default.ntm, 6/23/99, page 1 of 6). OIG examples other standards. The only benchmark requested
included: a department with vacancies atthe ~ 0on the one-page COPS FAST application (OMB
start of the grant period that hires no new offic- No. 1105-0081, p. 1) was the actual number.

ers other than COPS-funded hires, a departmeniThe 1995 COPS Universal Hiring Program ap-
that does no timely hiring to fill vacancies plication (OMB No. 1103-0027) required the
created by attrition before or during the grant actual and authorized counts but not the bud-
period, and use of grant funds to replace or real-geted.And for a time, an example of supplanting
locate funds alreadgommittedfor law enforce- ~ on the COPS Office Web site erroneously re-
ment purposes (emphasis added) (http://www. ferred to the authorized level instead of the bud-

usdoj.gov/oig/au9914/-9914pt2.htm, 6/19/99,  geted level (http://www.usdoj.gov/cops/toolbox/
page 2 of 6). general_info/compliance/default.htm, 6/23/99,

page 1 of 6).
The two agencies’ explanations were not entirely
consistent at all times, and none of the publisheds in the context of declining budgets, guidance
examples suggested the possibility that an agencyas available upon request from the COPS Of-
could avoid supplanting in the context of a local fice Legal Division. Yet some agencies that inter-
hiring freeze or declining trend in the size of its preted the requirements over-conservatively
sworn force. It is possible that the absence of ~ decided not to apply for COPS funding without
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having sought guidance. Others with arguable its view of the concept, and refine the concept. It
but more liberal interpretations of the retention specified a set of community policing objectives.
and nonsupplanting requirements were later It expanded the Community Policing Consortium,
described as noncompliant by OIG auditors. which BJA had launched in 1993 to provide
According to the OIG’s 1999 Summary of Audit training and technical assistance. It set up spe-
Findings, 58 percent of OlG-audited grantees cial Innovative Community Oriented Policing
had violated the retention requirement, and 41 grant programs to encourage local agencies to
percent showed indicators of supplanting. The test creative ways of dealing with specific forms
COPS Office formally appealed the OIG results, of crime or disorder within a community policing
and an independent mediator reviewed a randonframework. It funded 28 Regional Community
sample of 64 OIG findings of noncompliance.  Policing Institutes under competitive grants and
On December 21, 1999, the Deputy Attorney  carried out additional training and technical as-
General adopted the mediator’s determination sistance programs. These activities are described
that audited grantees were actually in compli-  more fully in the following paragraphs.

ance in 33 percent of the retention issues and 65

percent of the supplanting issues in the sample. On December 7, 1995, in testimony before the
The programmatic effects of long-term uncer- House Crime Subcommittee, COPS Office Di-
tainty in the field about these two key require- ~ rector Brann removed some of the ambiguity

ments are discussed more fully in chapters 3 surrounding community policing by succinctly
and 4. stating his office’s view of its “three critical ele-

ments.” He described them as: (1) building crime
While second-guessing individual Federal or  fighting partnerships among the police, commu-
local agencies’ compliance determinations is notnity, and other governmental resources; (2) de-
an issue for this report, the possibility that pro- veloping effective problem-solving tactics that
spective grantees may have had a hazy view of involve all three of these stakeholders so that
an evolving standard raises the possibility that officers no longer respond to recurring incidents
confusion over these requirements may have hadt the same location, and (3) refining organiza-
adverse program effects—an evaluation questiortional structures and improving deployment tac-

addressed in chapters 3 and 4. tics to enhance the overall community policing
strategy (Brann, 1995). Crime prevention was

Starting and accelerating transitions to also a part of the concept, as explained and

community policing inventoried, for example, in the COPS FAST

The third COPS objective, fostering transitions community policing strategy checklist.

to community policing, was complicated fora  the cops Office did not immediately develop
number of reasons. Not the least of these was 5y kind of formal publication elaborating on
th? wide array O.f tactics dlscus_sed earlier in these principles in operational terms. However,
this chapter, which were plausible elements of it g fund the development of such descriptions
community policing at the start c_)f the program. by the Community Policing Consortium, which
Another was the fact that agencies could adopt |54 peen launched earlier with BJA support.
“signature” tactics of community policing with-
out embedding them in a comprehensive strategwt the beginning of Phase 11l of the Community
intended to better align interests of the police Policing Consortium’s work, the COPS Office
and the policed. picked up the costs of consortium funding and
_ oversight from BJA. The COPS Office faced a
The COPS Office took & number of steps to formidable problem very different from the

operationalize community policing, disseminate confronting BJA. While BJA had used the
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consortium as an incubator for developing and In 1997 the COPS Office solicited competitive
promulgating the community policing concept, proposals and awarded cooperative agreements
the new COPS Office had to anticipate awardingfor 28 Regional Community Policing Institutes
thousands of community policing grants within a (RCPIs) throughout the country. These institutes
few months. It needed a large-scale provider of required partnerships among one or more law
training and technical assistance that could spe-enforcement agencies, community-based non-
cifically target the grantees that needed these profit organizations, and an educational institu-
services. The consortium was a natural to assumgon (i.e. police academy or university); because
this role, given its many community policing the awards were cooperative agreements rather
curriculum modules in hand, with many more  than grants, the COPS Office itself retained a
under development by the staffs of consortium partner’s role. Each RCPI was to design and
organizations. However, it needed to expand andleliver a broad array of training and technical
change its approaches to delivering training and assistance curricula and services within its
technical assistance. region of the country.

With COPS Office support, the consortium de- Up to 3 percent of COPS funds can be set aside
veloped a clearinghouse and a series of publica-for training and technical assistance. Clearly, the
tions and curricula about community policing,  consortium is being funded under this category.
available to all law enforcement agencies. It Additionally, there were about 11 targeted train-
operated training and technical assistance pro- ing grants awarded by COPS in 1996, which in-
grams that were available to any agency but volved a number of different projects aimed at
required by the COPS Office of grantees whose the development and delivery of community po-
community policing strategies reflected a lack licing training and technical assistance, includ-
of understanding or support of the concept. The ing three grants that were awarded to community
consortium provided training for many thousandsorganizations. Training grants were also awarded
of law enforcement personnel from these grante¢o many U.S. Attorneys’ Offices throughout the
agencies. Its operations continue at a high level country in support of their coordination of com-
today. munity policing training programs.

The 1994 Crime Act authorized the COPS Office Evaluation Questions

to spend up to 15 percent of its appropriation on h lated ab ised ber of
innovative programs that showed particular prom-T € events related above raised a number o
iseand hope in dealing with crime and violence. questions for this evaluation. Chapter 3 reports

During its first year, the agency chose notto ~ °ur findings on field perspectives on and re-
award any of these grants due to the priorities ofSPONSes to COPS Office operations: agencies
hiring staff and processing and awarding hiring decisions fegafd'_“g grfant appllcatlons and W_'th'
grants. In subsequent years, however, several drawals, their satisfaction with the COPS Office
of these programs were Iaur;Ched to élward a grant simplification and administrative activities,

limited number (usually 10 to 20) of grants for and the resulting dis_tribution of funds. Ch_apter 4
local demonstration initiatives against such describes grantees’ implementation of their COPS

problems as gangs, domestic violence, youth ~ 9rants: the hiring and deployment of officers,
firearms violence, and later methamphetamine. andexpectations regarding postgrant retention;

: : : ivilianization and technology implementation
Other innovative programs funded community ~ ¢! _
police officers for special areas such as schools fu”df_’d under_COPS MORE’ and redeployr_n_ent
and distressed neighborhoods. Still others were ©f Officer full-ime equivalents from productivity

funded to implement problem solving and to ad- increases due to MORE-funded resources. Chap-
vance community policing through supportive

ter 5 draws on the preceding chapters to estimate
organizational innovations increases in the number of officers and FTEs
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deployed to the street through mid-1998 and to of a typical large agency’s sworn force is unavailable
make preliminary projections of eventual de-  for street duty on a given day. This gap occurs be-
ployment based on the grants for 100,000 officerscause of assigned days off during the 7-day week,
awarded by May 12, 1999. Chapter 6 reports ouvacation and sick leave, duty restrictions because of
findings on how grantees met their conmments disability, and time required for court appearances,
to implement community policing. Finallghap- ~ &ining. and other duties.

ter 7 describes how local leaders used COPS 9.The OIG report (99-21) estimated that if all grant-

funds to change their organizations in various  geq attained only minimal compliance with the reten-

local contexts. tion requirement, at least 26,518 funded officers and
FTEs will have terminated by the last day of fiscal
Notes 2000.

1. Costs of the COPS program and certain other
components of the 1994 Crime Act are still charged
against the trust fund as an accounting device in the
Federal budget and annual appropriations bills, but
the significance of the trust fund has faded as the

Federal budget has shifted from deficits to surpluses, Interim program guidelines (60 FR 3648, Section

4.2.5.) published January 18, 1995, refer explicitly
to “continuation of the increased hiriteyelusing
State or local ... funding.” Yet the COPS FAST fact
sheet published October 15, 1994, mentioned no
retention requirement, and the COPS FAST applica-
tion form (OMB No. 1105-0081, page 6, item 8)
mentions only that “the Federal grant share must
decrease each year leading to full local funding of
officers’ salaries and benefits at the end of the grant

4. The second tactic was the alternative actually use§©/0d.” Similarly, the Universal Hiring Program
in the Coconut Grove district of the Miami Police  ~\Pplication Kit (OMB No. 1103-0027), published

Department and observed on a site visit during this in May 1995, states that *by the en_d of the three-
project. year grant period, the department is wholly respon-

sible for funding of thefficershired under the

5. In fiscal 1995, the first year of the program, copsgrant” (p. 2), and Part Il (P.2, item 6) of the accom-
MORE grants were also awarded to support officer Panying application form refers to plans for a good
overtime, but this option was eliminated for subse- faith effort to retain the newfficersfollowing expi-
quent years. ration. By at latest mid-1997, in contrast, COPS

Facts materials on Monitoringpdated July 14,
6.The 3-year hiring grants were subject to a 3-year 1997) and the Universal Hiringrogram (updated
cap of $75,000—an annual average of $25,000 per September 1, 1998) made quite clear that the re-
officer, or, equivalently, four officers per $100,000. quirement concerned officpositions.[All empha-
Because the grants were to cover 75 percent of sal- S€s added.]
ary and fringe, the caps came into play only when

10.Memo to Pam Cammarata, assistant director,
from Charlotte C. Grzebian, associate general coun-
sel, “Comments re: Urban Institute Draft Report,”
August 6, 1999.

2.The specific methods mentioned decreased the
number of officers on foot patrol, reduced the num-
ber of precinct stations, and insisted that patrol offic-
ers spend less time on maintaining relations with
citizens on the street.

3.This description summarizes a more complete
discussion in Moore (1992:132-133).

those costs exceeded $33,333 per year. 12.The item read as follows:
6. b) Do you have assurance from your local
7. In fiscal 1998, MORE requests totaled $760 government that these officers will be
million, with only $240 million available. retained? [Yes or No]
8. Our analyses here and elsewhere in the report If you have answered Yes, attach any written let-

abstract from the fact that on average and indepen-  ters or other assurances to this application. If you

dently of the COPS program, upwards of 20 percent ~ have answered No, explain how you intend to
retain the officers.
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3. The Flow of COPS Funds

Jeffrey A. Roth, Calvin C. Johnson, Gretchen Maenner, and
Daryl E. Herrschaft with Mary K. Shelley

To a degree rare among Federal grant programs4. What was the distribution pattern of COPS
local decisions drove the distribution of COPS grants in terms of concentration across
funds. Beyond a broad statutory requirement that agencies, region, population, and crime?
funds distributed to jurisdictions of less than
150,000 population equal funds awarded to ju-
risdictions exceeding that size, no Federal for-
mula governed the allocation of funds. Yet the

program was not typical of discretionary grant 6. How satisfied were grantees with their rela-
programs either. tions with the COPS Office, and what were

their intentions to apply for future grants?

5. How did grantees coordinate their use of
COPS grants with other streams of funding
for community policing?

Initially, Federal discretion was limited to deter-
mining applicants’ eligibility, vetting applications
to prevent awards to agencies that potentially vio-
lated statutes or regulations unrelated to COPS,

specifying allowable uses of funds, and occasion-\y/ave 1 of our national survey of law enforce-
ally postponing award decisions into a new fiscal ment agencies, conducted in autumn 1996,
year as a short-term cash management tool. In 54dressed questions 1, 2, and 6. Wave 3 of the
years when MORE grant applications exceeded national survey, conducted in summer 1998,
available funds, COPS Office staff reportedly  pdated the answers to questions 2 and 6 for me-
considered the merits of proposed technology  gjum and large local/county agendiésee the
projects and applicants’ implementation capaci- - methodological appendix for details of the sur-
ties in selecting applications for awards. In 1997, vey design). We used periodic updates of COPS
as a few agencies accumulated multiple large  Office grant management data through the end
awards, the office limited awards to amounts of 1997 to address question 3 and combined it
that would not cumulatively increase a grantee  \ith Uniform Crime Report (UCR) and Census
agency’s sworn force size substantially more thanyata to address question 4. To address question
either its pre-COPS size or typical per capita sizes; \ye conducted a special survey of the 100
of other agencies in its State. Within these broad grantees serving the most populous jurisdictions
limits, local governments’ decisions largely deter- jn our Wave 1 sample, and we augmented 5 of
mined the patterns of grant awards and COPS gy sjte teams with a grant administration spe-
funds. cialist to study that process. Finally, we merged
the COPS Office database with a file obtained

We asked the following questions about local from the DOJ Office of the Comptroller (OC) in
decisionmaking and the resulting flow of funds: ;4 1996 to address question 7.

7. How much time elapsed between the submis-
sion of applications and the receipt of spend-
able funds?

1. Who was involved in decisions to apply?

2. What factors influenced local decisions to Overview of Flndlngs

apply and occasionally to withdraw from Participants in application decisions

grants after award? .
Virtually all decisions to apply were reportedly

3. What was the total number and value of made by law enforcement agencies’ chief execu-
COPS grant awards? tives, usually in consultation with elected officials
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and sometimes with participation by others.

Elected heads of local government and their bud-

get officers were involved in nearly 90 percent of
the agencies. Apparently recognizing that suc-
cessful implementation of the required commu-
nity policing strategies would require broader
consensus and participation, some departments
brought other stakeholders into the decision pro-
cess. When asked to list participants in their ap-

until after we completed data collection, post-
grant costs had become the primary influence on
application and withdrawal decisions by 1998.
Local government officials in several of the sites
we visited mentioned the political dilemma pre-
sented by the COPS program: “Do | take politi-
cal heat now for passing up ‘free’ officers or

later for raising taxes to keep them?”

plication decisions, about half the agencies namedarious administrative difficulties were a factor

sergeants, 40 percent named patrol officers, and

in something less than 10 percent of application

25 percent mentioned union representatives. Vari-decisions during the first 2 years of COPS and

ous segments of the community were named by
20 to 45 percent.

largely disappeared thereafter. Philosophical ob-

jections to either community policing or Federal

grants in general were cited as an influence on

Despite substantial and successful COPS Officedecisions by about 8 percent of respondents.

efforts to simplify grant application procedures,

some 40 percent of grantees reported using conln summer 1998, 74 percent of local/county

sultants in the application process. Among the

COPS grantee agencies indicated they planned

largest 100 grantee agencies in our sample, onlyto apply for at least one more COPS grant dur-
11 used consultants, in part because large agening 1998 or 1999. Of those, 61 percent intended

cies tend to have their own grant writers on staff.

Influences on application and withdrawal
decisions

Throughout the first 4 years of the COPS pro-
gram, financial concerns were the predominant
influence on local decisions to apply, according
to survey responses. Of these, the most impor-
tant in 1996 were costs during the 3-year grant
period: both the explicit 25-percent match re-
quirement and expectations about “implicit
match” in the form of uncovered collateral costs.
For hired officers, these included training,
weapons, vehicles and annual salary and fringe

benefits exceeding $33,333 per officer. For tech-

nology funded by COPS MORE, the most com-
monly mentioned uncovered cost was technical
staff to integrate new systems into ongoing sys-
tems or projects.

Postgrant costs, primarily retaining COPS-
funded officer and civilian positions and main-
taining MORE-funded technology, were men-
tioned somewhat less frequently in our 1996
survey. However, even though the length of the
required retention period was not announced

to apply for MORE technology grants, either
alone or in combination with grants to hire offic-
ers or civilians. Only 6 percent of the prospec-
tive applicants planned to apply for hiring grants
only.

Among possible considerations in future appli-
cation decisions, the most commonly named
were the explicit local match requirement (by 55
percent of grantees) and restrictions on allow-
able purposes and types of resources (by 40 per-
cent each).

Value of COPS awards

By the end of 1997, the COPS Office had re-
ceived more than 19,000 grant applications for
hiring and MORE grants. Virtually all hiring
grant applications from eligible agencies that
cleared the vetting process were accepted for
funding (i.e., the COPS Office announced a
decision to award a grant). The COPS MORE
program became more popular over time, while
the statutory limits on MORE program size
remained fixed. Therefore, rejection rates for
MORE applications rose from 5 percent in 1995
to 21 percent through 1997.
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By the end of 1997, 18,138 grant applications, = Awards to repeat grantees helped to focus cumu-
worth $3.47 billion, had been accepted. Of those, lative COPS awards on grantees that suffer dis-
754 were for innovative programs, which are be- proportionately from serious crime. Of the 8,062
yond the scope of this evaluation and are intende@gencies that submitted 1997 UCR data and
to encourage local innovation rather than to sup- received at least one COPS grant by the end
port hiring new officers. The remaining 17,384  of 1997, the 1 percent with the largest murder
grants to create additional officer time carried a counts received 31 percent of cumulative COPS
total of $3.388 billion in awards: about 75 percentawards through the end of 1997. They reported
under hiring grants, 16 percent under COPS 54 percent of all U.S. murders. The 10 percent
MORE, 7 percent under Police Hiring Supple-  with the highest murder counts received 50 per-
ments and COPS Phase |, and 2 percent to sup- cent of total awards. A similar pattern occurred
port a variety of innovative programs. Some 75  with respect to robbery.
percent of the funds went to municipal or county
police agencies, 15 percent to sheriffs and State Participation in COPS varied significantly by
police agencies, and the remainder to a variety offegion, but regional patterns differed depending
special jurisdictions. As required by Title I, dol-  on how participation was measurethe Pacific
lars awarded were approximately evenly split be- region ranked first in terms of the percentage of
tween jurisdictions with populations of more than €ligible agencies receiving grants but third in
150,000 and smaller jurisdictions. terms of COPS dollars awarded per capita and
sixth in terms of COPS dollars per crime. The
Grants designated for award by the end of 1997 Middle Atlantic region ranked eighth in terms of
were projected to support 40,806 hired or rehired agency participation but first on both the per
officers and 22,437 full-time equivalents (FTEs) capita and per crime measures.
of officers projected from productivity gains to be
achieved using MORE-funded resources. Under Of all agencies selected for awards by the end of
those projections, the grants awarded through ~ 1997, only 4 percent served core city jurisdic-
1997 would support the equivalent of 63,243 full- tions? which are home to 27 percent of the U.S.
time officers deployable to community policing.  Population. They received 40 percent of COPS
dollar awards for all programs combined and 62
Funding distribution patterns percent of all COPS MORE funds. On average
_ _ for the United States as a whole, core cities re-
The growth m_awards after the first full year of ceived substantially larger awards per 10,000
COPS was driven largely by requests from pre- o qjgents ($151,631) than did the rest of the
vious grantees, not awards to new grantees. ., niry ($86,504). However, their average award
Between 1995 and 1997, the number of agenciege, 1 0o index crimes ($184,980) was less than
with designated grant awards grew from 8,332y, thirds the average for the rest of the country
to 9,593, while the value of the awards approxi- ($299,963). On both the per capita and per crime

mately doubled, from $1.6 biIIior_u to $3.4 bil- bases, mean awards to core cities were highest
lion. By the end of 1997 $1.42 billion or 42 per- , yhe Middle Atlantic region and lowest in the
cent of all funds designated for award had been West South Central region.

allocated to agencies with four or more grants.
As a result, the distribution of COPS funds be-
came concentrated over time, with the 1 percent
of agencies with the largest grants having re-  As of autumn 1996, about 25 percent of COPS
ceived some 40 percent of COPS funds. Those grantees reported tapping other funding sources

agencies serve approximately 11 percent of the for community policing. The most commonly
U.S. population. mentioned external source was “State adminis-

tered funds other than Byrne grants,” which often

Integrating multiple funding streams
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turned out to be programs that several States cre-Our Wave 1 survey indicated high grantee satis-
ated to help local agencies meet the COPS matcHaction with the COPS FAST program, which
requirements. Local general revenues, Local Lawused a so-called “one-page” application form for
Enforcement Block Grants (LLEBG), and busi- small agencies. About one-fourth of FAST grant-
ness sources were the next most commonly ees had prior Federal grant experience; of these,

mentioned. 77 percent found the COPS application process
_ _ easier than other grants, and 73 percent found
In a special survey in 1997, the 100 largest COPS grants easier to administer than other

local/county grantee agencies in our national  grants. For the AHEAD program (aimed at
sample described themselves as “integrating thejarger agencies) and the MORE program, these
multiple funding streams to implement a local  percentages were some 20 to 30 points lower.
vision.” Eighty-two of the 100 believed they in-  |n 1996, grantees reported high satisfaction with
terpreted grant requirements to implement that the COPS Office, with upwards of 80 percent

vision. Only 37 reported feeling constrained  describing their COPS grant advisor as helpful
by grant conditions, and only 31 believed their and easy to reach.

agencies would be better off if the Justice De-
partment offered only a single law enforcement Among local/county police, sheriffs/State police,
assistance program. and special jurisdiction police, similar portions
(67 to 72 percent) described the COPS gapnt
The most common example of local integration plication process as easier than others they had
of multiple Federal funding streams was that  experienced. In contrast, 66 percent of local/
88 of these very large agencies reported using county police described graatiministration
LLEBG funds for community policing, despite  as easier than they had experienced with other
the absence of a requirement to do so. One comprograms, compared with 50 percent of sheriffs/
mon approach was to use LLEBG funds to coverState police and 47 percent of special jurisdic-
the unallowable collateral costs of hiring COPS- tion police. Local/county agencies were also
funded officers and implementing MORE- more likely than the other types to describe their

funded technology; the two programs thus COPS Office grant advisors as “easy to reach.”
complemented each other.

Between 1996 and 1998, as COPS grantees
Grantees as customers gained experience with other Federal grant pro-
pJrams, especially the formula-driven LLEBG
program, they were less likely to describe the
COPS application process as simpler than other
Federal programs. As the percentage of medium
and large jurisdictions with other program expe-
rience grew from 64 to 72 percent, the percent-
age describing the COPS application as simpler
fell slightly, from 49 to 46 percent. Among
small-agency MORE grantees, the percentage
with other program experience grew more
sharply, from 38 to 59 percent, and the percent-
age describing COPS applications as simpler
than others fell from 63 to 47 percent.

One Justice Department goal in creating the ne
COPS Office was to achieve high satisfaction
among its “customers,” the grantees, with sim-
plified application forms, rapid decisions, and
regular contact. This goal was achieved well in
the early years, especially for small local/county
police agencies, but less well for sheriffs, State
police, and other special jurisdiction agencies.
Satisfaction declined slightly between 1996

and 1998, which may have reflected localities’
experience with the simpler LLEBG program,
increases in COPS Office staff members’
workloads, COPS Office staff turnover, or the

accumulation of experience with the more com- ~, o the same period, the percentage of medium
plex COPS MORE grants. and large local/county agencies describing their
COPS grant advisor as “helpful” remained at
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around 86 percent, while the percentage who
found their advisor “easy to reach” dropped
from 81 to 74 percent. While about 78 percent
of medium and large local/county agencies Under the FAST and AHEAD programs, and
described the COPS Office as “excellent” or later under UHP, agencies could receive 3-year
“good” in answering questions and making deci- grants for 75 percent of the first $100,000 of sal-
sions, only 68 percent rated paperwork process-ary and fringe benefit costs incurred for a newly
ing speed so favorably. In general, the most hired entry level officer during the life of the
populous 10 percent of grantees in the sample grant—up to a 3-year cap of $75,000. In 1995,
rated the COPS Office higher than did other  the first year of COPS MORE, successful appli-
grantees on these satisfaction measures. cants could receive 75 percent of the cost of
acquiring new technology, hiring civilians, or
paying officers’ overtime provided that, accord-
ing to the applicant’s projection, COPS MORE
' expenditures on these resources would yield at
_ X least as many full-time equivalent officers in the
could not begin until grant budgets had been ¢, of time saved as would a hiring grant of the

approved, official award documents mailed, same amount. Starting in 1996, overtime was
Federal funds obligated, and signed acceptancegjis5jiowed.

returned by awardeéd=or hiring grants, the
mean time to complete these steps was more
than 224 days for both 1995 and 1996 appli-

quirements were not fully understood from the
outset of the program.

Time from application to award

In general, the local processes of hiring officers
hiring civilians, or implementing technology

Programmatically, grantees committed them-

selves to implement community policing as they
cants, of which 70 to 75 days was used by the  qefined it in strategies submitted with their grant
grantees to sign and return the acceptance let- appjications. Chapter 6 describes the variety of

ters. For MORE grants, whose complex budgets community policing programs implemented by
reqU|red more extensive reviews, processing grantees and nongrantees_

required an average of more than 481 days—16

months—for 1995 applications and 322 days for Some of the financial obligations were clear
1996 applications. The extra processing time forfrom the outset. Grantees were required to
1995 applications was related to a 6-month con-provide explicit match: 25 percent of the first
gressional delay in appropriating the fiscal 1996 $100,000 in salary and fringe benefit costs dur-

COPS Office budget. At the same time, a Fed-
eral Government shutdown halted OC'’s budget
review process. The COPS Office was not shut
down then but had difficulty filling staff vacan-
cies because its future was uncertain.

The remainder of this chapter examines these
matters in more depth. We begin by explaining
in some detail the terms of COPS grants, which
framed local agencies’ decisions to apply or not

The Terms of COPS Grants

The COPS hiring and MORE programs presen
potential grantees with a strategic-decision pro
lem in which the immediate rewards were clear
but the costs were unclear because two key re-

ing the 3-year grant period. Grantees for which
the full 3-year costs exceeded $100,000 per of-
ficer (i.e., average annual salary and fringe costs
exceeded $33,333) faced an implicit match re-
quirement of the entire excess over the grant
period. In addition, all grantees paid the collat-
eral costs of hiring an officer, including training,
equipment, vehicles, and uniforms, for example.

. As explained more fully in chapter 2, uncertainty
existed for several years about two other financial
requirements, retention, and nonsupplanting.

ted:irst, through August 1998, the COPS Office
b- required hiring grant recipients to make a “good

faith effort” to retain their COPS-funded officer
positions after their grants expired but was silent
on the length of the retention commitment. At that
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time, the Attorney General set the length of the  would cover 52 to 60 percent of the real (i.e.,
retention commitment at one grantee budget cyclenflation-adjusted) 3-year total cost including
following grant expiration and required applicants salary, fringe, and collateral cost, depending on

to submit written retention plans.

Until the required retention period was set in

whether the collateral cost is assumed to be 25
or 50 percent of salary. The grant would cover
only 7 to 10 percent of the discounted total cost

1998, a jurisdiction could reasonably assume it of an officer’s entire 20-year career. In a hypo-

extended through an officer’'s entire 20- or 25-
year career; some jurisdictions made this as-

thetical “high salary” agency, the grant would
cover only 29 to 34 percent of 3-year total cost

sumption. Because of the $75,000 3-year cap omand about 4 percent of the discounted 20-year

hiring grants and the exclusion of collateral costscost, depending on the assumed collateral cost.
from reimbursement eligibility, the actual COPS

share of the cost of an officer varied markedly = The expected retention cost for an officer fell
depending on the length of the retention require-dramatically when the expectation was finally
ment and on an agency’s levels of salary, fringe set at one budget cycle beyond grant expiration,

benefits, and collateral costs.

Table 3—1 demonstrates this sensitivity in four
hypothetical but plausible agency settings. In

a “low-salary” agency in which a 3-year hiring
grant of $67,500 covered 75 percent of the

commonly 1 year. As shown in Table 3-1, a
COPS hiring grant to a low-salary, low-cost
agency that would cover only 10 percent of the
discounted 20-year cost of an officer will cover
38 percent of the discounted 4-year cost (i.e., the
grant period plus 1 year) for that officer. A grant

nominal 3-year salary and fringe cost, the grant to a high-salary, high-cost agency that covers

Table 3-1. Discounted COPS-Supported Share of Officers’ Discounted Life Cycle Costs
Example 1* Example 2 Example 3 Example 4
Low Salary, Low Salary, High Salary, High Salary,

Assumptions and Result Low Cost High Cost Low Cost High Cost
Starting annual salary $23,077 $23,077 $46,153 $46,153
Starting annual salary plus 30% fringe $30,000 $30,000 $60,000 $60,000
Collateral costs as a percentage of real salary 25% 50% 25% 50%
3-year COPS grant $67,500 $67,500 $75,000 $75,000
Real 3-year COPS grant value $65,867 $65,867 $73,186 $73,186
Grant as a percentage of 3-year salary
plus fringe

Nominal 75% 75% 41.7% 41.7%

Real 72.1% 72.1% 40.1% 40.1%
Grant as a percentage of 3-year real
total costs’ 60.5% 52.1% 33.6% 28.9%
Grant as a percentage of 20-year
discounted total cost 9.9% 6.9% 4.4% 3.8%
Grant as a percentage of 4-year
discounted total cost 37.7% 32.8% 20.2% 17.5%
* Examples 1-4 are based on an assumed 20-year officer's career, 4% annual raises, and 2.5% inflation.
T Real total cost is defined as salary + fringe + collateral costs, assuming 0% raises and inflation.
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only 4 percent of the 20-year cost will cover found local agencies were similarly ambiguous

17.5 percent of the 4-year cost. about whether to count salaries of staff assigned
to ongoing technology projects as a match for

Because of the high retention costs that hiring  their MORE grants—with one MORE grantee

grants were presumed to entail, COPS MORE  having done so and another regretting that it

was seen as a financially attractive alternative for had not.

higher salary, higher cost agencies, especially

when funds were used for new technology. Agencies’ Application and Withdrawal

MORE grantees assumed the 25-percent expliCit Dacisions

match requirement, and some reported unex-

pected collateral costs for systems development, In this section we report findings about potential

training, and maintenance contracts (see chapter grantees’ decisionmaking processes, the grant

4 for further discussion). However, net retention Characteristics, and other factors they considered

costs for technology may actually be negative or in applying and the factors they weighed in de-

positive, depending on whether the future stream#iding whether to accept their grants.

of redeployed officer time and other benefits ex-

ceed the future streams of maintenance and othefrhe application process

costs of the technology during its useful life. Although COPS is a law enforcement program
and chiefs and sheriffs are its primary focus, the
potential effects of accepting and implementing

a COPS grant ripple well beyond headquarters.
Elected legislative and executive officials and
their budget staffs accept financial obligations.
Most versions of community policing alter the
discretion and responsibilities of line officers and
their supervisors. New personnel rules that agen-
cies might choose (e.g., to place ethnically appro-
priate officers in certain neighborhoods, to give
community police officers flextime to facilitate
work with community organizations, to minimize
rotation of community police officers out of their
patrol areas) may run afoul of union contracts.
Functional community policing creates new rela-
tionships between the police and segments of

Second, as with all Department of Justice grant
programs, grantees were required to certify that
grant funds would supplement, not supplant,
local financial effort. Although the COPS Office
Legal Division provided guidance on interpreta-
tion of the nonsupplanting requirement to agen-
cies that requested it, outreach materials that
explained the requirement contained examples
of only some allowable courses of action. There-
fore, an agency that based its application plans
on erroneous assumptions without seeking ad-
vance clarification ran the risk of making a less
than optimal decision.

Local interpretations of the nonsupplanting re-
quirement ranged from conservative to aggres- . .
sive. During a pretest of one of our instruments, the community Sl_JCh as bus_lness,_churqhgs, and
we encountered one nonapplicant agency whos@ras’sr_OOtS c_)rganlzatlons: Finally, Jur'Sd'Ct'O.ns

budget and sworn force were slated to be cut in sometimes involve pla_mnlng_ or grants staff in the
its next fiscal year; its chief stated he declined toofﬁces of elected officials, city or county manag-

apply for a hiring grant because the grant funds ers, or police chiefs. Some agencies engage con-
would simply replace the funds and officers to  Sultants to prepare grant applications.

be eliminated—which he construed as a viola-
tion of the nonsupplanting requirement. Yet
other agencies in similar circumstances treated
their anticipated (lower) future budgets as
baselines for assessing their own potential com-
pliance with the requirements and successfully
applied for COPS grantDuring site visits, we

For all these reasons, the list of potential par-
ticipants in local decisions about COPS grant
applications—especially development of the
required community policing strategy—is long.
We surveyed grantees about their lists of actual
participants, as both an indicator of how broadly
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they anticipated ripple effects and a possible  Chiefs or sheriffs themselves reportedly partici-
predictor of success in implementing community pated in virtually all agencies’ decisions; for all
policing. We also surveyed both grantees and  agency categories except sheriffs and State police,
nongrantees about the considerations that influ- senior command staff reportedly participated in at
enced their decisions to apply for grants or to  least 80 percent of agencies’ applications. Of the

withdraw after receiving awards. 55 percent of agencies that considered a deputy
chief’s input “applicable,” 75 percent reported that
Participation in application decisions he or she participated in the process. Among local/

county agencies, only about half involved sergeants
in the application process, and only about 35 per-
cent involved officers below that rank.

According to Wave 1 survey responses, the ap-
plication process for COPS grants nearly always
involved five categories of participants: senior

executives, senior command staff, and planning/pgjice unions generally did not participate in the
grants offlce_rs in the law enforcement agency; application process, even though many styles of
chief executives of local gove_rnment; and the community policing involve changes in working
local government's budget office. However, & hoyrs, assignment procedures, and other working
sizable minority of agencies reported a broader ondjtions commonly covered in union contracts.
range of people “actively participated inthe  Among sheriffs and State police, agencies with
application process” for COPS grants (see the  gpecial jurisdictions, and small local/county juris-
methodological appendix for survey methodol-  ictions, between 50 and 60 percent reported that
ogy)." These results are reported in table 3-2. njons were not applicable to the process. This

Table 3-2. Participation of Stakeholders in COPS Application Process by Agency Size and Type
Local/County
Less Than 50,000 Sheriffs/

Stakeholders 50,000 or More State Special All

Inside Agencies
Chief 94.2 94.5 96.6 98.3 94.5
Deputy chief 71.7 85.9 72.5 87.8 75.0
Agency'’s chief finance officer 88.7 95.1 85.4 85.8 89.4
Planning director 69.7 74.3 83.6 715 71.2
Grant manager 92.4 98.8 98.9 94.6 93.6
Patrol officers 38.7 29.3 36.2 58.0 38.5
Sergeants 46.5 54.2 49.2 67.1 48.8
Command staff 80.0 90.1 69.7 86.5 81.3
Union bargaining group 26.4 20.8 53.9 8.9 25.5

Outside Agencies
Manager/city manager 87.1 90.3 52.6 61.6 86.5
City council 81.7 81.1 75.4 75.7 81.3
State legislature 22.0 17.3 30.7 21.9 21.6
School system 25.4 38.3 35.7 54.7 29.3
News media 24.1 16.4 35.7 14.1 23.2
Religious community 18.7 32.6 21.2 9.2 20.1
Business community 22.6 37.6 31.4 25.8 24.9
Community organizations 26.0 45.2 51.7 71.0 31.2
Individuals in community 26.8 42.2 35.6 42.1 29.7
Budget office 82.2 86.6 56.4 45.0 81.0
Consultants 41.5 40.3 69.5 47.8 42.8
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compares with 21 percent of the medium and  During the site visits, agency staff typically
large agencies, in which union representation is spoke in terms of four stages in grant applica-
more common. However, even among agencies tion: discovering the opportunity, deciding
reporting that unions were applicable, only 26 ~ whether to apply and for how much money, ob-
percent of small local/county agencies, 21 percentaining approval, and preparing the application.
of medium and large local/county agencies, and Because COPS Office outreach efforts were
9 percent of special agencies reported that unionsaimed at agency chiefs, the police chief or sher-
participated. In contrast, among sheriffs’ depart- iff was often the first person to learn of the pro-
ments that considered unions applicable, 54 visions and deadlines associated with the various
percent reported the unions participated in the  COPS programs. Most commonly, word came
COPS application process. through COPS Office mailings. However, more
than one-fourth of the 100 largest agencies in
Agency planning directors were described as  our sample—agencies that participated in a
“not applicable” in about half of all agencies, supplemental study of larger agency grant man-
presumably because the departments had no  agement—reported using the Internet as a source
such position. About 70 percent of the agencies of grant information. In some of the larger juris-
with such positions reported they participated in dictions, a centralized grants office reporting di-
the COPS application process. Similarly, grant rectly to the city or county manager or the senior
managers were described as “not applicable” in elected official would also become aware of the
60 percent of responding agencies; not surpris- COPS grants about the same time; however, sev-
ingly, virtually all the agencies that had them  eral jurisdictions we visited that had such offices
involved them in the application process. were in the process of decentralizing grant appli-

o ) cation decisions to the relevant agencies, includ-
Elected officials and their staffs generally par- ing law enforcement.

ticipated in COPS application decisions. Among
local/county agencies, 87 to 90 percent de- In small departments that we visited, chiefs or
scribed their chief executives (e.g., mayors or  sheriffs typically made initial application deci-
city/county managers) as active participants, antsions, obtained approval, and prepared the
only slightly fewer—81 percent—reported their streamlined applications for FAST grants. In our
local legislative bodies were involved. Eighty- special large agency survey, 57 of the 100 largest
two to 87 percent of local/county agencies also COPS grantees in our national sample reported
described their budget offices as involved. having offices staffed by a civilian, midlevel, or
o _ _ senior sworn officer who focused on grant appli-
The application requirement to include a com-  cation and administrative activities. Most of
munity policing strategy evidently drew some  these predated the COPS program, but 11 of the
nongovernmental participants at least nominally 1o agencies had established their grant offices

into the application process. Few respondents inmre recently, reportedly because of the increase
any category described the religious or business;, grant activity, which was predominantly
community, community organizations, or indi-  cops-related.

vidual residents as not applicable. Generally 19

to 27 percent of small local/county agencies  Typically, the grants offices in the largest agen-
(populations less than 50,000) and 32 to 45 per-cies reported they handled budget and proce-
cent of medium and large agencies reported thatdural aspects of grant applications but relied on
these segments of the community participated instaff in the units that would carry out work under
the process. Site visits revealed substantial variathe grant to write the substantive content. Under
tion in the local meaning of participation, how-  this model, directors of community policing

ever, a matter to which we return in chapter 6. would normally write the community policing
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plans for COPS grants and the hiring and reten- prior experience with Federal grants before the

tion discussions for hiring grants, while informa- COPS program, and, as one small-agency chief

tion services units would describe the substanceexplained to a visiting site team, “We wanted a

of MORE applications for technology support. consultant to check it over and make sure we
hadn't left anything out.”

The COPS Office devoted substantial effort to

making the application process simple in com-  Early influences on agencies’ application and

parison with other law enforcement grant pro-  withdrawal decisions

grams such as Byrne grants, Weed and Seed, and .
other discretionary programs. This effortwas | 'rough the end of 1997, the share of eligible

intended both to encourage applications and to 1aW enforcement agencies with COPS grants (i.e.,
comply with a statutory requirement of simplified tNeir applications were successful, and they had
application processes for “small” agencies that "t Withdrawn after receiving awards) was 77 per-
served jurisdictions with populations of less than CeNt Of the 397 eligible agencies serving large ju-
50,000. By any objective standard, the COPS risdictions (populations of more than 150,000), 67

Office succeeded in simplifving the application  Percent of the 1,003 serving medium jurisdictions
form. plitying PP (populations between 50,000 and 150,000), and

49 percent of the 17,775 small-agencies serving

Perhaps ironically in light of the successful jurisdictions with smaller populations. We sur-
simplification effort, consultants participated veyed grantees and nongrantees in our sample
in COPS applications in all but the largest agen- @bout considerations that had weighed in their
cies. About 40 percent of both local/county application decisions.

agencies of all sizes involved them, as did even _. ) _ ) _ ) _

greater proportions of sheriff/State agencies andFl_nanual con5|der_at|ons_.F|nanC|aI consider-
special jurisdictions. Only among the 100 largest2lioNs Were the primary influences on local
agencies in our national sample, who were sur- agencies’ application decisions, with application

veyed in a special study of grant administration, Process difficulties playing some role in the
were consultants less visible. Eleven of the 100 €arly years of the program and philosophical
reported using consultants in grant writing, considerations playing aimost no réle.

and about one-third of those—mostly agencies
pursuing multiple grants, especially under inno-
vative COPS programs, COPS MORE, and non-
COPS programs—described the consultant’s
role as “major.” By way of comparison, only 3
percent of LLEBG recipients in the large agency
special study and 7 percent of Byrne grant re-
cipients used consultants in their applications fo
those grants.

Based on our national survey, financial require-
ments of COPS grants were among the most com-
mon reasons for not applying, as of October 1996.
Respondents were most likely to mention the
retention requirement (15 percent), the explicit
25-percent match requirement (mentioned by 13
rpercent), implicit match to cover uncovered fringe
benefits and collateral costs (3 percent), and the
$75,000 3-year cap on COPS grants (0.6 percent).
Local finances also surfaced as an explanation,
with 8 percent of agencies reporting “no need”

and 2 percent reporting they “had other commu-
nity policing funds.” Our national survey findings,
shown in figure 3—1, were approximately consis-
tent with those of the General Accounting Office
(1997). Specific categories of agencies’ concerns
are described below.

Evidently, the grant managers in large agencies
felt confident enough to prepare and submit
applications without consultants’ assistance.
Among small agencies, the explanation for use
of consultants seems to have been disbelief that
the application was as simple as it seemed, com
bined with fear of losing the award because of

a procedural error. Of survey respondents from
small agencies, 72 percent stated they had no
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Application process.Difficulties with the appli-

funds to support community policing initiatives,

cation process itself, such as tight deadlines andeven though community policing was not a

lack of information (20 percent), lack of staff to
write the application or administer the grant (16
percent), and local paperwork problems (1 per-
cent) were all cited as reasons for not applying
as of autumn 1996, when our first survey was
conducted. However, the influence of these
startup administrative barriers declined over
time, as the rules became more widely under-
stood; they were mentioned only rarely in our
Wave 3 survey.

Philosophical considerationslt seems clear
that objectives to the community policing objec-
tive of Title | were of negligible importance as a
barrier to applying for COPS grants. Objections
to community policing or to Federal grants in
general were mentioned by only 8 percent of

LLEBG requirement. As we discuss further in
chapter 6, however, the widespread local ap-
proval of community policing as a concept may
well be related to its ambiguity, which allowed
agencies to apply the label to a wide variety of
policing styles.

As another test of the relationship between com-
munity policing status and COPS application
decisions, we compared COPS awardees with
nonawardees as of April 1995, controlling for
jurisdiction population, in terms of the extent to
which the community frequently interacted with
police in nine ways, such as attending commu-
nity meetings, describing crime patterns in
helpful ways, and using influence in the neigh-
borhood to increase citizen acceptance of com-

grantee and nongrantee agencies in our nationaimunity policing initiatives. As shown in table

sample. Further, we conducted a supplemental

3-3, 1995 differences in community support

survey of the 100 largest agencies in our nationabetween grantees and nongrantees depended on

sample to ask how they administered multiple
funding streams for community policing. Of the
96 agencies in that sample that had received
Local Law Enforcement Block Grants, 88 per-
cent reported using at least part of their LLEBG

population. In places of 50,000 or more, com-
munity organizations or residents of grantee
jurisdictions were reportedly four times more
likely than residents of nongrantee jurisdictions
to attend regular meetings with police, twice as

Figure 3—1. Reasons for Nonapplication for 1995 COPS Grants

Deadlines/lack of information

No application/administrative staff
Concern over retention

Explicit local match

Philosophical objections
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Executive/legislative disapproval
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Logistical/departmental mixup
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likely to provide specific information about ac- lic pressure to accept “free” COPS officers, but
tive cases, 75 percent more likely to make con- on the other, they feared future opposition if
structive suggestions for community relations, there was a need to raise taxes to retain the new
and 38 percent more likely to use political influ- positions.

ence with public officials to promote community

policing efforts. However, they were only about Some large urban jurisdictions that we visited,
67 percent as likely to assist in operations, and such as Newark and Milwaukee, expected no
there were only small grantee-nongrantee differ-such COPS-related future tax increase because
ences with respect to other tactics. In places of the officers were an integral part of a larger eco-
less than 50,000, differences were less clear, al-nomic development strategy. In those and other
though residents of both grantee and nongranteeities where downtown areas had suffered eco-
jurisdictions were reportedly less likely to pro- nomic dislocations, it was hoped that the reality

vide most forms of assistance. and public perception of a safer downtown
would draw commercial interests, workers, cus-
Local officials’ priorities. Based on our na- tomers, or conventions back to the city center.

tional sample, 5 percent of the agencies that did If successful, the increased tax revenue stream
not apply for COPS grants cited disapproval by would finance improvements in city services
elected executive or legislative officials (see fig- across the board, including retention of the

ure 3—1). Such disapproval, of course, may haveCOPS-funded position.

reflected financial, programmatic, or other con-

cerns. In several sites, elected officials describedMisunderstandings of eligibility requirements.
the local dilemma they believed the COPS pro- As discussed earlier in this chapter, project se-
gram posed. On one hand, they experienced pulgior staff encountered a few apparently eligible

Table 3-3. Prevalence of “Frequent” Indicators of Community Support for Police,
by COPS Funding Status, 1996

Percentage of Local/County Agencies
Responding “Frequently”
Grantees Nongrantees
How Often Do Community Organizations or lLess Than 50,000 or Legss Than 50,000 or
Residents in Your Jurisdiction 50,000 More 50,000 More
Attend regular meetings with police? 19.9 69.3 15.8 16.8
Make constructive suggestions for
police/community relations? 27.5 47.9 32.7 27.5
Describe recurring patterns of crime and
disorder in their neighborhood? 29.6 43.3 175 329
Present useful ideas for solving crime and
disorder in their neighborhood? 18.8 22.6 115 27.0
Provide specific information about active
cases to your agency? 33.8 38.0 28.4 17.6
Assist in operations (such as video surveillance)? 13.3 17.2 11.6 26.0
Devote resources of time to crime prevention efforts? 19.3 34.5 16.4 39.8
Use influence “downtown” to promote community
policing efforts? 14.3 19.1 16.4 13.8
Use influence in neighborhood to pave the way for
community policing? 18.1 37.7 125 30.6
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agencies that did not apply because they believedithdrawal, as reported to survey interviewers
they were ineligible, evidently because their in- in autumn 1996 by the 45 sampled agencies that
terpretations of the nonsupplanting, match, and had withdrawn.
community policing requirements were errone-
ous and overly conservative. Situations involvingAs shown in figure 3-2, financial issues domi-
budget cuts were discussed earlier. Other agen- nated agencies’ withdrawal decisions, just as
cies mentioned situations in which their person- they did in the decisions to apply in the first
nel rolls included officers who were expected to place. However, the relevant financial consider-
leave after the application deadline because of ations differed. Forty percent of the withdrawn
disability or impending retirement. The chief of agencies cited the implicit match requirements—
another small agency reported that he believed iknfunded collateral costs such as training, patrol
good faith that his agency had engaged in com- cars, and other equipment—as the reason for
munity policing for several years but accepting aWwithdrawal. About 18 percent cited the explicit
COPS grant would require the launch of a new 25-percent match requirement, 6 percent men-
community policing program; he did not apply  tioned doubts about the agencies’ ability to retain
because he contemplated no new programs. the officers after the grant expired, and 5 percent
cited the $75,000 3-year maximum for COPS hir-
We could not directly estimate how commonly ing grants, which makes the grantee responsible
such misunderstandings prevented eligible agenfor 100 percent of salary and fringe benefits over
cies from applying. However, we believe that all $100,000 during the 3-year grant period.
such cases are included among either the 4 per-
cent of nonapplicant agencies that “doubted eli- Nearly 13 percent cited executive or legislative
gibility” or the 1 percent classified as “logistical/ disapproval as the withdrawal reason. In specific
department mix-up” in figure 3—1. comments, respondents typically blamed this
reversal of the decision to apply on a new chief
By the end of 1997, 10,537 agencies had re-  or an inability to obtain reauthorization for
ceived grant awards, and 761 had withdrawn. the local match payment. In many localities,
Figure 3-2 displays the agencies’ reasons for  reauthorization became necessary because the

Figure 3—-2. Reasons for Withdrawal From 1995 COPS Grants
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official COPS grant award did not arrive until and implicit matches and the $75,000 3-year cap
the local fiscal year following the one for which on COPS grants. Long-term concerns had to do
the local match expenditure had been authorizedwvith postgrant retention of the COPS-funded
officer positions. At the time, potential retention
Excessive administrative requirements were costs appeared substantfal.
mentioned by 9 percent and philosophical objec-
tions either to community policing or to Federal The Wave 3 sample included 42 medium and
grants in general by another 6 percent—usually large local/county agencies that stated they were
after a leadership transition. Respondents linkednongrantees because they had not applied.
smaller fractions of withdrawals to the receipt of For them, postgrant money issues had moved
other community policing funds and to “unex-  slightly ahead of immediate costs as the most
pected outcomes” of the COPS grant applica- common reason for not applyitd.

tion. One example was a partial MORE award
that covered a civilian operator of technology ~ Because the Wave 3 respondents could choose

but not the technology itself. more than one reason for not applying, the per-
centage distribution is not directly comparable

Trends in decision criteria in medium and with the Wave 1 distribution, which is based on

large local agencies single responses and therefore sums to 100 per-

cent. Therefore, to compare the two sets of re-

For medium and large local and county agenciessponses’ we placed them in a rank-order table
without COPS grants, we used our Wave 1 and (table 3-4).

Wave 3 surveys to ascertain, at least roughly,

whether the factors that influenced application  As table 3-4 shows, financial considerations
and withdrawal decisions changed between 199%jyring the 3-year grant were the main reason for
and 1998. The comparison is approximate be- nponapplication in 1996. Retention was a distant
cause we coded single responses to an explor- thjrd. By 1998, long-term retention concerns
atory open-ended question in Wave 1 but asked had moved slightly ahead as the top reason for
respondents to mark all that applied from a se- nponapplication, followed by immediate financial
ries of closed-end choices in Wavé 3. considerations and problems related to applica-

- , . tion and administration. Agencies evidently began
Two distinct types of financial concerns emergedy, yhiny beyond the initial grant administration

from the Wave 1 responses to open-ended quUeSyy match concerns that were so important the

tions. Immediate concerns included the explicit ¢ ., year.

Table 3—-4. Reasons for Nonapplication, Wave 1 and Wave 3, Ranked in Order of Mentions
Wave 1* Wave 37

Financial considerations during the 3-year grant period 1 2
Problems related to application/administration 2 3
Concerns about retention after grant expires 3 1
No need 4 4
Skepticism about Federal grants in general 5 5
Skepticism about community policing 6 7
Other 7 6
* Wave 1: large local/county agencies only (n=75).

T Wave 3 : (n=42).
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In both years, a small percentage of agencies to accept grants were retention, immediate finan-
felt they had “no need” for COPS grants. Philo- cial considerations, and skepticism about Federal
sophical objections were broken down into two grants. No agencies in either year attributed
distinct categories: skepticism about community their withdrawals to skepticism about community
policing and skepticism about Federal grants  policing.

in general. Skepticism about Federal grants re-

mained in fifth place for both years. Skepticism The Flow of COPS Funds

about community policing dropped from sixth
place in 1996 to last place in 1998. Less than 3
percent of medium and large local/county agen-
cies mentioned community policing skepticism
in 1996, and none did so in 1998.

This section describes the distribution of COPS
awards through 1997 in terms of grants and dol-
lars, funding concentration, and funding distri-
bution patterns.

In both 1996 and 1998 a few grantee agencies A9eNcy participation in COPS programs
either failed to accept their grant awards or with-For the COPS hiring programs, an eligible
drew after accepting them. At the time of the agency’s decision to apply virtually assured
Wave 1 survey in the autumn of 1996, 45 agen- award of a grant, although requested grant
cies, 2.3 percent of all awardees, had with- amounts were occasionally reduced. Cumula-
drawn® By the end of 1997, 7.2 percent of the tively through 1997, the COPS Office rejected
10,537 awardee agencies for whom grant awardsnly 217 applications including those from ineli-
had been designated had withdrawn. gible agencies, out of 14,508 applications re-

_ o ceived, a rejection rate of 1.5 perc&rln con-
As with reasons for nonapplication, we asked  trast, discretionary rejections of COPS MORE
Wave 1 respondents from withdrawn agencies applications became more common over time
an open-ended question about their reasons. Weyg the program became more popular, while the
coded the responses and used them as closed- statutory limit on the size of the MORE program
end responses for Wave 3 respondents from  remained in place. The cumulative rejection
nongrantee agencies that had either declined to y5tes for MORE applications grew from 5 per-

accept their grant awards or withdrew from their cgnt through 1995 to 13 percent through 1996
grants. Because of the difference in approaches,gng 21 percent through 1997.

we used the same kind of rank-order table to

compare reasons for withdrawal or nonaccep-  During 1994 and 1995, about 45 percent of all
tance at the two points in time. However, in the eligible law enforcement agencies received at
Wave 3 sample, only 4.6 percent of nongranteesjeast one grant from one of the following pro-
had withdrawn, and 5.6 percent had notac-  grams: Police Hiring Supplements (PHS), COPS
cepted. Therefore, our findings about reasons  Phase I, a COPS hiring program, COPS MORE,

for withdrawals and declinations to accept or an Innovative Community Policing Program.
awards are based on only 12 observations and During the next 2 years participation broadened
must be treated cautiously. very little, but previous grantees continued to

_ o request and receive additional grants.
At Wave 1, reasons for withdrawal were similar

to those for not applying: immediate financial ~ This section, which is based on COPS Office
concerns and application/administrative problemsgrant records, describes 1995-97 trends in the
dominated the list, with concerns about retention number of agencies receiving grants from the
and skepticism about Federal grants lower on the COPS Office or its predecessors. We categorized
list of concerns. Among the 12 agencies surveyedagencies as small if they served jurisdictions

in Wave 3 for whom the question was relevant,  of less than 50,000 in populatihnedium if

the leading reasons for withdrawal and failure they served jurisdictions between 50,000 and
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150,000; and large if they served jurisdictions  agencies. Coverage increased with jurisdiction

with populations of more than 150,000. size, so that 43 percent of eligible small agen-
cies, 66 percent of eligible medium agencies,

As shown in table 3-5, we estimate that a mini- and 73 percent of eligible large agencies had ap-

mum of 19,175 agencies was eligible for COPS plied and been awarded funding by the end of
grants: 17,775 small agencies, 1,003 medium 1995,

agencies, and 397 large agencies. Table 3-5 also
reports that the COPS Office rejected applica- The second full year of COPS, 1996, saw slow
tions that it received from 1,330 agencies, whichgrowth in the number of grantee agencies in all
is about 35 percent of the 3,748 possibly ineli- three size categories: to 8,408 small agencies
gible agencies that came to our attention in (less than 10 percent growth), to 693 medium
databases maintained by the COPS Office, the agencies (4 percent growth), and to 328 large
FBI's UCR and NCIC programs, or the Bureau agencies (13-percent growth). In 1997 the num-
of Justice Statistics for use in its Law Enforce- ber of small-agency awardees continued to grow
ment Management and Administrative Statistics at about half the rate of the preceding year.
(LEMAS) survey® However, the increase in agencies designated
for award was more than offset by withdrawals
By the end of calendar 1995, the first full year  during 1997 and expirations of grants awarded
of COPS Office existence, grant awards had  during 1994. Therefore, the actual number of
been announced to 8,612 eligible agencies undegrantee agencies fell by 16 for medium agencies
PHS, a grant program administered by the COPQnd 22 for large agencies. For all size categories
Office, or both” Awardees included 7,655 small combined, the number of grantee agencies in-

agencies, 667 medium agencies, and 290 large creased by 4 percent, to 9,776 (see figure 3-3).

Table 3-5. COPS Grant Status of Agencies, by Jurisdiction Size, Eligibility, Program,
and Application Status, 1995-97 (Cumulative)

Possibly Ineligible

Eligible Agencies (n=19,175) Agencies (n=3,748)
Agencies With Grant From:
PHS & Any Awarded Applied,
Primary INNOV  INNOV | Program Not and None IHad Not Not

Programs ¥ Only Only | Withdrawn ™  Withdrawn Awarded |Applied Accepted*
1995 7,458 195 2 7,655 365 9,755 2,568 827

Less than
50.000 1996 8,208 176 23 8,407 406 8,962 2,510 885
1997 8,667 53 73 8,793 702 8,280 2,285 1,110
50.000 1995 613 53 1 667 37 299 128 101
150,000 1996 639 49 5 693 33 277 118 111
1997 644 12 21 677 50 276 132 97
o 1995 261 26 3 290 7 100 40 84

More than
150,000 1996 294 18 16 328 5 64 18 106
1997 282 3 21 306 9 82 1 123

T Primary programs include FAST, AHEAD, Universal Hiring, and MORE.
* COPS Office status “accepted” includes agencies accepted for at least one program that did not withdraw from that program.




79

Nearly all the agencies that received any COPS rest of this chapter, we refer to those four COPS
grant received at least one under one of the programs collectively as “primary programs.”
hiring programs (FAST, AHEAD, or UHP) or

COPS MORE. By the end of 1997 this propor- As early hiring grant awardees began greater par-
tion was nearly 99 percent for small agencies, ticipation in COPS MORE, the number of agen-
about 95 percent for medium agencies, and 92 cies with both hiring and MORE grants more than
percent for large agencies. Overall, the number doubled, from 825 in 1995 to 1,733 in 1997. Be-
of agencies receiving awards under at least one tween 1995 and 1997, the number of designated
of these four programs grew by only 15 percent, MORE grantees grew by 90 percent, from 1,264
from 8,332 to 9,593, between 1995 and 1997. to 2,399. This 1,135-agency increase is composed
Because these four COPS programs were the 0f 908 agencies with both hiring and MORE

only ones that were operating as we designed th@rants but just 227 MORE-only agencies.

evaluation, they received our primary evaluation o
attention. Therefore, as shorthand through the AS shown in figure 3—4, COPS program growth
between 1995 and 1997 reflected primarily

Figure 3-3. Agencies Accepted for COPS Programs by Jurisdiction Size (Cumulative Totals)
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Note: Population categories were estimated for 4,579 agencies; the universe of eligible agencies is 19,175 and represents those eligible
and in service between June 1993 and April 1996.

* Less than 100 nongrantees in category.
tPreliminary estimates.
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supplements and new awards to previous grant- pronounced among the large agencies. While the
ees rather than a broadening of the program to number of large-agency grantees grew by only
new agencies. The number of grantee agencies 8 percent, from 261 to 282, between 1995 and
with only one primary program grant decreased 1997, the percentage with three or more grants
in both absolute and relative terms, from 7,387 more than tripled, from 15 percent to 55 percent.
(89 percent of all grantees) to 5,327 (55 percent By 1997, 40 percent of large-agency grantees
of all grantees). Meanwhile, the number of agen-had applied for and received four or more pri-
cies with three or more grants grew by a nearly mary COPS grants.

offsetting amount, from 57 (0.7 percent of all

grantees) in 1995 to 1,907 (19.8 percent of all  Funding distribution patterns

grantees) in 1997. By 1997, 11 percent of grant'Through the end of calendar 1997, the COPS

ees, or 1,060 agencies, had been designated for - .. o
four or more grants. During 1996, the COPS Office had awarded about $3.388 billion in grants

Office awarded only 874 Universal Hiring grants under the primary programs. About 75 percent of

: ) . those funds, $2.52 billion, were awarded under
2:'8? grSarl\m/tISRE grants to agencies receiving the'rthe officer hiring programs FAST, AHEAD, and

UHP (see figure 3-5). Just under 15 percent of alll

The trend toward greater concentration of COpsawards, $528.3 million, were made for resources
grants among multiple grantees was especially to support redeployed officer time under COPS

Figure 3—4. Accepted Agencies by Number of Grant Applications Accepted, Size, and Year (Cumulative)

10,000

9,000 |—

D 4+ accepted

8,000
. 3 accepted

D 2 accepted

- 1 accepted

7,000

6,000

5,000

Number of agencies

4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000

Less than 50,000- More than
50,000 150,000 150,000

More than
150,000

Less than
50,000

50,000—
150,000

Less than 50,000— More than
50,000 150,000 150,000

1995 1996 1997




81

Figure 3-5. Total COPS Grant Awards, by Programs Through 1997 ($3.47 Billion Total)

Millions of Dollars

340

2,520 82

- Hiring |:| MORE |:| PHS/Phase | |:| Innovative

MORE, reflecting statutory limitations on MORE Concentration of COPS funds Between 1995
program size. Another $81.7 million was awardedand 1997, COPS grant funds became heavily
for innovative programs, and PHS and Phase |  concentrated among multigrant agencies, as re-
grants awarded in 1994 accounted for another  peat grantees sought and received increasingly
$340 million. large hiring and MORE awards. Figure 3—6
displays cumulative grant awards by jurisdiction
Distribution by agency type.As the COPS pro-  size and number of grants designated for award
gram grew between 1995 and 1997, local and  through 1995, 1996, and 1997. During that pe-
county law enforcement agencies applied for andriod COPS funds awarded to agencies with only
received about three-fourths of the awards desig- one primary program grant decreased in both
nated each year. As shown in table 3—-6, which  apsolute and relative terms, from $787.9 million
displays cumulative COPS MORE and hiring  through 1995 (64 percent of grant funds desig-
grant awards, local and county police departmentgated for award) to $547 million through 1997
had accumulated $403 million in COPS MORE (18 percent of grant funds), as more agencies
awards by the end of 1997, along with $2.0 bil-  applied for and received multiple grants. During
lion in COPS hiring awards—a total of $2.4 bil-  the same period, funds awarded cumulatively to
lion. By the end of 1997, sheriff's departments  agencies with three or more grants grew about
and State police had accumulated about $517 mili6-fold, from $123.6 million (10 percent of
lion in hiring and MORE grants. Others, includ- 1995 grant funds) to $1.98 billion (65 percent
ing tribal and other special-jurisdiction agencies, of funds awarded cumulatively through 1997).
had been awarded $176 million. Through 1997, $1.42 billion, or 47 percent of all
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Table 3—-6. Estimated Award Distribution by Agency Type and Year (Cumulative in Millions)

Total Dollars Hiring Dollars MORE Dollars

Awarded Awarded Awarded

1995 928.5 751.4 177.1

Local/County Police 1996 1,949.0 1,662.0 287.0
1997 2,356.4 1953.6 402.8

1995 223.9 201.3 22.6

Sheriffs/State Police 1996 396.2 357.8 38.4
1997 516.8 432.1 84.7

1995 79.4 61.6 17.8

Others 1996 184.9 153.8 31.1
1997 175.7 134.8 40.9

Figure 3—6. Estimated Total Award Distribution by Number of Grant Applications Accepted,
Jurisdiction Size, and Year (Cumulative)
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Figure 3—7. Estimated MORE Award Distribution by Number of Grant Applications
Accepted, Jurisdiction Size, and Year (Cumulative)
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funds designated for award, were allocated to changed only slightly between 1996 and 1997.
agencies with four or more primary hiring or A related question is whether the process of mul-
MORE grants. COPS MORE awards were even tiple applications and awards helped to target
more heavily concentrated. Figure 3—7 shows COPS resources on jurisdictions where crime dis-
that agencies with four or more grants received proportionately occurs. To examine that issue, we
$329.9 million in MORE funds, 62 percent of all ranked the 8,062 COPS grantees that also partici-
MORE awards through 1997. pate in UCR in descending order of their reported
1997 UCR murder counts. We then tabulated the
Some effects of repeat applications on the con-  shares of total COPS grant awards (including
centration of awards are summarized in figure  grants to nonparticipants in UCR), cumulatively
3-8 and table 3-7. The 1 percent of agencies withhrough 1997, that went to grantees that account
the largest cumulative grant awards, which serve for large shares of total U.S. murders. The 1 per-
about 11 percent of the U.S. population, received cent of grantees with the largest UCR murder
about 40 percent of all funds awarded through  counts accounted for 54 percent of all murders
1998. The 5 percent of agencies with the largest and received 31 percent of total COPS funds
grants serve 27 percent of the U.S. population an@warded through 1997. The top 5 percent re-
received 56 to 59 percent of all funds awarded. ceived 44 percent of funds, and the top 10 percent

Award concentration was similar for local/county received 50 percent of total awards. We found a
agencies and for all agency types combined and similar pattern for robbery.
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Figure 3-8. Concentration of COPS Grant Awards Through 1998
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Table 3—7. Distribution of COPS Funds for All Agency Types and for Local/County Agencies

Percentage of Grant Dollars

Local/County All Agencies

Percentage of Through Through Through Through Through Through
Grantee Agencies 1996 1997 1998 1996 1997 1998
1 43 42 43 41 40 41
5 57 58 60 56 57 57
10 65 66 68 64 66 66
25 78 80 81 78 80 80
50 89 91 91 89 91 91
75 96 96 96 96 96 97
100 100 100 100 100 100 100




Figure 3-9. Percentage of Eligible Agencies Receiving One or More COPS Grants, by Region
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Distributional equity agencies (see table 3-8 and figure 3—9)odpin
1997, 58.5 percent of eligible agencies in the
Pacific region—the most active—had received at
least one COPS MORE or hiring program grant.
Just behind were the New England (57.2 percent)
and East South Central (56.2 percent) regions. The
two least active regions were West North Central
(36.6 percent) and Middle Atlantic (41.3 percent).

Within broad constraints, such as annual appro-
priation amounts and the requirement that funds
be split equally between jurisdictions with popu-
lations of more and less than 150,000, the allo-
cation of COPS funds was largely the outcome
of eligible agencies’ decision processes, which
we described earlier in the chapter.

As figures 3—10 and 3-11 indicate, regional distri-
lﬁutions of COPS funds on per capita and per crime
ases differ from the distribution measured in

terms of eligible agency participation. The Pacific
region, which was top-ranked in terms of eligible
agency participation, ranked third in COPS dollars
awarded per capita and sixth in dollars awarded per
1,000 index crimes. The Middle Atlantic region

(i.e., New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey),

Patterns by region.We measured regional which_ranked firstin terms Qf both per qapita and
COPS funding distribution patterns in three per crime awards, ranked eighth in eligible agency
ways: the percentage of all eligible agencies ~ Participation rate; this probably reflects large

in a region that requested and received at least 2wards to major metropolitan police departments,
one grant, cumulative grant award per 10,000 while the many town and township police depart-

population, and cumulative grant awards per ~ Ments were less likely to apply for grants at all.
1,000 index crimes. The results are displayed Néw England ranked second on all three measures,

in table 3-8 and figures 3-9, 3-10, and 3-11. and the West South Central ranked among the bot-
tom third on all measures. The table also displays
Regional COPS participation patterns emerged mean jurisdiction size (i.e., population per eligible
in 1995 and remained stable through 1997, as agency) and indicates that it correlates rather
measured by the ratio of grantees to eligible ~ poorly with all three distribution measures.

Despite the driving role of local decisions in the
allocation of COPS funds, it is reasonable to as
how “equitably” those funds were distributed. At
least three criteria for equity are potentially rel-
evant: the relationship between awards and the
number of agencies, the relationship between
awards and population, and the relationship
between awards and crime patterns.

Table 3—8. Regional Distribution of COPS Hiring and MORE Grants and Funds Through 1997
Percentage of Mean Population Cumulative COPS COPS Awards per
Agencies Receiving per Eligible Awards per 10,000 1,000 Index
1+ Grants (1997) Agency (1997) Residents (1997) Crimes (1997)
Value

Region Rank Value (%) Rank (000) Rank Value ($) Rank Value ($)
Pacific 1 58.5 3 100.5 3 114,158 6 215,620
New England 2 57.2 4 44.1 2 124,527 2 313,111
East South Central 3 56.2 9 18.1 8 100,364 3 283,104
South Atlantic 4 53.4 1 105.7 7 102,835 8 202,732
Mountain 5 51.9 8 25.7 5 108,364 7 208,474
East North Central 6 44.2 5 40.6 6 103,416 4 245,118
West South Central 7 44.0 6 30.8 9 89,001 9 165,952
Middle Atlantic 8 41.3 2 103.6 1 155,755 1 377,408
West North Central 9 36.6 7 27.9 4 108,827 5 231,301
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Urbanization patterns. Of all agencies selected
for awards by the end of 1997, only 4 percent
served core city jurisdiction®which are home
to 27 percent of the U.S. population (see table
3-9). They received 40 percent of COPS dollar
awards for all programs combined but 62 per-
cent of all COPS MORE funds. Through 1997,

the country ($86,504). However, their average
award per 1,000 index crimes ($184,980) was
less than two-thirds the average for the rest of
the country ($299,963).

On both the capita and per crime bases, mean
awards to core cities were highest in the Middle

on average for the United States as a whole, corétlantic region and lowest in the West South

cities received substantially larger awards per
10,000 residents ($151,631) than did the rest of

Central region.

Table 3-9. Regional Distribution of Grants to Core City and Other Grantees, Cumulative Through 1997
Total Estimated Estimated Estimated 1993 Estimated
Accepted Estimated COPS COPS Award per Index Award
Agencies COPS Hiring MORE 10,000 Crimes (%) per 1,000
(%) Population Awards (%) Awards (%) Awards (%) Residents (n=10.464 Index

Region (n=7,561) (%) $2.689 B $2.214 B $475 M %) million) Crimes
U.S.

Core city 3.8 27.3 39.7 35.0 61.7 151,631 51.7 184,980

Other 96.2 72.7 60.3 65.0 38.3 86,504 48.3 299,963
East North Central (20.8)

Core city 0.7 4.3 4.3 4.4 3.6 104,261 7.9 130,090

Other 18.5 12.4 10.5 11.4 6.3 88,465 6.6 383,468
East South Central (7.6)

Core city 0.2 1.3 1.3 1.4 0.8 108,108 2.2 148,760

Other 9.1 4.8 4.1 4.6 1.5 88,781 2.4 402,930
Middle Atlantic (14.0)

Core city 0.5 4.8 12.2 9.8 23.4 263,877 8.5 346,356

Other 13.7 9.9 8.6 ©).3 5. 89,883 4.8 432,584
Mountain (5.7)

Core city 0.2 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.1 85,450 3.2 103,352

Other 6.3 4.1 4.4 5.0 1.7 112,918 34 307,291
New England (5.5)

Core city 0.4 1.3 1.8 1.8 1.5 147,692 2.2 199,170

Other 6.3 819 S8i9 819 3.6 104,312 2.2 429,752
Pacific (6.2)

Core city 0.4 53 9.0 7.4 16.6 178,152 9.5 228,813

Other 7.4 10.7 7.4 7.3 8.4 72,023 8.8 201,417
South Atlantic (12.2)

Core city 0.6 8.3 5.0 4.4 7.8 159,198 7.6 158,264

Other 15.4 14.5 12.2 13.3 7.4 88,298 12.9 228,631
West North Central (15.5)

Core city 0.3 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.9 113,695 3.2 124,645

Other 9.6 55 4.1 4.5 1.9 76,814 2.7 356,209
West South Central (12.3)

Core city 0.5 8i9 3.1 2.8 4.6 82,758 7.5 100,238

Other 9.6 6.9 51 5.8 2.1 77,441 4.5 276,000
Note: Award distribution is based on the total estimated awards to accepted agencies that appear in the UCR and COPS Office databases.
Population estimates are based on the 1993 UCR distributions by region and core city. All estimated awards totals are cumulative through
the end of the year. Estimated award per 1,000 index crimes is based on the total estimated award and index crimes for accepted agencies
that reported crimes to UCR in 1993. Index crimes are based on imputed estimates for agencies not reporting for the entire year.
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Coordination of Multiple Grants for
Community Policing

Prevalence of multiple grants

By autumn 1996, when Wave 1 of our national
survey occurred, about 25 percent of all COPS
grantees were combining other sources of sup-
port with their COPS grants for their community
policing initiatives. This fraction continued to
grow, at least among medium and large urban
departments as they committed LLEBG funds

to community policing programs.

Table 3-10 describes how commonly agencies
reported using specific other sources, both as a
percentage of all COPS grantees and as a per-
centage of all grantees that used at least one
other source. Agencies reported that besides

COPS grants, support for their transitions to
community policing came from a broad spec-
trum of sources, including all levels of govern-
ment and local business communities. The four
non-COPS resources most commonly tapped for
community policing were State funds other than
Byrne grants (by 14.5 percent of COPS grant-
ees), Local Law Enforcement Block Grants (by
7.8 percent), local general funds (by 7.3 per-
cent), and business communities (4.9 percent).

Byrne grant support for community policing

was mentioned by 4.5 percent of COPS grantees.
Many of the agencies that reported use of State-

administered funds other than Byrne grants men-
tioned State programs created specifically to pay
the local match for COPS grants. California,

New Jersey, and Virginia were among the States

that created such programs.

Table 3—-10. COPS Grantees’ Use of Non-COPS Funds for Community Policing
Percentage Using Source for
Community Policing
Of Grantees
Of All Grantee Using at Least
Agencies One Other Source
Non-COPS Source of Funds N=1,127 N=395
Private Sources
Business 4.9 19.1
Foundation 1.8 7.0
Local Government
General funds 7.3 28.6
Other funds 3.7 14.6
State-Administered
Byrne grants 4.5 17.4
Other funds 14.5 56.6
Federal
COPS-Administered
Policing hiring supplements 2.0 7.7
COPS Phase | 11 4.4
Comprehensive Community Program 0.6 2.2
Domestic violence 1.3 4.9
Other Justice Department
Local Law Enforcement Block Grants 7.8 30.4
Operation Weed & Seed 1.4 53
BJA discretionary 1.4 55
Other Federal
HUD Community Development Block Grants 1.2 4.7
Other
CSAP Community Partnership Grants 0.8 3.1
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Use and coordination of multiple grants “specific grant conditions often constrain us

from using grant funds in ways that best support
agency needs.” Twenty-three respondents agreed
with that assessment of COPS hiring grants, 18
with respect to COPS MORE, 13 with respect

to a COPS innovative policing program, 13 with
Fespect to Byrne grants, and even 10 percent
With respect to LLEBGs.

To explore the use of multiple grants in more
detail, we conducted a supplemental telephone
survey of the 100 COPS grantees in our national
sample with the largest numbers of sworn offic-
ers. We also augmented five of our programmatic
site assessment teams with an additional membe
a criminal justice planning expert. The intent was
to learn how agencies managed and coordinated
COPS Hiring, MORE, and Innovative Program
grants along with grants from the other two

large programs that assist local law enforcement
agencies: the Edward Byrne Memorial State and
Local Law Enforcement Assistance Program
(Byrne grants) and Local Law Enforcement

Block Grants?® Results of that supplemental

study will appear in a forthcoming report.

Despite these concerns of a few, most respon-
dents portrayed their agencies as orchestrating
multiple funding streams to implement a local
vision of policing. Few saw themselves as entre-
preneurs seeking all available Federal funds,
regardless of how grant program conditions fit
into their overall programs. Of the 100 agencies,
35 strongly agreed and 47 agreed with the state-
ment that their “agency has a clear vision and is
able to interpret grant requirements to support
that vision.” Only nine disagreed or strongly
disagreed with that statement. Respondents pre-
ferred the complexity of administering multiple
grants to the potential loss of freedom that might
accompany a “monopoly” grant program. Only
31 percent agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement that “local agencies would be better
off if DOJ set up just one law enforcement

grant and stuck with it,” while 43 percent dis-
Iagreed or strongly disagreed.

As expected, the 100 very large city and county
agencies selected for the supplemental study
tended to manage several large grants from
multiple sources. Of the 100 agencies surveyed,
65 percent of the agencies had at least one
COPS hiring grant, and their average cumulative
amount was $5,399,000. Seventy-one percent
had COPS MORE grants, with a mean cumula-
tive value of $1,146,000; 49 percent had grants
for one or more of the COPS Innovative Pro-
grams, averaging a total of $361,000; 30 percen
had Byrne grants, worth an average of $586,000;

. Both the survey data and onsite observation
g;dzgg gggcent had LLEBGs, which averaged suggest that the three types of COPS grants,

LLEBG, and Byrne grants were used in comple-
mentary ways to fit large agencies’ specific local
circumstances. For example, a common refrain
during site visits to large metropolitan jurisdic-
tions was that COPS offered big city agencies
much better opportunities for grants than did the
Byrne block grant program, which is adminis-
tered at the State level.

The vast majority, 86 of the 100 respondents
from these agencies, reported their agencies
used their grant funds from all these Federal
sources to make permanent agency improve-
ments. The most commonly cited specific
improvements were updated technology (men-
tioned by 38 respondents), increased staff (20

respondents), and the creation of new programs . very large agencies in this supplemental
and patrol units (18 respondents)._Eighty responétudy blended COPS and LLEBG funds to ad-
dents stated they expectec_l these improvements vance their visions of community policing, even
to have long-term agency impacts. though community policing was not an LLEBG
requirement. Of the 100 agencies, 88 reported
using LLEBG funds to support their community
policing initiatives, despite the absence of a

Only 37 respondents agreed or strongly agreed
that for at least one of these grant programs,
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requirement to do so. During site visits, many  dents reported previous application experience,
agencies mentioned they used their LLEBG while 68 percent of the largest agencies reported
funds to cover the unfunded collateral costs ass@ast experience. Smaller agencies were, how-
ciated with COPS-funded officers and technol- ever, more likely to view the COPS application
ogy. In short, the agencies appeared to combineprocess as easier than were larger agencies (73
their COPS and LLEBG funds into a package forpercent compared with 57 percent). This reflects
covering the short-term costs of transition to theia success of the “one-page” COPS FAST appli-

visions of community policing. cation, which was designed to satisfy the Title |
mandate for a simplified application process
Grantees as Customers for agencies serving jurisdictions of less than

As explained in chapter 2, one of the primary 50,000 in population.

motives for creating the new COPS Offlc_e n- Thirty-one percent of respondents reported hav-
stead of processing grants through existing ageny aqministered grants of similar size. Of these
cies in the Office of Justice Programs was that g4 hercent said in the Wave 1 survey that COPS
a new agency, inventing its policies and Proce- grants were easier to administer. As with the ap-
dures from scratch, would encourage participa- pjication process, smaller agencies reported less
tion in the program by achieving a high level of ¢, herience with administering similar grants
satisfaction among its “customers.” the grantees. >g nercent) than the largest agencies (56 per-

we c\r/st exlamlned tEIS dlrknensmn of success in cent). Among agencies with such experience, the
our Wave 1 survey Dy asking grantees various - o cantage that rated administration easier for

guestions about their satisfaction with applicatio OPS grants declined as agency size grew, from
and administrative procedures for COPS grants. 67 percent of small agencies with populations

Late(rj f%r local and cqufnty_ageglcies, We Méa- |ass than 50,000 to 52 percent of the large agen-
sured changes in satisfaction between Waves 1 qicc ith populations exceeding 150,000,

and 3. Also in Wave 3, we surveyed respondents
about their intentions to apply for COPS grants gatisfaction with the COPS application process

in future years. was similar for all agency types. The percentage
_ _ of respondents describing the COPS application
Customer satisfaction: The early years process as relatively simple was 71 percent for

In the Wave 1 survey, respondents designated byecal/county police agencies, 67 percent for
chief executives to speak on behalf of funded ~ State and sheriff agencies, and 72 percent for
agencies were asked a series of questions aboufigéncies with special jurisdictions.

their satisfaction with application and administra- . I . .
tive procedures for COPS grants. Of all those S_:tate pollc_e, sheriffs’ agencies, and sp_ec_:lal po-
questioned, 39 percent had personal experience“ce agencies were somewhat less satisfied than

- local/county agencies with grant administration.
applying for other government grants and were : :
therefore in a position to compare experience Exactly 50 percent of State/sheriff agencies and

with COPS grants with experience with other 47 percent of special agencies said COPS grants

Federal grants. Of these experienced responden‘%‘?re easier to administer than other grants, as
71 percent said applying for a COPS grant was opposed to 66 percent of local/county agencies.

: : - Further, 22 percent of State and sheriff agencies
easier than applying for previous grants. reported that COPS grants were more difficult
Fewer respondents in small agencies had previ- [0 @dminister than other grants, compared with
ous Federal grant experience, but those who ~ Only 5 percent of local/county agencies, and
did found the COP'S grant application relatively 3 Percent of special agencies.
simple. Only 36 percent of small-agency respon-
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Finally, looking at agencies’ satisfaction with Wave 3. For small agencies, the trend analysis
application procedures and administrative requireis based on only the 176 members of the small
ments by grant program reveals some major dif- MORE grantee stratum interviewed at both
ferences in agency satisfaction. Among agencies Wave 1 and Wave 3. The 303 medium/large
with previous experience, FAST grants, with their agencies were used throughout the customer sat-
“single-page” applications for small agencies, isfaction analysis, including the analysis of sev-
were considered easier to apply for and adminis- eral new questions added to the survey at Wave
ter (77 percent and 73 percent respectively) than 3. In general, satisfaction levels declined slightly
other types of COPS grants. Only 43 percent of over time, and the highest satisfaction levels
larger agencies rated AHEAD grants as easier to were found among the very largest grantee
apply for than other government grants. MORE agencies.
and UHP grants also registered low ratings for
ease of administration compared with other Between 1996 and 1998, the medium and large
COPS grant programs; 45 and 49 percent respeclocaVCOUI’lty grantees in the Wave 1 and Wave
tively said these grants were easier to administer 3 samples gained in personal experience with
than other government grants. Federal grants other than COPS, and there was a
slight drop in ratings of ease of the COPS grant
Overall, satisfaction with the COPS office staff application process. The percentage of respon-
was high and largely unrelated to the size or typealents from medium and large local/county agen-
of the agency. Ninety percent of funded agencie<ies that reported previous personal experience
said the COPS staff was helpful, and 84 percentrose from 64.3 percent in 1996 to 72.2 percent in
said their COPS Office contact was easy to 1998. Among those with such personal experi-
reach. State, sheriff, and special agencies re- ence, the percentage that considered COPS grant
ported somewhat less ease in reaching their applications easier than other Federal grant ap-
COPS office contact; 26 percent said their con- plications fell slightly, from 48.9 percent to 45.6
tact was hard to reach as opposed to 15 percentpercent over the same period. This small drop

of local/county agencies. may reflect the start of LLEBG, which simulta-
neously broadened experience with Federal

Customer satisfaction trends in local/county grants and set a new standard for application

agencies simplicity, since these funds were distributed
by formula.

For medium and large local/county agencies

w?th MORE or hiring grants and small agencies \ys found somewhat greater changes between
with MORE grants, we measured changes be- 1995 and 1998 for small agencies with MORE
tween 1996 a_nc_i 199_8 In opinions about_COPS grants At Wave 1, 37.5 percent of the small
program administration, based on a series of ,isgiction MORE grantees reported personal
questions at Wave 1 and Wave’3. experience with other Federal law enforcement
rants, and 63.4 percent of those agencies stated
hat the COPS application was easier in terms of
applying for funds. At Wave 3, 59.1 percent of
small MORE grantees reported involvement
with other Federal grants, but only 47.1 percent
described the COPS application as easier than
other grant programs. The decreased perception
of simplicity between 1996 and 1998 may re-
flect additional budget reviews and revisions that
occurred for MORE grants still in process at the
time of Wave 1 data collection.

Our Wave 3 sample comprised three subsample
of local/county agencies: Wave 1 interviewees

in the medium/large AHEAD and UHP strata,
Wave 1 interviewees in both the small and the
medium/large MORE strata, and medium/large
Wave 2 interviewees in a stratum of 1996 first-
time UHP awardees. To measure 1996-98 cus-
tomer satisfaction trends for medium and large
local/county agencies, we analyzed only the 303
such agencies interviewed at both Wave 1 and
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Among the medium and large local/county about 78 percent of respondents described the
grantees, overall satisfaction with the COPS Of- office favorably (i.e., “excellent” or “good”) in
fice remained high between 1996 and 1998, withterms of answering questions and making deci-
one exception. The percentage of this sample sions. Only 67.7 percent of respondents rated the
that described the COPS Office as “helpful” speed of COPS in processing paperwork as ex-
remained in the 86 to 87 percent range betweencellent or good (see figure 3-12). In each in-
1995 and 1998, while the percentage saying the stance, agencies with grants larger than the 90th
COPS Office was “easy to reach” fell from 81.2 percentile rated the COPS office more favorably
to 73.6 percent. However, the agencies with the than did agencies with smaller grants. This
largest grants reported more positive experiencegroup ranked the speed and accuracy of answer-
85.4 percent of agencies with total grant sizes ing questions 10 percentage points higher than
above the 90tpercentile described the COPS  the total and the speed and accuracy of making
Office in 1998 as easy to reach. decisions 6 percentage points higher than the
total. The favorable rating for processing paper-
Several questions were added in 1998, which  work rose from 67.7 percent for all medium and
asked respondents from local/county grantees |arge agencies to 78.3 percent (10 percentage
to describe COPS Office speed and accuracy in points) for 10 percent of agencies with the larg-
answering questions, making decisions, and proest grant&?
cessing paperwork. On the first two measures

Figure 3—12. Customer Satisfaction: 1998, Large Local/County Grantee Agencies*

90%

85.7%

80% —

77.8% 76.7%

73.6%

70% —

67.7%
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COPS Office COPS Office Speed/accuracy of Speed/accuracy of Speed of
helpful easy toreach COPS—answering COPS—making COPS—processing
questions decisions paperwork

* Large local/county grantee agencies, Wave 3 (n=303).
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Future application intentions sponded with multiple choices. Figure 3—13 dis-

To learn grantees’ intentions to seek additional plays the various grant combinations chosen.

funding under COPS, we asked all 547 grantee
respondents in Wave 3 what they planned to do
about future grant applications. As of summer
1998, 73.5 percent of grantees stated they
planned to apply for additional grants in 1998 or
1999; 65.9 percent of small agencies, 78 percen
of medium agencies, and 88.6 percent of large
agencies planned to apply in the future. MORE
technology grants were the most popular choice
named by 80.7 percent of grantees, followed by
UHP (57.5 percent), Innovative Programs (43.7
percent, although applications for these grants
have been by invitation only), and finally MORE
civilian grants (31.3 percent).

Among the agencies that did plan to apply again,
MORE technology grants and combinations in-
cluding them were resoundingly popular. Of all
agencies, 20 percent named MORE technology
only, 7 percent planned to apply for MORE tech-
Eology and MORE civilians, 25 percent planned
to apply for MORE technology plus UHP, and 9
percent planned to apply for all three—MORE
technology, MORE civilians, and UHP. Only 13
percent planned to apply exclusively for combi-
nations of grants to hire sworn and civilian staff
(6 percent UHP only, 4 percent MORE civilian
and UHP, and 3 percent MORE civilian only or
not sure).

As the large sum of these percentages suggests
respondents were asked to aditthe types of
grants they planned to apply for, and many re-

The UHP grant is of interest to more grantees
than the MORE civilians grant. The most popu-
lar combination is MORE technology and UHP,

Figure 3-13. Future Intentions of Local/County Grantees
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with 25 percent of grantees planning to apply forcited unallowable but expected collateral costs

that combination of grants in the future. Only 7 like training, equipment, or uniforms for hiring

percent of grantees plan to apply for MORE grants, and systems development, training, and

grants involving technology and civilian hiring. maintenance contracts for MORE grants (see
chapter 4). As with Wave 3 nongrantees, charac-

Grantees—both prospective applicants and oth- teristics like difficulty of application and admin-

ers—were asked what factors could affect their jstration were not as important.

decisions about grant applications. The catego-

ries were presented to the respondents as a From COPS Office Grant Decisions to

closed-end_list of options, and they were asket_:l Funds Expended

to rank the importance of each category to their

decisionmaking process for grant application ~ Through calendar year 1997, the COPS Office

(see figure 3-14% made decisions to award 17,384 hiring and
MORE grants worth $3.388 billion to increase

As in our earlier surveys of influences on appli- numbers of officers or hours of officer time.

cation decisions, financial concerns topped the Under projections included in grant applications,

list of considerations, with 54.9 percent of grant-these grants were intended to support the full-

ees describing the required local match rate as @ime equivalent of 67,216 new officers deployable

very important consideration in grant application to community policing for at least 1 year.

decisions. Grant flexibility was also described Before grantees can achieve that potential, funds

as important. Restrictions on tharposedor must be obligated after budget reviews, official

which grant funds could be spent and tyyges grant award packages must be prepared, and

of resource®n which grant funds could be spent awardees must accept all award conditions in

were each very important concerns for more  writing.

than 40 percent of the grantees. Agencies also

Figure 3-14. Factors Described as “Very Important” Influences on Future Application Decisions*

Required local match rate 54.9%

Restrictions on the purposes for which
grant funds can be spent

Restrictions on the types of resources on
which grant funds can be spent

Program costs not chargeable to grant

Difficulty of applying for the grant

Difficulty of administering the grant

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

* Wave 3 data for medium and large local/county grantee agencies (n=371).
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In the early years of the COPS program, the
times required for these steps limited the speed
with which officer deployment and technology
implementation could begin.

COPS Office award decisions

Tables 3—11a—c summarize cumulative award
decisions through calendar years 1995, 1996, and
1997, tabulated from a COPS Office grants man-
agement database received in April 1998. As
shown in table 3—11c, the Justice Department had
decided by the end of 1997 to award an overall to-
tal of 18,138 grants worth $3.47 billion (i.e., COPS
Office databases indicated “accepted” status). As
the “hiring subtotal” line indicates, 17,384 grants
to create additional officer time carried a total of
$3.388 billion in awards. These grants were pro-
jected to support 40,806 hired or rehired officers
and 26,410 full-time equivalents through MORE-
funded resources—the equivalent of 67,216 offic-
ers deployable to community policing for at least
1 year, and 63,243 for at least 3 years.

These 1997 figures were the culmination of
substantial increases since 1995, the first full

spite a 6-month delay in approval of the COPS
Office fiscal 1996 budget, the agency’s award
decisions had brought the hiring subtotal of
grants to 14,652, worth $2.868 billion, intended
to support 53,140 new officers and FTEs (see
table 3—11b).

Application processing time

The decision to award a grant (“accept the appli-
cation” in COPS Office nomenclature) is only
the first step in making funds available to grant-
ees. As explained in chapter 2, the Justice
Department’s Office of the Comptroller reviews
all grant budgets to ensure that only allowable
expenditures are included, that budget assump-
tions comply with departmental regulations, and
that the grantee maintains adequate fiscal and
administrative controls. This process was rela-
tively straightforward for hiring grants, where
Issues involved primarily compliance with the
nonsupplanting and match requirements, along
with allowable items to include in calculating
fringe benefit rates. For MORE grants, budget
review was far more complex and time consum-
ing because of issues surrounding the purchase

year of the COPS program, when 9,946 awardsof expensive and elaborate technology; fre-

had been made totaling $1.57 billion in value,
intended to support 32,784 officers and FTEs
(see table 3—11a). During calendar 1996, de-

quently, the process required budget revisions
and resubmission by the applicants. Following
successful budget review, official award pack-
ages were prepared and mailed to awardees. The

Table 3—11a. Accepted Grant Applications and Sum of Awards and
Officer-Equivalents (Cumulative Through 1995)
Accepted Awarded Total Officers per
Grants (Millions) Officers Million Dollars

FAST 5,871 $411 6,311 15.4
AHEAD 539 293 4,274 14.6
UHP 1,660 310 4,077 13.2
MORE 1,264 218 13,469* 61.8*
Primary total 9,334 $1,232 28,131 22.8
PHS/PHASE | 612 340 4,653 13.7
Hiring subtotal 9,946 1,572 32,784 20.9
Innovative 287 22 0 —
Overall total 10,233 $1,594 32,784 —
* Counts of FTEs redeployed due to MORE-funded resources do not adjust for the 1-year duration of grants for civilians
and overtime.
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Table 3—-11b. Accepted Grant Applications and Sum of Awards and

Officer-Equivalents (Cumulative Through 1996)

Accepted Awarded Total Officers per
Grants (Millions) Officers Million Dollars
FAST 5,821 $407 6,257 154
AHEAD 504 290 4,082 14.1
UHP 6,094 1,476 21,262 14.4
MORE 1,621 356 16,902* 47.5*
Primary total 14,040 $2,529 48,503 19.2
PHS/PHASE | 612 339 4,637 13.7
Hiring subtotal 14,652 2,868 53,140 18.5
Innovative 652 83 0 —
Overall total 15,304 $2,951 53,140 —

* Counts of FTEs redeployed due to MORE-funded resources do not adjust for the 1-year duration of grants for civilians

and overtime.

Table 3—11c. Accepted Grant Applications and Sum of Awards and

Officer-Equivalents (Cumulative Through 1997)

Accepted Awarded Total Officers per
Grants (Millions) Officers Million Dollars

FAST 5,717 $401 6,149 15.3
AHEAD 490 282 3,983 14.1
UHP 7,294 1,837 26,021 14.2
MORE 3,271 528 26,410* 50.0*
Primary total 16,772 $3,048 62,563 20.5
PHS/PHASE | 6121 340 4,653 13.7
Hiring subtotal 17,384 3,388 67,216 19.8
INNOVATIVE 754 82 0 —
Overall total 18,138 $3,470 67,216 —

* Counts include renewals of 1-year grants for civilians and overtime. Consolidation reduces Total Officers to 22,437 for MORE,
58,590 for Primary Total, and 63,243 for Overall Total. Consolidation reduces Officers per $1 million to 42.5 for MORE and 18.7

for Hiring Subtotal.
T Includes PHS/Phase | grants as of 1995, their peak level; of the 612 grants, 364 had expired by the end of 1997.

packages listed award conditions with which ing programs. The 4-month difference reflects
applicants had to promise compliance by return-the extra complexity of MORE budget reviews.
ing an acceptance of the award signed by an

authorized official. Negligible time elapsed between mailing the

award packages and formal obligation of the
Table 3-12 summarizes the mean elapsed timesfunds (i.e., creation of an account from which
for these steps for 1995 and 1996 applicants. Fothe grantee could draw down funds as needed).
1996 applicants, the average time between re- However, 1996 applicants took an average of 75
ceipt of the application at the COPS Office and days to return their signed acceptances of hiring
mailing the award package to the grantee was grant awards and 53 days to accept their MORE
269 days for MORE grants and 149 days for hir-awards (the average excludes the 24 percent
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Table 3-12. Elapsed Time in Processing COPS Grant Applications, by Stage

Mean Days Elapsed (Range)

1995 Applicants 1996 Applicants
Processing Stage Hiring MORE Hiring MORE
From To (n=7,863) (n=1,488) (n=4,986) (n=1,305)
Application received Award mailed 154 400 149 269
Award mailed Award obligated 0 15 0 0
Award obligated Signed award returned 70 66 75 53
Percentage not yet 10.40% 5.20% 23.90% 23.50%
returned (19-534)
Application received Signed award returned 224 481 224 322

* Based on applicants whose applications were accepted by the COPS Office that were not withdrawn as of March 16, 1998.
T Includes 77 1995 applicants and 12 1996 applicants who signed and returned award letter before funds were obligated.

Table 3-13. COPS Grant Obligations and Debits by Program Selection and Year (Cumulative)

Obligated Debited
(In Thousands of Dollars) % of Awards (In Thousands of Dollars)

Total Award

1995 950,359 105,659

1996 2,096,969 474,523
Hiring Award

1995 822,373 60 105,349

1996 1,841,742 73 409,018
MORE Award

1995 127,987 58 310

1996 255,227 78 65,565

who had not returned their acceptances by April MORE applicants in 1995 faced much longer
1998, when our database was created). This de-elapsed times because of congressional budget
lay probably involved a combination of routine  debates between October 1995 and April 1996.
paper flow delays at the local level, time to re- While the COPS Office was exempted from the
solve second thoughts over acceptance of the Federal Government shutdown caused by that
award as the costs of implicit match and reten- debate, it was affected by the 7-month delay in
tion became more concrete, and the need for  approval (and $500 million cut) of its fiscal 1996
local reauthorization of the matching funds in  budget. Because MORE applications received
jurisdictions that had begun a new fiscal year  during the first 9 months of 1995 exceeded

between application submission and award

available fiscal 1995 funds, many applicants

receipt. In total, then, for 1996 applicants, the  were informed in the closing weeks of fiscal
average elapsed time for the entire process, fron1995 that approval was likely but would have
application receipt to award acceptance by the to be delayed until fiscal 1996 funds became
grantee, was 224 days for hiring grants and 322 available. While that period would have

days for MORE grants.

been no more than a few days under normal
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conditions, it became a matter of 7 months be- Bureau-defined urbanized area of at least 50,000 or
cause of the delayed appropriation. For these = more inhabitants and a total metropolitan population
reasons, MORE awards to 1995 applicants oc- ©f at least 100,000.

curred an average of 400 days after applications
were received. As a result, for 1995 applicants

the (?ntir_e average elapsed time from MORE 5. Through the end of 1995, the primary hiring
application receipt to award acceptance was 481programs COPS FAST and COPS AHEAD. were

4. Measured by jurisdiction population.

days, or 16 months. “accelerated,” in the sense that applicants were en-
couraged to recruit and hire on the basis of prelimi-
Award obligations and expenditures nary notifications (“Go FAST” and “Go AHEAD”

letters) that they were likely to be awarded funds for

Because of the processing delays just explalneda specified number of officers.

COPS funds obligated at any point in time were
less than the award amounts discussed in earlieg For the COPS Office Legal Division, no supplant-

sections. ing would occur in this situation if the budget cut

_ _ was made independently of the COPS program and
As shown in table 3-13, obllgated total awards not in anticipation of a grant.

for all programs intended to increase policing
strength (i.e., PHS, Phase I, FAST, AHEAD, 7. Reported percentages are based on agencies that
UHP, and MORE) were $950 million by the end did not classify the named position as “not appli-

of 1995 and $2.1 billion by the end of 1996. Re- cable””

spectively, these amount to 60 percent of funds
awarded by the end of 1995 and 73 percent of
the funds awarded by the end of 1996. In each

year, these percentages were similar for MORE g |, syrvey Wave 1, seven categories of nonapplication

8. Respondents were asked to name all explanations
that applied.

and the hiring programs. reasons displayed in figure 3-1 were coded from re-
sponses to an open-ended question about why an
Notes agency did not apply for a COPS grant. In Wave 3,

» these categories were presented to respondents as a
closed-end list of options, from which they could select
as many as needed. The categories were as follows: no
need for funds, problems related to the application or
administrative requirements, financial considerations
during the 3-year grant period, concerns about officer
retention after the grant expires, skepticism about com-
munity policing, skepticism about Federal grants in
general, and something else.

1. Throughout this chapter, “local/county agencies
refers to municipal and county police agencies; sher
iffs were classified separately. We defined “small”
agencies as serving jurisdictions with populations
less than 50,000, “medium” as serving jurisdictions
of 50,000 to 150,000, and “large” as serving still
larger jurisdictions.

2. Regions were defined as follows: New England
(ME, NH, VT, MA, RI, CT); Middle Atlantic (NY,
NJ, PA); East North Central (OH, IN, IL, WI, MI);
East South Central (KY, TN, AL, MS); South Atlan-
tic (MD, DE, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL); West North
Central (MN, IA, MO, ND, SD, NE, KS); West
South Central (AR, LA, OK, TX); Mountain (MT,
ID, WY, CO, NM, AZ, UT, NV); Pacific (WA, OR,
CA, AK, HI).

10. In our Wave 1 sample, 75 large local/county
agencies (71 percent of all nongrantees) had not ap-
plied for a COPS grant as of 1995. The frequency
with which they cited various reasons were: immedi-
ate financial considerations (40 percent), application/
administrative problems (33.3 percent), retention
costs (9.3 percent), no need (8.0 percent), skepticism
about Federal grants (5.3 percent), skepticism about

3. Core cities are the largest city in a Metropolitan €OMMunity policing (2.7 percent), and other (1.4

Statistical Area (MSA). MSAs must include: (a) one PErcent).
city with 50,000 or more inhabitants or (b) a Census
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11. The 42 nonapplicants in the Wave 3 sample are 16. Our procedures for ascertaining eligibility are ex-
not a pure subset of the 75 nonapplicants in the plained in the methodological appendix. The sum of
Wave 1 sample; 45 Wave 1 respondents were re-  eligible and ineligible agencies in table 3-5, 22,923,
moved from the Wave 3 sample, and 12 agencies in is larger than our sample frame of 20,894 as reported
the Wave 3 sample did not appear in the Wave 1 in table MA-2 of the methodological appendix. The
sample. The 45 agencies removed consist of: 9 difference is due to additional agencies identified
nonrespondents to Wave 3; 6 “item nonrespondents”after our sample was drawn when we received the
that skipped the relevant Wave 3 items; 19 that be- updated Bureau of Justice Statistics sample frame
came grantees between Waves 1 and 3; 2 that be- created for use in LEMAS. #L9,175 is a conserva-
came members of funded consortia; 2 that applied tive estimate of eligible agencies, limited to agencies
but were rejected; 1 that withdrew; 5 that responded recognized by the Bureau of Justice Statistics.
“something else happened” (other than the above);
and 1 “don’t know.” The 12 agencies in the Wave 3 17. In this chapter, we use the term “awarded” as
sample that were not in the Wave 1 sample includedequivalent to “accepted” status in the COPS grants
5 that were selected as nongrantees for Wave 1, but management databases, meaning that the COPS
reported they had grants at Wave 1, and answered Office had accepted the application and notified the
as nonapplicants in Wave 3; 3 that were grantees at applicant of the award. We do so to distinguish this
Wave 1 but claimed not to have applied at Wave 3; stage from signed acceptance of the award by the
3 that successfully applied but withdrew between  grantee. Our counts of grants and funds awarded and
the two waves; and 1 that applied but was rejected funds drawn down by grantees are based on data-
between the two waves. bases generously provided by COPS and the Office
of the Comptroller. In these analyses, “COPS pro-
12. The top three reasons were concern about retengrams” refers to several programs in addition to the
tion after grant expires (87.7 percent), financial “primary programs” that received our central focus,
consideration during the 3-year grant period (85.3 COPS FAST, COPS AHEAD, Universal Hiring
percent), and problems related to application/admin-(UHP), and COPS MORE. The additional programs
istration (80.9 percent). Another 7.6 percent stated included in these counts are: Police Hiring Supple-
no need as a reason, followed by 5.5 percent who ments, COPS Phase I, Troops to COPS, and all the
were skeptical about Federal grants in general and “innovative programs” developed or administered
1.3 percent who gave another reason. None of the by the COPS Office.
nongrantees mentioned skepticism about community
policing as a reason for nonapplication. 18. Core cities are the largest city in a Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA). MSAs must include: (a) One
13. Of the 45 Wave 1 withdrawals, 15 withdrew city with 50,000 or more inhabitants or (b) A Census
from MORE grants, 28 withdrew from hiring grants, Bureau defined urbanized area of at least 50,000 or
2 withdrew from both hiring and MORE grants. more inhabitants and a total metropolitan population
of at least 100,000.
14. We believe that all 217 rejections involved either
ineligible agencies or problems that surfaced during 19. LLEBG was created in 1996 as the first block
the Justice Department’s vetting process, but we did grant program to distribute funds by formula directly
not undertake the manual inspection of applications to local law enforcement agencies, which may spend
that would have been needed to verify this belief.  the funds for functions and on types of resources of
their own choosing, subject only to very broad con-
15. The “small” category also included agencies straints. The Byrne Program makes funds available
with unknown populations. As explained in chapter in two ways: through a small program of discretion-
2, these cutoff points had statutory and administra- ary grants directly to local agencies and private orga-
tive significance: Title | required a simplified appli- nizations for specific programs; and through a large
cation process for jurisdictions of less than 50,000 program of block grants to States, whose planning
and equal distribution of funds between jurisdictions agencies administer subgrants to local agencies and
of less than and more than 150,000. private organizations for projects to achieve any of
26 statutorily prescribed purposes. Each program
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is funded at approximately $500 million annually, = comparable group of small agencies at Wave 1 and

about one-third the annual COPS appropriation dur- Wave 3 is small MORE agencies (n=176).

ing our period of study. However, while only law

enforcement agencies are eligible for COPS and  22. The agencies above the 90th percentile in terms

LLEBG funds, Byrne funds can be used to support of total awards are repeat grantees, with a large frac-

all functions of criminal justice. tion of the Nation’s crime problems. However, be-
cause this group contains only 31 agencies, findings

20. Three additional customer satisfaction questions should be interpreted with caution.

were added at Wave 3.
23. The rank options were very important, fairly

21. At Wave 3, the sample included large local countyimportant, not important at all.
agencies and all MORE agencies. Therefore, the only
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4. Using COPS Resources

Jeffrey A. Roth, Christopher S. Koper, Ruth White, and Elizabeth A. Langston

Once Federal funds are awarded, success in  of other officers to communities, (2) retain the
achieving the Federal goal of increasing the levelCOPS-funded officer positions after grant expi-
of sworn officers on the street by 100,000 de- ration, and (3) have the deployed officers prac-
pends on grantees’ success in implementing theitice community policing.

COPS grants. For hiring grantees, implementa-

tion requires them to hire and train officers, de- Hiring officers. Officer hiring proceeded

ploy them to community policing activities, and Smoothly throughout the entire 1996-98 obser-
retain their positions in compliance with grant ~ vation period. About two-thirds of 1995 grantees
conditions. Recipients of MORE (Making Of-  had hired their new officers within 3 months af-
ficer Redeployment Effective) grants must first  ter their awards were announced, and more than
either purchase and implement technology or 95 percent had hired them within 10 to 12 months
hire civilians. Then they must use these re- of award obligation. About half of all small
sources in a way that increases sworn officers’ agencies deployed their new hires directly to
productivity and yields officer-hours that can be community policing, while medium and large

redeployed to community policing. agencies more commonly assigned them to
“backfill” for more experienced officers who

We measured grantees’ early implementation  were redeployed to community policing. By
status in Wave 1 (autumn 1996) and Wave 2 autumn 1996, more than 80 percent of officers
(autumn 1997) surveys, interspersed with site  hired by 1995 grantees were on the street in their
visits. In a Wave 3 survey of two subsamples  first regular assignments. This pace of recruit-
conducted in the summer of 1998, we updated ment, hiring, training, and deployment continued
these data and collected additional information at least through the summer of 1998, when we
on grantees’ retention plans for officer positions conducted the Wave 3 survey.

and additional deployment enabled by MORE-

funded resources. The subsamples were: (1) meRetaining officers. Through the 3-year hiring
dium and large local/county recipients of hiring grant periods, 98 percent of our respondents re-
grants, and (2) local/county COPS MORE grant-ported they had either kept their COPS-funded
ees of all sizes. The surveys are explained moreofficers on staff or replaced departed officers

fully in the methodological appendix. expeditiously. At the time of our Wave 3 survey
in 1998, our sample contained few agencies with
Overview of Findings expired grants. Therefore, our findings are lim-

ited to plans and expectations regarding reten-

This section summarizes our findings about lo- tion, not actual retention experience.

cal implementation for officer hiring programs

and technology implementation and civilian ~ The Wave 3 survey was conducted before the

hiring funded by COPS MORE. COPS Office announced the length of grantees’
retention commitment: compliance with the

Hiring programs retention requirement requires keeping grant-

The COPS hiring programs required grant recipi- funded officer positions filled using local funds
ents to: (1) hire the funded officers, train them as for at least one budget cycle beyond grant expi-
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percent of the agencies reported feeling “cer-  which yield four officers per $100,000 in agencies
tain” they would retain their officers. However, where annual salary and fringe benefits exceed
when we probed more specifically about the $33,333 (see chapter 3 for details). For appropri-
nature of these agencies’ expectations, their ate tasks, civilians can replace sworn officers on
responses indicated uncertainty and confusion. more than a one-for-one basis at lower salary
Many respondents reported they intended to fol-and fringe benefit costs.

low two or more of the plans we posed to them

(a plausible response for agencies with multiple Applicants for 1995 COPS MORE technology
cohorts of COPS officers). Many responded in  grants projected on average that their grants
ways that were arguably inconsistent with De- would yield an average of 6.12 FTEs per
partment of Justice retention and nonsupplanting?100,000 through productivity increases. How-
requirements. Some 42 percent indicated expec£eVer, the experience base for such projections
tations of retaining the COPS officers through ~ Was sparse, especially for mobile computers, the
natural attrition of other officers, and 25 percent most commonly funded category of technology.
expected they would retain the COPS-funded ~ While the COPS Office continued to require

officers by cutting positions elsewhere. subsequent applicants to include projections, it
lowered the count—for grantee accountability
Uses of officer time.Two of the three prime and for its own published counts of funded

components of community policing articulated officers—to four FTEs per $100,000 for grants
by the COPS Office—partnership building and awarded from 1996 on.

problem solving—were the most commonly

expected uses of COPS-funded officers’ time; Uses of COPS MORE technology grant#s
each was mentioned by about 40 percent of the of mid-1998, 79 percent of MORE technology
medium and large local/county agencies in our grantees planned to use the funds for mobile
Wave 3 sample. About 40 percent reported their computers, usually to be deployed in patrol
COPS-funded officers would spend substantial cars for automated reporting, wireless queries
amounts of time on “quality of life” policing, a  to license tag and other databases, or both.
style some believe requires strong community About 45 percent of grantees planned to
control if it is not to undermine community part- acquire desktop computers for general and
nership building. Routine patrol and “squeezing administrative purposes. Computer-assisted

in proactive work” were both mentioned by dispatch (CAD) systems, booking/arraignment
about 30 percent of the agencies. equipment, telephone-reporting systems, and

other technologies were requested by smaller
COPS MORE grants fractions of MORE grantees.

COPS MORE grant awards were more highly  |n 1995 COPS MORE applications, each mobile
concentrated than hiring grant awards, with 50 computer assigned to an officer was projected to
percent of the MORE dollars going to the 1 per- yjeld an average of 2.4 hours per shift. However,
cent of grantees with the largest grants by the  research available at the time indicated that auto-
end of 1997. MORE grants tended to fund tech- mated field reporting could yield such productiv-
nology, either alone or in combination with ity gains only through wireless field reporting,
civilian staff. for which no off-the-shelf technology existed.
Later research suggested that even with wireless

Grant applicants projected that MORE grants  ge|q reporting, productivity gains may be limited.

for civilians would yield the full-time equivalent

(FTE) of 4.54 officers per $100,000 of grant  |mplementation of MORE-funded technol-
funds. This projection makes civilian grants a  pgy. Implementation of MORE-funded technol-
cost-effective alternative to COPS hiring grants, ogy has proceeded SlOle. When we surveyed a
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sample of 1995 MORE grantees in mid-1998,
only 43 percent with mobile computers de-
scribed themselves as being fully operational,
compared to about 64 percent of grantees with
desktop or other management/administrative
computers and 38 percent of grantees with
computer-assisted dispatching systems. Grant-
ees reported expecting to have all technologies
except telephone reporting units fully opera-
tional by June 2000; however, confidence must

be tempered by the reported expectations of our

Wave 2 survey sample of MORE grantees in

autumn 1997, 100 percent of whom expected to

have their mobile computers fully operational
by June 1998.

Implementation of mobile computing beyond
basic functions has been delayed by a variety of
difficulties. These include developing reporting
software, integrating it with existing record man-
agement systems, and upgrading or acquiring
the telecommunications infrastructure needed
for wireless reporting.

Productivity gains from MORE-funded
technology.Because of the delays in technology
implementation, our 1998 Wave 3 survey offers
only a fragmentary basis for comparing actual
productivity gains with those projected in

MORE grant applications. As of June 1998,
MORE grantees from 1995 expected to achieve
only about 49 percent of their projected FTEs,
but the number of such grantees is too small for
an adequate national estimate. Our estimate of
productivity gains will be updated in a future re-
port based on our Wave 4 survey, which is being
fielded in June 2000, when more grantees are
expected to have experience with fully opera-
tional technology.

Other benefits of MORE-funded technology.
While prospects for achieving 100 percent of the
projected productivity gains are not encouraging

at this time, agencies report expecting or achiev-

Ing a variety of other benefits from their mobile
computers, even without wireless transmission
capability. These include:

1. Automated field reporting: More complete,
accurate, and recent real-time information
and permanent records; improved crime/data
analysis capability; more accurate/complete/
timely records; improved spelling/grammar/
legibility; more report writing; easier retrieval
of information; shorter review process; and
reduced time for records staff.

2. Wireless query and response functions:
Improved officer safety due to faster, more
secure responses to queries regarding license
plates, vehicle registrations, and persons;
secure car-to-car communication; and fewer
demands on dispatchers.

.Increased effectivenessHigher clearance

and conviction rates due to improved reports;
better recovery of stolen property; positive
response from community (though some
report adverse reactions from victims and
witnesses); more information sharing across
shifts; better communication with neighboring
agencies; better tracking of communieats;
easier provision of information to the public;
and better preparation for court.

4. Agency benefits:Opportunity for staff to
learn computers; officer morale booster
(sometimes after a break-in period); and

expected financial savings in the long run.

MORE-funded civilians. MORE-funded civil-

lans were hired to create sworn officer time for
community policing in four ways. These include:
shedding routine tasks from sworn officers to
specialized civilians, such as crime scene techni-
cians; replacing sworn personnel in existing posi-
tions, such as dispatchers; placing civilians in
specialist positions that are expected to improve
officer productivity, such as computerheaians;
and staffing new community pali@ positions,

such as domestic violence specialist or CPTED
(Crime Prevention Through Environmental
Design) planner, instead of a sworn officer.
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Hiring of civilians generally proceeded smoothly with “small agencies,” and AHEAD agencies

and rapidly. MORE-funded civilians are gener-
ally retained at least for several grant periods,
and about 90 percent of MORE grantees with
civilians report achieving at least the sworn
officer time savings they projected.

These findings are explained in more detail in
the remainder of this chapter.

Hiring Grants: Recruiting, Training,
and Deployment

For hiring grant programs, the relationship be-
tween COPS dollars and officers on the street
depended on grantees’ success in hiring, train-
ing, deploying, and retraining COPS-funded of-

with “medium and large agencies.”

Most of the findings in this section describe the
progress of medium and large municipal and
county police (“local/county” in much of the fol-
lowing text) agencies because hiring grantees in
that category were surveyed at both Waves 1 and
3.1 Comparisons at Wave 1 suggest that through
1996, local/county agencies above and below the
threshold of 50,000 had made similar progress in
key respects. Therefore, many of the generaliza-
tions drawn below from the medium and large
agencies in both samples are likely to apply to
small agencies as wéfi.The Wave 4 survey, in
progress at this writing, will recontact agencies of
all types and sizes surveyed in previous waves.

ficers. This section describes that progress using

data from both the Wave 1 and Wave 3 surveys.

The most current results are from the Wave 3
survey, and they describe the progress of me-
dium and large municipal and county agencies

Recruitment and hiring

Throughout the COPS initiative, agencies have
made steady progress in selecting, training, and

(deﬁned as those Serving popu|ati0ns of 50,000 deploylng officers. At the time of their interviews,

or greater) as of June 1998 in utilizing COPS
awards they received through the end of 1997
under COPS FAST (Funding Accelerated for

large majorities of the agencies surveyed in the
autumn of 1996 and the summer of 1998 had
hired and deployed all of the officers for whom

Small Towns), COPS AHEAD (Accelerated Hir- grants had been awarded in prior calendar years.
ing, Education, and Development), and the Uni- The results from both surveys suggest that most
versal Hiring Program (UHP). FAST grants were COPS-funded officers were hired and deployed
awarded to agencies serving populations of less Within a year of grant award.

than 50,000, and AHEAD grants were awarded

to agencies serving populations of 50,000 or  AS Of the September—November 1996 Wave 1

more, so that “FAST agencies” are synonymous SUrvey period, 94 percent of both the FAST
(i.e., small) and AHEAD (i.e., medium and

Table 4—-1. 1996 Status of FAST/AHEAD Officers Funded in 1995

AHEAD Grantees
(n=195)
% Responding Yes*

FAST Grantees
(n=232)

Status % Responding Yes*

Officers hired 94.4 93.8
Officers begun training 83.2 92.8
Officers finished training 70.3 86.2
Officers on the street 82.3 84.6

*Percentages of agencies responding “yes” to the item (other respondents replied with “no” or “don’t know”). The question regarding
deployment to the street asked respondents when the new officers hit the street or when they were expected to hit the street. Agencies
were counted as having their officers on the street if the respondents indicated the funded officers had hit the street prior to the
interview date.
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Figure 4-1. Reported Hiring and Deployment Status of COPS-Funded Officers,
1998 (Wave 3 Large Local/County Agencies)

All on Assignment

All at Least Hired 83.4%

] ] ] ] J
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage Reporting
N=270

Igrge) grantees reported they had hired their of- Figure 4—2. Expected Dates All Officers
ficers funded through calendar 1995 (see table ;| ge on Assignment for Those Officers Not
4—14).5 More than 80 percent of both FAST and Already on Assignment (Wave 3, Weighted,
AHEAD agencies reported their new officers Large Local/County Agencies, June 1998)
were on the street in their first regular assign-
ments. FAST and AHEAD agencies had made
virtually identical progress in hiring officers and
deploying them to the street at the time of the

Wave 1 survey. 100% L L0.6% 3.0%  0.0%

120% —

|:| Increase during period

. Cumulative through start period

In June 1998, nearly 2 years later, 83 percent of
medium and large municipal/county agencies
reported in the Wave 3 survey they had hired all
of their COPS officers funded through 1998 80% =
(see figure 4-1). Further, nearly 70 percent of

the agencies reported all of their officers were
finished training and working on their first regu-

lar assignments. Agencies reported expecting to 9%
have all of their pre-1999 COPS officers on the
street by June 2000 (see figure 4%-2).

61.3%

Percentage of agencies

Relative to the Wave 1 results, the Wave 3 num- 40% —
bers may suggest some gradual slowing in the
speed with which agencies have hired and de-
ployed COPS officers. Note, however, that the
FAST and AHEAD programs were “accelerated” 20% [~
hiring programs under which the COPS Office

permitted and encouraged agencies to hire offic-

ers even before funds were officially obligated. 150
0% L1 | mmen

The Wave 1 survey permitted a more detailed as-  Joos 1008 1996 1900 2000 2000

sessment of the speed with which agencies hired
FAST/AHEAD officers, though these results

*n=81
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may not represent later COPS hiring grants national increase in officers attributable to COPS
which did not have “accelerated” status. Among rather than local expendituréslowever, esti-
FAST/AHEAD agencies which had hired their ~mates presented in chapter 5 indicate this effect
officers as of the fall of 1996, approximately was small.

two-thirds of FAST agencies and three-quarters of

AHEAD agencies had done so within 3 months Approximately 40 percent of FAST agencies and
after their awards were announced and funds 20 percent of AHEAD agencies surveyed in late
were obligated by the Federal government 1996 indicated one or more of their funded posi-
(see table 4-2). More than a third of the FAST tions was used or would be used to hire former
agencies that had hired officers and half of the sworn officers. Forty percent of the FAST agen-
AHEAD agencies that had hired officers did so cies hiring former sworn officers and 56 percent
prior to the award obligations, as was permitted ©f the AHEAD agencies hiring former sworn

and encouraged under these accelerated pro- Officers recruited directly from another agency.
grams. FAST agencies that hired their officers Overall, therefore, 16 percent of the FAST agen-
during or after the month of award obligation av-cies and 11 percent of the AHEAD agencies
eraged 4.8 months from obligation to hiring. Thereéported recruiting one or more officers directly
comparable figure for AHEAD agencies was 4.7 from other agencies.

months’ The Wave 4 survey is updating time es-

timates by stage, from recruiting to deployment. APProximately 41 percent of the agencies sur-
veyed in June 1998 indicated one or more of

their funded positions was used or would be
used to hire former sworn officers, and about
The use of COPS funds to hire former sworn of- 14 percent reported they had hired or were going
ficers and to recruit officers directly from other to hire former sworn officers for half or more
police agencies has been fairly common through-of their new positions. Among agencies hiring
out the history of the COPS program. We refer to former sworn officers, about 43 percent re-

the latter practice as cross-hiring. Cross-hiring  cruited at least some of these officers from other
facilitated the process of moving newly hired  agencies. Therefore, nearly 18 percent of the
officers into their first assignments by reducing or wave 3 agencies recruited one or more officers
eliminating training requirements. It also helped directly from other agencies. In comparison to
some agencies to deploy experienced officers  the Wave 1 figure for AHEAD agencies, this
directly into community policing assignments.  suggests that cross-hiring increased over time
Cross-hiring has the potential to reduce the net among medium and large local/county agencies.

Cross-hiring

Table 4-2. Time From Award Obligation to Hiring for 1995 FAST and AHEAD Grantees (Agencies That
Had Hired Officers as of Fall 1996): Cumulative Percentages Hiring Within Selected Time Frames

FAST Agencies AHEAD Agencies
Time in Months (n=211)* (n=163) *
Officers hired prior to month of award obligation 35.1% 49.7%
Officers hired 0 to 3 months after month of award obligation 67.8 76.7
Officers hired 4 to 6 months after month of award obligation 83.4 86.5
Officers hired 7 to 9 months after month of award obligation 88.2 91.4
Officers hired 10 to 12 months after month of award obligation 93.8 94.5

*Time from award obligation to hiring could not be determined for 3.7% of FAST agencies that had hired their officers and 10.9%
of AHEAD agencies that had hired their officers.
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Table 4-3. Types of Training for COPS-Funded Officers (FAST and AHEAD Grantees)
FAST* AHEAD

Type of Training (n=232) (n=195)
State training academy 58.2% 42.6%
Regional training academy 21.6 30.3
Local training academy 22.8 451
Community college training 16.8 154
Private contractor training 8.2 11.3
Roll-call training 23.3 48.2
Field training by field training officer 50.9 77.4
On the job training 57.3 64.6
Inservice training 50.4 66.2
Other 5.2 14.4
None 5.6 15
*One FAST respondent (0.4 percent) did not know what types of training would be provided to new officers.

Training The Wave 1 survey allowed a more detailed
assessment of the speed with which agencies

Wave 1 survey respondents were questioned deploy COPS officers. Table 44 displays the

about sources of training given to or planned for distribution of months elapsed from hiring to
COPS-funded officersResults are displayed in hitting the street for FAST and AHEAD officers.

table 4-3. Training at State academies and on theNeWIy hired FAST officers hit the streets more

job trainin m mmon for FAST n- . . ,
Job training was most common for FAST age quickly than did AHEAD officers. Nearly three-

cies, followed by field training and inservice .
training. Field, on-the-job, and inservice training quarters of FAST officers were on the street
or were expected to be on the street within 3

were the most common modes for AHEAD agen- . .
g months of being hired. On average, FAST agen-

cies. State and local training academies were the . . )
g cies reported 2.6 months between hiring and hit-

most common forms of formal curricula training .
for AHEAD officers. ting the street. AHEAD agencies were somewhat

slower, but three-quarters of their officers were

Approximately 5.6 percent of the FAST agen- in_ th_e field or were e_xpected to be in the_field
cies did not intend to train their officers. The ~ Within 6 months of hiring. AHEAD agencies
majority of these agencies (69 percent) indicated€Ported an average of 4.5 months from hiring
their COPS-funded officers were former sworn {0 hitting the street.

officers. Only 1.5 percent of the AHEAD agen- ,

cies indicated they were not going to train their Nearly all of the_COPS_-funded officers for bo_th
COPS-funded officers. programs were in the fleld_ or expected to be in
the field within a year of hiring. Thus, the results
suggest that the overwhelming majority of agen-
cies of all sizes deploy all their COPS-funded
As noted earlier, 68 percent of hiring grant agen- officers into field assignments within less than a
cies reported in the Wave 3 survey that all of theiryear of hiring them.

pre-1998 COPS officers were on the street in

June 1998, and respondents expected all pre-1998

COPS officers to be on the street by June 2000.

Deployment progress
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Table 4-4. Time From Hiring to Hitting the Street: Cumulative Percentages of
Officers Hitting the Street Within Selected Time Frames (FAST and AHEAD Grantees)*

FAST Agencies AHEAD Agencies
Time in Months (n=184) (n=146)
Officers hit street within 3 months after hiring 73.4 41.8
Officers hit street within 6 months after hiring 84.8 75.3
Officers hit street within 9 months after hiring 91.3 91.8
Officers hit street within 12 months after hiring 96.2 97.3

*This analysis was conducted with agencies that had hired their COPS-funded officers. Agencies were asked the month and year
when new officers hit the street or were expected to hit the street. Sixteen percent of the FAST agencies and 20 percent of the
AHEAD agencies had to be dropped from the analysis due to missing or invalid date information (dates were considered to be in-
valid if they indicated that officers hit the street prior to the time of their hiring). A separate analysis was conducted with only those
agencies reporting their officers hit the street prior to the date of the interview (n=172 for FAST and n=140 for AHEAD). That analy-
sis produced a distribution virtually the same as in table 4-4.

Community policing deployment strategies encouraged where appropriate, involves replac-
ing existing patrol officers with the new hires
and redeploying the experienced officers into
community policing roles.

In addition to increasing levels of policing, the
COPS program is intended to encourage com-
munity policing. Not surprisingly, 94 percent of

the_ Wave 3 respondents reported_o_ne officer wasedium and large agencies have relied more
being deployed to community policing for every paavily on the backfill strategy throughout the

officer hired. Of the others, 63 percent reported ~npg program. Two-thirds or more of those
that more than half of the COPS-funded officers agencies surveyed in both 1996 and 1998 indi-

or the officers they replaced were deployed 10 o404 ysing the backfill strategy exclusively or in

community policing. The activities of funded -, mpination with direct deployment (see tables
officers are described in the next section, and 4-5 and 4-6)!

chapter 6 describes the range of policing styles

that COPS grantees described as community  |n contrast, Wave 1 results suggest that small
policing. agencies have made greater use of direct deploy-
ment (see table 4-5). The majority of FAST
agencies surveyed in 1996 planned to deploy
their new officers directly into community polic-
ing, while only about 38 percent planned a back-
fill strategy. Field observations by project staff
suggest this reflects the fact that the new COPS

The two major strategies for deploying officers
into community policing are the direct deploy-
ment and “backfill” strategies. Direct deploy-
ment occurs when newly hired officers are
deployed directly into community policing roles.
The backifill strategy, which the COPS Office

Table 4-5. Community Policing Deployment Strategies, 1996 (FAST and AHEAD Grantees)

FAST Grantees AHEAD Grantees
Deployment Strategy (n=232) (n=195)
Direct deployment 52.2% 29.2%
Backfill 37.5 67.7
Other 9.5 2.1

Don’t know 0.9 1.0
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Table 4-6. Community Policing Deployment
Strategies, 1998 (Medium and Large
Municipal/County Hiring Grantees, n=272)

Percentage of
Agencies Using

Strategy the Strategy
Direct deployment 185
Backfill 55.9
Combination of direct

deployment and backfill 24.8
Other strategy 0.8

figure 4-3). Moreover, respondents expected all
backfilled community police officers to be rede-
ployed as of June 2000 (see figure 4-4).

In medium and large agencies, the processes of
deploying new officers into the field and rede-
ploying older officers into community policing
occurred in tandem. As noted earlier, 85 percent
of AHEAD agencies had hired and deployed
their officers funded before 1996 to the street by
October—November 1996. Likewise, table 4—7
shows that 90 percent of the AHEAD agencies
employing the backfill strategy had selected,

) _ _ trained, and deployed community police officers
officers were frequently the first community by that time. Consistent results were obtained in
policing officers in those agencies. Survey data e summer of 1998. By then, 68 percent of sur-
provide furth_er support for that h_ypotheSiS- ~veyed agencies had deployed all of their COPS
FAST agencies that reported doing community fficers funded before 1998 into the field and, as
policing prior to 1995 showed a slight tendency ghown in figure 4-3, 72 percent of the agencies

to rely more on the backfill strategy than did  sing the backiill strategy had redeployed all of
FAST agencies that did not practice community their community police officers.

policing prior to 1995; 41 percent of the former
group and 34 percent of the latter group plannedsmall agencies seem to progress more slowly in
to utilize the backfill strategy. training and redeploying backfilled community

_ o police officers, based on results from the Wave 1
At both Wave 1 and Wave 3, agencies utilizing a gyrvey (see table 4-7). As of late 1996, 82 percent
backfill deployment strategy were asked about ot EAST grantees had hired and deployed their
the process of selecting, training, and redeployingnhew officers (see table 4—1), but only 61 percent
officers into community policing. Wave 3 results  f the FAST agencies using a backfill strategy
indicate 86 percent of agencies had selected all 1,54 completed training and redeployment of
of their backfilled community police officers and  y5ckfilled community police officeré.Therefore,

72 percent had reassigned all of their backfilled e \wave 3 results indicating that all backfilled
officers to community policing by June 1998 (see

Figure 4-3. Reported Selection and Redeployment Status of Backfilled Community
Police Officers, 1998 (Wave 3 Large Local/County Agencies, June 1998)

All on Assignment

All at Least Selected 86.3%

1 1 1 1 )
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

N=216 (unweighted)
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Figure 4-4. Expected Dates All Redeployed Officers Will Be in Community Policing Assignments, for
Those Officers Who Have Not Begun Their Duties (Wave 3 Local/County Agencies, June 1998)

120
|:| Increase during period
100 |— . Cumulative through 2.8% 0.0%
start of period
80 —
64.4%
60 —
40 —
20 —
0 7.3% 7.3%
June Dec June Dec June Dec
1998 1998 1999 1999 2000 2000

n=59* (unweighted)
*One agency responded “don’t know” and was coded as missing.

Table 4—7. Selection, Training, and Deployment Status of Redeployed Officers
(FAST and AHEAD Grantees), 1996

FAST Grantees AHEAD Grantees
Using “Backfill” Strategy* Using “Backfill”
Status (n=87) Strategy* (n=132)
Officers selected for redeployment 80.5% 94.7%
Officers selected and given community
policing training 64.4 90.2
Officers selected, trained, and deployed as
community police officers 60.9 90.2

*Percentages of agencies responding “yes” to the item (other respondents replied with “no” or “don’t know”).
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Table 4-8. Training for Redeployed Officers (FAST and AHEAD Grantees)*
FAST Grantees AHEAD Grantees

Using “Backfill” Strategy Using “Backfill” Strategy
Type of Training (n=87) (n=132)
Roll-call training 31.0% 41.7%
Field training by field training officer 32.2 29.5
On-the-job training 50.6 50.8
Inservice training 47.1 72.0
Other 34.5 42.4
None 2.3 0.8
*A percentage of FAST respondents (1.190) and AHEAD respondents (1.5%) did not know what types of training redeployed
officers would receive.

officers will be redeployed as of June 2000 may of the activities to which the COPS-funded
not be generalizable to small agencies. officers were deployed.

Finally, the Wave 1 survey inquired about training By June 1998, when our Wave 3 survey was
modes for the redeployed experienced officers. conducted, only 21 percent of all COPS grants
Training modes for redeployed officers are dis- awarded by the end of 1997 had expired, and
played in table 4-8. Inservice and on-the-job these accounted for only 18 percent of all
training were the most common modes of trainingCOPS-funded officers. Therefore, while concern
reported by both FAST and AHEAD agencies.  over retention costs loomed large in the minds of
AHEAD agencies relied much more heavily on  many grantee agencies, actual post-grant reten-
inservice training than did the smaller FAST tion experience was too rare at that time to sup-
agencies. Roll-call training, field training by field port meaningful statistical description. None
training officers, and other forms of training were of the respondents in our Wave 3 sample was
common as well. Agencies utilizing “other” forms aware of COPS-funded officers in their agen-

of training reported sending officers to a variety cies whose grants had expired. Therefore, this
of specialized seminars and courses, often con- sectiondescribes respondents’ estimates of the
ducted either outside the department (e.g., at likelihood that their agencies would retain their
State or local colleges, police academies, or con- COPS-funded officer positions and their plans for
ferences) or by outside specialists. During site  doing so.

visits conducted in 1998, research teams observed

or were told about several successful training Turnover and replacement during grant periods
sessions conducted by COPS-funded Regional

. . : Although 54 percent of W r ndents re-
Community Policing Institutes. ough 54 percent of Wave 3 respondents re

ported that some of the original officers funded

. . since 1994 under any COPS hiring program had
Officer Retention and Redeployment left their agencies by the Wave 3 survey period
As explained in chapter 2, two key requirements (June 1998), 98 percent still retained all their

for recipients of COPS hiring grants were reten- COPS-funded positiort$ Considering all offic-
tion of the officer positions after the 3-year grants ers funded under any hiring program, 46 percent
expired and deployment of the hired officers into of the medium and large local/county agency re-
community policing. This section describes agen-spondents reported that all of the officers were
cies’ expectations about how they would cope  still with the agency as of the date of the survey
with the retention requirement and their reports  in 1998 (table 4-9). For the 54 percent of the
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Table 4-9. Share of COPS-Funded Officers Still With the Agency by Number of Officers Funded
1-10 Officers 11-49 Officers More than 49 Officers All
(n=103) (n=115) (n=42) (n=260)
None 4% 1% 0% 3%
Some but less than half 4 7 7 5
Half 5 3 0 4
More than half but not all 25 53 66 42
All 62 36 27 46
TOTAL 100 100 100 100

agencies that reported some officers were no

retention plans for different subsets of officers. We

longer with the agency, 92 percent indicated thatconducted the Wave 3 survey before the Justice

those COPS-funded officers who had left had

Department announced the duration of the reten-

been replaced. For those agencies that reportedtion requirement: one local budget cycle after grant
the COPS-funded officers had not been replacedgxpiration.

71 percent indicated they would replace the of-
ficer as soon as a qualified recruit was found.

Approximately 66 percent of Wave 3 respondents

In all, approximately 98 percent of the agencies reported they were “certain” their agencies would

reported that the original officers had stayed

retain the COPS-funded officers when their grants

through the grant period, had been replaced, or €xpired, 24 percent indicated they were “almost
would be replaced when a suitable replacementPositive” they would retain the officers, 6 percent

was found.

Not surprisingly, the turnover rate depended on

the number of officers funded. According to
table 4-9, agencies with 1 to 10 COPS-funded
officers were more likely to report that all of
them were still with the agency (62 percent).
Only 36 percent of the agencies with 11-49

were “pretty sure,” and 4 percent stated they were
“not sure at all.”

Next, respondents were asked whether they
agreed or disagreed with a series of statements
intended to describe in more detail their expecta-
tions about how their agencies would retain the
COPS-funded officers. About 95 percent reported

officers funded and 27 percent of agencies with that the COPS-funded officers either were or
more than 49 officers funded reported that all of Would be part of the agency’s base budget by the
them were still with the agency at the time of thetime the grant expired. As shown in table 4-10,

survey in 1998.

Retention after grant expiration

We asked the respondents in our Wave 3 sample
two sets of questions about postgrant retention.
First, we asked them how certain they were that
their agencies would retain their COPS-funded
officers after their hiring grants expired. Second,
we asked how their agencies planned to retain
those officers. Multiple options were provided

for the respondents to choose from, to allow for
the possibility of different short- and long-term

about 52 percent stated they were uncertain about
long-term retention plans. However, only 10 per-
cent of the respondents reported that despite the
“good faith effort” required as a grant condition,
unforeseen conditions were likely to keep their
agencies from retaining all of the positions.

Other common responses are difficult to inter-
pret and suggest that despite extensive COPS
Office efforts to educate agencies about the re-
tention requirement (see chapter 2 for details),
the persons authorized to speak to our interview-
ers on behalf of the agency may have been
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Table 4-10. Expectations About Postgrant Retention

Expectations Percentage of Agencies Reporting
Uncertain about long-term plans (n=244) 52%

Retain by attrition (only) (n=243) B

Retain by cutting positions elsewhere (only) (n=239) 20

Both attrition and cutting elsewhere (n=239) 5

Probably unable to keep (n=245) 10

Something else (n=246) 7

uncertain about what the requirement entailed. after the launch of the COPS program and ask-
About 37 percent reported expecting the COPS- ing grantees about the role of COPS funds in
funded officers would be retained by “using po- starting or expanding the use of new tactics.
sitions that open up” (i.e., through attrition, indi- Here, we report the results of an alternative
cating an intention to retain the COPS-funded approach to measuring how COPS-funded com-
officers but not the positions). About 20 percent munity policing officers spent their timfeWe
reported expecting the COPS-funded officers  asked respondents approximately how much
would be retained by cutting back positions else-time their COPS-funded officers spent on a short
where, a plan that under some conditions would but varied list of activities, some of which are
violate the nonsupplanting requirement (see commonly considered “community” policing,
chapter 2); and 5 percent agreed that the COPS-while others are less clear.
funded officers were likely to retain officers both
through attrition and by cutting back elsewhere. Specifically, we asked Wave 3 survey respon-
Now that the retention requirement has been  dents about the planned uses of time by their
spelled out in more detail, we are reexamining COPS-funded officers. Respondents were read
long-term retention plans in the Wave 4 survey. 2 list of possible assignments. They were asked
to think about the specific duties of the officers

Time uses of COPS-funded officers deployed in the Community, whether direCtly or
_ through backfill, and whether, for the group as
One purpose of the COPS program was to Increasg \yhole, each assignment duty accounted for

officer time spent doing community policing. “little or none of their time,” “some of their
Addressing whether that happened directly would 14 » or “most or all of their time” which we

have required measurements of individual officers’ designated “substantial”

time use before and after grant award, for represen-

tative samples of officers in representative samplesyjore agencies reported that COPS-funded

of grantee and nongrantee agencies. That approachfficers were “spending most or all of their time
was impractical because of the large sample sizes doing” problem solving (43 percent) and work-
needed to achieve adequate statistical power for  jng with community groups and residents (39
any given department, the difficulty of obtaining  percent) than any other activity (see table 4-11).
preaward measurements, and the difficulties of  The activities next most commonly described
multisite analyses using multiple agencies’ report- i this way were routine patrol (32 percent),

ing code systems. “squeezing in proactive work as time permits”

(30 percent), and “ ‘zero tolerance’ or ‘quality
In chapter 6, we measure COPS program effectSq¢ jite' nolicing” (26 percent). Prevention was

by comparing grantee and nongrantee agencies’ yaqcribed this way by 13 percent. Virtually no
use of community policing tactics before and agencies reported that their COPS-funded
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Table 4-11. Primary Activities of COPS-Funded Officers
Percentage of Agencies Reporting Activity Was

Activity “Most or All” of Officers’ Time
Problem solving 42.7%
Working with community groups and residents 39.0
Routine patrol 32.3
Squeezing in proactive work as time permits 30.2
“Zero tolerance” or “quality of life” policing 26.0
Prevention programs such as D.A.R.E. 12.9
Special undercover or tactical assignments 0.5
Administrative or technical assignments 0.5
(n=322), varies due to exclusion of —2 (“don’t know”).

Table 4-12. Community Policing Activities: Reported Share of COPS Officers’ Time*

Little to None Some Most or All
CP Tactic (Percentage) (Percentage) (Percentage)
Problem solving 4.5% 52.8% 42.7%
Working with community groups 4.1 57.0 39.0
Prevention programs 41.7 45.4 12.9

(n=322), n’s vary due to the exclusion of ‘-2’ (don’t know), weighted.
*Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding.

officers would spend “most or all” of their time ~ As shown in table 4-11, 32.3 percent of agen-
on undercover, tactical, administrative, or techni-cies reported that their COPS-funded officers
cal assignments; however, 20 to 40 percent re- (or the redeployed community police officers
ported their COPS-funded officers spent “some” they backfill for) spend “most or all” of their
time on these activitie’s. time on routine patrol. The meaning of this sta-
tistic depends on the departmental structure for
As shown in table 4-12, the majority of grantees delivering community policing. In generalist
(58.3 percent) expect their COPS-funded officers departments, where all officers are expected to
to spend at least some of their time on prevention incorporate Community po|icing into their da||y
programs; however, only 12.9 percent expected activities, routine patrol and community policing
prevention to occupy a substantial amount of  are intended to be indistinguishable. In specialist
time. Table 4-12 also shows that almost all of the departments, where a specialized unit delivers
agencies spend at least some of their time work- all community policing, one would expect the
ing with community groups (95.9 percent) and ~ COPS-funded officers to be assigned to those
problem solving (95.5 percent). Less than 1 per- units. (Our generalist/specialist classification,
cent of agencies report spending little to no time  which is derived from IACP (1997) departmen-
on all three of these activities. tal community policing structures, is explained
more fully in chapter &)
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Figure 4-5. Planned Use of Time, by Community Policing Delivery Structures*
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*Policing structures: S=Specialized, G=Generalized (see text for complete definitions of the models).

Table 4—13. Community Policing Delivery Structure and Reported Share of
Officers’ Time Spent on Routine Patrol

Community Policing

Delivery Structure Little to None Some Most to All
Specialized/split-force (n=145) 34.7% 40.9% 24.4%
Temporal, generalized, mixture (n=158) 19.5 40.6 39.9

As expected, agencies with specialized commu- percent of specialists). Also, a higher percentage
nity policing structures were less likely than of the specialist agencies (34.7 percent) reported
agencies with generalist structures to report thatthat their new officers spend “little to no time”
their COPS-funded officers spent most or all of on routine patrol, as opposed to 19.5 percent of
their time on routine patrét.As shown in figure  the generalist agencies.

4-5 and table 4-13, “specialist” agencies were

15.5 points less likely than “generalist” agencies If COPS-funded officers in specialist agencies

to report that their COPS-funded officers would are not doing as much routine patrol, one would
spend substantial amounts of time on routine ~ €xpect them to do more core community polic-
patrol duty (39.9 percent of generalists, 24.4  ing activities: more partnership building, more
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Table 4-14. Community Policing Delivery Structure and Reported Share of Officers’ Time
“Squeezing in Proactive Work as Time Permits”

Community Policing

Delivery Structure Little to None Some Most to All
Specialized/split-force (n=143) 5.9% 62.2% 31.9%
Temporal, generalized, mixture (n=158) 2.5 70 27.5

problem solving, prevention, and quality-of-life closed-end list and could choose as many meth-

policing where that is considered community
policing. That is what specialist agencies report;
49.1 percent of the specialist agencies, as op-
posed to 36.3 percent of the generalist agencies
report spending “most or all” of their COPS-
funded officers’ time on problem solving. The
trend is similar for other community policing
objectives.

More than 95 percent of the medium and large
local/county agencies surveyed in Wave 3,
whether generalist or specialist, acknowledged
their COPS-funded officers would be “squeezing
In” proactive work such as the core community
policing functions at least some of the time.
Moreover, about 30 percent reported they were
doing so a substantial amount of the time (see
table 4—14). During site visits, our teams fre-
quently observed that instead of setting aside
blocks of time for solving problems or building
community partnerships, agencies encouraged
officers to squeeze these tasks in between re-
sponses to calls. We observed a number of cre-
ative ways of making time for such activities.
Examples included taking a few extra minutes
for a walkby security check of nearby high-risk
areas when responding to calls from a crime
“hot spot” or offering the neighbors prevention
advice or quick security checks before leaving
the scene of a burglary call. These and other ex-
amples are described in a supplemental Issues
Brief from this evaluation project (Maxfield,
1998).

Respondents were asked how their agencies
encourage the COPS-funded officers in the

community to spend their time on community
policing activities. Respondents were given a

ods of encouragement as needed. The most
frequently named methods were: memos from
headquarters (58.4 percent), reminders from su-
pervisors (75.2 percent), including community
policing in performance ratings (60.2 percent),
supervisors’ periodic monitoring of officers’

daily journals (79.5 percent), and awards and
recognition for community policing activities
(67.3 percent). The most popular methods both
involve contact with direct supervisors, as op-
posed to headquarters or other levels of manage-
ment. Only two agencies did not report using
any methods to encourage community policing
activities.

External effects of officers’ activities

Most agencies reported their COPS-funded ac-
tivities affected other government agencies and
community organization$.These effects in-

clude: a greater demand on local agencies re-
sponsible for code enforcement, sanitation, and
the like (83 percent); and greater demands on
neighborhood or community associations, block
groups, and local businesses (83.3 percent).
These are consistent with the responses dis-
cussed above, that problem solving and partner-
ship building were the activities on which agen-
cies most commonly expected COPS-funded
officers to spend substantial time. In addition,
65.6 percent reported that their activities placed
greater demands on agencies that deal with vio-
lence in the home. This suggests that those agen-
cies began giving domestic violence cases higher
priority than previously.

Effects on court caseloads were also reported
by many agencies. Most reported an increase in
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misdemeanor caseloads (70.4 percent) and nologywas projected to increase available officer
felony caseloads (43.6 percent). Fewer reportedtime because it would reduce the time officers
decreased caseloads for felonies (21.3 percent) spend writing reports, transporting reports, or
and misdemeanors (32.3 percent). One-third of doing other tasks, depending on the type of tech-
the respondents reported other effects as®vell. nology. Hiringcivilianswas expected to increase
These included a number of verbatim responsesavailable officer time for community policing

that we grouped as “criminal justice system most directly because selected tasks or positions
strain” (50.1 percent); partnerships with other  could be reassigned to civilians, thus freeing up
government and nongovernment agencies, sworn officers to be redeployed to community
schools, businesses, and other law enforcementpolicing. Overtimewas usually intended to pay
agencies (29.3 percent); and agency self- officers to do community policing tasks such as
improvement (9.3 percent). teaching DARE classes only during the school

year that, by nature, require less than a full-time
The effects of COPS-funded activities clearly  officer.

extends beyond the grantee law enforcement

agencies. Community policing strategies involve By statute, only applications that projected MORE
not only the traditional law enforcement agen- funds would increase officer time available for
cies but agencies involved in code enforcement, community policing were considered. Agencies
nuisance abatement, domestic services, and so were required to project that the time saved by the
forth have reportedly experienced ripple effects. use of the MORE-funded technology, civilians, and
More felony and misdemeanor caseloads are in-overtime would redeploy officers at least as cost
creasing strain on the system: effects on courts, effectively as the hiring program.

prosecution, prisons/jails, and probation and

parole were reported by the majority of those ~ COPS MORE funding and agency decisions
reporting auxiliary effects. Chapter 6 describes to apply

several examples observed during site visits. . :
Larger agencies were more likely than smaller

: agencies to request and receive COPS MORE
Implementing COPS MORE grants. As shown in table 4-15, this trend is
The MORE program (Making Officer Redeploy- much more pronounced for the MORE program
ment Effective) took an alternative approach to than for the hiring grants. Of the agencies that
increasing the quantity of community policing  serve jurisdictions of less than 25,000, 38.9 per-
effort. Officer time was to be saved through pro- cent received at least one hiring grant, but only
ductive use of new grant-funded information 5.4 percent received a MORE grant. Of the juris-
technology, civilians, and, in 1995 only, over-  dictions with populations exceeding 1 million,
time. In turn, that time was to be redeployed to however, 53 percent received at least one MORE
community policing activities. The MORE- grant, while 77 percent received a hiring grant.
funded resources also had other potential ben- This may reflect both large agencies’ greater
efits to local agencies that could increase their technology needs and the more adverse effects
effectiveness; while these no doubt played a roleof both the 3-year $75,000 cap and the retention
in local application decisions, they were statuto- requirement for hiring grants in large jurisdic-
rily not relevant to Federal funding decisions.  tions facing higher salary structures.

The extent to which redeployment and other For each population category, table 4-15 also
benefits were actually achieved depended on  displays, separately for MORE and hiring

local progress in implementing the technology, grants, the mean award amounts per eligible
hiring the civilians, and productively using agency and per grantee agency. Not surprisingly,
newly deployable time of sworn officefBech- the average sizes of both MORE and hiring
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Table 4-15. Accumulated MORE and Hiring Grant Awards by Size
(COPS Accepted Local/County Agencies, 1996)

Percentage of Local/

Average Grant Dollars Accumulated

County Agencies MORE HIRING

With MORE With Hiring Per Eligible Per Grantee Per Eligible  Per Grantee
Population Served Grant Grant Agency Agency Agency Agency
Less than 25,000 5.4 38.9 1,503 27,976 44,140 113,501
(n=14,924)
25,000-50,000 20.2 63.6 13,586 67,256 174,997 275,083
(n=896)
50,000-150,000 30.3 60.1 35,228 116,191 302,326 502,985
(n=564)
150,000-250,000 39.8 68.7 184,784 464,761 1,085,654 1,580,865
(n=83)
250,000-500,000 43.9 51.5 660,946 1,504,222 2,094,548 4,065,888
(n=66)
500,000-1,000,000 48.5 72.7 874,802 1,804,279 2,958,492 4,067,927
(n=33)
More than 1 million 52.9 76.5 8,512,396 16,078,970 20,585,294 26,919,230
(n=17)

grants increase with jurisdiction population.

However, the concentration of awards in the very
largest cities is striking. The average award to a

grantee in a jurisdiction of more than 1 million

in population exceeded the average award to a
grantee in a jurisdiction of more than 500,000 but
less than 1 million in population by a factor of 8.9

for COPS MORE and 6.6 for hiring grants.

Concentration of COPS MORE funding.To

compare the concentration of MORE and hiring
funds more precisely, we ranked all grantees in
order, from largest accumulated MORE awards

to smallest and then computed the share of

MORE dollars awarded to the agencies with the
largest grants. Table 4-16 compares 1996-98
trends in this measure for MORE and for hiring

grants, for local/county and for all MORE

Table 4-16. Distribution of MORE and Hiring Grants for 1996, 1997, and 1998

Percentage of Grant Dollars for all Percentage of Grant Dollars of Local/
MORE and Hiring Agencies County MORE and Hiring Agencies
Percentage 1996 1997 1998 1996 1997 1998
of Grantee
Agencies MORE Hiring [IMORE Hiring MORE Hiring MORE Hiring MORE Hiring MORE Hiring
1% 54% 37% | 48% 37% 50% 43% 63%  38% 55%  38% 58%  39%
5 76 52 69 52 70 60 73 52 72 53 74 54
10 84 60 78 61 79 68 85 60 80 61 81 62
25 92 74 89 76 90 81 92 74 90 76 91 76
50 97 87 96 89 97 92 97 87 96 88 97 88
75 99 95 99 96 99 97 99 95 99 95 99 95
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
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grantees. For all grantees, COPS awards

, : Figure 4-6a. f MORE F for Agenci
through 1998 were, in fact, more highly 'gure 4-6a. Use of MO unds for Agencies

Less than 50,000*

concentrated for MORE grants than far —
hiring grants: the 1 percent of agencies TechnologysCiviians
with the largest MORE awards received
50 percent of total MORE dollars, Technology+overtime
while the 1 percent with the largest hiring -

. . Technology+Civilians+
awards received 43 percent of all hiring Overtime 3%
program dollars. The contrast between  overtime+civilians
MORE and hiring concentration was 2%
even greater among local/county agen-
cies; among them, 58 percent of the
MORE funds went to the top 1 percent, .

.. Civilians Only

compared to 39 percent of the hiring 21%
funds.

Trends between 1996 and 1998 indicate
that MORE awards became slightly less
concentrated over time, while hiring
awards became slightly more so.

Overtime Only
8%

*Percentages are weighted, unweighted N=144.

Among all agencies, the MORE share
from 54 percent to 50 percent, while the Populations Between 50,000 and 150,000*

top-bracket share of hiring awards rose Overtime Only
from 37 percent to 43 percent. One very 10%
large 1995 MORE award to New York

City Police Department accounts for the

early high concentration of MORE

funds among the largest local/county Civilans only
agencies.

Technology Only
29%

Types of resources supported by
COPS MORE. In 1995, technology
absorbed more than half of the COPS Overtime+Civilians

MORE funds, civilians slightly less, and 2%
overtime less than 10 percent according Tecnnology+
to COPS Office records. In 1998, Wave Overtime  Technology+ Technology+Civilians

3 survey results indicate that MORE 3% Overtime 33%
. . 0

grantees were still more likely to get

funds for technology than for either *Percentages are weighted, unweighted N=125.

of the other two resources (see figures

4—6a through 4—-6¢}.The fractions of MORE civilians only, similar to the 21 percent of

grantees with only technology grants was 29  smaller agencies, but more than the 8 percent of
percent for medium-sized agencies (with popu- larger agencies. The combination of technology
lations between 50,000 and 150,000), comparedand civilians was most popular among the large
to 38 percent of large agencies and 45 percent ohgencies (44 percent), compared to 33 percent
small agencies. In contrast, 22 percent of the  of medium and 14 percent of small agencies.

medium-sized agencies had MORE grants for



120

Figure 4—-6¢. Use of MORE Funds for Agencies $100,000 of MORE funds if civilian

Larger Than 150,000 and sworn salary and frlr_lge beneﬂts
were equal. Because civilians’ salaries
0verti$/e Only and fringe costs are lower on average

Civilians Only ’ than officers’ and some civilians were

Technology Only ... . .
38% slated for positions intended to increase

officers’ productivity, the actual average
projection for civilian awards was
higher, 4.54 per $100,000.

8%

Overtime+Civilians N\
1% T~
Technology+ —__
Civilians+Overtime
5%
Overtime, which was an allowable use
of MORE funds only for 1995 applica-
tions, was usually requested to support
some community policing function
during part of a work year, such as a
part-time DARE instructor for just the

school year. By comparing the part-year

Technology+
Overtime
0%

Technology+Civilians overtime cost to the full-year cost of
44% a full-time officer, MORE overtime
*Percentages are weighted, unweighted N=96. grants could be projected to yield more
than four FTEs per $100,000, despite
Redeployment estimates by resource typéitle | overtime premiums. The average was 4.92.

required that each MORE grant increase sworn

officer time allocated to community policing by ~ For technology, which consumed the largest

at least as much per year as a hiring grant of the  share of MORE funds, the projections were
same amount. To implement this threshold requirehigher, an average of 6.12 per $100,000. How-
ment, the COPS Office asked agencies to estimategVver, they were also far more speculative. Much
the amount of time that would be saved by MORE-Of the technology was so new or even nonexist-
funded resources and redirected into community €nt at the time that few working examples were
policing. These were estimated in terms of FTEs, in place to serve as guides for redeployment esti-
meaning the time needed to redeploy one full-time Mates. During site visits, many of the grant writ-
officer for a year, which the COPS Office standard-€rs acknowledged that their projections were
ized at 1,824 working hours. The application in-  Simply guesses.

cluded a cost-effectiveness worksheet (CEW) to _ o

filter out MORE applications that failed to meet the 'I_'he Iack_ of an experience base for projecting
threshold requirement. The CEW took applicants ime savings was especially acute for mobile
through several calculations, essentially to verify ~COMputing, which was the most common

that each $100,000 in MORE funds would gener- MORE-funded technology. According to the

ate at least four FTEs of projected officer tithe. Bureau of Justice Statistics 1997 LEMAS report
On average, COPS MORE applications projected (Réaves and Goldberg, 2000), 18 percent of
redeployment of 6.12 officers per $100,000 spent Municipal police agencies with more than 100
on technology, substantially higher than the 4.54  officers used car-mounted digital computers in

average for civilians or 4.92 for overtime. 1997, and 59 percent used mobile computers.
However, only 11 of the 454 municipal agencies

For civilians, the calculation was usually a in the LEMAS sample used them for wireless

straight one-to-one replacement of sworn transmission of field reports, which was the ap-

officers, which would precisely meet the cost-  plication typically expected to save officer time.
effectiveness threshold of four FTEs per
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Recognizing that existing analyses provided
little basis for estimating productivity increases
from technology, the COPS Office provided
guidance in the 1995 MORE application kit, in
the form of an example:

...for example, a mobile computer pro-
grammed for automated report generation
might be shown to free up two hours in re-
port writing per officer per eight hour shift.

If officers using this technology were to
engage in community policing during those
two hours, the total amount of redeploy-
ment would equate to an increased commu-
nity policing presence of one-quarter year
of officer time.

mobile computer project in Los Angeles Police
Department foundo changen the amount of

time officers spent in investigation, report writ-
ing and approval, or travel activities in connec-
tion with report processing. Police supervisors
reportedno changen the amount of time they
spent reviewing and correcting reports, and there
was a slightncreasein total clerical time spent

on each report because the reports were entered
manually into the mainframe computer. How-
ever, the report estimated that if the modem con-
nection could be made to work (it was intermit-
tently successful at the time of the project), a
cost savings of $5.4 million in officer time could
be achieved if officers used wireless transmis-
sion rather than traveling back to the station to

This example would exceed the cost-effectivenesd® €ach paper report.

threshold requirement of four FTEs per $100,000

for MORE grants as long as the computers cost
less than $6,250 per unit. This is a generous al-

lowance even including ruggedization and vehicle

mounts but only if mounts and software are
readily available.

Agencies’ projections turned out remarkably
similar to this example. In a representative
sample of 1995 MORE applications, we found

A more recent study suggests that even time
savings from wireless report transmission will be
limited by the small percentage of officer time
spent on report preparation (Frank, Brandl and
Watkins, 1997). According to this study, only
about 8 percent of Cincinnati officers’ time is
spent preparing reports. Even if the mobile com-
puters saved all the report preparation time—a
wildly implausible assumption—units costing

the mean projected number of hours saved per $5,000 each (including software and transmis-
8-hour shift was between 1.8 and 2.6 hours. de- Sion infrastructure) would save officer time only
pending on the type of technology. Projections at the rate of 1.6 FTEs per $100,QOO. The_fact
fell into this narrow range despite wide variation that these numbers were not available until re-
in agency size, local conditions, technology cently_ls reflected in the op_tlmlstlc projections
plans, rationale for the time savings, and projec- 29encies made when predicting future FTE
tion formula used. Although a few large agenciesdeployment.

actually carried out small-time studies, formulas

of the following sort were more common: Technology accounted for 52 percent of MORE

funds awarded through 1996. However, because
of the high productivity estimates, it accounted
for 59 percent of projected FTEs.

average time writing reports/year (all offic-
ers) = 7012.8 hrs./year x 70

percent savings of time = 4090 hrs. saved
yearly / 2080 = 2.36 FTEs.

From the start of COPS MORE, implementation
of technology occurred more slowly than civilian
hiring or overtime use. The GAO, in its 1996
survey, asked respondents to calculate the num-
ber of full-time equivalent positions their agen-
cies had redeployed to community policing as a
result of MORE grant funds spent in fiscal years

The sparse available data calls into question
large projections of saved officer time from mo-
bile computers without wireless reporting. A
National Institute of Justice (1993) report on a
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1995 and 1996. The agencies estimated that onlpamphlets, posters, or other literature), and tele-
about 40 percent of all FTEs redeployed throughvisions/VCRs.

fiscal 1996 came as a result of equipment/tech-

nology purchases, even though this category The technologies that were often funded by

had accounted for 52 percent of MORE funds MORE '95 and subsequent years are described
awarded and 59 percent of projected FTEs more fully in the following paragraphs. Table
through the calendar year. Some agencies re- 4-17 shows the proportion of MORE grantees
ported they were unable to calculate redeploy- receiving each one in 1996 and 1998, for local/
ment because the equipment had not yet been county agencies.

purchased or had not been installed or it was too

early in the implementation phase to calculate Mobile computers. By far the most commonly
time savings. Later sections describe implemen-awarded technology, COPS MORE had awarded
tation progress since the GAO study. mobile computer technology to 60 percent of
technology grantees by 1996, and to 79 percent
by 1998. These awards funded primarily two
hardware configurations: (1) laptop or notebook
The 1995 MORE application kit listed the fol-  computers, either carried by officers or mounted
lowing examples of items that were allowable  in vehicles, and (2) modular units, with separate
technologies if they directly contributed to com- keyhoard, monitor, and CPU mounted in ve-
munity policing: portable computers, automated hicles. Units permanently mounted in vehicles
booking systems, cellular telephones, local are most commonly used for so-called “MDT
area networks, and geo-mapping systems. Cell fynctions” after Mobile Data Terminals, which
disallowed uses of MORE funds included sur- Examp|es of MDT functions are Computerized
veillance cameras and beepers for undercover dispatch; queries to automated databases, such
harcotics investigations, office furnishings, riot a5 state vehicle registration, driver's license, and
control equipment, weapons and ammunition,  stolen auto files, and the FBI's National Crime
vehicles (including cars, bicycles, motorcycles, |nformation Center (NCIC); and car-to-car and
and mobile trailers), radios, pagers, uniforms,  car-to-station messaging. MORE-funded mobile
dogs, horses, bulletproof vests, Breathalyzers™,nits not permanently mounted in vehicles, usu-

radar guns, video cameras, phone lines, voice gally ruggedized laptops, were most commonly
mail systems, educational material (e.qg.,

MORE-supported technologies

Table 4-17. Technology Types Acquired by Local/County MORE Grantees, 1996 and 1998

Percentage of Local/County MORE Grantees
Acquiring with MORE Funding

Type of Technology 1996 1998
Mobile computers 60% 79%
Desktop personal computers for general

and administrative purposes 23 45
Computer aided dispatch systems 1 12
Booking/arraignment technologies 10 12
Telephone reporting systems 2 6
Other technologies 5 17

N=828
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requested for automated field reporting, so that
traffic, crime, and other reports could be com-
pleted on the mobile computers while officers

funded computers for desktop publishing tasks
related to community policing, such as publish-
ing community newsletters. In a representative

maintained a field presence. Reporting software sample of 1995 COPS MORE applications,

ranged from well-known word processing pack-
ages for writing narratives to elaborate locally
developed software using menus to navigate
through agency-specific reporting forms. Other
functions envisioned by some departments in-

implementation of the requested equipment was
projected to increase officer productivity by an
average of 2.6 hours per officer per 8-hour shift.

Booking/arraignment technologiesMORE

clude displays of computerized maps, state stat-grants for various booking and arraignment

utes, and mug shots.

technologies had been awarded to 10 percent of
MORE technology grantees by 1996 and 12 per-

The most elaborate version of mobile computingcent by 1998. They are intended to reduce the

technology is generally known as Mobile Com-
puter Terminals (MCTSs): vehicle-mounted mo-
bile computers that combine the MDT functions
with wireless automated field reporting from
throughout the jurisdiction, so that officers can
potentially save the time of returning to the sta-
tion during their shifts to submit reports. At

the time of our second round of site visits in
1998, no MORE grantees had fully functional
departmentwide MCTs in use under this defini-
tion, although both the San Diego and Miami

time spent on this lengthy process—easily an
hour or more in most jurisdictions. Two new
technologies can speed this process. One is an
automated fingerprint scanner, which scans fin-
gerprints through a glass plate, transferring the
data to fingerprint cards and sometimes sending
the data through a modem to local and state
fingerprint databases for identification. Remote
video camera hookups allow a prisoner to be ar-
raigned by a judge in another location, eliminat-
ing the need to transport the arrestee from the jall

Police Departments were reportedly nearing the to the courthouse. In a representative sample of

final stages of field testing. In a random sample

1995 COPS MORE applications, the booking/

of 1995 COPS MORE applications, each mobile arraignment systems requested were projected to

computer deployed was projected to free up an
average of 2.4 hours of officer time per shift.

Management/administration computers.
These desktop or mainframe computers had
been awarded to 23 percent of MORE technol-

free up an average of 2.6 hours per officers per
shift.

CAD systems.Computer-aided dispatch sys-
tems were awarded to 1 percent of MORE
technology grantees by 1996 and 12 percent by

ogy grantees by 1996 and to 45 percent by 19981998. They allow the computer to determine

They are used to do basic administrative
functions within the agencies—tasks such as
correspondence, records management, payroll,
keeping track of staff hours, etc. Some comput-

which vehicle is closest to the scene, give re-
sponding officers call histories for the call

address, and allow agencies to keep track of
various statistics such as call response time,

ers were used to develop new databases such aime on problem-solving projects, and times that
wanted notices and warrants and to computerizepatrol vehicles are in service. In a representative

arrest reports previously filed on paper only.
Among municipal police agencies with more

sample of 1995 COPS MORE applications,
CAD systems were projected to increase officer

than 100 officers, 98 percent used computers byproductivity by an average of 2.6 hours per

1993, according to LEMAS data (Reaves and

Smith, 1995). For some of the smaller agencies,

however, the MORE-funded computers were

officer per shift.

Other items. This category included a geo-

among the first in the agency and replaced type-mapping system, and a reverse 911 system in

writers. Some agencies also used the MORE-

which citizens can be automatically called by
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Table 4-18. Projected FTEs, by Type of Technol- Technology implementation status
ogy, From MORE Grants Through June 1998 Different technologies take different lengths of
Type of Technology Projected FTEs time to become opera_tlonal, depen_dmg upon
_ their complexity, the size of the project, and
Mobile computers only 5735 (34%) the novelty of the technology and applications.
Mobile computers, Small agencies that were funded for stand-alone
desktops and other only 4,892 (29%)

computers for office work purchased the com-
puters and software off the shelf. Agencies that
Mobile computers and i i i -
desktops only 1351 (8%) purchased automated fingerprint devices en
countered a delay as they checked to be sure the

Desktop computers only 2,531 (15%)

Desktops and other only 1,181 (7%) . . .

e —————— Eym—— equipment would be compatible with S_tate_ or
other local systems as needed. Agencies install-

Other technology only 337 (2%) ing mobile computer systems had even longer

Total or mean 16,870 (100%) delays as they and their vendors crossed a num-

ber of technological barriers associated with this
new technology. These are described more fully

a computer system, and a variety of other in appendix 4—A.

technologie$?

] We measured technology implementation status
Redeployment from time saved due to MORE- at three points in time: October 1996, September
funded technologies: Agency projections through October 1997, and June through July

As discussed previously COPS MORE grant ap-1998.
plicants were required to include projections of o
officer full-time equivalents that would be saved N October 1996, to help us plan site visits to

through productivity increases and redeploy- agencies where we could qbserve_the roles of
ment to community policing after the technol-  MORE-funded technology in meeting COPS

ogy was implemented. Table 4-18 summarizes "€deployment goals, we conducted a telephone
redeployment projections for MORE technology SU'VeYy of 31 randomly selected agencies with

grants awarded through June 1998, according totMORE awards for any type of technology.
COPS Office records. Projections are summa- 11€Se agencies were selected because they had

rized by mutually exclusive combinations of received official notice by April 1996 that t_heir
technology. Because mobile and desktop com- MORE 95 awards had been federally obligated
puters accounted for such high proportions of alland were therefore available for local use. Five
technology funded, all others—CAD, booking/ months after clearance, of the 31 agencies in _the
arraignment systems, telephone reporting sys- Sa@mple, 18 had purchased at least some mobile
tems, and others—were grouped in an “other” computers, of whlc_h 11 reported having their
category. The mobile computers only category mqblle computers in use by at least some of the
accounts for 34 percent of all 16,870 projected Officers.

FTEs f h h 1 .
s funded through June 1998 A year later (September and October 1997) we

From the inception of COPS MORE, the COPS collected data on the implementation timetables
Office screened out clearly inflated projections. from 183 agencies to whom MORE funds had

Starting in 1996, the office credited only four ~ P&en awarded for mobile computers between
FTEs per $100,000 toward its running count of September 1995 and September 1996. Portable

officers funded, and it held grantees accountable®@mputers were selected for study because they
for achieving only that number. Nevertheless, ~&ccounted for such a high share of projeEtefs.

the accuracy of even the constrained estimates
was unknown at the time of award.
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Figure 4—7. Percentage of Agencies Reporting implementation status for the three
Technology Fully Implemented as of June 1998, most commonly awarded technology
by Population Category categories: mobile computers, desktop
computers, and booking and arraign-
ment systems. In the case of laptop
78% and desktop computers, small agen-
80 (— N=221 cies were most likely to report
completion of full implementation.
For booking and arraignment systems,

90

70 — 64%

N=52 62% large agencies were slightly ahead,
,32"9/; N=16 with the small agencies not far behind.
60 — 3% Small agencies may have had an
Ns_o;g)s N=57 easier time implementing mobile and

desktop computers for two reasons.
First, they had less equipment to
procure, perhaps less complex pro-
3% curement procedures to follow, and
N=18 certainly fewer people to train. Sec-
ond, larger agencies often had more
sz"s/g o complex visions for computer sys-
tems, which often required upgrading
telecommunications technology and
integrating the new computing tech-
nology with existing records manage-
ment systems (see appendix 4-A).

50 —

30 —

20 —

10 —

Figure 4-8 summarizes agencies’
Mobile computers Desktop computers Booking/arraignment June 1998 reports of their actual and
systems expected implementation progress
B o« [ sousox [ >1s0x between 1995 and 2000. Lines on
the graph represent actual progress
through June 1998 and expected
Most recently, in our Wave 3 survey, July— completion dates thereafter. As figure 4-8 indi-
August 1998, we reinterviewed the local/county cates, implementation speed depended on the
agencies in our sample that had received MOREtechnology type. More agencies reported that
grants in 1995 for any type of technology; these desktop computers and “all other” technologies
grantees had had the longest time periodsto  (e.g., scanners, Global Positioning System car
complete implementation. In the following locators, digital cameras, in-car video recorders)
pages, we first report their estimated implemen- were more fully complete at the time of the
tation timetables for all types of technology and survey in 1998 than other types of technology.
then explore the special case of mobile comput- However, despite the off-the-shelf nature of the

ing technology in more detail. “all other” category, only slightly more than
60 percent of the agencies with those technology
Technologies other than mobile computinglo types reported having that technology fully

determine the status of technology implementationimplemented. For computer assisted dispatch
we used the Wave 3 survey to estimate the percen{CAD), this number is only 30 percent, presum-
age of fully implemented technology by jurisdic-  ably for two reasons: CAD awards began later,
tion size as of June 1998. Figure 4—7 shows the
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illustrate a persistent opti-
mism concerning imple-
mentation schedules.

Figure 4-8. Expected and Actual Dates for Technology Implementation*

100

p—

In December 1996 (Wave 1
data collection completion)

|
|
|
80 | 27 percent of MORE grant-
|
|

ees funded for mobile com-
puters reported they had
selected their equipment
and had it in use. By the
fall of 1997, this percent-
age had grown to 59 per-
cent, and 83 percent had
taken delivery of the equip-
ment. At that time, 82 per-
cent expected to have the
equipment in operation 7
months later, by June 1998.
In June 1998, however, our
Wave 3 survey found that
only 44 percent of MORE
grantees funded for mobile
0 ' | | | | | | computers described them-
6/95  12/95 6/96 12/96 6/97  12/97 6/98 12/98 6/99 12/99  6/00 selves as fuIIy operational;

the drop probably reflects

60

40

20

Other technology (n=84) Mobile computers (n=200) new awards for mobile

Desktop computers (n=113) Telephone report systems (n=19) computers between fall

Booking systems (n=36) CAD (n=36) 1997 and June 1998.
*Respondents who answered “don’t know” for month or year were coded missing. The Wave 2 survey of 1995

mobile computer grantees

and implementation requires adapting an allowed us to estimate a more detailed timetable
off-the-shelf system to local call codes and of agencies’ implementation accomplishments
dispatch procedures. within two years after award: figure 4-9 illus-

trates the agencies’ progress in each of four
Agencies were optimistic, though. More than ~ common implementation milestones. Not alll
80 percent of the agencies expected their tech- agencies planned to do all of the steps; for ex-
nology to be fully implemented by the end of  ample, smaller agencies may not have had to
1998, and all expected the technology to be fullygo through a procurement step of releasing a
implemented by June 2000. We are remeasuringequest for proposals (RFP), and not all agencies
their actual and expected progress in our Wave 4lanned a pilot test. Of the 88 percent of 1995

survey. grantees that planned to release an RFP, 83 per-
_ _ _ cent had done so within 2 years. By that time,
Implementation of mobile computing technol- 83 percent had their equipment delivered, 58

ogy.An examination of the implementation his-  percent that planned pilot tests had completed
tory for mobile computing technology helps both them, and approximately 59 percent of the agen-
to explain the time path of implementation and t0 cjes had the equipment in use by the end users.
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Of 10 1995 MORE grantees selected for site In Racine, the agency estimated its mobile com-
visits on the basis of their reported success in  puters would save an average of 1.5 hours per
implementing mobile computing technology, day per officer. At the time of our visit, the
only two—Austin, Texas, and Racine, Wiscon- computers were used only for the MDT wireless
sin—had the majority of their mobile computers access functions, which save officer time by
in full use when our visits occurred between eliminating the wait for the dispatcher to run
February 1997 and June 1998. At that time, Ausdicense and registration checks from the patrol
tin was the most advanced operational agency car. Running a large number of checks some-
among our sites in its automated report writing, times occurs in the course of a problem-solving
with more than 500 reports per day being sub- project, but usually the time savings from wire-
mitted by portable computers. The agency esti- less checks do not accrue in large enough seg-
mated the implementation of more than 200 ments to allow the officers to do other tasks. At
mobile computers, each saving 1 hour of officer that time the wireless access had had the benefit
time per day, would save an estimated 42 FTE of encouraging officers to run more vehicle tag
positions. This time savings was to be achieved checks. The biggest redeployable time savings
through more efficient report writing and are-  was expected from automated field reporting,
duction in supervisor time. Whether the comput- which was planned for the future. The agency is
ers saved this time as estimated could not be setting up a system to take advantage of officer
independently confirmed during our visit, but the time saved—a loosely structured problem-solving
agency had done a small before-after time study operation which will work as a fourth shift.
that yielded results consistent with projections.  This shift will handle chronic problems and will
be freed from answering calls.

Figure 4-9. Percentages of 1995 Grantees Achieving Four Milestones in Mobile Computer
Implementation by Autumn 1998

(1995 Grantees, n=167)
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Three of the agencies we visited were pursuing 1. How many FTEs of sworn officer time are
wireless, or at least remote, field reporting with being saved from operational technology?
MCTs. Miami Police Department proceeded in
stages, had the MDT functions operational by
August 1997, and was recently reported to be
testing wireless field reporting using Cellular
Digital Packet Data technology. The San Diego
Police Department (SDPD) was approaching 3. How are sworn officer time savings being
operational status for its elaborate menu-driven ~ measured?

field reporting software in several districts, with 4 What other local costs and benefits are ex-
submission from within 1,000 feet of receiving pected from the MORE-funded technology?
towers outside district headquarters, using
AERONET antenna cards plugged into the com-Summer 1998 was still early to assess the effects
puter units. Using the SDPD reporting software, of MORE-funded technologies. Systems other
the San Diego School Police planned to save  than mobile and management/administrative
officer time by remote submission from their ~ computers were requested and funded too rarely
assigned schools to police headquarters over  to support detailed estimates. For the computers,
the school administration Wide Area Network  the local knowledge base regarding their opera-
(WAN). Unfortunately, the WAN was upgraded tion was sparse because few grantees had fully
in a way that made it incompatible with the re-  gperational systems. The preliminary data avail-
porting software, and so reports were still being aple at that time suggested that redeployable
submitted by fax and interoffice mailing of officer time will fall short of projections and be
diskettes at the time of our second visit. difficult to measure but that other local benefits
are already occurring.

2. How many FTEs of sworn officer time are ex-
pected from technology when it becomes op-
erational (which we expressed as a percentage
of projected savings in the grant application)?

Mobile computing technology implementation
is complex, and understanding it requires some Based on Wave 3 survey data, we estimate that,
specific background on its intended uses. Theseas of June 1998, operational technology of all

details are explained in appendix 4-A. types yielded 15 percent of the 16,870 projected
FTEs funded through December 1997. Grantees

Time savings and other effects of technology expected to receive another 34 percent of projec-

As explained in chapter 2, COPS MORE tions, so the funded technology would eventu-

emerged as a resolution of two competing priori-2!lY Yiéld 8,326 FTEs or 49 percent of total
projections. Mobile computers alone, which

ties: (1) advancing, through redeployment of ' L
time saved through enhanced productivity, the accounted for about a third of total projections,
were expected to yield only 31 percent of pro-

administration’s goal of adding 100,000 officers ™~ .
to the Nation's sworn force, and (2) responding jections when all were fully operational. Only
to some prominent local police and elected offi- Nalf of all MORE technology grantees reported

cials' pleas for new technology instead of addi- "aving systems in place to measure redeploy-
tional police officers. Therefore, we wanted to ~ Mentwhen and if it occurs.

measure both productivity increases and other
local benefits and costs flowing from MORE-
funded technology.

In contrast, interviewees during site visits named
and demonstrated a host of local benefits other
than time savings from each of the various
Specifically, our Wave 3 survey included items ~ t€chnologies. Examples included higher appre-
to learn the following from COPS MORE tech- h_enS|or_1 rat_es due to W|_der and faster information
nology grantees as of June—July 1998: dlss_emlna_tlon, safer offlt_:ers \_/vhen arreste_es are
arraigned in lockup by video instead of being
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transported between jail and court, and better  of the 16,870 projected FTEs reported in the
relations with communities from such systems COPS Office grants management dataBase.
as Reverse 911, crime maps on agency Web  Of the 49 percent, 15 percent was estimated to
sites, and “Are You Okay?” systems to check  accrue from operational technology, while 34
electronically on homebound citizens. Both percent was anticipated when the remaining
productivity increases and local benefits from  technology became operational. Grantees with
MORE-funded technology will be reexamined  mobile computers and the mobile-desktop com-
in our Wave 4 survey, which is being fielded in  binations report the least optimistic projections.
June 2000. Agencies in these two categories anticipate only
31 percent and 38 percent, respectively, of the
The following subsections explain these Wave FTEs they originally projected. This may indi-

3 findings in more detail. cate that agencies exaggerated their expectations
_ _ in the beginning or that, as the technology be-
Time savings.In June 1998, COPS MORE comes operational, they realized the FTE yield

technology grantees in our Wave 3 sample were 5y not be as large as originally thought.
asked to report the numbers of FTEs of increased
productivity already being received from opera- \Whether the remaining redeployment projec-
tional technology and, separately, the number of tions for MORE-funded technology will be met
FTEs expected from other technology when it and whether the redeployment will increase
does become operational. Table 4-19 reports thethe level of policing in communities are still in
results. question. Few agencies have systems in place to
_ measure time savings and redeployment. Fur-
Overall, total FTEs already accruing from op-  ther, whether any time savings will be applied to
erational technology and anticipated from future community policing depends on whether neces-
operational technology total 8,326, or 49 percentSary management changes occur.

Table 4-19. Projected and Anticipated FTEs*
Current FTEs Current FTEs
from Any Anticipated FTEs Anticipated
Type of Projected Operational from Future Total FTEs Divided by Number
Technology FTEs Technology Technology Anticipated  Originally Projected
Other technology 337 18 188 206 61%
(2%) (1%) (3%) (2%)
Desktop computers 2,531 958 317 1,275 50
(15%) (38%) (5%) (15%)
Mobile computers 5,735 442 1,353 1,795 31
(34%) (17%) (24%) (22%)
Mobile computers 1,351 143 364 507 38
and desktops (8%) (6%) (6%) (6%)
Mobile computers 843 114 418 532 63
and other (5%) (4%) (7%) (7%)
Desktops and other 1,181 280 231 511 43
(7%) (11%) (4%) (6%)
Mobile computers, 4,892 584 2,916 3,500 72
desktops, and other (29%) (23%) (51%) (42%)
Total 16,870 2,539 5,787 8,326 49
(100%) (100%) (100%) (200%)
*The categories in column 1 are mutually exclusive.
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Table 4-20. Percentage of Agencies Reporting Time Savings From Operational Technology,
1998, by Status of Time Measurement System*
Time Savings Reported No Time Savings

Measurement System Status (n=128) Reported (n=9) Total
In place 61 8 69
(n=69) (88.4%) (11.6%) (50.4%)
No measurement system in place 67 1 68
(n=68) (98.5%) (1.5%) (49.6%)
TOTAL 128 9 137

(93.4%) (6.6%) (100.0%)
*Wave 3, weighted percentages.

The first stumbling block in measuring rede- in the field. Another is that in many situations

ployment is that, in general, agencies were not accurate redeployment estimates require that
measuring the time savings as of June 1998.  even very small segments of officer time be ac-
In Wave 3, only 48 percent of the local/county  curately recorded throughout the day and com-
MORE agencies surveyed indicated they had at bined into a time block for community policing
least one measurement system in place. Amongactivities in both the records and reality. Chan-
those, 55 percent had officers keeping a log or neling saved officer time into proactive commu-
the agency tracks information provided by the nity policing will require management decisions
officer; 53 percent used informal estimates; 41 about the best use of officers’ time as well as
percent analyzed dispatch records; 39 percent training, supervision, and creative ways of
analyze assignment sheets or duty rosters; 31 allowing officers to set aside segments of time
percent conducted surveys; 23 percent had no for community policing (see Maxfield, 1998,
specific record-keeping system; and 8 percent for examples).

used other methods. The COPS office has since - _
mounted technical assistance on this issue. Additional costs and benefits from MORE-

funded technology.Many MORE technology
Agencies report great confidence that sworn grantees experienced unexpected technology-
officer time is being saved already from opera- related costs beyond the required match, benefits
tional technology and that further savings will  other than measurable productivity increases, or
accrue as the remaining technology comes on both. These are discussed next.
line—albeit in smaller amounts than projected
in applications. As shown in table 4-20, 93 In general, MORE technology grantees could
percent of MORE technology grantees reported not request COPS funding for a numbeuoéx-
that time savings were accruing. This statement Pected costselated to the technology. Examples
was made by 88 percent of respondents with a include computer staff time, installation time, or

measurement system in place and 99 percent oftraining time. Many grants necessitated hiring or
those without. redirecting staff for installation and maintenance

of equipment. The staff time needed for installa-
Even with a system in place, accurately assess- tion of the technology was often extensive.
ing the time savings and redeployment facili-  Some agencies had officers fill these roles, while
tated by mobile computer systems is difficult for others hired civilian specialists. Some agencies
at least two reasons. One is that labor-intensive successfully used the MORE grant to fund con-
time analyses with rigorous designs would be  sultants, or hired civilian computer personnel
needed to measure time saved by writing reportghrough the MORE program. This required



131

sophisticated grant writing, however, as this timesystems, and from 12 percent to 32 percent for
had to be shown as redeploying officers. Some telephone reporting systems.

larger agencies included the time of new or

existing staff in the entire technology package. During interviews and site visits, staff members
Staff or vendor time is also needed to maintain in MORE grantee agencies reported receiving
the new equipment. For example, maintenance benefits other than measurable increases in

on computers includes setting them up, fixing ~ officer productivityfrom their MORE-funded
them or sending them for repair, backing up data€chnologies. The precise nature of these ben-
when needed, upgrading the software, conduct- €fits depends on the type of technology.

ing virus checks. This cost is one which is not

addressed in the COPS funding or the redeploy-AS reported earlier in this chapter, mobile com-

other technology, primarily by reducing travel
Some agencies experienced significant unex-  time back and forth to police stations to file
pected implementation costs. Depending on tech-eports. Completing reports in the field, for ex-
nology type, 23 percent to 27 percent of MORE ample, from a public place such as a community
technology grantees implementing the five most policing substation in a mall or restaurant, pro-
common technology categories reported unex- duces an additional benefit of keeping officers in
pected implementation costs increased the local the public eye. By staying on their beats, officers
cost of their MORE grants by at least 10 percent can respond to calls for service more quickly.
over the match they had originally planned (see In addition, police officers can be more available
table 4-21 for details). Not surprisingly, the likeli- for community policing functions. However, un-
hood the grantee would experience unexpected less wireless transmission is part of the package,
costs increased as implementation progressed. officers must either delay dissemination of the
The percentage reporting unexpected costs rose report (thereby, perhaps, delaying the start of an
from 21 percent of agencies with mobile comput- investigation) or take time to travel to headquar-
ersnotfully implemented to 31 percent of agen-  ters to submit the report.
cies that had completed implementation. That _ _ - )
percentage rose from 22 percent to 29 percent folOther potential benefits of writing reports with
agencies implementing desktop computers, from Mobile computers include automated informa-
26 percent to 43 percent for CAD systems, from tion retrieval, which is expected to save the time

agencies that use the mobile computers paby

Table 4-21. Percentage of MORE Technology Grantees Reporting Unexpected Cost,
by Implementation Status

Percentage of Agencies Percentage for Agencies Percentage for Agencies

Reporting Unexpected With Fully Implemented With Technology NOT

Costs Technology Fully Implemented

Mobile computers 27% (n=180) 31% (n=120) 21% (n=60)
Desktops 24 (n=109) 29 (n=45) 22 (n=64)
CAD 35 (n=32) 43  (n=20) 26 (n=12)
Booking systems 23 (n=25) 60 (n=10) 3 (n=15)
Telephone reporting systems 23  (n=17) 32 (n=8) 12 (n=9)
Other technology 8 (n=70) 0 (n=37) 20 (n=33)
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the dispatcher to do license and NCIC checks,

the jail and courthouse, the Des Moines (lowa)

the wait to receive this information may be muchPolice Department used MORE funding to pur-

shorter than it was in heavy volume situations
when the dispatcher or radio frequency is
swamped. This produces an additional benefit
in terms of officer safety.

COPS MORE funded several differgath-
nologies intended to cut officers’ “down time”
associated with booking and arraignments
Depending on their implementation stage,
several agencies expected or reported other
benefits as well.

One popular MORE-funded technology is a
computerized fingerprint scanner. The scanners

chase this equipment. With it in place, initial
court appearances are done by video from
within the lockup facility. This provides a time
savings in transporting prisoners and, in fact, has
allowed the agency to reassign two officers back
to patrol. While it was not clear to our site team
that the officers had been redeployed into proac-
tive community policing, the system produced
other benefits: reduced risk of injury to officers,
reduced risk of prisoner escape from custody,
and a lessening of the indignity offenders may
feel as they are physically transported in public
areas while handcuffed and in leg shackles.

are intended to save officers’ time by eliminating The Huntington Beach (California) Consortium

the need to complete multiple fingerprint cards.
Because the scanner stores the image digitally,
it eliminates the need to roll prints on separate
cards for local, State, and FBI files, as well as
disposition verification. Officers can also key in
alphabetic fields only once.

Grantees tended to choose scanners that were
compatible with the Automated Fingerprint
Identification System (AFIS), which was devel-
oped by the FBI and is used by many State fin-
gerprint repositories. Because AFIS stores and
indexes all 10 prints taken from an arrestee, it
increases investigators’ chances of matching
latent prints obtained at the scene of a crime.
The Oak Park (lllinois) Police Department, one
of our study sites, anticipated other benefits.
One is nearly instantaneous electronic finger-
print checks against repositories in the FBI,
State identification bureaus, and nearby locali-
ties—neighboring Chicago in Oak Park’s case.
The computer also allows the agency to easily

was building an automated jail booking system
to link the eight member agencies that deliver
prisoners to the same jail. The Huntington Beach
Police Department estimates that large time sav-
ings will accrue because arresting officers will
“drop off the prisoner and run” instead of com-
pleting all six forms by hand at the station.
Because the system has scanning capability, of-
ficers will no longer deliver forms, fingerprints,
and photographs with the prisoner to the county
jail. Additional benefits can accrue if access to
all that information is shared across the region.

COPS MORE funded two other technologies that
can contribute directly to community policing:
Reverse 911 and Guardian Alékeverse 91is

a telephone system that can be programmed to
make broadcast calls to the community, notifying
large numbers of residents about upcoming com-
munity meetings and providing them with crime
prevention tips or warnings of incidents in their
areas. It can also be helpful in calling residents

enlarge and print the fingerprints for use in courtwhen trying to locate a missing person.

displays and reduces the cost of doing finger-
print searches for recruit applications, school
employees, and cab drivers.

To meet the cost-effectiveness criteria, one de-
partment projected time savings from having
the system rather than officers make calls to

Another type of booking/arraignment equipment the community. This savings, of course, is only

IS closed circuit television between the lockup
facility and the arraignment courtroom. Instead

potential unless such calls are already being
made, which was not observed on our field

of transporting prisoners back and forth betweenyisit. The local benefits lie in enhancing the
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department’s partnership-building effort while

replaces or, in our evaluation terms, redeploys.

reducing its cost, enlisting citizens as “eyes and The categories are as follows:

ears” in search of missing persons or criminals
operating in an area, and perhaps encouraging
greater use of crime prevention tips.

TheGuardian Alert systeralso known as the
“Are You Okay?” program, calls house-bound
individuals to check on their well-being. It was
in use in two of our visited sites, the Fort Worth
and North Charleston Police Departments. If a

participant fails to answer the phone, a police car

Is dispatched.

As with Reverse 911, the time savings projec-
tions are potential unless the agency provided
this service using officer calls before. But even

in a setting where no time savings would accrue,

the technology provides a benefit in the form of
a new service to the community, which can be
thought of as additional community policing. It
IS likely also to enhance agencies’ partnership-
building efforts.

MORE-supported civilians

As explained in chapter 2, agencies were al-
lowed to request funding for up to $25,000 per
civilian per year through the COPS MORE pro-
gram. These civilians were to be hired specifi-
cally to redeploy sworn officers into community
policing activities. The application instructions
noted that “examples of permissible support
resources include the replacement of sworn
officers in administrative or clerical positions
with nonsworn employees, programs utilizing
volunteers in support of redeployment, addi-
tional administrative resources that increase
officer presence in communities, or other sys-
tems that serve the goals of community polic-
ing.” Each civilian COPS MORE grant was for
1 year, but the awards for civilians could be
renewed for up to an additional 2 years.

Dorothy Guyot (as quoted in Shernock, 1988)
has categorized civilian positions in police de-

1. Shedding support tasks from sworn officers
to specialized civilians (e.g., administrative/
clerical functions).

2. Replacing sworn personnel in existing posi-
tions (e.g., dispatchers, property room man-
ager, or jail/corrections positions).

3. Placing civilians in specialist staff positions to
improve officers’ productivity (e.g., computer
technician, crime analyst, or grant manager).

4. Staffing new community policing positions
(e.g., domestic violence specialist, social
worker, CPTED planner, community resource
specialist, community service officers, or vol-
unteer coordinator).

Under the MORE civilian grant program,

grantee agencies use civilians in all four of these
ways. Our findings about their use are based on
five sources of data: (1) grant databases from the
COPS Office listing the numbers and amounts

of civilian grants, (2) project visits to 30 sites,
conducted in 1997, (3) short phone surveys con-
ducted by U.l. staff in the summer of 1996; (4)

a database of 1995 MORE grant applications
coded and entered by the U.I. staff; and (5) Wave
3 survey data from June 1998.

Civilian funding. By the end of 1995 MORE
awards for civilians that had been mailed or
obligated totaled $144.6 million funding 6,506
FTEs. These expenditures averaged $22,228 per
civilian. As with the hiring programs, agencies
were required to pay a 25-percent match for the
funding. The MORE civilian funding was for

1 year only, but agencies were encouraged to
request supplemental grants to retain their civil-
lans for up to 2 years after the first grant expired.
By the end of 1996, $51.1 million had been
awarded as supplemental grants for civilians,

28 percent of the MORE civilian funding. As

of June 1998, the amount of civilian funds had
grown to $287,178,637, which was expected to

partments based on the relationships between ”ﬁjpport 12 975 FTEs.

civilian position and the sworn position that it
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The New York City Police Department received more than half of the agencies reported they are
$80.8 million, 56 percent of the MORE civilian currently recruiting to fill at least one or two
funds awarded by the end of 1996. The Los civilian positions.
Angeles Police Department and the Los Angeles
County Sheriff’s Department were the next high-Our site visits indicated that, in general, agen-
est civilian fund recipients with $6.1 million (4  cies progressed much faster in hiring civilians
percent) and $3.1 million (2 percent) in awarded than in implementing MORE-funded technol-
grants by the end of 1996. The majority of agen-0gy. As in the technology projects, upon receiv-
cies (73 percent) received funding for the FTE  ing notification of grant funding, many agencies
equivalent of one full- or part-time civilian. experienced delays in project startup due to local
Nine agencies were awarded grants totaling factors. Besides the potential delays that affected
50 or more and these ranged up to a grant and all COPS programs, civil service tests were of-
supplement for 1,560 civilians for the New York ten required, which were subject to local sched-
City Police Department. uling. Training length varied widely because the
positions varied widely.
Hiring civilians. Hiring civilians to redeploy
officers is, in part, based on the idea that civil- In June 1998, more than 80 percent of COPS
ians are less expensive than sworn officers. MORE grantees funded for civilians reported
Harring (1981) notes that New York City esti-  they had completed their civilian hiring. As
mates that civilians cost from one-third to one- shown in figure 4-10, this figure was approxi-
half the cost of a police officer, controlling for ~ mately the same regardless of the civilian posi-
policing practices and other local conditions. ~ tion: clerical, telephone reports, dispatch, and
Training for civilians is generally shorter, liabil- booking positions. All of the agencies expected
ity insurance requirements are fewer, and civil- to have hired all of their MORE-funded civilians
ians don’t necessarily wear uniforms, carry for those four positions by the end of 1999.
weapons, or require vehicles. Those who are not ) N
professionals often receive lower pay than offic- Réplacing sworn with civilian staff. The fol-

ers and are not part of the police pension systenfoWing are examples of MORE-funded civilian
assignments we found on our site visits, classi-

MORE funding of civilians provides modest fied using the Guyot categories. Under the cat-
encouragement for a trend toward civilianization €gory ofshedding support taskse clerical/
of law enforcement that began more than administrative and record maintenance positions.

two decades ago, according to Heininger and The most frequently found positions were cleri-
Urbanek (1983). Between 1990 and 1993, the cal and administrative civilians (65 percent).
number of full-time civilians employed by large The functions vary by agency, but common ones
municipal law enforcement agencies grew at an Were typing, data entry, filing, scheduling duty
average annual rate of 3 percent, from 52,191 hours, taking phone messages, and maintaining
to 56, 412 (Reaves, 1992; Reaves and Smith, criminal records.

1995). Between 1993 and 1997, the number of _ ) )

full-time civilians employed by large municipal ~ The Austin Police Department at one time was
law enforcement agencies grew at an average burdened with a record maintenance backlog of
annual rate of 4 percent, from 56,412 to 63,458, 129,000 arrest sheets and 22,000 expungements
According to the agencies sampled in June 199ghat needed to be filed. With civilianization, the
in the years from 1995 to 1998, from 40 to 50  Packlogs of arrest sheets and expungements
percent of MORE-funded agencies reported theyVére completely eliminated. The unit is much
were already hiring civilians by the year they ~ More efficient due to the use of technology, spe-

reported first hiring MORE-funded civilians, and cifically computers and photo imaging. Civilians
have become proficient at conducting a wide
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range of tasks (i.e., Brady Act clearance letters, bit of control over situations and officers. They
public fingerprinting, and general clearance let- can monitor a patrol officer throughout the shift,
ters). The civilianization of the records depart- file reports on officers, and control who re-
ment allowed a captain, lieutenant, and sergeantsponds to which calls.

to return to field operations.
One tactic large and small agencies alike are

Under the Guyot category afplacing sworn adopting is the use of alternative call responses,
personnel in existing positiongne of the more  or differential response. Agencies are finding
common uses of civilians is as desk officers. Forways to sort incoming calls to selectively re-
example, a small agency hired five civilian duty spond to calls in some less expensive way than
officers to staff the agency’s front desk. They  immediate dispatch of a patrol car. In Austin,
take walk-in reports, payments for bond and ve- Texas, 10 MORE-funded civilians answer a

hicle tow fees, answer the Crime Stoppers line, phone line in which they take police reports on
dispatch tow trucks, keep books on repossessediower priority calls—many of which do not re-
and abandoned cars, enter stolen item reports quire a police unit to respond to the scene. One
into NCIC, and secure the building at night. of the main uses for this system is to take reports
Plans were under way to train and use them to over the telephone for crimes in which the

guard prisoners being held before being taken tochance of arrest is small because the perpetrator
the booking facility. Civilian desk or duty offic- is long gone. Estimating that half of all calls

ers are also being deployed to new community

policing stations or to sub-

stations. For example, in Figure 4-10. Expected and Actual Hire Dates for MORE-Funded Civilian
Fort Worth, Texas, seven Positions Where Agency Reported All Civilians Were Assigned to
control officers were hired That Position (Wave 3, June 1998)

to staff the front desks in
the Neighborhood Patrol
District stations.

100

— Clerical (n=61)

Telephone Reports (n=36)
Dispatch (n=40)
Another civilian use is Booking (n=17)

|

dispatch duty. Typically 80 —4

the dispatch function has |

been one of the first to be |

transferred to civilians. |
In our sample of 1995 60 -

MORE grantees funded |

for civilians, 13 percent of |

the applications requested |

|

|

|

|

I

|

|

|

funds for civilian dis- 40
patchers. There has been
some concern from the
ranks of police about this
transition. Many officers 5
believe dispatchers do not
understand the realities of
the street experience and
could therefore jeopardize |, | | | | | | | | |

the officers. The diSP_atCh' 6/94 12/94 6/95 12/95 6/96 12/96 6/97 12/97 6/98 12/98 6/99 12/99
ers also can have quite a
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can be handled by telephone at a savings of 78 1997, OSP considered this innovation a success
officer minutes per call, the agency estimated that had freed up substantial, though unmea-
that adding 10 civilian call response employees sured, sworn officers’ time.

could save 20.8 sworn FTEs per year.
Placement of civilians in specialist staff posi-

The San Bernardino (California) Sheriff’'s De-  tions to improve officer’s productivity, another
partment has a similar program, the Telephone Guyot category, is exemplified by use of civil-
Reporting Unit (TRU), which is staffed with lans as computer specialists. Smaller agencies
civilians hired with a COPS MORE grant. The relied on inhouse sworn personnel with almost
sheriff's department did a followup analysis of no training to install mobile computers. This was
deputy time savings due to the TRU. They esti- also true to some degree in the larger agencies,
mate that the TRU saved 6.37 sworn FTEs in  although training may have been more readily
1996, somewhat short of the 8.7 FTEs estimatecavailable. In many cases the agencies relied al-
in the application and the cost-effectiveness most exclusively on vendors to plan and imple-
threshold for MORE applications, but certainly ment, leaving the agency in a vulnerable (pmsi

closer to the goal than some of the MORE- _ _ _
funded projects achieved at that time. Some agencies used COPS funding effectively

to get trained civilian personnel to develop mo-
One agency reported a secondary problem with bile computer systems. The MORE technology
alternative response: getting the information on application did not explicitly state that funding
the low-priority calls back to the precincts from could be used for computer expertise, but some
which they came. Without this feedback, disor- agencies creatively incorporated this in the fund-
der patterns may be missed, and staff cannot  ing package. In the civilian package, it was not
address these problems. easy to hire computer personnel unless redeploy-

ment was projected to occur directly. One
Civilians are also used as evidence technicians. agency that did this was Pocatello (Idaho) Police
COPS funding allowed the Oregon State Police Department, which hired one crime analyst who
(OSP) to hire 26 civilian evidence technicians  also had computer expertise.
who collect evidence, freeing up troopers to
conduct investigations or work in the crime labs. Under the category afew community policing
In the crime labs, the evidence technician tasks functionsis the civilian position of community
generally include the processing of evidence, coordinator. A number of agencies created posi-
records keeping, lab cleanup, maintaining evi- tions to assist specifically with the community
dence in storage, and, when ordered by the policing function. A listing of duties for posi-
court, destruction of evidence. This frees labora-tions in this category include tasks such as:

tory (“bench”) technicians to do analysis. coordinate special community policing projects,
_ _ gather data on the effectiveness of the commu-
Since OSP acquired AFIS technology, the nity policing program, identify law enforcement

agency has received an increasing number of  problems and concerns and develop relation-
latent print “lift cards” from other agencies. The ships with the community, coordinate voleers,
civilian evidence technicians run an increased and serve as community resource spistial
number of them through the AFIS system. After

attending an 80-hour evidence-handling training In Fort Worth, a civilian was hired part time with
course developed by the agency—compared =~ MORE funds to coordinate a program called the
with 4 to 8 hours for rookies in the training Code Blue Neighborhood Watch. In Pocatello,
academy—the evidence technicians began liftingx civilian coordinates the Neighborhood Watch
fingerprints and collecting evidence at crime program and has successfully recruited 464
scenes. By the time of our site visit in January people (in a town of only 50,000) to volunteer



137

for the police department or to be Neighborhood officer was doing. Measuring the savings from

Watch block captains.

Distribution of civilians by June 1998.Agen-
cies that reported all their MORE-funded civil-

shedding routine tasks requires probability and
time estimates for those tasks—for example, in
what percentage of cases is evidence collected at
the scene and, in those cases, how much time is

ians were assigned to a single position category spent on average. The situation is less straight-

were used to compute the distribution of civil-

forward if the introduction of civilians is part

ians in the positions described above as of June of a change in the way policing is done. For

1998. The top three positions were clerical,
dispatch, and telephone response: 43 percent
reported civilians were in clerical positions, 34
percent of agencies reported civilians filled dis-

example, if 10-minute telephone call taken by
civilians replaces a 60-minute car response by
officers, then redeployment occurs on a six to
one basis.

patch positions, and 26 percent reported civilians

filled telephone response positions.

Creating civilian positions. Civilians on COPS
grants were intended to make officers available
for redeployment to community policing, but
some also took the opportunity to expand an
activity by creating and filling a newly created
position or to increase the total number of
people in an existing position. For the top four

Despite the range of ways in which civilians

could allow officer redeployment, agencies
tended to project one-to-one redeployment. An
analysis of the 1996 COPS MORE grantee data-
base found that for the 2,100 FTEs requested
through civilian redeployment, approximately
2,085 civilian positions were requested, indicat-
ing the average redeployment across all agencies
was approximately one-to-one. The redeploy-

positions with the highest frequencies of civilian ment estimates varied from 65 civilians provid-
assignment reported in table 422 (clerical, tele-ing an estimated 203 sworn officer FTEs in

phone reports, dispatch, and booking positions), \Washington, D.C., to 200 civilians providing
50 to 73 percent of the agencies reported a new 150 sworn FTEs in New York City.

position was created. Nine to twenty-three per-

cent of the agencies reported civilians increased According to many sites, redeployment is

the total number of a position that had previ-
ously existed. Overall, 73 to 80 percent of the

planned to occur as civilians perform tasks that
previously took officers’ time, saving small seg-

agencies indicated they had either created a newnents of time from many officers. Ninety-six
position or increased the total number of people percent of all agencies in June 1998 reported

In each existing position.

Retention. As of the Wave 3 survey period in
June 1998, 64 percent of MORE civilian grant-
ees reported that all of the original civilians
hired were still with the agency. Of the remain-
ing 36 percent, 80 percent indicated that all

of the hired civilians who had left had been
replaced.

Redeployment.Positions in the four Guyot cat-
egories raise different problems for estimating
and measuring redeployment. Simple replace-
ments are usually the easiest: redeployment

occurs on a one-for-one basis (at lower hourly
cost) if the civilian simply does what the sworn

that civilians saved sworn officers’ time. As

shown in table 4-23, this percentage was very
high regardless of whether or not a measurement
system was in place.

Implementation of grants for overtime

The MORE program awarded approximately
$29.3 million in overtime grants in 1995 and
1996, which was about 6 percent of the 1995
MORE application. After 1995, MORE grants
no longer funded overtime for three reasons:
(1) many funded agencies felt the $75,000
limit coupled with time-and-a-half raised the
implicit match too high, (2) some abuses were
reported to the COPS Office (for example,
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Table 4-22. Percentage of Grantees Creating or Expanding Civilian Positions*

Percentage of Agencies
Creating New Positions

Position Existed Before
and Civilians Increased
the Total Number

Percentage Creating
New Positions or
Expanding Old Positions

Clerical 68%

(n=103)
Telephone reports
(n=73)

Dispatch

(n=60)

Booking
(n=32)

73

50

71

12% 80%

9 82
23 73
14 85

*Percentages are weighted.

Table 4—-23. Percentage of Agencies Reporting That Civilians Saved Sworn Officers’ Time
by Whether or Not a Measurement System Is in Place*

(n=40)

Time Savings No Time TOTAL
(n=146) Savings (n=8) (n=154)
Measurement system in place 98.6% 1.4% 100%
(n=114)
No measurement system in place 90.1 9.9 100

*Wave 3, weighted percentages.

overtime to officers nearing retirement to raise

to include benefits. Agencies were asked to pay

the salary used in pension calculations), and (3) the remaining 25 percent of the wage as a match.
overtime was not seen by the Justice Department

as leaving a legacy.

Redeployment from overtime.The require-
ment for agencies that wished to request over-
time under COPS MORE was straightforward,;
that is, “Only the payment of overtime for
officers actually engaging in increased levels
of community-oriented policing activities dur-
ing the funded overtime period will be funded.”
The difficulty in this approach for the COPS
Office was it would only result in a temporary
redeployment of officers. Sites were not re-
quired to indicate they would assume this cost
after the grant funding expired.

Agencies used Federal funds for up to 75 per-
cent of an officer's overtime wage (including
time-and-a-half). This overtime amount was not

Overtime funds were typically used to have
officers conduct new or expanded community
policing activities. Often the funds were for
some period shorter than a calendar year (e.g.,
a school year for a school resource officer, eve-
nings during a year for someone assigned to
community meetings, or during the winter
months to check on vacation homes left vacant).

The 1995 COPS MORE database lists 323 over-
time awards totaling $15.4 million, ranging from
an award of $738 to the city of Lewisburg, West
Virginia, to $4.7 million to the Houston (Texas)
Police Department. Most overtime grants were
small. Of the 323 awards listed, 219 (68 percent)
estimated they would redeploy the equivalent of
one or fewer FTEs. (An FTE could be less than
one, because they are counted in terms of officer
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hours and could be a portion of one officer’s 3. Wave 1 analyses indicated that although large

time.) In general, overtime funds were used to agencies had greater numbers of new officers to hire

do typical community policing tactics—conduct and train, the ratio of new officers to agency size

foot or bike patrols, attend community meetings, was greater for smaller agencies. To illustrate, 1995

and teach DARE programs, which occur during AHEAD grantees were awarded an average of eight

the school year or on part of an average shift. officers through the program, while FAST agencies
were awarded one officer on average. Further,

For the overtime program the mean number of AHEAD agencies received a range of 1 to 321

hours accounted for by one redeployed officer ©fficers, while FAST agencies received a range

was 1,777, which is 47 hours short of the 1,824 ©f only 1to 10 officers. The number of officers

hours that serves as the COPS Office standard 2/&rded to FAST agencies averaged 20 percent of

for the full-time equivalent of one officer. How- the size of the existing sworn force and had a median

h ticall i h i value of 10 percent of the size of the sworn force.
ever, theoretically overtime hours will more Approximately 6 percent of FAST agencies doubled
directly result in hours of community policing

i their force. Officers awarded to AHEAD agencies,
because overtime hours are counted after vaca- j, contrast, averaged 2 percent of the number of

tion, sick leave, and training hours. sworn officers (officers granted to each AHEAD

) ) ) ] agency were limited to no more than 3 percent of the
Benefits of overtime.Overtime was considered  agency’s size at the time of application). If these pat-

by most agencies to have some benefits in terns have held for post-1995 COPS hiring grants,
spreading community policing. In an Urban In-  they suggest that the process of assimilating new
stitute survey of 21 randomly selected recipientsofficers hasbeen potentially more challenging for

of MORE grants for overtime, all agreed the small agenies.

overtime enhanced their community policing

efforts and provided additional time to engage 4- Unless otherwise noted, all tables and figures in
in community policing without interfering with this chapter based on survey data report weighf[ed
911 responses. All but four agencies responded COUNts, means, or percentages. The survey weights
that the overtime funding gave supervisors an are expla_lned in the methodology appendix at the
incentive to encourage officers to engage in ~ €"d of this report.

commumty pollc_lng, which Q”OWE‘?' _the agency 5 The sample of agencies consisted originally of
to experiment with community policing as an 533 randomly selected FAST agencies and 213 ran-

innovation. domly selected AHEAD agencies. For these analy-
ses, 1 (0.4 percent) of the FAST agencies and 18
Notes (8.5 percent) of the AHEAD agencies were excluded

1. The Wave 3 survey sampled only medium-sized because at the time of the survey they no longer had

and large local/county agencies with hiring grants  their COPS grant.
but all sizes of large local/county agencies with
MORE grants. However, some of these agencies als
had hiring grants, and they were questioned about
those hiring grants. The Wave 3 hiring data from
these small MORE grantees are not used in this
chapter because the results may not be representati
of all small agencies with hiring grants, but they are
used in chapter 5 to calculate national estimates of
COPS officers hired by small agencies.

g. The Wave 3 sample of large agencies was
stratified by COPS grant status as of early 1996
(nongrantee, FAST/AHEAD, UHP, MORE). The
estimates presented in this section are weighted to
rgﬂect the agencies’ differing probabilities of selec-
Yion (see the methodological appendix on the Wave 3
survey design).

7. Approximately 6 percent of both the FAST and
AHEAD agencies had not hired their officers. This

2.Th [ ici .
e Wave 3 survey included only municipal and small group of agencies, 13 of the sampled FAST

county agencies, which received 77 percent of hiring
awards through the end of 1997.
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agencies and 11 of the sampled AHEAD agencies not begun training indicated the process was moving
(1 AHEAD respondent did not know whether the on a normal schedule (interviewers and project staff
approved officers had been hired), experienced characterized responses about training delays using
delays that were at least triple the average time-to- categories such as moving on a normal schedule,
hiring for agencies that had completed hiring. For  pending approval of local funds, and pending avail-
the nonhiring FAST agencies, an average of 14.8  able space in training classes). Only 1 percent of the
months had elapsed from the time their funds were AHEAD agencies that had hired officers had not be-
obligated by the Department of Justice to the time ofgun training them.

the interview. For nonhiring AHEAD agencies, this

figure was 16.6 months. Six of these thirteen FAST 10. At Wave 1, interviewers questioned respondents
agencies indicated they were waiting for approval of about the date when COPS officers did or were ex-
local matching funds. However, the remaining FAST pected to “hit the streets” without explicitly defining
and AHEAD agencies that had not hired their offic- the phrase “hit the streets.” Consequently, respon-
ers did not identify any predominant reasons for the dents could indicate new officers were on the street
delay; 1 of the 13 FAST agencies and 2 (18 percent)even if the officers were still in field training. For

of the 11 AHEAD agencies indicated the process  both FAST and AHEAD agencies, the modal re-

was moving on a normal schedule. Agencies that hagponse was officers hit the street during the same
not hired their officers were asked why the officers month they were hired (53 percent for FAST agen-
had not been hired. Interviewers and project staff ~ cies and 16 percent for AHEAD agencies). These
characterized the responses using categories such afgures reflect a very fast deployment process,
moving on a normal schedule, pending approval of though this might be expected in the case of the
local funds, and pending available space in training smaller FAST agencies. However, the figures may
classes. The most frequent characterization of the 13ndicate some respondents considered field training
nonhiring FAST agencies was they were waiting for to be “hitting the streets.” In other cases, the results
approval of local funds (46 percent). The most fre- may reflect respondent error.

guent characterization of the 11 nonhiring AHEAD

agencies was they were waiting to complete their ~ The Wave 3 analyses of officer deployment are based

process of recruiting, selecting, and hiring officers ~ on survey items asking if COPS officers had begun
(27 percent). their “first regular assignments as new officers.”

Hence, the Wave 3 figures on officers deployed into
8. Suppose Agency A, a COPS grantee, hires an of- the field should be less likely to include officers in
ficer away from Agency B. No net increase in total  field training.
sworn force size occurs unless Agency B replaces
that officer with a new recruit not currently working 11. The Wave 1 and Wave 3 deployment questions

at another agency. If Agency B is not a COPS Werg not completely comparable. The Wave 1 survey
grantee, the replacement obviously requires expenditequired respondents to choose from direct deploy-
ture of local funds. Even if Agency B is a COPS ment, backfill, and “other” strategies; combination

grantee, the replacement would have to be made strategies were not offered as an alternative.

with local funds to avoid supplanting. _ _
12. Fifty-three percent of the FAST agencies

9. Most of the hired FAST and AHEAD officers reported they did community policing prior to 1995.
were in training by the time of the Wave 1 survey _

(see table 4-1). Twelve percent of the FAST agen- 13- Note that 80 percent pf the backfill FAST agen-
cies that had hired their officers had not begun train-Cies that had selected officers for redeployment had
ing by the time of the interview. However, 42 per- als_o _prowded the officers with community policing
cent of the 26 agencies that had hired officers but ~ raining and about 75 percent had redeployed the
had not begun training stated explicitly they did officers into community policing.

not plan to train the officers, and another nearly 12 .

percent indicated the officers were already trained. 14 SOme agencies had only one COPS-funded
Thirty-one percent of the FAST agencies that had ~ Officer-
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15. We asked about both COPS-funded officers to beflwo dominant groupings emerged from those

deployed directly to community policing and more
experienced officers to be redeployed from routine
patrol to community policing and backfilled by new
COPS-funded officers.

16. The fractions of time reported spent on each
activity cannot be interpreted literally becatisey
add up to so much more than full time. This occurred
because we neglected to include a “soft check” to
resolve such situations during the telephone inter-
view. Nevertheless, we believe the reports offer an
approximate guide to the relative importance of
these activities in the routines of the COPS-funded
officers.

17. “Specialists” include:

» Specialized units: community policing is done
by specialized designated community police
officers or a community policing unit that nor-
mally does not respond to calls; also there are
traditional response units.

» Split-force units: within each sector or beat,

both specially designated community police of-
ficers and traditional response officers operate.

“Generalists” include:
» Temporal units: designated community police

officers are assigned to shifts where community

policing is most needed and give that program
highest priority but also respond to calls as
needed.

» Generalized units: instead of making special
designations, all officers build community
policing into their normal routines.

* Mixture units: a mixture of community policing
and traditional response units; officers rotate
between the two on a preset schedule.

groups. The community policing structures were
coded into two groups, based on the respondent’s
self-definition. The specialized group consists of
specialized unit and split force definitions of com-
munity policing. The generalized group consists of
temporal, generalized, and mixture structures for
community policing: 50.3 percent of agencies re-
ported using the generalized structure, and 47.6
percent of agencies reported using the specialized
structure.

19. Respondents were given a closed-end list of
options and could choose as many as needed.
Options were:

* Larger felony caseloads.
» Larger misdemeanor caseloads.
* Smaller felony caseloads.

» Smaller misdemeanor caseloads but greater
burdens on such agencies as homeless shelters
and detox units.

» Greater demands on agencies that deal with
violence in the home.

» Greater demands on local agencies responsible
for code enforcement, sanitation, and the like.

» Greater demands on neighborhood or commu-
nity associations, block groups, and local
businesses.

20. Almost 41 percent of respondents reported
“other” (n=131), after recoding; almost 34 percent
of respondents stated other (n=107).

21. For all of the 1998 MORE analysis, agencies
were included only if they reported having a MORE
grant and COPS Office records agreed. New MORE

18. Agencies were categorized into either a special- awards for overtime were phased out after 1995,

self-definition. Respondents were asked to choose
the “approach to delivering community policing”

22. Under the $75,000, 3-year cap, the maximum

that best describes their agency’s approach. Choicedi"ng grant would cover the Federal share of one
included definitions of specialized, temporal, gener- Officer for 3 years, an average of $25,000 per officer

alized, split force, and mixture structures.

year. This is the equivalent of 4 officer years per
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$100,000 of grant funds if the officer’s salary plus  Heininger, B.L., and J. Urbanek. (1983).

fringe benefits totaled at least $33,333 per year. “Civilianization of American Police: 1970-1980."
Journal of Police Science and Administration
23. Types of technology included in the “other” 11 (2):200-205.

category: digital photography, citizen notification

systems, tracking devices, automated fingerprint ~ |ACP. (1997). Community Policing Deployment
identification system machines, telecommunications,Models and Strategietlnpublished paper prepared
scanning stations, records management, auto vehicl®Y the International Association of Chiefs of Police
locators, photo-imaging systems, micro-cassette on behalf of the Community Policing Consortium.
recorders, assorted software, in-car video recorders,Alexandria, Virginia.

digital-imaging systems, mugshot systems, surveil- _ , _ _
lance technologies, court-reporting systems, crime Maxfield, M. (1998) Making Time: An Issues Brief

analysis technology, transcription equipment, fax ~ from the National COPS Evaluatiowashington,
machines. D.C.: Urban Institute.

24. A decrease from 59 percent to 44 percent would National Institute of Justice. (1993pward the
Paperless Police Department: The Use of Laptop

occur if, for example, between the two survey waves, , _
about one-third of grantees received new awards for COMPUters(NCJ 143291) Research in Brief.
mobile computers, and no grantees with old or new Washington, D.C. Na“oﬂa' Institute of Justice,
awards became fully operational. U.S. Department of Justice.

Reaves, B. (19925tate and Local Police Depart-
ments, 1990(NCJ 133284). Washington, D.C.:
Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of
Justice.

25. Projections were accumulated over all MORE
technology grants awarded between 1995 and 1998
to each member of our sample of 1995 MORE tech-
nology grantees, weighted and summed within the
mutually exclusive categories of technology types

awarded. Reaves, B., and P.Z. Smith. (1995w Enforce-

ment Management and Administrative Statistics,
Ref 1993: Data for Individual State and Local Agencies
ererences with 100 or More OfficersfNCJ 148825). Washing-

Frank, J., S.G. Brandl, and R.C. Watkins. (1997).  ton, D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Depart-
“The Content of Community Policing: A Compari- ~ Ment of Justice.

son of the Daily Activities of Community and ‘Beat’ .
Officers.” Policing: An International Journal of Reaves, B., and A. Goldberg. (200D9cal Police

Police Strategy and Managem@ﬁ:716—728. Depal’tments, 1991NCJ 173429) WaShington,
D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department
Guyot, D. (1979). “Bending Granite: Attempts to ~ Of Justice.

Change the Rank Structure of American Police . . i e
Departments Journal of Police Science and Shernock, S.K. (1988). “The Differential Signifi-
Administration7 (3):253-284. cance of Sworn Status and Organizational Position

in the Civilianization of the Police Communications
Harring, S. (1981). “Taylorization of Police Work—  Division.” Journal of Police Science and Administra-
Prospects for the 19803tisurgent Sociologist tion 16:288—302.
11 (4):25-32.
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Appendix 4-A. Implementing MORE-Funded
Mobile Computing Technology

Elizabeth Langston

Mobile computing projects dominated the computers, and handheld computers (recently on
MORE technology grant program—74 percent the market) are constantly modified to meet law
of agencies receiving MORE funding for tech- enforcement needs. Mobiligital terminals have
nology in 1995 requested mobile computers.  been available for many years and perform some
Because of this we made a special effort to of the functions now done by mobile computers.
document the implementation of these projects

through a survey of 185 agencies that received Because these technologies can be used in simi-
1995 MORE funds for mobile computipgojects.  lar ways, it is helpful to discuss mobile comput-
This telephone survey, conducted in the fall of ~ ers in terms of the three médimctionsthat they
1997, asked agencies about their implementatiogerve in law enforcemeniutomated field re-

and redeployment status and to describe the lesporting allows officers to complete incident and
sons learned from the experience. Other sourcegiccident reports (as well as other administrative
of information for this section include an analy- tasks) while in their communities. This is ex-

sis of 1995 MORE grant applications and visits Pected to save officer time and lead to more

to 10 sites that implemented mobile computer legible, accurate, and timely repoit¥ireless
systems with 1995 MORE funding. accessrom the computer to the station allows
officers to bypass the dispatcher to automatically
This appendix addresses the following issues: check vehicle tags, driver’s license numbers,
* What was the intended design and function of NCIC, and State, as well as local criminal justice
the mobile computer projects? information systems databases for \_Nar!ted per-
sons and warrant8Vireless communication

+ What stage of implementation had the sites  allows officers to send messages from car to car

reached? and car to dispatch. With portable computers,
: p P p _
« What infrastructure was required to imple- which are used as standalone computers, officers
ment the mobile computer systems? have access to e-mail and the Internet through

. _ modems or local area networks (LANS).
» Did implementation and redeployment pro-

ceed as expected? Figure 4A-1 describes the planned functions of
] MORE-funded mobile computer technology, as
Agency Uses of Mobile Computers described in a fall 1997 telephone survey. The

majority of agencies (57 percent) plan to imple-
ment both field reporting and wireless access
functions. Another 37.8 percent of the agencies

The term “mobile computing” here refers to
computers in police vehicles or in the commu-
nity—uses outside of the normal desktop func- -
tion. Many law enforcement agencies install plan to do reporting only, 1.4 percent plan to
computer systems in vehicles, and others issue US€ the wireless access functions only, and 4.1
stand-alone portable laptop compuiters to officers. P€rcent plan to do neither. In general, agencies

The technology used to do this varies. Laptop ~ Plan to do both these functions using the same
computers, mobile data terminals, mobile data computer equipment. We visited _10 sites receiv-
ing 1995 MORE funding for mobile computers.
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Of these sites, six planned to do both, two
planned to do reports only, and one was doing
wireless access only. The tenth site, San Diego,
had installed mobile data terminals in vehicles
before the MORE funding was available. The
police department used MORE funds to imple-
ment the report writing function. However, the
agency found the computers needed for the re-
port writing functions were not compatible with
its existing MDT modems, so it programmed
the wireless functions as well and purchased
AERONET technology for report submission.

In the other six sites which planned to do both,
most started with the wireless access function
and planned to install report writing in theute.

Implementation Status

Figure 4A—2 describes the planning and installa-
tion status of six common mobile computing
technologies that use wireless access. Most
agencies plan to eventually maintain a remote
connection to the agency or a 911 center. In the

fall of 1997, 17 percent of the agencies had al-
ready installed wireless access, and 39 percent
had the incident/traffic report writing functions

in the hands of most or all of the end users.
Functions such as geographic information sys-
tems (mapping) and global positioning systems
(which indicates vehicle and destination loca-
tions) are expected to be available in the future
but are a long way from being universally imple-
mented at this time. Many of the sites mentioned
they hope officers will eventually take finger-
prints from the vehicle and pull up mug shots to
identify persons in the field.

Agencies have the option of mounting the equip-
ment in the vehicle or issuing it to the officer as
a standalone computer to be used in the field. In
our survey we found 57.2 percent of the agen-
cies plan to mount the computer in the car, 36.2
percent plan to issue it as a stand-alone com-
puter and 6.6 percent plan some other way of
deploying the computer.

Figure 4A—-1. Report Writing and Wireless Areas Functions

(n=167, weighted)

Neither
4%

Both
57%

Reporting only
38%

Wireless areas only
1%
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Figure 4A—2. Percentage of Agencies

Installed or Planning to Install

(n=145, weighted)
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installed
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Crime data to Geographic Global
officers information positioning
systems systems

Infrastructure Needs

Wireless connectivity

To allow officers to have wireless accés
bypass the dispatcher to check vehicle tags,
driver’s license numbers, etc.), a wireless link
Is required to connect the computer remotely to
the necessary databases. Of our 10 initial sites
(1995) and 3 additional sites (1996) receiving
funding for mobile computing at the time of our

mobile radio modem mounted in the vehicle, of-
ten in the trunk. However, upgrades are typically
required for wireless transmission of full reports,
mug shots, and other large electronic documents.

One upgrade option for wireless connectivity is
Cellular Digital Packet Data (CDPD) that uses a
cellular modem to transmit data over the existing
cellular network. Although CDPD utilizes the
same basic infrastructure as the standard cellular

first visit, wireless access was being successfullyPhone network, it is based on an entirely differ-
pursued in four sites—San Diego; Oregon State ent transmission protocol and is not available in

Police; Miami; and Racine, Wisconsin.

Establishing the wireless link required extensive
infrastructure and special equipment for the

many areas. Fresno County Sheriff's Depart-
ment, in mid-California, selected CDPD for its
data transmission system. This was intended to
avoid the capital expenses required to build an

laptops. Data transmission over the wireless linkinfrastructure of transmitter sites and the accom-

can be accomplished in a variety of ways. If a
department has an available frequency on its
police radio system, the terminal device can be
connected to the radio network via a separate

panying maintenance costs. The department will
use a system put in place by AT&T for commer-
cial service. Other agencies considered this op-

tion but were concerned about the potential for
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price hikes under an arrangement with a com- supervisor’s review or analysis. Automated field
mercial provider. reporting is expected to save commuting time
because reports are sent from the field, eliminat-
In our mobile computer survey we found that  ing an officer’s trip back to the station. However,
the most commonly planned type of wireless  a complete wireless/remote transfer of data in a
connectivity was by radio frequency (40 per-  paperless organization was not found in any of
cent), CDPD (26 percent), analog cellular the sites. At present, data is expected to be
(13 percent), undecided (14 percent), and other downloaded mainly when officers return to their
(8 percent). (“Other” included CAD, modem at  dispatch locations. At the time of our survey, 24
docking station, cable, “loosely” and download- percent of the agencies planning this had not yet
ing at station, answers that suggest the questiondecided how to do this. Of those that had de-
was not clear to all respondents.) cided, multiple ways were planned including
downloading the files at the station (86 percent)

units to a central network if they had to upgrade j, taple 4A—2

their existing communication system to accom-
modate data transmission: 72 percent said yes,

26 percent said no, and 2 percent hadn’t decideq. T@Ple 4A-2. Agency Plans to Transfer Field
Reports to Central Location
We then asked what sort of upgrades were
needed. Table 4A-1 describes the most com- Plan Percentage
monly mentioned Upgrades' Download the files at station 85.5
or precinct
Table 4A-1. Ways Agencies Anticipate Print out paper copies 75.1
Upgrading System to Support Wireless _ _
Communications (Of 72 Percent That Transfer using floppy discs 57.5
Plan to Upgrade) Use radio frequency 39.6
Upgrade System Percentage* Use a telephone modem 42.4
Add additional frequencies 55 Use cellular communications 38.2
Get a new radio tower 16 Use some other method 29.9
Add repeaters 21
Some other way 36 Infrastructure required to implement the
*Does not equal 100 because agencies gave multiple reporting SyStemS
responses. . B .
Some agencies are trying to integrate the new

technology into a mature infrastructure. The new
mobile computers must interact with expensive
and extensive dispatch and records systems
already in place and often years old. However,
many agencies awarded funds for technologies
were in varying stages of upgrading their records
management and CAD systems. Our survey
found in 59 percent of the agencies, the mobile
Agencies planning automated field reporting computer project is part of a larger technical
must find ways to transmit the reports to a cen- upgrade. Of these, agencies reported technology
tral location for further processing, such asa  projects shown in table 4A-3.

“Some other way” included adding additional
software or computer equipment, radios or radio
modems for vehicles, a new CAD system, or
new telephone equipment.

Transmitting reports
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As a cautionary note for further research, the site

Table 4A-3. Ongoing Technology Projects . e .
going ol teams found it was extremely difficult to distin-

Ongoing Technology Projects Percentage guish between efforts that had already been
Revised records management 32 completed and efforts in the_plannlng or devel-
system opmental stages. The interviewees tended to

discuss the functionalities of the equipment as

AD 1 : ; :
Upgraded CAD system ° though it were already installed and operational,
New 911 center 17 perhaps out of enthusiasm for the vision of

Other 33 the finished project. Actual observation of the

equipment in use was required to understand the
As an example of a typical situation involving  implementation stage of the project, which often
technological change, in the Pocatello Police  differed from the impressions left by phone and
Department, a small municipal agency in Idaho, even onsite conversations.

the records system was designed years ago

using proprietary software. This ensured that theFor our first round of site visits in January—MarCh
original vendor had to be called in to write pro- 1997, we visited 10 1995 MORE grantees that,
grams to conduct crime analysis. As the agency Pased on a short phone survey, seemed to be
adopted Community po”cing’ they were inter- ahead of other sites in the implementation pro-
ested in conducting more Sophisticated crime  Cess. (We visited three additional agencies with
analysis and did not want to rely on the vendor. 1996 MORE funding in the second round of
Independent of its COPS MORE funding for visits.) Of the 10 sites, only Austin, Texas, and
mobile computers, the agency purchased and Racine had the majority of their equipment in
installed a new records management system. Use. Four of the first round of agencies were con-
The System upgrade was expected to facilitate dUCting p||0t tests or were in the installation pro-
the data collection functions of the new mobile cess, and four were in the procurement stage.
computers, making it possible to download
records from the new mobile computers, which
would not have been possible with the oldesys

As reported earlier in the body of this chapter,
agencies applying for 1995 MORE funds esti-
mated on average that mobile computers would
Implementation Status of the Mobile save a mean _of 2.4 hogrs per_ofﬁcer per 8-hour
Computers shift. This estimate varies as time saved depends
upon the function of the portable computers.
Given the installation intricacies, a rather Activities where time savings are expected are
lengthy period of time can be expected to in-  concentrated in three areas. The report writing
stall the mobile computer systems, varying, of function is expected to decrease the amount of
course, by the size and scope of the system. As time officers need to complete reports (in part due
mentioned previously in the body of this chapter,to fewer corrections, elimination of duplicate data
based on a telephone survey of agencies receiv-entries, and the use of “cut and paste” options).
ing 1995 MORE funding for mobile computers, The relative speed of the two data entry methods
in September 1997 approximately 59 percent  (handwritten and computer) has not yet been
were estimated to have the equipment in use by tested and would be an interesting topic of study.
all or most of the end users. The same survey
found that agencies receiving MORE funding ~ One might expect that one of the most signifi-
for mobile computers estimated they would havecant benefits of having officers enter reports
their equipment in use by all or most of the end into the computer would be reduced clerical
users in a mean time of 10.8 months after receiviime needed to key the data into the computer

ing the grant award, with estimates ranging fromor file and process the paper reports. Because
0 to 32 months. this clerical time savings is not counted in the
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redeployment estimates, it was rarely mentionedthe officers using the new technology spend their
as a benefit, except in site visits. saved time doing community policing. This form
of individual-level redeployment is much harder
Secondly, laptops and MDTs are expected to  to monitor and measure than collective redeploy-
reduce travel time to and from police stations.  ment, in which small amounts of many officers’
Most agencies plan to do reporting in the field. time saved are pooled to free up a few officers
This can save time in a variety of ways. Officers entirely for community policing. Only 14.5 per-
will be asked to complete reports in the field,  cent of agencies reported they planned collective
from the squad car or from a public place, such redeployment, in which assignments or patrol-
as a community policing substation in a mall or |ing structures are changed to free up specific
in a restaurant. Agencies stated this has the ad- officers for community policing assignments.
vantage of keeping the officer out in the public
while completing reports. By staying within Table 4A—4. How Technology Will Cause
their beats, officers can respond to calls for ser- Redeployment
vice more quickly and serve a community polic-
ing function. In some agencies officers are askeq
to return to the station periodically to turn in re- | collective: Time savings will be
ports. Time is saved if officers return only at the | Ppooled to free up specific officers
end of the shift with the reports already entered | ho Will be redeployed to do

Redeployment strategy Percentage

. . . community policing 14.5
into the computer. In a few agencies this data — :
transfer can be done in real-time via radio fre- | 'ndividual: Each of the officers
but this i ¢ who use the new technology will
quency, bu IS IS not common. be expected to use their time savings
_ ) _ to do community policing 81.9
The third timesaving effect was through modern-
Other way 3.7

ized and automated information retrieval. For
agencies that use the laptops to bypass the dis- )
patcher to do license and NCIC checks, the of- Offsetting costs

ficers’wait to receive this information may be  \whijle the mobile computing technology is in-
much shorter than it was in heavy volume situa- tended to save officer’s time over the long run,
tions when the dispatcher was swamped. Duringthere are a number of time costs to be expected
onsite visit ride-alongs, officers complained that quring the transition. One is the technical staff
during peak hours the wait for the dispatcher to time needed to install and maintain the comput-

return the calls could take up to 10 minutes.  ers, Another is the officer time required for train-
ing. In our survey, 52 percent of the agencies
Redeployment procedures said they expected the system to take additional

Once the time savings is realized, officers are ~ time during transition. The ways in which they

expected to be deployed so they will conduct ~ €XPect it to take additional time are: training
more community policing functions. We asked (46 percent), a learning curve/adjustment period

the agencies how the technology will cause redel2>-2 percent), installation (8.4 percent), soft-
ployment. As shown in table 4A—4, 82 percent Wareé and computer maintenance (9.9 percent),

of the agencies reported planning to have each ¢hd other (10 percent).
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5. Putting 100,000 Officers on the Street:
Progress as of 1998 and Preliminary

Projections Through 2003

Christopher S. Koper and Jeffrey A. Roth, with Edward Maguire

In this chapter we report a first national approxi- June 1998. For COPS hiring grantees, the Wave
mation of the effect of COPS grants on the 3 sample is representative only of municipal and
level of policing resources hired and deployed county police agencies serving jurisdictions of
throughout the United States. These resources more than 50,000, although smaller municipal/
include: (1) sworn officers hired under COPS  county hiring grantees that also received MORE

hiring grants, and (2) productivity increases grants were included in the sample as well.
yielded by COPS MORE-funded resources, Therefore, the extrapolations we made as a first
measured in terms of sworn officer full-time approximation for smaller agencies and other

equivalents (FTESs). To estimate the effect on thetypes of agencies are open to methodological
national count of sworn officers, we combined question.

our own Wave 3 survey data on hiring and

retention with police employment data from the We first used the Wave 3 survey data to estimate
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR). To estimate the the number of COPS-funded officers who had
MORE-supported productivity increases, we been hired as of June 1998. By that time, the
used COPS grant award data and Wave 3 surveycOPS Office had awarded 41,000 officers

data. Our estimates were made for two points  through pre-1998 hiring awards, and our survey
in time: June 1998, based on grants funded results indicate that about 39,000 of these officers
(i.e., awards announced) through 1997; and the had been hired (table 5-1, panel 1, columns 1-2).
2000-2003 period, based on grants funded ] _

through May 121999, when the White House As explained more fully in chapter 2, however,

announced fulfillment of the goal of funding the net effect of COPS hiring grants on the num-
100,000 officers. ber of sworn officers depends on a number of
factors largely determined by local agencies’
Summary of Interim Estimates decisions; consequently, net effects may differ
o o _ notably from the number of officers awarded or
It is important to stress that the interim esti- hired at a given time. At grant startup, these off-

mates, which appear in table 5-1, were preparedetting factors include agency delays in accept-
for early feedback to the U.S. Department of  jng awards, the speed with which funded officers
Justice, and the post-1998 projections in particu-re recruited and hired, delays in filling vacan-
lar should be treated with extreme caution. We  cjes for non-COPS positions, and the extent of
plan to update and revise them later in 2000.  ¢ross-hiring between agencieBased on a time

series analysis of UCR police employment data
Hiring grant impact—cautions, assumptions, through 1996, we estimate these startup factors
and interim estimates generally prevent agencies from fully imple-

results from the Wave 3 survey conducted in more than a year after they receive the awards.
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Table 5-1. Estimates of COPS Impact on Level of U.S. Policing
Awards Through December 31, 1997 Awards Through May 12, 1999
Officers Hired and FTEs Estimated Net Hired
Redeployed or Redeployed
Funded
(22/97) Gross (6/98) Net (12/98) Funded Projection
Program 1) (2) 3 4) Year (5)
Hiring 41,000 39,000 36,300-37,500 60,900 High
(PHS, COPS 2001 157,200
Phase |, FAST, 2003 155,400
AHEAD, UHP)
Low
2000 148,900
2003 139,000
MORE 22,400*" 6,400 9,100-10,900 39,600 High
2002 : 28,500
Low
2002 : 23,800
Total 63,400 45,400 45,400-48,400 100,500 High
2001 : 84,600
2003 183,900
Low
2001 169,000
2003 162,700
* Net of 3,600 second- and third-year supplements for retaining civilians, which are included in COPS Office records of 26,000 FTEs funded.
T As of June 1998.
+ Indicates “steady rate” projection; e.g., 2003% indicates “for year 2003 and beyond.”

In the longer term, offsetting factors include to 2 years’ additional chance of having experi-
certain cuts in sworn force size approved by the enced grant expiration after the duration of the
COPS Office Legal Division as nonsupplanting retention requirement was known.

and the rates at which the hired officers are re-

tained through and after the 3-year grant period. The interim, net increase hiring estimates com-
We created preliminary estimates of such long- puted under these assumptions and cautions are

term factors based on the Wave 3 survey. When shown in table 5-1 (panel 1, columns 1-3). We
we collected the data in the summer of 1998, estimate that the 41,000 officers awarded by the

however, the required retention period had not COPS Office as of the end of 1997 resulted in
been announced and relatively few hiring grants & national net increase of between 36,300 and
had expired. Recognizing that under these condi37,500 officers by the end of 1998 (panel 1, col-
tions retention expectations might be an impre- umn 3). If we assume that the retention patterns
cise predictor of future behavior, we used the  expected by Wave 3 respondents for pre-1998
data to construct a “best case” scenario in whichCOPS officers continue into the future, then
grantees would retain 91 percent of their new ~ We can make tentative predictions about net
hires indefinitely and a “worst case” scenario of increases that will result from post-1997 hiring
64 percent.In 2000, we will update our reten- ~ awards. By May 1999, the COPS Office had
tion rate estimates based on a Wave 4 survey, awarded approximately 60,900 officers through
which emphasizes hiring and retention questiondhiring grants (panel 1, column 4). Under a maxi-
using a nationally representative sample with up mum retention scenario, we project that these
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awards will produce a peak effect of 57,200 officers achieve once all grants were fully implemented.
by the year 2001 and that after postgrant attrition,Agencies that had greater experience with

the permanent effect of the grants will stabilize  implementing their grants projected productivity
at 55,400 officers by 2003 (panel 1, column 5). A gains that were smaller (60 percent of the origi-
minimum retention scenario, in contrast, suggestsnal projections) than those expected by MORE
that the net impact of these awards will peak at grantees as a whole (72 percent of the original
48,900 officers in the year 2000 but then decline projections), suggesting agencies adjust their ex-
to a permanent level of 39,000 officers by the pected productivity gains downward as they gain

year 2003 (panel 1, column 5). more experience with implementing their grants
(results from chapter 4 suggest this phenomenon

MORE grant impact—cautions, assumptions, is driven primarily by technology grantees).

and interim estimates While we used those figures to compute best

As explained in chapter 2, COPS MORE grants case and worst case |nter|rr_1 estimates, we recog-
nize that the worst case estimates are based on

for technology and civilians were intended to only a partial subsample with substantial imple-
create time savings that enable agencies to keep yap P P

existing officers in the field for greater periods mergsgobneﬁgfnﬁgenrﬁgr;r: feustc)asniglli[\)/ls :)Svg:?[;,rvr;e
of time. Under the MORE program, every 1,824- 9 9 P ’

hour projected savings is treated as the FTE of ;r:d Soort\:avde p:ggJgtm;”siﬁg‘:a:ts'rp;teﬁﬁlMSaF?E'
one officer. However, there has been little, if any, PP P Y y

experience base to guide the applicants or the using our Wave 4 survey data.

COPS Office in maki_ng projections, and the ac- o,r jnterim estimates of COPS MORE effects
tual MORE contribution of FTEs depends on the j., ETE officers appear in table 5-1 (panel 2

percentage of projections actually achieved. columns 1-3). Using these assumptions and an

estimated 3-year timeframe for full implementa-
tion by grantees, we estimate that by the end of
1998, between 9,100 and 10,900 officers were
redeployed from resources funded by MORE
grants awarded by the end of 1997 (panel 2, col-
umn 3). We project that if these implementation
patterns hold for post-1998 MORE grants, the
39,600 FTEs awarded as of May 1999 (panel 2,

By the summer of 1998. the COPS Office had column 4) will result in the redeployment of be-
awarded 22,400 FTEs through MORE grants for Ween 23,800 and 28,500 FTEs by the year 2002

civilians and technology, and survey results indi-(P@n€él 2, column 5). These estimates should be

cate that grantees had redeployed 6,400 FTEs treated cautiously, however, not only for the rea-
with these grants (panel 2, columns 1—2). At sons discussed above but also because the survey

that time, however, many grantees had not fully €Stimates of final redeployment levels were sub-
implemented their grants. To illustrate, only 23 1€Ct to wide sampling variation.

to 78 percent of MORE technology grantees ) o )

(depending on agency population category and Combined projections for the first 100,000

type of technology) described some or all com- funded

ponents of their technology as fully operational By May 1999, the COPS Office had awarded ap-
(see chapter 4). proximately 100,500 officers and officer equiva-

. lents through hiring grants and MORE grants
Therefore, grantees were also asked to estlmate(tab|e 5-1, panel 3, column 4). Upper bound

future productivity increases they expected 1o projections based on June 1998 survey estimates

All our estimates of time savings from MORE
grants were based on the Wave 3 survey, which
contained a representative sample of 1995 mu-
nicipal and county MORE grantees. To develop
national estimates, we extrapolated the results o
these agencies to other types of agencies and
later cohorts of MORE grantees.
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of maximum officer retention and maximum available following completion of our Wave 4
officer redeployment suggest these awards will survey later this year.

result in a peak national net increase of 84,600

officers by the year 2001 before declining some-In the sections that follow, we describe our
what and stabilizing at a permanent level of methods for producing the interim estimates in
83,900 officers by 2003 (panel 3, column 5). ~ more detail.

Lower bound projections based on estimates of

minimum officer retention and minimum officer Hiring Grants

redeployment suggest the COPS-supported |, 4 ynpublished interim report, we computed

increase in the number of officers and FTES  y51ional 1996 end-of-year estimates of gross and
deployed at any point in time will peak at only e aqditions of officers attributable to 1994 and
69,000 officers in the year 2001 and decliné 0 1995 cOPS hiring grants. At that time, estimates
a permanent level of 62,700 by the year 2003 5564 on our Wave 1 survey indicated that nearly
(panel 3, column 5). 10,000 officers awarded under 1995 FAST and

Total COPS-funded FTEs added to police agen-fggiAEugr[ﬁgﬁfng?g 2?]2? Qi';egf %ﬁ;éiﬁ degg of
cies throughout this period will be greater than ) ' Y

. : . from the Office of the Comptroller suggested
the nu_mbe_r available during any _par_tlcular Year, yat another 4,300 officers had been hired by
especially if our lower bound projections prove

that time with Police Hiring Supplement and

more accurate. In this regard, the COPS progra
might be compared to an “open house” event, inn.a:OPS Phase | (PHS/Phase I) grants awarded

; L . 1IN 1994
which the total number of visitors to the event is 99 a_nd Unlversa_ll H|r|ng_ (UHP) granits

. . awarded in 1995. A time series analysis utilizing
larger than the number present at any given poin ) g
L . ) . COPS Office data on hiring awards and Federal
in time. Using this open-house concept, we esti-

ureau of Investigation (FBI) data on police
mate that .COPS awards made through May 199 mployment suggested these gross additions of
will result in the temporary or permanent hiring . . : :
: officers resulted in a real increase of approxi-
of 60,900 officers and the deployment of be- mately 9,650 officers net of offsetting factors
tween 23,800 and 28,500 FTEs, thereby adding Y9, g

between 84,700 and 89,400 FTEs to the Nation’sanoI preexisting trends (we used the time series

police agencies at some point between 1994 andﬁr ggglnﬁtct?errow)t € our updated estimates and
2003, though not all these FTEs will be simulta- P '

neously in service at any single pointin ime. s section updates our earlier findings by pre-

senting gross and net estimates of officers added
to the Nation’s police agencies as of June 1998
through COPS hiring grants. In addition, we
assess the longer term impact of these grants by
estimating the number of COPS-funded officers
likely to be retained after the expiration of their
grants.

Whether the program will ever increase the
number of officers on the street at a single point
in time to 100,000 is not clear. The COPS Office
has continued to award COPS grants since May
1999. If the agency continues to award hiring
and MORE grants in the same proportions and
our optimistic projections are correct, roughly
19,000 additional officers and equivalents
awarded could be enough to eventually produce
an indefinite increase of 100,000 officers on the Most of the hiring estimates are based on the
street. If the pessimistic assumptions are more Wave 3 survey of police agencies, which was
accurate, the program may require an additionalconducted in June 1998. As discussed in the
58,000 officers and equivalents awarded to cre- methodological appendix, the Wave 3 survey in-
ate a lasting increase of 100,000 officers. More cluded a nationally representative sample of all
definitive answers to these questions will be large municipal/county agencies and a nationally

Data and methodological overview
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representative sample of small municipal/county hiring and deploying officers awarded to them
agencies that were 1995 MORE grantees. Re- through the FAST and AHEAD hiring pro-
spondents were asked about hiring, deployment,grams® Hence, we have no clear reasons for ex-
and retention of all officers who had been pecting county/municipal agencies to differ from
awarded to their agencies under COPS hiring  other agencies with regard to their implementa-
grants as of the end of 1997, regardless of tion of COPS hiring grants.

whether the agencies were originally sampled
as hiring grantees. The other primary data source used to examine

police staffing is a national time series database,
National estimates were generated by generaliz-which combines COPS Office hiring grant
ing the survey results to the country’s total popu-records with 8 years of data from the Police
lation of police agencies. Technically, however, Employment Section of the FBI's UCR. This
the Wave 3 survey sample is not a representativaelatabase was used to examine net changes in
sample of all police agencies. The large-agency police staffing due to COPS hiring grants and is
subsample represents county/municipal agenciegiscussed in further detail below.
in large and medium jurisdictions (i.e., popula-
tions of more than 50,000), including agencies Gross estimates of officers hired and on the
that did not receive any COPS grants; however, street as of June 1998
the small-agency subsample represents only
small municipal/county 1995 MORE grantees.
Therefore, the small-agency component of our
interim hiring estimates is based on the hiring
grants that many small MORE awardees also
received, and their hiring behavior may not be
typical of all small agencies that received hiring
grants.

Estimates of COPS officers hired and deployed
to patrol duty as of June 1998 are based on the
Wave 3 survey. Interviewers first asked respon-
dents how many of their COPS-funded officers
had started their “first regular assignments as
new officers.” Interviewers then questioned
respondents about the status of those officers
not yet serving in their first regular assignments
(e.g., not hired, attending training academy). Be-

Nonetheless, generalizing these results to the _ .
cause the survey questions covered hiring grants

full population of police agencies seems reason- ) ;
able as a first approximation for several reasons £Xtending back to 1994—irequently multiple
First, the small-agency MORE grantees were gran_ts—lnter_v_lewers did not agk resp_ondents to
sampled independently of whether they had alsoPrOVide specific numbers of officers hired and
received hiring grants. Consequently, both the deployed. Instead, the hiring questions offered
large- and small-agency samples contain agen- response categories of none, some but less than

cies that received early hiring grants (i.e., PhaseNalf, half, more than half but not all, and all of
|, PHS, and FAST/AHEAD grants) and/or later the awarded officers. For projection purposes,
hiring grants (i.e., UHP grants), as well as agen- V& operationalized the response categories as
cies that received no hiring grants. Second, gen-follows: none = zero; some but less than half =
eralizing results from municipal/county agencies 2> Percent of the officers; half = 50 percent of
to all agencies seems reasonable since at least (e Officers; more than half but not all = 75 per-
77 percent of awarded COPS officers went to cent of the officers; and all = 100 percent of the

municipal/county agencies according to Cops officers. To illustrate, if a responde_nt reported
Office records. Further, Wave 1 survey results  that half of the agency’s COPS officers were on

from the fall of 1996 showed that municipal/ ~ @sSignment, then the number of officers on as-
county agencies and other types of agencies ~ S/gnment for that agency was estimated as the
(e.g., State police agencies and public university"Umper of officers awarded multiplied by 0.5.

police agencies) made very similar progress in If the_r(_asponc_ient al_so indicated that half_ of the
remaining officers (i.e., those not on assignment)
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were still being recruited, then the number of  percent of the officers awarded to large agencies
officers hired by the agency was calculated as and 94 percent of the officers awarded to small
the number estimated to be on assignment plus agencies had been hired (see table 5-2). Because
the product of 0.5 multiplied by the difference of the proportion point estimates were close to 1,
the number awarded and the number estimated we computed confidence intervals based on the
to be on assignment. This general question for- logarithm of (1p), wherep is the proportion of
mat and estimation technique was used for mostofficers hired. This computation method ensured
of the hiring, deployment, and retention esti- that the upper bound of the confidence intervals
mates highlighted throughout this chapter. did not exceed 1 (see appendix 5-A). By the end
of 1997, the COPS Office had awarded 21,026
We calculated national estimates of COPS offic- officers to large agencies and 19,946 officers to
ers hired by multiplying a survey-based estimatesmall agencies according to its grants manage-
of the proportion of all awarded officers who ~ ment information systefhCombining these data
had been hired by the known count of officers  with the hiring proportion estimates from the
awarded according to COPS Office data as of large- and small-agency samples leads to an
the end of 1997 The proportion of COPS offic-  gverall estimate that 39,069 COPS-funded offic-
ers hired was defined as the ratio of the mean ers were hired by June 1998, with a statistical

estimated number of officers hired to the mean confidence interval of 38,634 to 40,000 officers.
number of officers awardedn addition, 95-

percent confidence intervals were constructed toUsing the same methodology employed for the
show the most likely ranges for the true popula- hiring estimates, we then calculated that 81 per-
tion estimates (formulas for the confidence inter-cent of the officers awarded to large agencies
vals are presented in appendix 5-A). and 85 percent of the officers awarded to small
agencies were working in their first regular as-
Using the method described in the preceding  signments by June 1998 (see table 5-2). Overall,
paragraph, we estimate that by June 1998, 97 therefore, we estimate that 34,131 new COPS-

Table 5-2. Wave 3 Survey Estimates and 95-Percent Confidence Bounds  * for COPS Officers Hired and
on Assignment by June 1998 (Expressed in Parentheses as a Proportion of Approved Officers) T

Status of Officers and
Agency Size Estimate Lower Bound Upper Bound

Officers Hired

Small agencies 18,733 18,432 19,360
(n=177) (.939) (.924) (.971)
Large agencies 20,336 20,202 20,640
(n=422) (.967) (.961) (.982)
Officers on Assignment
Small agencies 17,024 16,659 17,959
(n=177) (.854) (.835) (.900)
Large agencies 17,107 16,721 18,145
(n=422) (.814) (.795) (.863)

* The confidence intervals are asymptotic and based on the natural logarithm of the distribution of 1-p, where p represents the
proportion of approved COPS officers falling into the category of interest (see appendix 5-A). The confidence intervals are not
symmetric due to the estimation method. Point estimates were calculated by generalizing the survey results to a universe of 19,946
officers awarded to small agencies and 21,026 officers awarded to large agencies through December 1997.

T Two percent of the large agency sample and 3% of the small agency sample were dropped due to missing hiring data or discrepan-
cies between COPS Office records and agency responses regarding whether or not the agency had a COPS hiring grant. Table n's
reflect the sample sizes used for analysis.
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funded officers were on the street by June 1998, mates will be updated in the future report on
within a range of 33,380 to 36,104 officers. the Wave 4 survey.

From gross to net increases in officers Time series analySiS of COPS and net Changes
in police staffing, 1989-96To analyze short-

_ a term net changes in police staffing through the
a measure of the gross impact of COPS hiring early years of the COPS program, we combined

grants awarded through 1997. However, this 44 from 8 years of the police employment sec-
gross increase in officers will be offset to some 4, of the FBI's annual UCR.

degree by a variety of factors. In the short term,

COPS-funded staffing increases can be partially The UCR contains agency-level data on the
offset by factors like delays in the hiring of number of employees serving in law enforce-
COPS-funded officers, delays in filling vacan-  ment functions with police agencies throughout
cies created by normal year-to-year turnover,  the Nation. We divided the agencies into six

and cross-hiring of officers among agen€ies.  types (e.g., local police, sheriffs), which were

An agency with n officers that receives a COPS adopted from agency-type coding schemes used
grant for k officers, for example, may take a few py hoth the Bureau of Justice Statistics and the
years to reach the full (n+k) officer mark, orit  cops Office. The agency codes were used to

may never reach the (n+k) staffing level. In the exclude agencies that were ineligible for COPS
long term, staffing increases from COPS hiring grants.

grants may be diminished by nonretention of

COPS-funded positions following the expiration A preliminary analysis based on approximately
of the 3-year hiring grants or certain sworn force 14,000 agencies that reported having at least one
cutbacks certified by the COPS Office Legal full-time officer for each year of the analysis
Division to be nonsupplanting. In other words, revealed that these agencies expanded by 14.5
some of the growth in staffing achieved with percent between 1989 and 1996 (see tables 5-3
COPS hiring grants may be temporary. Further, through 5-5}2 Although these agencies grew
national data discussed below show that police throughout the period, the largest year-to-year
agencies in general were growing in the years change was from 1994 to 1995, when they grew
prior to the COPS program. Indeed, agencies by 4.4 percent. These figures suggest that al-
sampled at Wave 3 grew on average from 1993 though police agencies grew in general during
to 1997 whether or not they had COPS hiring  this period, early COPS hiring grants (PHS/
grants'® Consequently, some of the growth in  Phase | and FAST/AHEAD) may have acceler-
COPS-funded agencies might have occurred in ated police growth.

the absence of the COPS program.

The estimate of 39,000 officers hired provides

To examine this issue more rigorously, we esti-
In the following subsections, we assess the mated multiple time series models to determine
short-term impact of COPS hiring grants on whether recent changes in police employment
police staffing after taking into account other could be causally attributed to COPS hiring
factors and trends influencing police staffing grants net of other forces affecting police staff-
throughout the country. We also take a special ing levels during this time period. The data were
look at the issue of cross-hiring. In the next organized by agency and year, so that each data
section, we examine long-term retention of point represents a single agency during a single
COPS-funded positions using data from the year. We created the database using 11,809
Wave 3 survey. We then combine the results of agencies that were eligible for COPS funding
these analyses to form preliminary projections and reported both officer counts (agencies had to
of the net impact of all COPS hiring grants report at least one full-time officer for each year)
awarded through May 1999. All of these esti-  and counts of population served for each year
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Table 5-3. Agencies With Consistent UCR Reporting on Sworn Force Levels, 1989-96

Agencies
Consistently
Reporting One or
. . More Full-Time
Agency Total Number of Agencies Reporting for Each Year Sworn Officers,
Type 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1989-96
Local police |11,284 11,394 11,482 11,583 11,662 11,747 11,817 11,853 10,373
County police 88 90 92 96 96 96 97 99 77
State police 1,332 1,334 1,352 1,353 1,408 1,411 1,412 1,412 52
Special police| 1,648 1,713 1,848 1,902 1,949 2,030 2,072 2,089 574
Tribal police 16 16 16 17 18 19 20 20 13
Sheriffs 3,062 3,062 3,062 3,062 3,062 3,064 3,064 3,064 2,972
Total 17,430 17,609 17,582 18,013 18,195 18,367 18,482 18,537 14,061
Table 5-4. Actual Changes in Sworn Officers by Department Type
(Agencies With Employment Data for Every Year)
Number of Full-Time Sworn Police Officers Change
Agency  Number of
Type Agencies 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1989-96
Local police 10,373 328,370 337,108 338,530 341,460 346,206 354,122 371,835 378,459 | +50,089
County police 7 20,590 21,230 21,231 21,885 22,470 23,315 23,647 24,072 | +3,482
State police 52 55,127 56,257 55,055 54,882 54,8905 55,748 57,747 58,156 | +3,029
Special police 574 13,200 13,427 13,854 13,822 13,959 14,010 14,926 14,280 | +1,080
Tribal police 13 154 170 154 171 189 218 223 218 +64
Sheriffs 2,972 113,813 117,248 122,520 124,919 124,414 125,823 130,101 133,355 | +19,542
Total 14,061 531,254 545,440 551,344 557,139 562,133 573,236 598,479 608,540 |+77,286
Table 5-5. Percentage Changes in Sworn Officers by Department Type
(Agencies With Employment Data for Every Year)
Percentage Change in Full-Time Sworn Officers
Agency  Number of | 1989- 1990 1991 1992—- 1993- 1994— 1995 Overall
Type Agencies 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 Change
Local police 10,373 2.66% 0.42% 0.87% 1.39% 2.29% 5.00% 1.78% 15.30%
County police 77 3.11 0.00 3.08 2.67 3.76 1.42 1.80 16.90
State police 52 2.05 -2.14 -0.31 0.02 1.55 3.59 0.71 5.50
Special police 574 1.72 3.18 -0.23 0.99 0.37 6.54 -4.33 8.20
Tribal police 13 10.39 -9.41 11.04 10.53 15.34 2.29 -2.24 41.60
Sheriffs 2,972 3.02 4.50 1.96 -0.40 1.13 3.40 2.50 17.20
Total 14,061 2.70 1.10 1.10 0.90 2.00 4.40 1.70 14.50
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from 1989 through 1996. Because we use laggedf yearly indicator variables were developed to
variables in our model (to be described below), capture unmeasured factors that may have
our analysis focuses on staffing changes from impacted police staffing throughout the Nation
1991 through 1996. during particular years of the study (the 1994
variable was omitted from the equation, so all

Our model predicts yearly changes in police  the yearly indicators in the model are interpreted
staffing as a function of previous year COPS relative to 1994}’
hiring grants and a number of other factors. The

basic form of the model is: Table 5-6 presents the results of estimating our
primary model. Holding other factors constant,
FTS, -FTS,  ,=a+b* X, we estimated that each COPS officer obligated

+b2* COPS award, , + e, , to an agency in year t led to an increase of 0.73

_ _ officers on the force from year t to year t£1.
where FTS - FTS, , is the change in the num-  |hferences from this model should be considered
ber of full-time sworn officers for agency | from preliminary, however, for a number of reasons.
year t-1 to year t; b * X represents the impact  ag shown in table 5-6, the models explained
of a number of independent variables to be de- e of the variation in police staffing changes.
scribed below; b2 * COPS awgrd represents  gome of the predictors proved insignificant, and
the impact of COPS officers obligated to agency there are several other important determinants of
latyeart-1; ais a constant term; and eisan  pgjice staffing that we have neglected here but
error term with standard properties. may incorporate in future analyses. Further, we
could only examine very short-term impacts

There is an extensive literature on the determi- from COPS grants with the available d4tA.

nants of police strength and police expenditures.

rated a number of these determinants into our - cops hiring grants produced meaningful short-
model. We hypothesized that changes in crime  term increases in police staffing, these effects

and population would impact local government \yere offset somewhat by other factors, such as
decisions about police staffing levels with about delays in hiring the new officers, attrition of

a 1-year lag. Therefore, changes in both violent officers already on the force, and cross-hiring

and property crime from t-2 to t-1 were COM-  among agencies. However, it is not clear
puted and entered into the model, as were whether the “attrition” implied by the model
changes in population from t-2 to #lln addi-  represents permanent attrition, delays in the

tion, indicator variables were developed t0 repre+jring process (i.e., implementation delays), or

by the FBL® The level of urbanization of each  pothetical 100-officer agency receiving a COPS
jurisdiction was measured with one indicator  grant for 10 officers in year t will, on average,

variable showing if the jurisdiction was within @ ,crease its force to 107 by year t+1. Whether
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) and another ;¢ agency will reach the intended 110 officer
indicating whether the jurisdiction was a central 51k at some point after t+1 cannot be inferred
city within an MSA. Indicator variables Were  from our time series because it extends only 1
also developed for the agency types shown in th?rear after the COPS program began. The agency
previous tables. However, tribal police agenci(_as may hire all of its COPS-funded officers but fail
were dropped due to the small number reportingy, replace other departing officers, in which case
to the FBI, and both special and State police  he agency will stay below the 110 officer target.
agencies had to be dropped from analysis be-  op the other hand, an agency adding COPS-
cause estimates of the populations they serve  f,nded officer positions may be temporarily un-
are not available in the UCRFinally, a series able to keep pace with both COPS hiring and
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Table 5-6. OLS Estimates of the Impact of COPS Hiring Awards (1994-95) on National Net Changes
in Police Staffing Through 1996, Controlling for 1991-96 Trends in Police Staffing (N=61,284)
Estimated Standard Significance
Variable Effect Error Value Level
Constant 0.624 .249 2.510 .012
County police department 6.27 912 6.876 .000
Local police department -0.689 157 -4.405 .000
New England -0.417 321 -1.300 .193
Middle Atlantic -0.451 .252 -1.790 .073
East North Central -5.00E-02 .246 -.192 .848
South Atlantic 0.436 .235 1.853 .064
East South Central 0.304 .283 1.074 .283
West South Central 0.581 .248 2.345 .019
Mountain 0.564 .304 1.857 .063
Pacific 7.10E-02 .289 .246 .805
Core city 2.525 .308 8.211 .000
MSA 0.71 137 5.194 .000
1992 -0.293 .208 -1.409 .159
1993 -0.545 .209 -2.613 .009
1991 -6.00E-02 .207 -.306 .760
1995 0.492 217 2.266 .023
1996 -0.533 .218 -2.441 .015
Change in property crime t-2 to t-1 -3.00E-03 .000 -21.430 .000
Change in violent crime t-2 to t-1 -2.00E-03 .001 -3.758 .000
Change in population t-2 to t-1 1.20E-04 .000 5.077 .000
COPS officers awards at t-1 0.734 .019 39.262 .000
R2=.046
F=142.055 (p<.000)
Note: Each year variable is interpreted relative to 1994, which is the excluded category. The police agency type variables are
interpreted relative to sheriffs’ agencies. The region variables are based on UCR region classifications. The region variables are
interpreted relative to the West North Central region. The lagged variables were constructed with data extending back to 1989.

normal year-to-year attrition (e.g., because of

time series analysis and the long-term retention

training academy capacity constraints), in which analyses to produce national estimates of the
case the agency may reach the 110 officer markshort- and long-term effects on police staffing
only after some further delay. At any rate, the  of all COPS hiring grants awarded through May
currently available data suggest that even if 1999.

COPS grants produce net staffing increases

equal to 100 percent of their value, it takes moreCross-hiring. The time series analyses pre-
than 1 year on average for this full impact to be sented in the previous section suggest that vari-
realized. Our future Wave 4 report will add post- ous forms of attrition and/or hiring delays par-

1996 UCR data to examine this issue more tially offset gross additions of COPS officers.
closely. One form of officer attrition, which the COPS

program may have accelerated unintentionally, is
In the meantime, our existing survey data pro- cross-hiring. As noted in chapter 4, cross-hiring
vide a preliminary basis for projecting the longer occurs when an agency recruits officers directly
term impact of COPS hiring grants, and the from other agencies. Sixteen percent of the Wave
projection is reported later in this chapter. Ina 3 large agencies with hiring grants and 15 per-
later section, we combine the results from this
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cent of the Wave 3 small agencies with hiring  mated by asking respondents how many of their
grants indicated they had or would recruit at COPS-funded positions had been or would be
least some of their officers directly from other  used to hire former sworn officers. Interviewers
agencies. This suggests some agencies, with or then asked how many of the former sworn offic-
without COPS grants, lost officers to other agen-ers were recruited from other agenctes.

cies with COPS grants. Although cross-hiring

was a common practice well before the COPS National estimates of cross-hired officers were
program, it may have accelerated as agencies recomputed by estimating the ratio of the mean
cruited experienced officers to deploy their new number of estimated cross-hires to the mean
COPS-funded hires to duty as quickly as pos- humber of awarded officers across all sampled
sible. Regardless, cross-hiring reduces COPS’ agencies. Because the estimated cross-hire pro-
additions to the Nation’s overall stock of police portions were small, the 95-percent confidence
officers at least temporarily, and it may be a per-intervals were calculated based on the lop, of

manent offsetting factor if agencies losing offic- Wherep is the proportion of awarded officers

ers to cross-hiring do not replace them. who were cross-hired. This ensured that the
lower bound estimates were bounded at zero.

To illustrate the impact of cross-hiring with a

very simple example, assume the universe of ~ Table 5-7 shows that cross-hires accounted for

police agencies consists of two agencies, A and only 2 percent of the officers awarded to large

B, each having 100 officers. A COPS grant for agencies, leading to an estimate of approxi-

5 officers to agency A is intended to increase themately 400 cross-hirees for large COPS grant-

national stock of police officers from 200 to 205. ees. Although cross-hiring was somewhat greater

If, however, agency A recruits those 5 officers among small agencies, we estimate that cross-

from agency B, then the total stock of police of- hirees numbered less than 1,200 officers (about

ficers will remain at 200 until agency B replaces 6 percent of those awarded) for small COPS

the 5 officers it lost. If agency B does not replacegrantees.

those 5 officers, then the total stock of police

officers will remain at 200 and thus be no higher Long-term retention of COPS officers

than before the COPS grantiowever, Wave 3 1e time series model presented in table 5-6

survey results suggest the number of cross-hires,

) ! examined the impact of COPS hiring awards
attributable to COPS grants has been relatively ,24e in 1994 and 1995 on police staffing

small. At the agency level, cross-hires were esti-y,,,,5h 1996. Because the data covered a period

Table 5-7. Wave 3 Survey Estimates and 95-Percent Confidence Bounds  * for COPS-Funded Officers

Recruited From Other Agencies (Expressed in Parentheses as a Proportion of Approved Officers) T
Agency Size Estimate Lower Bound Upper Bound
Small agencies 1,168 658 1,391
(n=177) (.059) (.033) (.070)
Large agencies 416 259 481
(n=423) (.020) (.012) (.023)

* The confidence intervals are intervals based on the natural logarithm of the distribution of p, where p represents the proportion of
approved COPS officers falling into the category of interest (see appendix 5—A). The confidence intervals are not symmetric due to
the estimation method. Point estimates were calculated by generalizing the survey results to a universe of 19,946 officers awarded
to small agencies and 21,026 officers awarded to large agencies through December 1997.

T Two percent of the large-agency sample and 3% of the small-agency sample were dropped due to missing hiring data or discrep-
ancies between COPS Office records and agency responses regarding whether or not the agency had a COPS hiring grant. Table
n’s reflect the sample sizes used for analysis.
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before any COPS hiring grants expired, the
COPS effect estimated from that model should
be viewed as an estimate of the short-term im-
pact of COPS. As described earlier, the model
may underestimate the temporary expansion of
police officers caused by COPS hiring grants. In

COPS-funded officers who had already left the
agency and found that agencies had begun and,
in most cases, replaced nearly all officers who
left before their grants expirééinterviewers

then asked respondents to agree or disagree with
each of the following three statements, which

the long term, nonetheless, findings presented invere designed to measure nonretention, the
chapter 4 indicate some COPS-funded positionsretention of officers but not positions, and sup-

will not be retained after the expiration of their
grants, and this will reduce the permanent im-
pact of COPS.

At the outset of the COPS program, the COPS
Office awarded grants on the condition that
grantees plan a “good faith” effort to retain
COPS-funded officers after the expiration of the
grants. In April 1998, the COPS Office changed
its procedures to require that applicants submit
a written retention plan with their applications.
Finally, in August 1998, the office developed a
more specific criterion for the retention require-
ment by requiring grantees to retain COPS offic-

planting, respectively.

. Despite a good-faith effort, unforeseen
circumstances are likely to keep us from
retaining all the positions. (Nonretention.)

. We plan to retain all or most of the COPS-
funded officers using slots that open up
when other officers retire or leave the agency.
(Retention of persons not levels.)

. We plan to maintain all the community
policing positions funded by the 1995 COPS
grants, though we may have to cut some
positions elsewhere to do it. (Supplanting.)

ers for at least one full budget cycle after the ON€agreement with any of these statements sug-

in which the grant expires.

Further, COPS-funded positions are meant to
supplement, and not supplant, preexisting office
positions. In other words, a grantee is not to use
COPS funds to replace local funds the grantee
would otherwise have used for law enforcement.
For instance, grantees should not use COPS

funds to replace losses from normal year-to-year,

attrition. Nor should grantees cut existing posi-
tions to retain COPS-funded officers. If, for in-
stance, an agency with a budgeted force of 100
officers receives a COPS grant for 5 officers,
then the agency is expected to maintain a force
of 105 officers. If this agency losses three offic-
ers to retirement after receiving the grant, the

gests the respondent’s agency will lose at least
some of its COPS-funded staffing increase fol-
lowing the expiration of its grant(s). Because

few surveyed agencies had expired grants at the

time of the Wave 3 survey, their responses to the
retention/supplanting items largely reflected ex-
pectations rather than actual experience. For this
reason we did not require respondents to quan-
tify the number or fraction of positions to llost.

We derived two sets of preliminary retention
estimates from these items. We computed maxi-
mum retention (i.e., best case) estimates by
assuming that any agency whose respondent
agreed with one or more of the nonretention/
supplanting items would lose “at least some but

COPS Office expects the agency to replace thosgss than half’ (i.e., 25 percent) of its COPS-

three officers as well as retain the five COPS-
funded officers for at least a year, until comple-
tion of the following budget cycle.

The Wave 3 survey instrument included a num-
ber of items to assess prospects for long-term
retention of COPS positions. As explained in
chapter 4, interviewers first inquired about

funded staffing increase. In other words, we as-
sumed that 25 percent of the COPS positions in
such agencies would not be retained or would be
retained only through attrition or cuts of other po-
sitions (we used 25 percent to be consistent with
the operationalization of the other hiring survey
items described earlier). We also computed a set
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of minimum (i.e., worst case) retention estimates However, two further qualifications should be

by assuming that agencies providing indications added to these estimates. First, 36 percent of the

of nonretention and/or supplanting would lose all large COPS agencies that appeared to be keep-

their COPS-funded staffing increases. For both ing all of their COPS-funded positions and 47

the minimum and maximum retention scenarios, percent of corresponding small COPS agencies

we computed national estimates of the proportionindicated some uncertainty about the long-term

of COPS officers likely to be retained by calculat- future of their COPS positiori3Consequently,

ing the ratio of the mean number of officers esti- these agencies may fulfill the COPS Office

mated to be retained to the mean number of offic-short-term retention requirement but not sustain

ers approved: their staffing increases permanently. In this
respect, our retention estimates may overstate

Table 5-8 presents the estimates of long-term  |ong-term retention. Second, we should note

retention for large and small agencies. Note thatthe survey data give us a basis for judging only

the upper and lower bound estimates in this tablevhether COPS-funded officers will be retained

are not confidence intervals; rather, they reflect py their original agencies. It is possible that

a range of estimates based on different assump-some officers not retained by their original agen-

tions about retention. Although the estimates arecies will be hired by other agencies, in which

not very precise, it appears that small agencies case long-term additions to the Nation’s stock of

overall may retain as few as 59 percent of their police may be greater than that estimated above.

COPS-funded positions or as many as 89 per-

cent. Large agencies are projected to keep be- projections for all hiring awards through

tween 70 and 92 percent of their COPS-funded May 1999

positions. Combining the estimates from both

groups of agencies suggests that grantees will

retain between 64 and 91 positions for every 10

positions funded through COPS hiring grants. mates of the temporary and permanent effects

Overall, therefore, we estimate that COPS grantOf €ach yearly cohort of COPS hiring awards

ees will retain somewhere between 26,400 and ©" national police staffing levels. We used this

37,200 of the 40,972 officers awarded prior to model to estimate the net increase in police
1998. staffing caused by COPS through the end of

1998 and to project the eventual impact of COPS
hiring awards made through May 1999, when

Based on the preceding analyses, we developed
@ model to produce upper and lower bound esti-

Table 5-8. Percentage of COPS Officers Expected to Be Retained
After Grant Expiration, Based on Wave 3 Survey Results for Pre-1998 Grants
(Number of Pre-1998 Officers Expected to Be Retained in Parentheses)

Worst Case: Best Case:
Nonretaining Agencies Nonretaining Agencies
Agency Size Lose 100% of COPS Officers Lose 25% of COPS Officers
Small agencies 58.6 89.2
(n=177) (11,688) (17,794)
Large agencies 70.1 92.3
(n=422) (14,731) (19,404)

* Two percent of the large-agency sample and 3% of the small-agency sample were dropped due to missing hiring data or discrep-
ancies between COPS Office records and agency responses regarding whether or not the agency had a COPS hiring grant. Table
n's reflect the sample sizes used for analysis.

Point estimates expressed in parentheses were calculated by generalizing the survey results to a universe of 19,946 officers
awarded to small agencies and 21,026 officers awarded to large agencies through December 1997.
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the White House announced success in reachinggrants requires the assumption that the patterns
the milestone of 100,000 funded officers and of- of implementation and retention observed and/or
ficer equivalents (the latter were funded through expected for pre-1998 hiring grants will con-
MORE grants, which are discussed later in this tinue for subsequent hiring grants. This assump-
chapter). tion may be problematic, particularly in light of

the Attorney General’s determination that reten-
Based on the time series analysis presented  tion requirements are satisfied if grantees keep
earlier in this chapter, the model assumes that COPS positions for just one budget cycle fol-
officers awarded in year t lead to a net increase |owing the expiration of COPS grants (note that
of officers awarded multiplied by 73 percent  this decision came after the Wave 3 survey was
(i.e., .73) in year t+1. Currently, we lack data for conducted). On the other hand, retention rates
making clear predictions for years t+2 and t+3. may be boosted, at least for a few years, by
Therefore, we computed our interim projections COPS Office monitoring and education efforts,
by assuming a best case scenario in which the the 1998 requirement for a written retention

first-year “attrition” represents only temporary  plan, and the results of grantee audits by the
factors of the sorts mentioned earlier, and staff- Office of the Inspector General.

Ing increases in years t+2 and t+3 reach a value
equal to 100 percent of COPS-funded officers. Having noted this caveat, figure 5-1 presents
Note that the t+2 and t+3 estimates are likely to estimates of net officers added and retained for
decline when our time series analysis is updatedeach year from 1995 through 2003. Attrition
for the Wave 4 report. from hiring grants began in 1998, and from that
year forward, the graph shows two sets of pro-
Projections for years t+4 and beyond depend  jections based on the different attrition estimates
upon different assumptions about long-term re- presented in the last section. For each year after
tention. These assumptions are based upon the 1997, the bottom segment of the bar reflects a
retention estimates presented in the preceding minimum estimate of officers added and retained
section. Under the maximum retention scenario, (based on the assumption of 100-percent attri-
the number of COPS positions retained after  tjon of COPS positions in the fraction of grantee
year t+3 declines modestly to 91 percent of the agencies that we predict will not retain all of
number awardeéf.Under the minimum reten- their COPS positions), while the upper portion
tion scenario, the number of positions retained of the bar represents a maximum estimate of of-
after year t+3 drops to 64 percent of the numberficers added and retained (based on the assump-
awarded. tion of 25-percent attrition of COPS positions in

_ _ _ the fraction of grantee agencies that we predict
Because the survey and time series data used ing|| not retain all of their COPS positions).

the hiring analyses were collected during or be-

fore 1998, the model’s most accurate projectionsEstimates produced for the minimum retention
are likely to be those through the end of 1998.  scenario suggest that officers added by COPS
Accordingly, the model implies that the 41,000 hiring grants made through May 1999 will peak
COPS officers awarded through the end of 1997 at approximately 48,900 officers in the year
produced a net increase of between 34,000 and 2000 but then decline to less than 39,000 by
35,300 officers by the end of 1998. 2003. Under the maximum retention scenario, in
) o contrast, officer additions will climb to a peak of
Figure 5-1 presents the model’s projections for an4yt 57,200 in the year 2001 and then decline
all 60,900 COPS officers awarded with hiring  gomewhat until 2003, at which time they will
grants through May 1999 These estimates level off indefinitely at approximately 55,400
must be qualified by noting that applying our officers.
hiring projection model to post-1997 hiring
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Figure 5-1. Projections of Net Officers Added and Retained From COPS
Hiring Grants Awarded Through May 1999
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MORE Grants

In addition to the hiring grants examined earlier
in this chapter, the COPS Office has also sought
to increase police strength through MORE (Mak-
ing Officer Redeployment Effective) grants for
technology and civilians. The rationale for these
grants was that utilization of new technologies
and greater use of civilian support staff would
increase the productivity of existing sworn offic-
ers, increasing the share of their time that could
be redeployed. Grantees could thereby increase
the presence of officers in the field without hiring
new staff. In this section, we utilize the Wave 3
survey data to estimate officer redeployments

Data and methodological overview

Our estimates of officer redeployments from
MORE grants are based upon the municipal and
county MORE agencies in a nationally represen-
tative sample selected from the population of
1995 MORE grantees (see methodological
appendix). For the Wave 3 survey in June 1998,
these agencies were interviewed about the
implementation of their 1995 MORE grants and
all subsequent MORE grants they had received.
Among other issues, the interviews included
questions about current and future projected
time savings from the agencies’ technology and
civilian grants.

achieved as of June 1998 and to project maximum

redeployments that will be achieved with MORE
grants awarded through May 1999.

Although the MORE program also included
overtime grants during its first year, these
awards were 1 year, nonrenewable grants and
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have generally expired. Since officer redeploy- saved per agency per year is counted like the
ments are no longer being achieved through addition of another police officer. Thus, if an
those grants, we have not included them in our agency receives a MORE grant enabling one or
estimates of officer redeployments. However, it more of its officers to spend a combined, addi-
is fair to note that those grants did result in the tional 1,824 hours on the street each year, then
delivery of additional police service to commu- that is considered to be the equivalent of the
nities for a limited time. agency hiring a new officer.

A few caveats should also be noted about generThe basis for FTEs awarded was provided in the
alizing the results of the Wave 3 survey to the agencies’ MORE applications, which required
full population of MORE grantees. Because the applicants to estimate the full redeployment that
sampled agencies were first-year MORE grant- could be achieved with the requested grant. Hy-
ees, they have had more time for implementatiorpothetically, for example, an agency might have
than have later cohorts of MORE grantees. If  requested 10 mobile data terminals to install in
they have therefore made greater implementa- patrol cars. Using the mobile data terminals, of-
tion progress, the results presented here may ficers would write reports in their patrol cars,
overestimate MORE redeployments as of June thereby allowing them to spend more time in the
1998 for the full universe of grantees. This bias field. If the department estimated that each data
will be offset somewhat by the fact that survey terminal would save 1 hour of officers’ time each
respondents were questioned about all of their day, then the department would save a total of
MORE grants from 1995 through June 1998. 10 hours every day. Multiplying that by 365 days
Further, COPS Office records show that 77 per- leads to an estimated total of 3,650 hours saved
cent of all FTEs awarded under MORE as of  per year by the agency. This is the equivalent of
June 1998 were awarded to agencies that were 2 FTEs (i.e., 3,650/1,824). While time-savings
among the 1995 MORE grantees. Finally, the  projections from civilian grants were often
redeployment estimates presented below are  straightforward, applicants had little, if any, data
modest. Hence, even if they are overestimates, with which to judge the validity of their time-
they do not greatly inflate our final combined savings projections from technology grants (see
estimates of officers hired and redeployéd. the discussion in chapter 4). COPS Office staff
often adjusted applicants’ projected FTEs down-
As in the hiring analyses, we must also general- ward to reflect the minimum FTE redeployment
ize from municipal and county MORE grantees necessary to make the grant as cost effective as a
to the full population of agencies with MORE  hiring grant for the same dollar amount, particu-
grants. This seems reasonable, given that more |arly for awards made after 1995. The estimates
than 80 percent of MORE FTEs awarded in revised by the COPS Office are used here as the
1995 were awarded to municipal and county  measure of awarded FTEs. However, even this
police agencies. Further, we do not have any  adjusted measure of FTEs awarded is specula-
clear grounds for believing that MORE imple-  tive and, for reasons discussed in chapter 4, may
mentation progress has been different for differ- gverstate the number of FTEs that will ulti-

ent types of agencies. mately be redeployed by grantees, particularly
with respect to technology grants. This point is
FTE redeployment further illustrated later in this chapter.

Time savings from MORE grants are measured
in full time equivalent units. Each FTE is equal
to 1,824 hours, which is the COPS Office esti-
mate of the amount of time that a typical patrol
officer works each year. Every 1,824 hours

In our Wave 3 survey, interviewers asked respon-
dents to estimate the number of FTEs that the
respondents’ agencies were currently saving
from operational MORE-funded technology and/
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or civilians® A caveat to these estimates is that of awarded FTEs. (Because FTEs redeployed
a substantial fraction of MORE grantees did not can theoretically be higher than FTEs awarded,
have monitoring systems in place to measure the ratio of FTEs redeployed to FTEs awarded is
time savings from MORE grants. Among agen- not a proportion measure with an upper bound of
cies with operational technology, only 46 per-  one.j? The estimated ratios were then multiplied
cent of small agencies and 57 percent of large by the known universe of FTEs awarded to small
agencies reported the use of monitoring systemsand large agencies to obtain national estimates
Monitoring systems were somewhat more com- of redeployed FTEs.
mon for measuring time saved by civilians. Ap-
proximately two-thirds of small agencies with By June 1998, the COPS Office had awarded
civilians and three-quarters of large agencies 22,437 FTEs through MORE grants for technol-
with civilians reported the use of monitoring ogy and civilians. The COPS Office awarded
systems. Although many agencies did not use 16,184 of these FTEs to large agencies and
monitoring systems, the reported time savings awarded the remaining 6,253 to small ageri€ies.
are modest and do not suggest gross overestimaSurvey estimates presented in table 5-9 indicate
tion by respondents. Further, we did not find anythat small agencies had redeployed 46 percent of
consistent tendency for agencies without moni- their awarded FTEs by that time. Larger agencies
toring systems to report more or less redeploy- made slower progress with redeployment in rela-
ment than agencies with monitoring systéfns.  tive terms, having redeployed only 22 percent of
their awarded FTEs. Combining the estimates
In addition, some respondents who indicated  from the small and large agencies suggests that
their officers saved time from MORE grants MORE grantees overall had redeployed 6,427
could not estimate the specific amount of time  FTESs by the summer of 1998 within a range of
being saved. For these cases, we estimated cur-plus or minus roughly 2,100 FTEs.
rent FTE redeployment based on the average
ratio of redeployed to awarded FTEs reported byWe also attempted to assess the relative contri-
agencies that both indicated they were saving butions of technology and civilian grants to FTE
time and provided specific time-savings esti-  redeployment by estimating the fraction of rede-
mates! ployed FTEs attributable to technology grants.
As a point of reference, COPS Office records
For both small and large agencies, we used the indicate 75 percent of FTEs awarded as of June
sample data to estimate the ratio of the mean 1998 were associated with technology gréhts.
number of redeployed FTEs to the mean numbetn contrast, survey results show that both small

Table 5-9. Wave 3 Survey Estimates and 95-Percent Confidence Bounds " for FTEs
Redeployed With MORE Civilian and Technology Grants as of June 1998
(Expressed in Parentheses as the Ratio of Redeployed to Approved FTES)

Agency Size Redeployment Estimate Lower Bound Upper Bound
Small agencies’ 2,882 2,094 3,671
(n=179) (.461) (.335) (.587)
Large agencies 3,545 2,177 4,913
(n=155) (.219) (.135) (.304)

* The confidence bounds are based on the distribution of r, where rrepresents the ratio of redeployed FTEs to awarded FTEs
(see appendix 5-A). The point estimates were calculated by generalizing the survey results to a universe of 6,253 FTEs awarded
to small agencies and 16,184 FTEs awarded to large agencies as of June 1998.

t Four agencies were removed from the small-agency sample due to outlier values.
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and large agencies achieved only about 55 per- that the agencies expected to achieve when all
cent of their redeployment with technologpgts. MORE-funded technology was operational. We
Although the 95-percent confidence intervals  added these expected redeployment to the agen-
(36 percent to 76 percent for large agencies andcies’ current redeployment to project future rede-
40 percent to 69 percent for small agencies) ployment from technology grants.

were too wide to clearly determine whether

technology or civilian grants generated more Interviewers also questioned respondents about
FTEs, the results suggest that technology grantscurrent and future retention of MORE-funded
are not yet producing FTE redeployment in civilians. Employing response categories like
numbers proportional to their share of awarded those discussed earlier for hiring questions
FTEs. This pattern seems to be consistent with (none, less than half, half, more than half,
findings reported in chapter 4 that technology ~ all), interviewers first asked how many of the
grants often take longer to implement than do  agency'’s currently funded civilian positions
civilian grants, and that some agencies appear tavere “on the agency’s base budget.” Interview-
have overestimated the time that officers could ers then asked respondents to estimate how

save from technology grants. many of the civilians not on the base budget
would be part of the agency base budget in the

Projected future FTE redeployment from MORE next fiscal year. Using the same approximation

grants awarded through June 1998 methods discussed in the hiring analyses, we

h . . ¢ | used the preceding questions to estimate the
The preceding estimates of FTE redeployment ,mper of civilians who were either on the base

are co_nd_itional on t_he progress that grantees ha‘ﬂ:udget or expected to be on the base budget in
made in implementing their grants as of June  he ftyre. For each agency, we then multiplied

1998. As described in chapter 4, not all agenciesye nymper of civilian FTES ever awarded to the
had fully implemented their MORE-funded agency by the ratio of “on budget” civilians to

technology and/or hired all their MORE-funded (55 civilians ever awarded to the agency to esti-

civilians. For these agencies, full implementa- 1,516 future redeployment from civilian grafits.
tion of their MORE grants should produce

higher numbers of FTE redeployment, though  after calculating each agency’s total expected
analyses presented in chapter 4 also suggest thakdeployment, we estimated the ratio of the
many agencies, particularly technology granteesmean number of expected FTEs to the mean

will not redeploy as many FTEs as originally en- nymber of awarded FTEs. Our initial estimates
visioned. Itis also possible that some agencies gre presented in the first two rows of table 5-10.
will lose FTEs, particularly in cases where agen-The results suggest that small and large MORE
cies do not retain their MORE-funded civilians.  grantees will eventually achieve permanent rede-
As with hiring grants, the COPS Office requires ployment of approximately 70 percent of their
that MORE grantees make a good-faith effort to awarded FTEs. However, there is substantial
retain funded civilians after the eXpiration of the Samp"ng variation in these estimatES, due in part
civilian grants. In August 1998, the COPS Office tg sample attrition, and the confidence intervals
modified this policy to require that agencies  syggest the overall redeployment ratio may be as

keep MORE-funded civilians for one budget  |ow as 50 percent or as high as 94 peréent.
cycle after the civilians’ funding expires.

We attempted to refine this analysis further by
The Wave 3 survey contained a number of itemSexamining 0n|y those agencies that had some ex-
to estimate future redeployment from awarded perience implementing MORE grants at the time
MORE grants. FirSt, interviewers questioned of the survey. We took this Step because a num-

agencies with less than fully implemented tech- per of agencies estimating future FTEs had not
nology grants about additional redeployment
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yet fully implemented any technology and/or 43 percent to 73 percent. This implies that the
hired any civilians. Results presented in chapter 16,184 FTEs awarded to large agencies by June
4 suggest that, on average, grantees, particularly1998 will result in a permanent redeployment of
those receiving technology grants, tended to ad-9,381 FTEs within a likely range of 6,960 to
just their anticipated redeployment downward 11,801 FTEs.
based on implementation experiefté/e could
not conduct this type of inquiry, however, for Although it is not clear that these refined rede-
small agencies because the remaining sample oployment estimates can be generalized to small
small agencies with implementation experience agencies, the similarity of the full sample ratio
had a distribution of awarded technology and  estimates for small and large agencies in the first
civilian FTEs that was not representative of the two rows of table 5-10 suggests that redeploy-
universe of FTEs awarded to small agen#ies. ment ratios are probably similar for the two
groups. Accordingly, the redeployment estimates
The results for large MORE grantees with provided by large operational agencies may
implementation experience are presented in the serve as a reasonable benchmark for future rede-
last row of table 5-10. Although the sample size ployment by small MORE grantees. Extrapola-
for this investigation was quite small, the confi- tions (not shown in table 5-10) of the refined es-
dence intervals improved relative to the analysis timates to all MORE grantees suggest that the
with all large agencies. The redeployment esti- 22,467 FTEs awarded by the COPS Office as of
mates also became more modest. Experienced June 1998 will result in the eventual permanent
agencies anticipated that their full redeployment redeployment of about 13,005 FTEs, within a
would amount to 58 percent of their awarded  likely range of 9,649 to 16,360 FTEs.
FTEs, within a 95-percent confidence range of

Table 5-10. Wave 3 Survey Estimates and 95-Percent Confidence Bounds* for Eventual Productivity
Increases Expected From COPS MORE Grants Awarded Through June 1998, Expressed as a %
of Awarded FTEs (Redeployments Expected From Awards Through June 1998 in Parentheses)

Agency Size Redeployment Estimate Lower Bound Upper Bound
Small agencies 73.3% 54.3% 92.3%
(estimates based on all (4,581) (3,394) (5,769)

agencies providing
projections)' n=126
Large agencies 71.4% 47.7% 95.1%
(estimates based on all (11,552) (7,719) (15,386)
agencies providing
projections)* n=102
Large agencies 58.0% 43.0% 72.9%
(estimates based on only (9,381) (6,960) (11,801)
operational agencies
providing projections)*
n=49

* The confidence bounds are based on the distribution of r, where rrepresents the ratio of redeployed FTEs to awarded FTEs (see
appendix 5-A). Point estimates in parentheses were calculated by generalizing the survey results to a universe of 6,253 FTEs
awarded to small agencies and 16,184 FTEs awarded to large agencies as of June 1998.

T Thirty-one percent of the sampled small agencies were excluded from analysis due to missing data.
¥ Thirty-four percent of the sampled large agencies were excluded from analysis due to missing data.

+ This analysis is based on sampled large agencies that had implemented some part of their technology and/or civilian grants and
could estimate time savings (32% of original sample).
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Projected FTE redeployment from MORE grants redeployed in year t+1, 40 percent are rede-
awarded through May 1999 ployed by year t+2, and the maximum redeploy-

As noted earlier, it was announced in May 1999 ment of 60 percent is reached in year t+3.

that the COPS Office had reached the milestone
of funding 100,000 officers and officer equiva-
lents. Of the total, approximately 39,600 FTEs
had been awarded through MORE grants. In this
section, we provide preliminary projections of the
actual FTE redeployment that will be achieved
with all of these MORE-funded resources.

The best case redeployment projections assume
that full redeployment reaches approximately 72
percent of awarded FTEs (see the first two rows
of table 5-10). Accordingly, these projections
assume that 24 percent of FTEs awarded in year
t are redeployed in year t+1, 48 percent are rede-
ployed by year t+2, and a full redeployment of

Figure 5-2 presents projections of MORE 72 percent is reached in year t+3.

redeployment for the years 1996 through 2002, )nder these assumptions, we project that the
These projections are based on the assumption th%t 400 FTEs redeployed b3’/ the summer of 1998
each yearly (_:ohort Of.MO.RE grantees achieve andgrew to between roughly 9,100 and 10,900 FTEs
redeploy their full projection of awarded FTEs by the end of 1998. Looking ahead, the projec-

W'th'n 3 years. The 3'3’9?“ time frame is a rough tions suggest that MORE grantees will redeploy
estimate of mpler_nerytaﬂon time based on Wave 3 between 23,800 FTEs and 28,500 FTEs by the
survey res_ults |nd|cat|r_19 that grantees expected to year 2002. As with the hiring projections, these
reach full implementation of all technology and MORE projections should be qualified by noting

civilian grants by_.]une 2000 (see chapter 4). they are contingent on the assumption that the
Because approximately 97 percent of the FTEs implementation patterns observed for MORE

awarded by the time of _the Wave 3 Survey (June rants awarded through June 1998 will continue
1998) were awarded prior to 1998, it seems reaso or subsequent MORE grants. Yet, Wave 3 esti-
able to assume that most of the agencies reachingrnates of final redeployment Iévels: may not
full implementation in the year 2000 will deplo . .
FTEs Ilearded in 1997 or{)arlier This sugg%s%/s a gen_era_l 1z¢ t_o later MORE _grants. As discussed

; . .' earlier in this chapter and in chapter 4, the COPS
maximum time f_rame of approximately 3 years for Office often adjusts awarded FTEs downward
full implementation. Based on Ch?‘pter 4 analyses from applicants’ initial projections to reflect the
of actual and expected dates for implementation, minimum FTEs necessary to make the grant as
we also assumed im_plementation and deploymentcost effective as a hiring grant (generally, one
occur evenly over this 3-year period. These as- FTE for every $25,000 awarded). We h a\’/e

sumptions yielded projections consistent with our learned from COPS Office staff, however, that

Wave 3 estimate of MORE redeployment achievedyjq a5 ot always done for 1995 grants. Con-

as .Of. June 1998, thus lending some support to thelE,equently, the ratio of redeployed to awarded
validity.** FTEs achieved after full implementation may be
lower for early MORE grants. This potential bias
IS mitigated by the fact that our survey estimates
are based on all awards made through 199&.
onetheless, full redeployment from post-June
998 MORE grants could be higher than 60 to
72 percent of awarded FTEs, in which case our

FTEs (the 58-percent figure in the bottom row Ofprojections will understate future MORE rede-

table 5-10 was rounded to 60 percent for ease O{f’rlloi’rt?]ent' Irt IS aIS(tJ_r\;]votrth e:cnfp?arslzwrlg dag?'r!t
calculation). Under this scenario, we assumed attn€ survey estimates ot future productivity

that 20 percent of FTEs awarded in year t are increases (i.e., full FTE redeployment) were sub-
ject to wide variation. Hence, final redeployment

Each bar in figure 5-2 has a lower portion that
reflects a worst case estimate of redeployment
and an upper edge that reflects a best case esti-
mate. The worst case estimates are based on th
expectation that maximum achievable redeploy-
ment is approximately 60 percent of awarded
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Figure 5-2. Projections of FTEs Added From COPS MORE Grants Awarded Through May 1999

30,000

. Cumulative Maximum Estimate
25,000

|:| Cumulative Minimum Estimate

20,000

15,000

FTEs Awarded 39,600

10,905

10,000
9,088

5,703

5,000
4,752

2,032

1,678
| | |

17,333

14,444

28,521
27,455

23,150

. 22,879

23,767

19,292

1996 1997 1998

1999 2000 2001 2002

Year

levels for all MORE grants may differ notably
(upward or downward) from the range used for
these projections.

Projecting the Course of the First
100,000 Officers Awarded Through COPS

In this section, we combine the models of hiring
and retention and MORE redeployment devel-
oped in the previous sections to project the
course of all officers and officer equivalents
(referred to collectively in this section as FTES)
awarded by the COPS Office through May 12,
1999—i.e., the first 100,000 FTEs awarded
through the COPS program.

Figure 5—-3 combines the projections for hiring
and MORE grants to estimate total FTEs added
to the Nation’s police agencies by year for the

period 1995 through 2003. The estimates reflect-
ing both minimum officer retention estimates and
minimum redeployment estimates (shown in the
bottom portion of each bar) imply that FTEs will
peak at approximately 69,000 in the year 2001
before declining to a permanent level of 62,700
FTEs by the year 2003. Projections based on
estimates of maximum officer retention and rede-
ployment (shown above the upper portion of each
bar) suggest that FTEs produced by COPS grants
will reach a high of 84,600 FTEs by the y2a01,

after which FTEs retained will decline slightly

to 83,900 by the year 2003. Based on currently
available data, therefore, we estimate that the first
100,000 FTEs awarded by the Federal Govern-
ment will produce a permanent net increase be-
tween 62,700 and 83,900 FTEs. In other words,
every 100 FTEs awarded will result in a permanent
increase of between roughly 63 and 84 FTEs.
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It is also worth noting, however, that total officers, however, there will not be a single year
COPS-funded FTEs added to police agencies during which all of these FTEs are available for
throughout this period will be greater than the service. This difference will be relatively small
number available during any particular year, if our best case projections of officer retention
especially if our pessimistic projections prove  and redeployment are accurate; that scenario
more accurate. In this regard, the COPS programpredicts a peak increase of 84,600 FTEs and an
might be compared to an open-house event, in indefinite increase of 83,900 FTEs. Our worst
which the total number of visitors to the event is case projections, in contrast, predict peak and
larger than the number present at any given poinpermanent effects of 69,000 and 62,700, respec-
in time. To illustrate, we estimate that COPS tively. Under a worst case scenario, therefore,
awards made through May 1999 will result in  the permanent effect of COPS would be equiva-
the temporary or permanent hiring of 60,900 lent to only 74 percent of the FTEs who were
officers and the redeployment of between 23,80available for service at some point during this
and 28,500 FTEs, thereby adding between period?

84,700 and 89,400 FTEs to the Nation’s police

agencies on at least a temporary basis. Due to Finally, the COPS Office has continued to award

the pace of implementation and nonretention of FTES since May 1999, and, as of this writing,

Figure 5-3. Projections of Officers and Officer Equivalents Added and Retained
From the First 100,000 COPS Officers and Officer Equivalents Awarded
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has received additional funding for the year
2000. If the COPS Office continues to award
hiring and MORE funds in roughly the same

4. As discussed in the methodological appendix,
the full large agency sample was drawn from several
strata (nongrantees, AHEAD grantees, UHP grant-

proportions and our best case retention and redees, and MORE grantees). The large agency hiring

ployment models are correct, then the COPS
Office may eventually reach the milestone of
putting 100,000 FTEs on the street indefinitely
by awarding as few as 19,000 post-May 1999
FTEs. If our worst case retention and redeploy-
ment projections are more accurate, then creat-

analyses were conducted using all sampled large
agencies, and the data were weighted to reflect the
different selection probabilities of agencies in the
different strata (see the methodological appendix).
Weighting was not necessary for the small-agency
sample.

ing a permanent increase of 100,000 FTEs may 5. The number of officers awarded to each agency

require an additional 59,000 FTEs awarded
(again, assuming that hiring and MORE awards
continue in the same proportiort8yVe plan to

was determined from the COPS Office records. In
some cases, however, the number of officers awarded
to an agency could have changed during the time that

revise these estimates later this year using data elapsed between the construction of the survey instru-
collected in Wave 4 of the national survey, whichment and the fielding of the survey. If, therefore, a

includes a special focus on police hiring and
retention practices.

Notes

1. Our counts of awarded officers omit award with-
drawals.

2. As explained in chapter 4, when asked about their

respondent agreed that the agency had one or more
COPS hiring grants but disagreed with the total
number of funded officers known to the interviewer,
then the number of officers funded was set to the
respondent’s report of the number of officers funded.

6. We corrected for withdrawals recorded in COPS
Office data and assumed that survey respondents
omitted withdrawals from their reference point in

retention plans for COPS-funded officers, a number of answering the hiring questions.

agencies provided indications of possible nonretention

by agreeing with at least one of a series of statements 7- For these and all other hiring estimates presented
that defined nonretention, retention of persons not lev- in this chapter, agencies without COPS hiring grants
els, or supplanting. We computed best case retention Were given zeros for all COPS officer measures.
estimates by assuming that each of these agencies will _ _

lose at least some but less than half its COPS-funded 8- APproximately 7 percent of the officers awarded
positions, which we operationalized as 25-percent attri-0 Small agencies were part-time officers. Part-time
tion. We computed worst case retention estimates by 0fficers accounted for less than 1 percent of the of-
assuming such agencies will lose all of their cOps-  ficers awarded to large agencies.

funded new positions. _ .
9. To illustrate, all surveyed agencies were asked to

3. Among small-hiring grantees surveyed at Wave 1, provide the exact n_umber qf_officers lost _ir_1 1996 and
94 percent of both municipal/county agencies and 1997. Large agencies receiving COPS hiring grants
other types of agencies reported having hired their Were awarded 31 officers on average over thg course
officers. Among large-hiring grantees surveyed at ~ Of 1994 through 1997. However, these same inter-
Wave 1, 95 percent of the municipal/county agencies/i€Wees reported losing an average of 42 officers
and 89 percent of the other types of agencies re- ~ during just 1996 and 1997. Wave 3 small agencies
ported having hired their officers. This difference ~ With COPS hiring grants were awarded an average
was not statistically significant. Further, nearly of almost four officers during 1994-97 and lost an
identical percentages of the large municipal/county average of four officers during 1996 and 1997 com-
grantees and the other large grantees reported that Pined. Although COPS grantees were expected to
their COPS officers were on the street (84 percent USe COPS funds to create new positions rather than

for the former group and 86 percent for the latter fill preexisting positions, officer losses from existing
group). actual sworn forces could at least temporarily offset
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the addition of new COPS officers. (Slightly more  14. The effects of population on social phenomena
than 3 percent of the weighted sample of large agen-are often controlled by expressing all continuous
cies with COPS grants did not report agency losses variables as rates per population rather than by
for 1996 and 1997. Less than 1 percent of the small adding population as a control variable. We experi-

agencies had missing responses.) mented with models in which the population change
variable was removed and all continuous variables
10. To illustrate this point, Wave 3 large COPS (e.g., the police and crime variables) were expressed

grantees had a 19-percent increase in their full-time as population rates. The COPS officers awarded rate
sworn staff from 1993 to 1997 (average increase = variable was insignificant in these models. We be-
48 officers), and Wave 3 small agencies with COPS lieve, however, that the impact of COPS on the ratio
grants had a 23-percent increase in full-time sworn of police officers to population is a separate theoreti-
staff during the same period (average increase = 4 cal issue from the impact of COPS on the actual
officers). At the same time, however, Wave 3 large  number of police across the country.

agencies without COPS grants grew 32 percent

(average increase = 27 officers), and Wave 3 small 15. Numerous studies have confirmed a relationship
agencies without COPS grants expanded by 13 per- between regions of the United States and a number
cent (average increase of less than 1 officer). (The of variables relating to government structure, politi-
difference in growth between large COPS and large cal culture, employee bargaining organizations, and
non-COPS agencies was not statistically significant. police agency style.

However, the growth in small COPS agencies was

significantly greater than that in small nongrantees.) 16. Data for State police agencies are typically re-
These crude change comparisons are illustrative butported for subunits (e.g., by barrack), and there are
not definitive because they do not control for factors no estimates of the populations served by these
other than COPS hiring grants, which may have in- subunits.

fluenced police growth during this time. Nonethe-

less, they show that non-COPS agencies also grew 17. Our approach is similar to that known as the
during this time, thereby reinforcing the point that  least squares with dummy variables (LSDV)

some of the growth in COPS-funded agencies may approach (e.g., see Sayrs 1989). Typically, this ap-

have occurred in the absence of COPS hiring grantsPproach involves the use of dummy variables for each
time period and each cross-sectional unit. The cross-

11. There are currently two primary agency-level  sectional indicator variables capture stable differ-
sources for data on police employment in the United ences between the cross-sections over time. We did
States: the UCR and the Law Enforcement Directorynot utilize cross-sectional indicator variables due to
Survey compiled by the Bureau of Justice Statistics the extremely large number of agencies used in this
and the Census Bureau every 6 years. There is som@nalysis. However, our use of other indicator vari-
further discussion of these sources in the method- ables representing agency type, region, and level of

ological appendix. urbanization is intended to capture variance unique
to theoretically meaningful groups of agencies (see
12. We used only these agencies to control for Sayrs 1989, p. 25) and should thus control for stable

changes in the number of police resulting from the differences among these groups of agencies.

creation of new agencies, the dismantling of old

agencies, and nonreporting by law enforcement 18. The yearly indicator variables suggest that for

agencies. reasons unrelated to COPS grants, police staffing
grew more during 1994 and 1995 than in other years.

13. The models presented here assume homoskedastitowever, removing the yearly indicators from the

error terms with no autocorrelation of error terms overmodels had virtually no effect on the estimated net

time. Though we intend to examine these issues moreeffect of COPS awards.

carefully in future analyses, estimated regression co-

efficients remain unbiased and consistent when either

of these conditions is not satisfied (Kmenta 1986).
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19. We also experimented with a number of other ber of awarded officers multiplied by 0.75 multiplied
model specifications. In some specifications, we in- by 0.5.

cluded a control variable for the number of officers in

the agency at t-1, based on the notion that the number 23. As noted in chapter 4, a substantial percentage
of officers in the agency at t-1 may have a bounding  of hiring grantees have reported officer turnover
effect on the amount by which staffing levels are likely in some of their COPS-funded positions. For this

to change (i.e., larger agencies are likely to have largeranalysis, however, the retention of COPS-funded
year-to-year changes than are smaller agencies). Morepositions is more important than the tenure of indi-
generally, the incorporation of a lagged Y into a model vidual officers filling those positions. COPS posi-

of change is an important consideration that can have tions were considered to have been retained unless
substantial effects on the results (e.g., see Allison the grantee indicated the original COPS officers
1990). However, we found that the incorporation of ~ were no longer with the agency, had not been re-
the lagged Y had little impact on our COPS-awarded placed, and were not going to be replaced. Only a
effect. We also specified models with all continuous  very small fraction of agencies indicated they had
variables in levels (as opposed to changes). The levelslost officers who had not been and would not be
models tended to suffer from high collinearity among replaced.

some variables. Further, the national police staffing fig-

ures presented in table 5-3 suggest (particularly when 24. We made the working assumption that officers
examined graphically) that police staffing has been ~ would be retained unless the agency offered a defi-

trending upward over the study period and is thus nite indication of nonretention or supplanting. In
nonstationary. Differencing the variables servesto ~ other words, we assumed that agencies whose re-
detrend the staffing level variable. spondents answered don’t know to retention items

would retain their officers unless they gave nonre-
20. Due to the yearly aggregation of the data, there tention responses on other items. This seems to be a
may be some imprecision in the lag structure of the reasonable assumption in light of the strong impact
COPS-award effect. For example, some officers obli-that organizational inertia has on police staffing; that
gated at year t may be hired during year t. COPS of-is, prior staffing is a very strong predictor of future
ficers awarded at year t might also affect changes in staffing (Nalla, Lynch, and Leiber 1997).
staffing beyond year t+1, a possibility that was diffi-
cult for us to investigate with so few post-COPS 25. These numbers are based on respondents’ agree-
years in the database. At any rate, these factors mayment with the following statement: “We expect to be

cause some bias (most likely a downward bias) in ~ able to retain all the [COPS] positions for at least
our COPS impact estimate. awhile after the grant expires, but we don'’t know yet

about the long term.”
21. If the loss of five officers reduced agency B be-
low its budgeted level, it would normally have to re- 26. We assume indefinite retention because our sur-
place them with local funds before receiving a COPSvey data were collected before the COPS Office an-
grant for additional officers to avoid supplanting. ~ nouncement that 1 year of postgrant retention was
sufficient to comply with the retention requirement.
22. Cross-hires for each agency were estimated to be
zero unless the agency provided an affirmative indi- 27. To estimate officers and FTEs awarded through
cation of recruitment from other agencies (i.e., agen-May 1999, we utilized the most recent COPS
cies that provided don’t know responses were treatedffice databases available to us (October 1998 for
as having zero cross-hires). The cross-hiring ques- hiring grants and June 1998 for MORE grants) and
tions utilized the same response categories discussegHpplemented these data with information from the
earlier (all, more than half but not all, half, etc.). If, COPS Office press releases available on the COPS
for example, an agency indicated that more than halfOffice Web site (www.usdoj.gov/cops/).
but not all of its COPS-funded officers were former
sworn officers and that half of these officers were  28. In addition, a preliminary analysis of current re-
recruited from another agency, then the agerests deployment comparing large 1995 MORE grantees
mated cross-hires would be the product of the num- o the full Wave 3 large-agency sample (which forms
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a representative sample of all large municipal and ment systems (in the case of large civilian grantees,
county agencies, including early and later MORE  agencies without measurement systems reported sig-
grantees) suggested that results would change little nificantly lower time savings ratios).
with a sample chosen from all MORE grantees.
An additional caveat to these comparisons, however,
29. Interviewers asked respondents to provide spe- is they could be confounded by implementation
cific numbers of FTEs redeployed. Agencies having progress. To illustrate, an agency with one opera-
multiple technology grants and/or multiple civilian  tional technology grant and another nonoperational
grants were not asked to provide separate time sav- grant would likely have a lower redeployment ratio
ings estimates for each grant. Instead, interviewers than an agency with just one operational technology
asked respondents to provide one overall estimate grant, all other things being equal. Another poten-
of time savings from the respondents’ technology tially confounding factor is the mix of different tech-
grants and/or one overall estimate of time savings nology and civilian types among grantees. That is,
from the respondents’ civilian grants. Some respon- certain types of technologies and civilian workers
dents provided estimates of hours saved rather than may tend to produce FTEs more efficiently.
FTEs saved. In these cases, the hourly estimates
were converted into FTEs. Any agency with an ex- 31. Based on preliminary analyses, we excluded four
pired civilian grant(s) was given a zero for current  small agencies that had unusually high values of
time savings if the original civilian hires were no FTEs awarded or redeployed that caused the confi-
longer with the agency and had not been replaced. dence intervals to be extremely wide. Preliminary
analyses also revealed a substantial fraction of cases
30. To provide a rough assessment of this issue, we in which respondents either did not agree with the
calculated the ratio of technology FTE redeploymentCOPS Office information about their agencies’
to technology FTEs awarded for each agency (whichMORE grants (i.e., whether the agency had any
both had operational technology) and provided an MORE grants and whether the agency had technol-
estimate of time savings (including reports of zero  ogy and/or civilian grants in particular) or could not
time savings) from technology. Similarly, we com-  estimate the amount of time their agencies were sav-
puted the ratio of civilian FTE redeployment to civil- ing. Our initial strategy was to drop these agencies
ian FTEs currently funded for each agency that both from analysis. However, this resulted in the loss of
had civilians and provided an estimate of time sav- more than 20 percent of the cases in both the large-
ings (including reports of zero time savings) from  and small-agency samples. To avoid losing such a
civilians. We divided the agencies into groups based high fraction of cases, we employed the following
upon whether they had time savings measurement approach.
systems and contrasted the ratios of redeployed to
awarded FTEs between the groups. First, we assumed that the COPS Office data repre-
sented the most accurate measure of agency grants.
The sample sizes for these comparisons were too If, for example, an agency had a civilian grant for
small for rigorous analysis, ranging from 36 to 66 in three FTEs according to the COPS Office records
different comparisons. Nonetheless, the comparisondut had no MORE grant according to the respondent,
did not show consistent differences between agen- then we assumed that the agency had three FTEs
cies with and without measurement systems. Large awarded and zero FTEs redeployed. (Cases involv-
agencies with technology grants and no measure- ing discrepancies between the COPS Office records
ment systems tended to report higher time savings and respondent reports were examined closely for
ratios than did large technology grantees with mea- the Wave 1 survey. Most commonly, these discrepan-
surement systems. In contrast, small technology  cies involved circumstances in which respondents
grantees without measurement systems tended to rewere not aware of recently awarded grants, agencies
port smaller time savings ratios than did small tech- had not yet accepted grants, or agencies had with-
nology grantees with measurement systems. Civiliandrawn from the program between the time we re-
grantees without measurement systems tended to received the COPS Office data and the interviews were
port time savings ratios that were roughly equal to orconducted. Project staff found no cases where re-
less than those reported by agencies with measure- cording errors caused the discrepancies.)
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Second, we assumed that each agency had not redetainty as to whether more FTEs were being gener-
ployed any FTEs unless the respondent gave an affirated by technology or civilian grants. However, the
mative indication that his/her agency was saving analyses also suggested that the ratio of redeployed
time (i.e., we gave an agency zero redeployment if FTEs to awarded FTEs was higher for civilian
the respondent did not know whether the agency wagrants.
saving time). Finally, as noted in the main text, we
estimated redeployment for agencies whose respon-36. Civilian FTEs are often counted on a one-for-one
dents indicated that the agency was saving an un- basis. That is, each civilian awarded is considered to
known amount of time by multiplying the agencies’ count for one FTE. However, the COPS Office esti-
awarded FTEs by the average ratio of redeployed to mates of awarded FTEs used for these analyses
awarded FTEs provided by those agencies that re- count some civilians on a less than one-for-one ba-
ported specific time savings. We did these calcula- sis. In some of these cases, the civilians may be part-
tions separately for technology and civilian grants. time workers. In other cases, the less than one-to-one
Although the overall approach outlined here enabledratio may reflect the minimum FTEs that the COPS
us to retain many more cases, we found that our estiOffice expects the grantee to redeploy. Therefore,
mates and confidence intervals were quite similar ~ we did not use the estimated number of “on budget”
with both the high- and low-attrition methods. (i.e., retained) civilians as a direct estimate of “on
budget” FTEs. Our method of estimating retained
32. A number of respondents provided redeploymentcivilian FTEs assumes that the ratio of retained civil-
estimates greater than their awarded FTEs. In someians to all civilians ever awarded to each agency is
cases, the redeployment values were substantially proportional to the true ratio of retained civilian
greater than the awarded FTEs in relative or absolutéTEs to civilian FTEs ever awarded. Note, however,
terms. We did not make any adjustments for these that this method constrains retained FTEs to be less
cases because it is possible for agencies to achieve than or equal to awarded FTEs. If the retained civil-
more redeployment than expected, especially given ians produce more FTEs than anticipated by the
our use of the COPS Office minimum FTE awarded COPS Office, this method may result in some under-
value. Further, making adjustments for these cases estimation of future civilian FTEs.
may introduce bias into the estimates because it is
likely that other respondents underestimated their  37. We excluded agencies whose respondents did not
FTE redeployment (for example, agencies were as- agree with the COPS Office information about their
sumed to have zero redeployment if respondents  agencies’ MORE grants (i.e., whether the agency
were not aware of their agencies’ MORE grants).  had any MORE grants and whether the agency had
Our approach assumes that the potential overesti- technology and/or civilian grants in particular) or
mates and underestimates of redeployment offset  could not provide estimates of current or future time
one another. savings.

33. As noted earlier in this report, civilian grants are 38. A caveat to this strategy is the results may be
1-year grants that can be renewed for a second and confounded somewhat by differential progress in the
third year. Our counts of FTEs awarded are adjustedimplementation of different types of technology and
so that renewals of civilian grants are not counted ascivilian positions. In other words, technologies and
new FTEs. We feel this is appropriate, given the re- civilian positions which take longer to implement
newal awards do not result in any new redeploymentmay prove to be more or less efficient than those
implemented more quickly. If this bias exists, it

34. This calculation is based on FTEs awarded will be mitigated to some degree by the fact that the
through civilian and technology grants. Overtime  Wave 3 survey covered MORE grants awarded over
grants were excluded from analysis. the course of more than 3 years.

35. In preliminary analyses, we attempted to create 39. The COPS Office records indicate 78 percent of
separate estimates for redeployment from civilian FTEs awarded to small agencies as of June 1998
and technology grants. Those analyses tended to prevere associated with technology grants. In contrast,
duce wide confidence intervals and also left uncer- the sample of Wave 3 small agencies with imple-
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mentation experience had only 56 percent of their permanent FTEs will be needed to produce a perma-
FTEs awarded through technology grants. This dis- nent FTE increase of 100,000. The pessimistic
crepancy is likely due to the greater ease of imple- model projections suggest this would require ap-
menting civilian grants relative to implementing proximately 59,000 additional FTEs to be awarded
technology grants. (59,000 x .63 = 37,170).

40. The Wave 3 estimate of overall redeployment  References
achieved by June 1998 falls between the 1997 and

1998 end-of-year redeployment estimates shown in Allison, P.D. (1990). “Change Scores as Dependent
figure 5-2. Variables in Regression Analysis.” 8ociological

MethodologyVol. 20, C.C. Clogg (ed.), Washington,

41. This calculation assumes a permanent addition D.C.: American Sociological Association: 93-114.

of 62,700 FTEs and a temporary addition of 84,700 _
FTEs. Kmenta, J. (1986Elements of Econometricand

ed., New York: MacMillan Publishing Company.
42. The optimistic projection is based on the as- _
sumption that 19,000 additional FTEs will result in a Nalla, M.K., M.J. Lynch, and M.J. Leiber (1997).
permanent increase of 19,000 x .84 = 15,960 FTEs. "Determinants of Police Growth in Phoenix,
Added to the optimistic projection of 84,000 perma- 1950-1988.Justice Quarteriyl4: 115-143.
nent FTEs from awards through May 1999, this ) . )
brings the tally of permanent FTEs to approximately S&¥s, L.W. (1989)Pooled Time Series Analysis
100,000. The pessimistic projection is based on the Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.
assumption that approximately 37,000 additional,
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Appendix 5-A. Variances and Confidence
Intervals for Estimated Ratios and Proportions

John Marcotte with Christopher Koper

This appendix describes the methodology used . Let 100(1 -a) be the confidence level (e.g., 95
to compute variances and construct confidence  percent, 90 percent).

intervals for the proportion and ratio measures
estimated in chapter 5. #fis the population ra-

tio to be estimated, then the sample estimate of - ®[1 - a/2] is the critical value for the confi-
this ratio is: dence interval and is the inverse of the normal

cumulative distribution function.

. ais the probability of type 1 error.

6=

ZI|7<|

Lower bound:

Where K-bar is the mean of the variable K and M- . ~ (A) F{ ( \/—A) . ]
bar is the mean of the variable M. For example, K 9l0Wer=\8Jexp - Varflog(8)] ) >-1-0/2]

might represent officers hired or FTEs redeployed
and M might represent officers or FTEs awarded. Upper bound:

If K must be less than or equal to Blis a éupper:(é)exp{ (\/Var[log(e)])db—l[l—a/Zil

proportion and only values between 0 and 1 are
plausible (e.g., the proportion of awarded offic-
ers who have been hired). Confidence bounds for 8 based on log(1-6)

] If 8 is a proportion and the sample estimate was
Confidence bounds for 8 based on log(6) greater than 0.6, we calculated the variances and

If 8 is a proportion and the sample estimate was confidence intervals based on the logbt@).
less than 0.4, we computed the variances and This ensured that the upper confidence bound

confidence intervals based on the lo@®oThis for 6 did not exceed one.
ensured that the lower bound of the confidence o _
interval did not fall below zero. ~ _ VarfM—-K] Var[M] _CoM-K,M]
Varflog(1-0)]=——  +——— 22— —
_ _ - (M-K)Z (M) (M=K)(M)
N Var[K] , Var[M] CoK,M]
Varflog(6)]= + -2

(K)? (M)? (K)(M) Expressed in terms of the variances and covari-
ance of thevariables(K and M) instead of the

Expressed in terms of the variances and covari- variances and covariance of timeansof K and

ance of thezariables(K and M) instead of the M, the formula is:

variances and covariance of timeansof K and

M, the formula is: Varlog(1-9)]= afM—K] +VaﬂM] _ZCO"{M_K’M])(NL)

(M=K32 (M2 (M=K)(M)
Var(K] +VaEM]_ZCol,{K,_M]) ( L)
K2 (M2 (KM /N

Varflog(8)]= (



178

. Let 100(1 o) be the confidence level (e.g., 95 Upper bound:
percent, 90 percent).

. o is the probability of type 1 error. Blower=0 +(\/Var| 9|) o-{1-0a/2]

. P11 -0a/2]is the critical value for the confi-

dence interval and is the inverse of the normal ] ]
cumulative distribution function. Complex Sampling Adjustment

Lower bound: If the analysis involved the use of a stratified
sample (i.e., weighted data), we adjusted the

Aelowerzl—((l—Ae)exp[(\/Varl Iog(l—e)])dfl[l—a/ZD variance formula for complex sampling (this
was necessary for the hiring analyses with large

Upper bound: agencies). The design effedeff) or A factor
~ ~ ~ was multiplied by each variance estimate.
Gupperzl—((l—e)exp[—(\/ Varl log(1-0 )] )drl[l—a/2 P y

_ _ W
Confidence bounds for 6 based on 6 A= deff= _(W)z

If 8 is not a proportion (e.g., the ratio of rede-
ployed to awarded FTES) or if the sample esti-
mate off fell between 0.4 and 0.6, we calculated
the variance and confidence intervals based on
the variance 08.

The design effect is the ratio of the mean of
the squared-weight to the square of the mean
weight. In this case, the design effect (deff) is
always greater than or equal to 1.0.

Var[é]: VarlK] + VarM] -2 CovK.M] )(@)2 The design adjusted variances:

(K)? (M)? (K)Y(M) W
Var[log[@]] (deff) :Var[log[e]] (W)
Expressed in terms of the variances and covari-

ance of thevariables(K and M) instead of the R R W2
variances and covariance of tmeansof K and Var[log(lﬂ] (deff) =Vaf[|09(19):| (W)
M, the formula is:

Varlq] VarM]_,COUKMIY 1y, VAol (defh =Varfd) ()
P (MF M) /N

Var[6]=
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6. COPS and the Nature of Policing

Janice A. Roehl, Calvin C. Johnson, Michael E. Buerger, Stephen J. Gaffigan,
Elizabeth A. Langston, Jeffrey A. Roth

Title | of the Violent Crime Control and Law from 1997-98and encompasses whether and
Enforcement Act of 1994 provided the legislative how the COPS funds have assisted grantees to
basis for the creation of the Office of Community move forward in implementing community po-
Oriented Policing Services (COPS Office) and  licing as they define it. Our information is based
authorized grant funds to increase the number andn the experiences of law enforcement agencies
presence of officers on the street. Explicit in the receiving COPS money for: (hjring more of-
authorizing legislation and consistently promoted ficersand placing them in community policing
by the COPS Office was the message that these positions, placing new officers in patrol to rede-
grant funds were to facilitate the adoption of ploy more experienced officers to community
community policing. Exactly how community policing functions (i.e., backfilling), or simply
policing was to be operationalized was not speci- hiring additional officers to enable all officers to
fied; rather, details were left up to the individual devote more time to community policing activi-
grantee agencies to decide and state in their granties; and/or (2pbtaining new technology and/or
applications. hiring civiliansto provide more time for sworn
officers to spend on community policing.
In this chapter, we look at the status and nature
of community policing in law enforcement Our focus in this chapter is primarily program-
agencies from two sources of information: matic, describing the adoption of tactics and orga-
(1) surveys conducted with COPS grantees and nizational changes commonly associated with the
nongrantees, in which the community policing goals of community policing and assessing the
tactics were specified by evaluation staff, and  nature of their implementation. We also address
(2) interviews with key personnel and reviews of the philosophy underlying community policing
departmental materials obtained during site vis- and how different departmental philosophies,
its to 30 selected grantees. These two sources deployment models, and community characteris-
provide quantitative assessments by law enforcetics combine to produce substantially different
ment agencies of their adoption or expansion of policing strategies labeled as community
community policing tactics over several years  policing. Chapter 7 focuses on slightly different
and qualitative assessments of what constitutes questions—how agency leaders created an organi-
their community policing approach. These di-  zational climate for community policing innova-
verse information sources enabled us to comparéions, used COPS funds to facilitate change, and
and contrast different agencies’ adoption of spe- attempted to ensure that the innovations would be
cific tactics, describe what community policing sustained.
is in the eyes of COPS grantees, and examine
how grantees’ current views of community po- Data Sources and Samples
licing fit with definitions of key components of
community policing promulgated by leading
practitioners and researchers.

The information presented in this chapter is
drawn from two primary sources: (1) telephone
surveys conductédn the fall of 1996 with 267
large local or county law enforcement agencies
funded by COPS in 1995 and a comparison

s group of 149 nonfunded large local or county

The information presented in this chapter on
the status and nature of community policing in
COPS-funded law enforcement agencies date
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law enforcement agenciesnd repeated in 1998 respondents (i.e., the chief executive or someone
and (2) site visits made to 30 funded agencies explicitly designated to speak on his or her

by teams of police practitioners and senior re- behalf) were asked to specify the pre- and post-
searchers in 1997 and 1998. The survey data 1995 implementation status of tactics for pursu-
provide quantitative, self-reported information  ing the objectives of community policing. We
from a large number of grantees, while the site asked each agency that reported using a tactic as
visit data provide a rich source of more qualita- of 1995 or starting or expanding its use of a tac-
tive data from which to draw deeper insights andtic between 1995 and 1998 to describe the role
useful examples. Throughout the chapter, we  COPS funding played in the use of that tactic: to
summarize the nature of community policing start or expand its use, sustain its use through a
across the 30 visited sites, use practices in par- budget cut, or have no effect. Given our data col-
ticular agencies as examples, and link the quali- lection procedure, the responses should be inter-
tative, site visit-based information to the more  preted as official agency statements regarding
quantitative survey data and indepth case study implementation status rather than validated re-
assessments of an additional 10 cities. For de- ports of actual conditions. We used the survey
tailed information on the 30 sites visited, see theresponses to answer five questions:

site reports. 1. Did the number of agencies using commu-

nity policing tactics grow between 1995 and
The agency survey 1998?We hypothesized that the forces de-
As explained in chapter 2, the COPS Office scribed in chapter 2, as well as COPS grants,
operationalized its concept of community polic-  would encourage agencies to adopt commu-
ing in terms of four objectives: building commu-  nity policing tactics during that period. We
nity partnerships, adopting problem solving as tested that hypothesis by comparing the 1995
a policing mode, engaging in prevention, and and 1998 fractions of agencies nationwide
increasing organizational support for the three that reported using each tactic.

programmatic obj_ecti_ves. We measyred Progress, \were early COPS grantees more likely
tov_vard all four objectives by surveying represen- . nongrantees to use community polic-
tative samples of COPS grantee and nongrantee ing tactics before 1995, when the COPS
agencies about their implementation status for program began?We hyioothesized that the
each of 47 policing tactics in 1995 and 1998, early COPS grantees would tend to have pre-
then measuring changes over time in implemen- ;551 advanced farther than nongrantees in
tation status (see tactics Il_st in appendix 6-A). adopting community policing tactics. This

For the most part, the tactics were common could reflect greater motivation to pursue
among agencies implementing one of the variet- community policing support, greater facility

les of commt_Jnity policing introduced in chapter writing the required community policing
2. Other tactics were selected because they arose plans for COPS grant applications, or both.

more or less freque_ntly in_p_resentatior_\s and lit-  \ve tested this hypothesis by comparing the
erafure on community policing at the time we 1995 fractions of grantees and nongrantees
designed the survey. that reported using each tactic.

The agencies surveyed by telephone were se- 3. Between 1995 and 1998, did COPS grant-
lected to be representative of the population of ~ ees expand their use of community policing
law enforcement agencies in the United States  tactics more rapidly than nongrantees?\Ve

as of April 1996 but were stratified to permit hypothesized that COPS grants would encour-
oversampling of grantee agencies and large age agencies to adopt community policing
agencies. The sample design is explained in the tactics between 1995 and 1998, by providing
methodological appendix. Among other giess, a financial incentive to do so, by providing
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resources that would make it easier to imple- some jurisdictions increased public demand for
ment existing local community policing plans changes in policing styles elsewhere. We did
without cutting back other services, or both. not believe it was feasible to sort out effects such
We tested this hypothesis in two ways: first, as these from other influences on the national
by comparing the fractions of grantee and conversation about innovations in policing.
nongrantee agencies that reported using each
tactic as of 1998; and second, by comparing Another limitation of a telephone survey ap-
1995-98 net changes in the fractions of proach is that it cannot provide the basis for a
grantee and nongrantee agencies that reporteﬁationa| picture of the extent to which agencies
using each tactic. We tested the statistical sig-have embedded signature tactics of community
nificance of grantee/nongrantee differences  policing into jurisdictionwide community polic-
using a “differences-in-differences” model ~ ing philosophies or strategies. To explore that
described in appendix 6-B. question, we relied on 30 programmatic site as-
. . : sessments discussed in this chapter and 10 case
4 .D'd COPS grantee_s attribute tt1e|r” . studies that provided the basis fopr chapter 7.
increased or sustained use of “old” (i.e.,

pre-1995) community policing tactics to
their grants? Instead of crediting COPS
grants with all 1995-98 continuation of com- From the grantee survey sample, 30 agencies
munity policing tactics adopted before 1995, were selected, in 3 groups, for the programmatic
we computed the fractions of COPS grantees site assessments that underlie much of this
reporting the grant started or expanded the  chapter. A pretest group of four agencies was
use of each old tactic, sustained its use despitéelected and visited in early 1996 to provide a
budget cuts, or had no effect. range of agency types and jurisdiction sizes.

: , : : Fifteen “Group A” agencies were selected from
5. Did COPS grantees attribute their adoption of N
new community policing tactics between 1995 1995 COPS MORE grantees for visits in early

ard 1900 ot COPS ransBimary, o011 SIOUP A S were sl s o
instead of crediting COPS grants with all P 9 9

199598 adoption of new community policing (0SS B ME RN TR IERE SR T
tactics, we computed the fractions of COPS gies,

grantees reporting the grant started or ex- serve their community policing program as well

panded the use of each “new” tactic it adoptedés;é:e'giiggo\:\?e% gﬂigﬁr}?ﬁgitsﬁﬁg the
between 1995 and 1998, sustained its use P 9

) summer of 1997 from among agencies that re-
despite budget cuts, or had no effect. . .
ported to survey interviewers that (a) they were

One limitation of this method is that we cannot MPlementing many of the surveyed tactics and

measure the extent to which COPS program ac-(P) COPS funds were instrumental in their
tivities may have acceleratedngranteestran-  Implementation. Among agencies that met our
sitions to community policing indirectly. Such ~ S€lection criteria, we attempted to achieve diver-
indirect effects could have occurred, for ex- sity of agency type, jurisdiction size, and geo-
ample, if Community Policing Consortium ma- graphic distribution. In late 1997 and early 1998,

terials informed skeptical agencies about imple- se_co_n_d site visits were m_ade to .15 sites. F’Qewsn
mentation successes, regional or State training priorities were set_prlmarlly on site visitors’ as-
academies added or improved community polic- SESSments of the importance of technological or
ing modules in their curriculums at the behest community p,ollcmg Initiatives in process, _the .
of grantee agencies, or media coverage of project team’s awareness of major transitions in

COPS-funded community policing initiatives in agencies since the first visit, and applic_:ability of
lessons to be learned from a second site visit.

Programmatic site assessments
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The 30 law enforcement agencies visited rangedties, and three law enforcement agencies serving
in size from a handful of sworn officers to close atypical jurisdictions. Although only Mascoutah,

to 10,000, serving areas from a small Native
American Indian reservation with a population
of 150 to the city of Los Angeles, population
3.6 million. These law enforcement agencies,

lllinois, and the Las Vegas Paiute Tribal Police
technically fit the COPS FAST jurisdictional

limit of less than 50,000 population, both Oak
Park, lllinois, and Pocatello, Idaho, come very

grouped by the size of the population they serve close. Within several of the counties (San Ber-

are listed in table 6-1.

As shown, the majority of agencies visited are
local police departments serving jurisdictions
with populations between 50,000 and 150,000.
The others include five large city police depart-
ments, five sheriff's departments serving coun-

nardino, for example), the sheriff's department
provides contractual law enforcement services
for small incorporated cities, some of which
have received COPS FAST grants. As a group,
the agencies visited reflect the range of law
enforcement agencies in the United States but
underrepresent agencies serving jurisdictions of

Table 6-1. Law Enforcement Agencies Visited, by Type and Population of the Jurisdiction Served

Type of Jurisdiction, Population Size

Law Enforcement Agency

Cities:
Less than 50,000

50,000-150,000

150,000-500,000

More than 500,000

Mascoutah, lllinois

Flint, Michigan

Lakeland, Florida

New Bedford, Massachusetts
North Charleston, South Carolina
Oak Park, lllinois (53,648)
Pocatello, Idaho (50,948)

Racine, Wisconsin

Sandy City, Utah

Austin, Texas

Buffalo, New York

Des Moines, lowa

Fort Worth, Texas
Huntington Beach, California
Miami, Florida

Newark, New Jersey
Oakland, California

Las Vegas, Nevada
Los Angeles, California
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
Nashville, Tennessee
San Diego, California

Counties:
Less than 200,000

More than 200,000

Fresno County, California
Sarpy County, Nebraska

Cobb County, Georgia
Maricopa County, Arizona
San Bernardino County, California

Other types of jurisdictional areas

Las Vegas Paiute Tribal Police
Oregon State Police
San Diego School District Police

Note: Most population figures were provided by the law enforcement agencies; where missing, 1990 Census figures were used.
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less than 50,000 population, which constitute  problems and an organizational strategy encom-
the majority of law enforcement agencies in the passing decentralization and individual autonomy
United States. This underrepresentation reflects that supports the philosophy. Skogan and Hartnett
our Group B priority on agencies with broad-  (1997) concur that community policing is “not
gauge community policing programs, as mea- something one can easily characterize” and “a

sured by our tactics list. process rather than a product” (p. 5). They iden-
_ o tify its four general principles as (1) organiza-
Defining Community Policing tional decentralization and patrol reorientation to

facilitate communication between the police and
public, (2) a commitment to broadly focused,
problem-oriented policing, (3) responsiveness to
the public in setting priorities and developing tac-
tics, and (4) a commitment to helping neighbor-
hoods solve problems on their own.

To measure progress toward the goals of having
more officers dedicated to community policing
and giving officers more time to devote to com-
munity policing, we must address the difficult
problem of developing yardsticks for community
policing both nationally and locally. Just what
are officers doing when they are *

hity policing?” doing comMU- tha hoint we are belaboring here is that commu-

nity policingremainsa philosophy, an approach,
not a clearly defined program or set of strategies
a department must implement to say it does com-
munity policing. Community policinghould

look different from city to city and within a city,
from neighborhood to neighborhood, as police
respond to local needs and desires.

In the past 15 years, community policing has be-
come the generally accepted standard for polic-
ing in the United States (Eck and Rosenbaum,
1994). Yet, as explained in chapter 2, what com-
munity policing encompasses remains a matter
of debate (see, for example, Goldstein, 1994;
Ryan, 1994a), and the nature of activities de-
fined as part of community policing continues

to change. The broad general principles set out gntorcement agencies. Uniform measurements

by Goldstein (1979) and Trojanowicz and and standards were needed to fulfill the purpose
Bucquerou_x_ (1989), howeverz are _ac_cepted by of this chapter: assessing the impact of COPS on
most practitioners as the basic building blocks Ofthe style and character of American policing. To

community policing (Bureau of Justice ASsiS-  oqyide such a standard, we began with the litera-
tance, 1994; Roberg, 1994). These two domlnanfure briefly alluded to above and the four Title |
char_acterlstlcs are (1) an emphasn_s on prob I_em community policing objectives discussed in chap-
_solvmg, also_ known as problem-oriented polic- o, 5. (1) partnership building, (2) problem solv-
ing (Goldstein, 1.99(.); Eck and Spelman, 19.87.)’ ing, (3) prevention, and (4) organizational change
and (2) community involvement and the building i, 5,001t of the programmatic objectives. The

of partnerships among police, citizens, ity ¢, gpjectives were operationalized in the tele-
agencies, and othe“rs, which _flrst”galne_d Promi~ hhone survey through lists of selected tactics ap-
nence through the *fear of crime” studies (Pate ) riate to each objective. Most of these were
etal., 1986). selected from tactics mentioned in chapter 2 as
having been associated with one of the predeces-
sors to community policing; others were added
because they arose commonly in literature and
discussions of community policing around the
time the survey instrument was designed.

A broad and diverse array of strategies is de-
scribed as community policing by local law

Community policing has been called “a philoso-
phy not a program” so many times that the
original reference has been lost. Trojanowicz,
Kappeler, Gaines, and Bucqueroux (1998) call

it “both a philosophy and organizational strategy”

(p. xi)—a philosophy that allows the police and  ajthough the survey-based measures have
residents to work together in new ways to Solve 54\ antages for analyzing national patterns and
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trends in reported implementation status, these
measures are subject to well-known validation

guestions. Moreover, they provide no indication
of how any given tactic may be adapted to local

Spelman, 1987) and the “fear of crime” stud-
les that were the harbingers of community
policing (Skolnick and Bayley, 1986; Pate et
al., 1986).

conditions. Therefore, we also measured imple-
mentation status using a semistructured case
study approach (Baltzell, 1980).

. The “mainstreamers” began community polic-
ing in 1990-94, as community policing began
to receive substantial national attention and
law enforcement agencies across the Nation
adopted problem solving and other commu-
nity policing principles, accompanied by
much experimentation, research, and critical
review (Rosenbaum, 1994; Greene and
Mastrofski, 1988).

. The “latecomers” began their experiments in
community policing in 1995 or later, around
the start of the COPS program.

Onsite interviews were guided by qualitative
guestions about selected tactics, referred to as
the “ground truth inventory” (for example,
where citizen advisory councils are included un-
der building partnerships, ground truth questions
explore who is on the council, how they are
selected, how often they meet, who dominates
decisionmaking, the topics discussed and how,
the role of police, etc.). Through this process,
the COPS grantees themselves defined what
community policing meant to their agency. Their AS shown in table 6-2, a handful of the agencies
views indicated just how generously propor-  Visited reported they had started community po-
tioned the community policing umbrella is, as it licing prior to 1990. Several of them are special
ranges from primary prevention efforts such as forces (the Las Vegas Paiute Tribal Police and
D.A.R.E® to intense crackdowns in target areas. Oregon State Police) and a sheriff's department
that reported “we've always done community
Thus, our assessment of how the COPS funds policing.” The cities of Fort Worth and San
have influenced community policing is based on Diego are counted among the early pioneers.
both individual agency definitions of community San Diego is well known for its early, successful
policing and a common scheme based on the experiments in problem-oriented policing. Fort
COPS objectives, which enables comparisons toWorth began neighborhood policing in the mid-
be made within agencies over time and across to late-1980s, in the form of regular meetings
categories of agencies in the evaluation sampleswith citizens, the formation of citizen advisory
committees, and territorial policing (rather than
temporal), with supervisors given autonomy to
work in concert with the local community as
well as full responsibility for both patrol and
investigative functions.

Beginning community policing

The impact of the COPS funds on community

policing in local law enforcement agencies is de-
termined by many factors. One of them, certainly,
is the agency’s history of community policing and +1,5se who say
the current status of its implementation. Three policing” stress their long-term emphasis on

categories have been used to group the agencies,ommunity service and an indepth knowledge

visited, based on their starting times for agency ot the areas served. The Las Vegas Paiute Tribal
implementation of community policing: Police, for example, believes its approach is
“inherently” community policing because its
service area is so small. More than a few sheriffs
say community policing has always been their
agency’s mode of operation, since (a) sheriffs
are elected, and thus they see themselves and
their philosophies as intrinsically directed by

we've always done community

. The “early pioneers” began implementing
community policing principles between 1985
and 1989, coinciding with the first practice
and study of problem-oriented policing and
problem solving (Goldstein, 1979; Eck and
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Table 6-2. Law Enforcement Agencies Visited, by Approximate Start Date of
Community Policing and Type and Population of the Jurisdiction Served

Beginning of Community Policing

Type and Population of Early pioneers, Mainstreamers, Latecomers,
Jurisdiction 1985-89 1990-94 1995-Present
Cities:
Less than 50,000 Mascoutah
50,000-150,000 Flint Pocatello
Lakeland Sandy City

New Bedford
North Charleston

Oak Park
Racine
150,000-500,000 Fort Worth Austin Des Moines
Buffalo
Huntington Beach
Miami
Newark
Oakland
More than 500,000 San Diego Los Angeles Las Vegas
Milwaukee
Nashville
Counties:
Less than 200,000 Fresno County
Sarpy County
More than 200,000 Maricopa County Cobb County San Bernardino
County
Other types of jurisdictional areas: Las Vegas Paiute San Diego School
Tribal Police District Police

Oregon State Police

the community; (b) deputies generally live in the a long tradition of police reform, promoted by
county (many even grew up there), and althoughthe U.S. Department of Justice, its State-level
distances are vast, they know their territory and counterparts, and police executive associations.
many residents well; (c) distanca® vast and

their backups may be 20-30 minutes away, so A small number of agencies, most of them
deputies are more apt to approach situations mainstreamers, trace the roots of community
with tact and conversation rather than bravado policing in their departments back to various ex-
and force; and (d) the problems their communi- periments and policies in the 1970s and 1980s—
ties face tend to be minor crime and quality-of- €ven the 1960s. Flint, Michigan, for example,

life issues rather than “big city” crime. was the site of the original foot patrol experi-
ments (Trojanowicz, 1982). The Los Angeles

More than half of the law enforcement agencies Police Department first established its basic beat
visited may be called mainstreamers because structure and the principles of beat integrity and
they reported they implemented community po- territorial imperative in the 1960s. Fort Worth's
licing in the early 1990s. During these years,  police department and Fresno County sheriff’s
community policing was heralded as the latest indepartment also point to long-established
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geo-based deployment practices that reportedly appointment, returned the senior lead officers to
paved the way for community policing. While  patrol as field training officers and promulgated
the Nashville Police Department is in an early ~ a generalist form of community policing. Other
stage of transition to community policing, it also examples of fairly dramatic changes in policing
points to its walk-and-talk patrols in the 1970s style due to turnover at the top include the Mil-
as evidence of early community policing. Some waukee Police Department, where a new chief
of these early efforts disappeared in the wake ofturned the agency away from partnership build-
the arrival of crack cocaine in the mid-1980s or ing and toward zero tolerance, and the Lakeland,
simply withered on the vine as new practices  Florida, Police Department, where the new chief
and local needs arose. Others have left legaciesdid just the opposite.

particularly the geo- or area-based deployment

schemes, that embrace community policing Several agencies among those visited, however,
strategies. adopted community policing concepts and tac-

tics due to external political forces. In several
A half dozen of the agencies visited reported  cities, crisis was the impetus for community
that community policing began with their first ~ policing. In Los Angeles, for example, the cata-
COPS award, in contrast to those from the lyst was the Rodney King beating and the civil
“‘we’ve always done community policing” disorders following the acquittals of four offic-
school and the mainstreamers. These “latecom- ers. More mundane external pressure was ex-
ers” include three sheriff’'s departments, a schoolerted by the city council in Oakland, which
district police department that acquired a new passed a resolution making community policing
chief almost simultaneously with its first COPS the operating philosophy of the Oakland Police
MORE grant, and the Las Vegas Metropolitan ~ Department and recruited a police chief to make
Police Department, which created its first it happen. In Oak Park, as well, the impetus for
Problem-Solving Unit shortly after receiving its community policing emanated from the city
first COPS grant. In most of these agencies, the council. In Buffalo, a new mayor and police
COPS grants were used to form a specialized commissioner led the movement for police
community policing unit or to deploy officers reform. In other cities, community policing

dedicated to community policing. resulted from more generalized accusations of

poor police service or from very strained police-
Impetus behind community policing in community relations, particularly with minority
local agencies communities.

The catalyst for community policing may be  geyeral departments appear to have changed
internal or external. Most law enforcement agen-gjrection away from particular forms of commu-
cies adopt community policing principles due  pjty policing of the recent past. In Maricopa

to internal desires, led by the chief or other COM-County (Arizona), for example, the sheriff’s
mand staff, to improve policing service. Major  gepartment reports it moved beyond what it
changes in the nature of community policing  cajled its SARA (Scanning, Analysis, Response,
also often coincide with the placement of a new g, Assessment) phase in 1991-92. Headed by
chief executive in an agency. Los Angeles Police«america’s toughest sheriff,” known for his use

Department (LAPD) is an excellent example of ¢ chain gangs and pink underwear for unruly

chief-driven change; LAPD employed a split-  hrisoners, the department follows the generalist
force style of community policing under Chief  form of community policing said to be inherent

Willie Williams, with senior patrol officers to sheriffs. In Newark, neighborhood policing
(known as senior lead officers) serving as the  gfforts of the early 1990s appear to be on the
main community police officers in all beats. wane at a time when New York’s accountability

Chief Bernard Parks, within a few months of his approach and a new emphasis on patrol are
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being implemented in an effort to improve re-
sponse time and return to a basic level of ser-
vice. In Milwaukee, community policing that
emphasized partnerships with diverse segments
of the community gave way to zero tolerance
policies, championed by a new chief who took
over in the wake of the controversy over police
handling of the Jeffrey Dahmer case.

Structures for delivering community police
services

Several deployment models for structuring com-
munity policing are useful for looking at how
COPS-funded agencies have implemented their
community policing efforts (International Asso-
ciation of Chiefs of Police, 1997). These models
are:

1. The single officer—found primarily in small
law enforcement agencies. This model refers
literally to having one dedicated community
police officer.

2. The specialized unit—a model in which
two or more police officers are dedicated to
jurisdictionwide community policing and
problem solving and usually do not answer
calls for service.

3. Split force—in this model, a community

involved in or support the community policing
philosophy. All patrol officers respond to ra-
dio calls and engage in community policing.

6. Geographic model—this model reflects the
differences between geographic (also known
as areal) command and watch command.
Traditionally, law enforcement agencies divide
responsibility by watch, or work shift—super-
visors and personnel assigned to shifts have
responsibility for those things that occur during
their particular watch. In the geographic com-
mand model, supervisors are held accountable
for what happens in their area 24 hours a day;
the model aims to improve response and build
connections to the community. Geographic
command structures may coexist with other
community policing models.

Categorizing the 30 sites visited into these struc-
tural models is easier said than done. The dis-
tinctions are not as clear as the categories above
suggest, particularly in regard to whether offic-
ers doing community policing are “freed from

the tyranny of the radio” or not and the extent to
which they are assigned to a geographical area.
Later in this chapter, additional information is
provided on the three deployment structures
common to most problem-solving strategies.

police officer is assigned to each area serviceq 5nnears that about a third of the 30 sites vis-

by one patrol unit (i.e., a beat, or perhaps
called a precinct, sector, zone, or district).
Community police officers are typically
charged with developing partnerships and
engaging in problem solving with the commu-
nity and are separate from patrol officers as-
signed to handle radio calls.

. Temporal model—in this model, community
police officers are assigned to work the times

ited have implemented a specialized form of
community policing and about a third have
adopted a split force version. One example of a
deployment structure difficult to categorize is

the Huntington Beach Police Department, where
two community liaison officers are each as-
signed to half the city to concentrate on problem
solving. While each officer is dedicated to an
area, this area consists of multiple patrol beats

when their services are needed most. They ar@nd half a city of 190,000; this site has been

not separated from the patrol function and
therefore answer calls for service while re-
maining responsible for developing partner-
ships and problem solving.

. Total community policing model—this model
is also often referred to as the generalist
model. All personnel in the department are

labeled a split force model.

Approximately a half-dozen agencies appear to
have a generalist structure of deployment, al-
though at times this is difficult to separate from
traditional policing (several of these sites are
those who say “we've always done community
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policing”). With the exceptions of the Austin and ject later in this chapter in the section on organi-
San Diego police departments, all these agenciegational change.

serve very small areas or are countywide

sheriff's departments. In these agencies where Measuring change in community policing

“every officer i mmunit li icer,” : : : .
every officer is a community police officer, As the preceding discussion suggests, agencies

rol offi [ iti inter- . . o
patrol officers are to find opportunities to inter differ not only in the organizational structures

act with the community and identify and resolve they use to deliver community policing but also

specific problems, while conducting their regular. .
patrol activities as well. Most officers report in the substance of what they deliver under that

difficulty finding time for proactive community fr?tta)li. ﬁ‘i Moof?aee (Iéﬁzldri:szegt?/i_ri?eo%ohraesnr(]:gfri tirr]]e
policing; this is reflected in the data presented gurty ging

in chapter 4, where about a third of the depart- innovation because it leaves a domain of uncer-

ments report officers spend a substantial amoun{r":ll Ienrtl)tlc?a:nvt\g%?lr?ewzm ;’Z)gﬁﬁe\’s\lc\"iﬁ ?:(?ri‘%a;;-ce it
of time doing routine patrol and “squeezing in* will not be accused g‘pdeviatin from “true” com-
proactive work as time allows. Departments with g

generalist structures reported spending more g;ig'ltty ﬂoé'gg]g' 'r:eué;hvev&;hl\j:nrﬂg:gu(%'QSS? trrllz-t
time patrolling than those with specialized or y g g

split force models; while those with specialized t;eedugl'gge;?g ‘:: ?Ji?;;ig;%i?g&?vi%?lfoemetnd
or split force models spend more time on part- munFi)ty olicing. The determinanjts of social dis-
nerships, prevention, and problem-solving ap- P g

proaches reflecting zero tolerance policies. tance, qnd therefore the mc_)st appropriate ways to
reduce it, vary from one neighborhood to another

No agencies visited had the single community even within a single geographic jurisdiction.

police officer deployment structure. The Las
Vegas Paiute Tribal Police has the fewest num-
ber of officers (seven), but embraces a generalis
model. The smallest municipal police depart-
ment, Mascoutah, has 11 officers, all of whom
patrol as generalists but also have a specialty
area linked to community policing, such as
D.A.R.E® or Neighborhood Watch.

Though a virtue or necessity for some purposes,
pmbiguity presents problems for measuring
change over time in the nature of policing. To
base change measures on agencies’ statements
that they are “doing community policing” risks
combining one agency’s apples with another
agency'’s oranges, especially if both agencies are
in fact following locally developed community
policing strategies to the letter. But basing
change measures on some arbitrary standard
carries risks, too. The standard may become a
sort of litmus test that is inappropriate for many

lieutenant, who work out of six community- agencies. A rigid standard may discourage inno-

based police offices. The department also has a Vation, and attempts to implement the standard

“fourth” patrol shift—officers with a special task WHere itis inappropriate may perversety
assignment from 7 p.m. to 3 a.m. who are par- creasethe social distance that community polic-

tially freed from calls for service in order to ing is intended to decrease.
concentrate on problem solving.

Racine Police Department is the only depart-
ment visited that has a temporal deployment
structure. The department has a small special-
ized unit of seven officers, a sergeant, and a

Fortunately, our goal in this chapter is less ambi-
Although we did not visit a department with a  tious than a definition of community policing.
geographic model of community policing, de- We intend to assess the effectiveness of the

partments have adopted geographic commands COPS program in_furthering the four ob_je(_:tives
as part of an organizational change in support ofthat the COPS Office announced early in its life:

community policing. We will return to this sub-  Problém solving, partnership building, preven-
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Table 6-3. Pre- and Post-1995 Implementation of Community Policing Tactics—Reported
Relationship to COPS Grants for Large Local/County Funded Agencies Only
Mean Number Mean Percentage
(Percentage) of Mean Number of Mean Number of of Tactics Expanded or
Tactics Used Pre-1995 Tactics Tactics Adopted Adopted With COPS
CP Component in 1995 Expanded Post-1995 Funds
Partnership 4.93 3.29 2.15 49.45
building (n=11) (45%)
Problem solving 6.14 4.46 3.47 72.09
(n=11) (56%)
Prevention 6.70 3.43 2.24 37.80
programs (n=15) (45%)
Organizational 3.86
change (n=11) (35%) 2.24 2.33 41.54

tion, and supportive organizational change. Our community policing literature and the prac-
quantitative measuring device for each objective tices and experiences of most of the early
was a survey-based scale based on agencies’ pioneering police agencies dating back over
statements about the implementation status of the past 20 years exhibits this prominence. In
selected tactics for pursuing the objective and 1983, Feins stressed the value of forming and
about the role of COPS grants in the adoption sustaining collaborative working partnerships
or expansion of these tactics. Table 6—3 was the between the community and local police for
scale to summarize COPS grantees’ pre-1995 crime prevention and control (Feins, 1983).
use and post-1995 adoption of community polic-
ing tactics. Today, partnerships are at the center of not just
community policing but of many strategies to
Our qualitative devices for measuring implemen-tackle crime, drug, and social problems. In re-
tation were 30 programmatic site assessments cent years, partnerships have been the crux of
that included interviews and observations of multijurisdictional drug law enforcement efforts
local programs. This chapter draws on both in- (Chaiken, Chaiken, and Karchmer, 1990); drug
formation sources to describe changes in local prevention programs (Center for Substance
partnership building, problem solving, preven- Abuse Prevention, 1994); the enforcement, com-
tion, and organizational functioning since the  munity policing, prevention, and revitalization
COPS program began. Our qualitative device forstrategies of the federally funded Weed and
assessing how grantees’ chief executives used Seed program (Roehl et al., 19@8nworth et
COPS grants and other resources in adopting oral.,1999); the Comprehensive Communities pro-
expanding innovative strategies and tactics was gram (Kelling et al., 1998); and myriad commu-
series of 10 case studies (see chapter 7). nity-based anticrime and antidrug strategies.
Researcher-practitioner partnerships are a key
component of the newest wave of partnership-
based crime reduction strategies, which include
NIJ's Locally Initiated Research Partnerships
between research and police organizations
(McEwen, 1999), Boston’s Cease Fire project
(Kennedy, 1997), and the five-site Strategic
Approaches to Community Safety Initiative.

Partnerships

One principle of community policing that sets
it apart from most past policing reforms is the
emphasis on creating and sustaining working
partnerships with communities and other enti-
ties within local jurisdictions. Any review of



190

These initiatives have produced valuable infor- Among the COPS-funded law enforcement
mation on the dynamics and evolution of part- agencies, there are many variations in the nature

nerships but limited information on how to and strength of partnerships. We first present

measure their strength or impact. survey data to examine how COPS grants are
related to partnership-building activities, then

The U.S. Department of Justice has demon-  yse reports from the field to explore the nature

strated a strong commitment to encourage local of working partnerships in different law enforce-
jurisdictions to form meaningful and sustainable ment agencies.

partnerships among police, communities, and
other service providers that will facilitate shared cops and community partnership building:
responsibility for dealing with local problems of - gyryey findings

crime and violence. The COPS Office mission

statement places partnerships squarely within its" the Wave 3 survey conducted in the summer of
definition of community policing: “Community 1998, we measured agencies’ community partner-

policing is a policing philosophy that promotes ship-building activities using a I_ist of eight tactj(_:s.
and supports organizational strategies to addresd €S tactics had a moderate interitem reliability
the causes and reduce the fear of crime and so- (KR @lpha=0.76), providing reasonable assurance
cial disorder through problem-solving tactics that our community partnershiptbding construct

and community-police partnershipghe COPS had internal consistency. To measure tactic-

Office has further exhibited and reinforced this SPECific implementation status around the time
commitment to partnerships in its nonhiring the COPS program was launched, we computed

grant awards. More than 300 domestic violence € Percentage of all large local/county agencies
grants have been awarded to support local part- ¢/2iming pre-1995 implementation of each tac-

nerships among police, victims’ advocates, and tic. To measure the 1998 tactic-specific imple-
other organizations to deal with this critical mentation status, we added the pre-1995 figure

problem. The Innovative Community Oriented to the percentage of agengies responding that
Policing program grants require local police, they started using the tactic between 1995 and
community, and other partners to collaborate on 1998- Because the 1998 Wave 3 survey covered

the selection of particular problems and develop-2NlY local and county agencies serving jurisdic-
ment of response strategies. In June 1997, the tions of more than 50,000, our findings are lim-
COPS Office awarded approximately 35 grants '€d t0 that agency category.

to establish Regional Community Policing
InSt'tUt?S (RCPIs) throughout the_ country. The describe the extent of growth in the use of
RCPIs involve working partnerships among law

enforcement agencies, community or anizationslo‘firmerShip'bUiIdirlg tactics, table 6-4 reports
- agencies, col y org the 1995 and 1998 means of agencies’ reports of
and a teaching institution in the design and de-

livery of comprehensive community policin tactics implemented, as both a count and a per-
train)i/ng P yp g centage of all tactics listed. The table indicates

use of the partnership-building activities in our
list grew between 1995 and 1998. On average,
our combined sample of COPS grantees and
nongrantees reported pre-1995 implementation
g of nearly 58 percent (i.e., 4.6) of the partnership-
building tactics. By the summer of 1998, agen-
cies reported a moderate net increase, to &@per
or 6.4. The change was statistically significant at
the p-level of 0.001.

Spread of partnership-building tactics.To

At the crux of the partnerships is the belief that
the prevention and reduction of crime and disor-
der problems require the coordinated, concen-
trated effort of individuals and agencies affecte
by and concerned with the problems. Because
crime has multiple causes, solutions must be
equally multifaceted and cannot be reached by
the police acting alone.
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Table 6-4. Pre-1995 and 1998 Partnership Building Tactics Implementation,
Large Local/County Agencies
Pre-1995 1998
Tactic Percent Percent (rank)
Joint crime prevention 90.12 97.21
)
Regular community meetings 75.00 93.61
)
Joint projects with businesses 65.34 88.56
4
Projects with residents to remove signs of disorder 62.44 89.10
®3)
Survey of citizens 52.97 76.58
©®)
Cleanup projects 49.56 73.25
(6)
Citizen action/advisory boards 37.12 56.95
8
Citizen police academy 30.37 66.57
)
Mean implementation (percentage of tactics) 57.86 80.23
Mean implementation (number of tactics) 4.62 6.41*
KR Alpha (0.76)
Note: Significance level of 1995-98 changes are as follows:
¥p-value <.01

The tactic-specific percentages in table 6-4 makaongrantees to have activities in place that in-
clear that in 1998, agencies continued to favor volve face-to-face small-group interactions with
the same tactics that were most popular before residents of their respective jurisdictions. The
1995. At both points in time, the five most com- largest differences (all statistically significant)
mon partnership-building tactics were joint crimewere grantees’ greater pre-1995 implementation
prevention programs such as Neighborhood of cleanup projects (52.8 percent compared with
Watch, regular community meetings, joint 39.7 percent) and citizen action/advisory boards
projects with businesses, projects with residents (40.4 percent compared with 27.1 percent). In
to reduce disorder, and citizen surveys. The contrast, nonfunded agencies were more likely

lower rankings were also nearly stable. to report having implemented joint projects with
businesses (74.0 percent compared with 62.5
Pre-1995 grantee/nongrantee comparisotn percent).

the aggregate, column A of table 6-5 suggests that

COPS grantees and nongrantees began the COPSomparative adoption of partnership-building

era at nearly the same point in partnership build- tactics, 199598. Between 1995 and 1998,

ing. Grantees reported using an average of 58.9 grantees adopted a mean of 1.9 additional tac-

percent of the tactics as of 1995, slightly exceed- tics, compared with 1.5 by nongrantees (see

ing the 54.6 percent reported by nongrantees.  table 6-5, column C). The overall difference be-
tween grantees’ and nongrantees’ rates of adop-

Tactic-by-tactic analyses suggest, however, that tion was not statistically significant. However,

grantees were significantly more likely than grantees were significantly more likely than
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Table 6-5. Partnership Building Tactics Implementation (Pre-1995, by 1998, and
Net Percentage Change), Large Local/County Agencies
A B C
Percentage Using Percentage Using Net Percentage Change
Pre-1995 by 1998 (1995-98)
Tactic Funded Nonfunded Funded Nonfunded Funded Nonfunded

Joint crime prevention 90.03 90.39 97.57 96.13 7.53 5.74
Regular community

meetings 75.62 73.14 94.95" 89.57 19.33 16.43
Joint projects with

businesses 62.50 73.96" 90.13* 83.80 27.63* 9.84
Projects with residents to

remove signs of disorder 64.60 55.89 92.21* 79.70 27.60 23.81
Survey of citizens 53.90 50.15 80.34* 65.17 26.44* 15.02
Cleanup projects 52.80" 39.72 78.09* 58.59 25.29 18.87
Citizen action/advisory

boards 40.43" 27.07 59.93" 47.94 19.49 20.87
Citizen police academy 31.74 26.25 66.96 65.41 35.22 39.16
Mean implementation

(percentage of tactics) 58.95 54.57 82.52 73.29 23.56 18.72
Mean implementation

(number of tactics) 4.71 4.36 6.60 5.86 1.89 1.50
Note: Significance level of 1995-98 changes are as follows:
*p-value <.10
tp-value <.05
Fp-value <.01

nongrantees to begin joint projects with busi-  citizen action/advisory boards (59.9 percent
nesses (27.6 percent compared with 9.8 percenttompared with 47.9 percent). Although grantees
Additionally, grantees were more likely than had lagged behind nongrantees in joint projects
nongrantees to begin citizen surveys (26.4 per- with businesses as of 1995, grantees were more
cent compared with 15.0 percent). likely than nongrantees to use this tactic by 1998

(90.1 percent compared with 83.8 percent).
Comparing 1998 implementation status (i.e., re-

gardless of whether a tactic was adopted before COPS grant effects on post-1995 adoption of

or after 1995), grantees had implemented a meapartnership-building tactics. We asked COPS

of 6.6 tactics by 1998, compared with 5.9 for ~ grantees who reported adopting new partnership-
nongrantees (see table 6-5, column B). By 1998building tactics between 1995 and 1998 how
grantees were significantly more likely than their COPS grants affected their innovations. As
nongrantees to have implemented community table 6—6 indicates, 65 percent to 75 percent of
meetings (95.0 percent compared with 89.6 per-agencies that adopted each tactic described the
cent), joint projects with residents to remove funds as “instrumental” in starting or expanding
signs of disorder (92.2 percent compared with its use, fewer than 10 percent reported the grants
79.7 percent), resident surveys (80.3 percent  allowed the agency to sustain its use through a
compared with 65.2 percent), cleanup projects budget cut, and the remaining 15 percent to 35
(78.1 percent compared with 58.6 percent), and percent reported the grants had no effect. There



193

were exceptions. Only 53 percent of the agen- use of old partnership-building tactics that were
cies that began citizen police academies during already in place when the COPS program began.
the period described COPS funds as instrumen- To describe the overall COPS grant effect, we
tal. In contrast, 77 percent to 80 percent consid- computed the percentage of all pre-1995 tactics
ered the funds instrumental in their launches of that were described as being expanded as a result
community meetings, cleanup projects, and citi- of COPS funding. Overall, agencies reported the
zen action or advisory boards. Some 18 percent COPS program positively affected 70 percent of
of agencies said the funds enabled them to sus-their old partnership-building tactics. For most
tain joint crime prevention programs despite tactics, 50 percent to 60 percent of agencies re-
budget cuts. Finally, 40 percent of the agencies ported their COPS grants were “instrumental in
that began citizen police academies reported  starting or expanding” use of the tactic; another
their COPS grants had no effect on the startup. 5 percent to 10 percent stated the COPS funds
helped them sustain use of the tactic despite bud-
COPS grant effects on continuation of pre- get cuts; and the remaining 25 percent to 45 per-

1995 partnership-building tactics.COPS grant-  cent reported COPS funds had no effect on their
ees were asked how the new funds affected their yse of the tactic (see table 6-7).

Table 6—6. COPS Impact on “Newly” (Post-1995) Implemented Partnership
Building Tactics, Large Local/County Agencies
Started/ Eliminated/
Tactic No Effect Expanded Sustained Changed Priority
Joint crime prevention 16.3 65.6 18.1 —
Regular community meetings 21.2 76.9 1.9 —
Joint projects with businesses 21.7 73.3 3.9 1.0
Projects with residents to
remove signs of disorder 15.3 74.2 10.6 —
Survey of citizens 31.0 64.6 3.6 0.8
Cleanup projects 18.4 79.8 1.8 —
Citizen action/advisory boards 19.9 80.1 — —
Citizen police academy 39.8 52.8 7.4 —

Table 6—7. COPS Impact on “Old” (Pre-1995) Implemented Partnership
Building Tactics, Large Local/County Agencies
Started/
Tactic No Effect Expanded Sustained
Joint crime prevention 33.8 55.1 111
Regular community meetings 27.1 60.5 12.4
Joint projects with businesses 33.5 57.5 9.0
Projects with residents to remove signs of disorder 19.9 69.7 10.4
Survey of citizens 41.9 54.4 3.6
Cleanup projects 33.7 56.9 9.3
Citizen action/advisory boards 41.9 50.9 7.2
Citizen police academy 66.9 27.4 5.7
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A few tactics were exceptions to this general
pattern. Approximately 70 percent of agencies
stated their COPS grants were instrumental in
starting or expanding their projects with resi-
dents to remove signs of disorder. Between 10
percent and 12 percent of grantees doing joint
crime preention projects with the community, dis-

sive participants or serving as the “eyes and
ears” of police, and local agencies providing
their services where directed. We believe the
philosophy of partnerships in community polic-
ing refers to partnerships that are true collabora-
tions. Partnerships that simply involve nonpolice
agencies and citizens in problem solving or

order-reduction projects, or community meetingsother police work, drawn from the pages of tra-
stated the COPS funds helped them sustain thos#itional crime prevention and police-community

activities through budget cuts. In contrast, 42

relations programs, are a starting point for com-

percent to 67 percent stated the COPS funds hadunity policing, not an end poift.

no effect on their continuation of citizen surveys,

action/advisory boards, or police academies. ForCommunity crime prevention and community

their most common old tactics, the percentages
that reported a positive COPS impact (i.e., start-
ing, expanding, or sustaining) were 80 percent
for joint disorder-reduction projects, 73 percent
for regular community meetings, and 66 percent
for joint crime prevention projects, both with
residents and with businesses.

Partnerships: Reports from the field

Partnerships in community policing initiatives
may be placed on a continuum with two distinct
endpoints:

1. Partnerships that involve traellaborationin

all phases of the work among police, commu-
nity residents and organizations, local service
providers, and other criminal justice system

agencies.

. Partnerships that include the maneolve-
mentof such parties.

The fundamental difference between these two
categories concerns the roles of the key players.
In a collaborative effort, all participants work as
partners in setting priorities, defining problems,
developing and implementing responses, and
measuring effects and performance. In a true
collaboration, all partners, not just the police,
drive the effort. Partnerships that merely involve
the participation of others working with the po-

policing have always included processes in
which law enforcement agencies provide infor-
mation to citizens through newsletters (and now
Web sites), door-to-door contacts by officers,
presentations at community meetings, and so
forth. In contrast to community meetings and
formal councils in which citizens and law en-
forcement representatives exchange views, set
priorities, and develop problem-solving strate-
gies jointly, these communication vehicles are
one way and citizens are passive recipients.
While they are important, have benefits, and sig-
nal the police department’s desire to reach out
to the community, they, too, are not partnerships
but initial steps toward citizen-police collabooa.

Success in building partnerships depends on rec-
ognition that the community is not a monolithic
entity. The community consists of individuals,
agencies, and organizations from A to Z—from
Alcoholics Anonymous groups, businesses, and
community-based organizations to xenophobic
residents, youth groups, and zoning officials—
each with interests that coincide or compete with
those of other potential partners at different
times. Police agencies may form partnerships
with the various members of their communities,
as a whole or group by group, which vary in
their intensity and duration depending on prob-
lems to be addressed.

lice tend to be police driven, more traditional in Partnership types in the sites visitedin the
hature, and narrow in scope. These partnershipss gjes visited, partnerships came in all shapes,

are characterized by the police retaining the
“expert” role, the community relegated to pas-

sizes, and ages. Partnerships evolve over time and
may move from involvement to collabtien with
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or without an external incentive such as COPS may not include community representatives who
funding. In the funded sites, some partnerships provide input as tbowresources should be uti-
are new and have no history of working to- lized and toward which problems they should be
gether; some of these were convened in responggirected.
to the Federal grant solicitations discussed at the
beginning of this section. Others have grown outExamples of problem-solving partnerships
of years of police-community collaborations. ~ abound in the COPS-funded sites. Some are
quite formal, such as the Oakland Police
Two types of partnerships have grown to be Department’s Beat Health Unit, in which the
commonplace in law enforcement in the past de-police and inspectors from code enforcement,
cade or so, independent of efforts to implement sewers and sidewalks, and vector control (the
community policing. Task forces, or enforce- agency that controls “rodent and roach” prob-
ment partnerships, are one type and are formed lems) work together to abate crime, drug, and
among police officers, probation and parole of- disorder problems. Other problem-solving part-
ficers, prosecutors, Federal agents, and other nerships change members and tactics, depending
criminal justice system actors to bring additional on the problem at hand. For example, a problem-
law enforcement resources to bear on a particu- solving partnership may be neighborhood based
lar crime problem (often drugs, gangs, or youth and focused on a specific hot spot or may be
violence). The second traditional type of partner-formed to address a citywide crime problem.
ship may be called programmatic or tactical
partnerships, in which police and nonpolice One trend of note is physically locating the
groups or individuals are engaged in joint ser- problem-solving partners under one roof. In
vice delivery such as D.A.RE.Neighborhood ~ Miami, “mini city halls” are located in each of
Watch, Citizens on Patrol, and other specialized the 12 neighborhoods served by Neighborhood
crime prevention programs (i.e., that focus on  Enhancement Teams (NETSs). In addition to the
youth crime, domestic violence, street gangs, community policing officers and civilian staff,
and drugs). the mini city halls are staffed by zoning inspec-
tors, sanitation inspectors, and other city and
Two types of partnerships closely related to community workers. In Huntington Beach, a
community policing principles were found in code enforcement officer is permanently as-
the COPS sites we visited. The firspeblem- signed to a neighborhood substation. In two
solving partnershipsormed with other service  sites, community policing and social services
providers and the community that enable the  are combined in a “one-stop shopping center.”
police to work in concert with others to identify, In Cobb County, Georgia, a neighborhood-based
analyze, and solve problems, often using collec-Community Service Center houses law enforce-
tive resources (staff, equipment, etc.). Local city ment, youth programs, counseling services, and
and county agencies are arguably the most comEnglish as a Second Language classes. In Nash-
mon partners in problem-solving activities, ville, centers in enterprise zones contain com-
particularly tactics involving civil abatement munity police officers, social services (Family
processes, cleanups and revitalization, and envi-and Children’s Services, welfare representatives,
ronmental changes. Typical local partnersin-  and job training programs), and small businesses
clude the departments responsible for code en- (hair braiding, nail salon, and thrift store).
forcement, housing, zoning, public works, social
services, and parks and recreation. Problem-  The second common type of partnership seen
solving partnerships may also include elected involving the COPS granteesdgemmunity
officials, school officials, business representa- partnershipsformed among the police and resi-
tives, and private organizations. They may or  dents of neighborhoods and representatives from
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community and business groups. They have muleutlined in local laws or administrative regula-
tiple purposes and may, at times, be equivalent tions, must be considered. Some resistance prob-
to problem-solving partnerships at the neighbor- ably reflects beliefs that trained and experienced
hood level. Community partnerships, at their police officers know best about certain issues,
best, involve community influence in how the  coupled with an abiding sense of responsibility
police “do business” in areas such as developingto ensure that police resources are used effi-

and revising internal policies, setting perfor- ciently, ethically, and legally. It is not uncom-
mance and hiring criteria, and reviewing officer mon for citizens upset about a crime problem to
accountability. demand a police response that is, in a word, ille-
gal. Community partnership falling short of true
Community partnerships in the sites visited collaboration is evident even in Oak Park, where

include those at the neighborhood level and the police and community engage in an innova-
those that represent the full jurisdiction (city or  tive collaborative process to identify a crime
county). At the neighborhood level, the partner- problem and then sign a contract describing the
ship may be informal, with community police  responsibilities and activities of both parties.
officers regularly attending meetings of neigh-  Yet the typical citizen commitments are tradi-
borhood organizations to exchange information, tional—to form neighborhood watch groups, call
identify and prioritize problems, develop solu- 911 to report suspicious activity, and make crime
tions, and so forth. These neighborhood-level  prevention a way of life, for example.
community partnerships may also be more for-
mal, such as Oakland’s Neighborhood Crime  As shown in the subsequent sections, there is
Prevention Councils, New Bedford’s (Massachu-ample evidence that the police field has accepted
setts) Neighborhood Councils, San Bernardino the viability of partnership-based problem solving
County’s (California) Station Advisory Boards, and prevention strategies as relevant and useful to
Los Angeles’ Citizen-Police Advisory Boards,  its mission of crime fighting. Initial estence from
and Fort Worth’s advisory committees in Neigh- various COPS sites suggests a lesser degree of
borhood Policing Offices. comfort when it comes to developing and appre-
ciating community partnerships. The police have
Many law enforcement agencies have created always been inclined to establish partnerships or
advisory committees (made up of community  alliances that enable them to tackle a job with
representatives) that typically report to the chief shared resources. Involving other agencies in
law enforcement executive, concern themselves specific aspects of problem solving has not been
with public safety matters that cover the entire g difficult leap for police departments to make.
jurisdiction, and address agencywide issues.  Establishing community partnerships, however,
These include Austin’s Chief’s Forum, Pocatello’s js more difficult because they must involve shar-
Citizens Advisory Board, Mascoutah’s Police  ing some level of power with the community.
Advisory Committee, and Oakland’s Commu-
nity Policing Advisory Board. Each of the partnership types cited above may
vary on thetrue collaboration-mere involvement
The key word in most of these community part- continuum. Programmatic partnerships, for ex-
nerships is the word “advisory.” Although police ample, involving Neighborhood Watch may keep
departments are opening up to community input the community at arm’s length; they may be
and influence, most police executives remain re-driven by police expertise, requiring communi-
luctant to give the community real authority and ties to be nothing more than an extension of the
responsibilities. The underlying reasons for this police or their “eyes and ears.” Or the Neighbor-
are many and complex. Legal issues, such as  hood Watch group may be a true collaborator,
accountability requirements on the chief as working intimately with the police to analyze
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problems and develop and implement joint  within its community. It is possible for mission
problem-solving effortsNeither model is in- and value statements to be mere words on paper
herently better than the other, and this debate ininserted into frames and hung on walls in offices
no way is intended to demean the efforts based throughout the organization. Under these cir-
on simple involvement. Under the community  cumstances, many people in the organization
policing philosophy, however, close police and may not know of these statements, and mecha-
community collaboration is paramount. nisms are not in place to ensure accountability
for units and individuals to perform consistently
One measure of success in developing partnefwith them. In a few other organizations, even a
ships may be the extent to which partnership 3-day site visit was long enough to hear a casual
building has devolved from formal partner reference to the mission statement as a reason

groups to commonplace, one-to-one police-  for some decision—evidence that officers are
citizen patnerships. For example, between the aware of it.

first and second site visits to the San Diego

School Police, the concept and practice of part- Some police organizations have developed stra-
nerships moved beyond formal partnership tegic plans that present in some detail the vision
agreements between the police and organizationsf the chief executive and/or political leadership
to routine projects involving individual officers, of the jurisdiction for the future style and sub-

parents, and staff. stance of policing. These plans typically cover 3
o _ to 5 years, and they describe not only what kind
Organizational support for collaborative of policing goals are to be achieved but also how

community partnerships. The majority of the  the organization plans to get there. They offer
sites visited have made substantial organiza-  clear evidence as to the nature of the police
tional changes that support partnership building, department’s commitment to partnerships both
although they were rarely motivated by that spe-as a process (i.e., Did partners or stakeholders
cific objective. These changes include revising have a role in the preparation of the plan?) and
and promulgating mission and value statements,outcome (i.e., To what extent do partners or
developing long-term strategic plans, training  stakeholders play an active role in the imple-
officers and community members, and changing mentation of the plan’s goals?). In a number of
procedures to improve beat integrity. sites visited, the move toward a community po-
o _licing philosophy includes the development of
Mission and value statements developed by police 5, appropriate strategic plan. Brief discussions
organizations are intended to communicate their o three sites with strong commitments to com-
core beliefs and principles that will drive the deliv- munity partnerships as evidenced by their words
ery of services to their communities. In the Fresno g actions illustrate the latter course of events.
County Sheriff’'s Department, one value statement
reads in part to “work collaboratively with neigh-  The San Diego Police Department hired an out-
borhoods to understand the true nature of crime  side consultant to help develop the department’s
and develop cooperative strgies.” In Buffalo, “Vision, Values, and Mission Statements”
the mission statement includes a commitment to(\vvVM). The former police chief, Jerry Sanders,
help facilitate input into the police decisionmak- pelieved the VVM statements could play a cru-
ing process, and in Austin, the mission statemential and visible role in effecting organizational
includes the language “to protect and serve change to support community policing. VVM
through community partnerships.” statements are posted conspicuously in all de-

. _ partmental facilities, and all officers are given
The challenge, of course, is to create a tangible  them on pocket-sized laminated cards.
connection between the words of such statements

and the actual way the organization behaves
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The former chief also believed the development strategic plan for the city. A new chief was hired,
of meaningful VVM statements was an ongoing and he and the city manager were directed by
process required constant revisiting. Therefore, the council to fully implement community

the department later hired a second consultant topolicing in the police department. The council
examine the relevance of its first statement. That passed a resolution which specified elements of
consultant’s recommendation, based on inter-  Oakland’s community policing model including
views with representatives at all levels of the beat reconfiguration, community policing train-
organization and with involved community mem- ing, dedicated community police officers, and
bers, was the existing statement was still relevantthe creation of Neighborhood Crime Prevention
to current operating strategies. Councils (the base for the police-community

partnerships) and a community policing advi-
In Austin, the department made a significant comsory board.

mitment to alter policing in the city to focus its

efforts on building “self-reliant neighborhoods.” Beyond strategic plans and mission statements,
This commitment was evident in the department’sthere are many organizational changes that di-
mission and value statements and its strategic  rectly support the establishment and mainte-
plan, which was revised in 1993 and entitled: nance of community partnerships as “evidence”
“Achieving Self-Reliant Neighborhoods through of a department’'s commitment to this core prin-
Community Policing.” During the tenure of the  ciple of community policing. At one end of this
former chief in Austin, from the preparation of  spectrum of changes are Austin and Oakland,
the first plan in 1991 to the recent end of her ad- both of which have made substantial internal
ministration, there was extensive planning, self- changes that mirror their commitment to fully
assessment, and development of action goals angmplement community policing in their jurisdic-
objectives that were supportive of and consistent tions. Internal systems, policies, and practices
with the stated intent of the “policing vision.” have undergone varying degrees of transforma-
Representatives from the community and other tion in recent years as part of this process. Com-
governmental and private sector organizations  munity residents there are prominently involved
were involved in the process. The hub of this par-at all levels of these organizations, and the “ex-
ticular strategic wheel was the neighborhoods of pert” crime fighting and problem-solving teams
the city. The entire police organization underwentconsist of police, citizens, and other service pro-
major internal changes to more effectively build viders in the cities. The language of their efforts
and sustain the capacity of the neighborhoods to clearly acknowledge that ensuring a safer city
deal with crime and violence. with a higher quality of life must be tlwellec-

tive responsibility of all partners.
Next, consider the Oakland experience. Unlike

Austin, where the driving force behind the At the other end of this spectrum are a few de-
change was the chief, in Oakland the shiftto  partments that have made little to no change in
community policing and community partnership how the organization is structured, how it defines
was mandated by the city council. The Public its mission, and how it delivers its services. In law
Safety Committee of that council spent a consid-enforcement agencies such as the sheriff’s depart-
erable amount of time examining the communityments in Maricopa County, Arizona, and Sarpy
policing experiences of other jurisdictions, in-  County, Nebraska, there was no evidence at the
cluding Portland (Oregon), San Diego, and New time of our visits of any systemic shift in philoso-
York City. The council appointed two successive phy or practice to problem-solving collaborations.
community policing task forces consisting pri- At that time, partnerships were limited to pack-
marily of community representatives; the secondaged programs such as D.A.R.E. and Neighbor-
task force developed the community policing  hood Watch. More recently, the Sarpy County
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Sheriff’s Office reported having made a number
of organizational changes—substations, perma-

nent assignments of deputies to patrol districts, a

community survey used as input for planning—
that lay the groundwork for partnership building.

in jurisdictions bears a direct relationship to the
presence or absence of community policing.

Temporary problem-solving partnerships
focused on specific neighborhood crime and
disorder problems are abundant, found in the

In the middle lie the majority of the departments vast majority of the 30 sites visited. Program-

visited. The changes instituted are many and di-

verse. In Huntington Beach, an anticrime coali-
tion was organized, and it participated with the
chief in the development of the police mission
and 5-year implementation plan for the city.
Area task forces involving police officers, com-
munity and business representatives, and other
service providers work as problem-solving
teams. In Fort Worth, the chief has reorganized
the department into 12 neighborhood policing
districts. The commanders of these districts are
expected to work with their communities on
problem identification and solving initiatives.

Another indicator of support for collaborative
partnerships is training, the extent to which com-
munity policing and partnership principles have
been incorporated into training for all police
personnel. A few departments train community
residents to assume their roles in community
policing, such as the Community Policing 101

matic partnerships, such as D.A.R.E. and Neigh-
borhood Watch, are nearly as commonplace.

Their effectiveness in the sites we visited in
solving and preventing long-term problems is
unknown. At best, findings on this question from
large-scale evaluations of such programs are
mixed. Their effectiveness in reaching partner-
ship goals—broadening information sources
when assessing problems, coordinating activi-
ties, defining and adopting joint agendas—is
also largely unknown at the local level. We be-
lieve we observed very wide variations on this
score across the sites we studied, but adequate
measures are yet to be developed.

Community partnerships in which residents share
power and decisionmaking responsibilities with
police were rare at the time we visited the 30 sites.
Again, the effectiveness of such sharing in solving
or preventing problems is largely untested at the

course offered to hundreds of citizens in Oak|andlloca| level. Yet the Simple facts of their existence

The bottom line in this discussion of community

partnerships comes down to power sharing. The

rhetoric of community policing clearly suggests

the police have acknowledged the need to share

power with their “clients"—communitie8ut

the implementation of concrete steps to facilitate

this sharing is a critical area of scrutiny. San
Diego, one of the prominent “pioneering depart-
ments” in the community policing movement,
has only recently taken major steps to bring
community residents into its decisionmaking

processes. Partnerships dominated by police ex
pertise do not recognize the expertise and legiti-
macy of communities to act on their own behalf.
In the final analysis, the presence or absence of

meaningful and effective partnerships among

police, communities, and other key stakeholders

and processes demonstrate an advanced stage of
participatory community policing.

Problem Solving: Background

Problem solving is the most well known and ac-
cepted component of community policing. Prob-
lem solving has evolved from the much broader
concept of problem-oriented policing, developed
by Herman Goldstein and introduced to the po-
lice field first in his article tittedmproving the
Police: A Problem-Oriented Approa¢h979)

and expanded upon in a later boBkpblem-

‘Oriented Policing(1990). As the field’s aware-

ness of problem-oriented policing occurred
simultaneously with the advent of community
policing, much early debate focused on which
should be the dominant form of policing
(Capowich and Roehl, 1994). Today, problem
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solving—the centerpiece of problem-oriented  being obsessed with tactical, equipment, and
policing (although Goldstein advocated solv- deployment issues without substantial regard for
ing widespread substantive problems such as what those things actually accomplished. Draw-
commercial robberies downtown rather than ing upon themes he sounded in his earlier work,
locationspecific problems)—is widely consid-  Policing A Democratic Socief1977), Goldstein
ered an essential element of community policingargued that the traditional “law enforcement”
(Cordner, 1998). (As discussed in chapter 2, emphasis of the police is but one facet of police
community policing has suffered from accusa- work and but one tool available to curb crime
tions of not being “real” police work and repre- and disorder.
senting positions that are “soft on crime.”
Problem-oriented policing suffered a similar Goldstein noted that the traditional crime cat-
backlash when its fluffy acronym “problem- egories of the Uniform Crime Reports—the only
oriented policing” became widely used.) national “scorecard” of police effectiveness de-

spite widespread recognition of its limitations—
Many law enforcement agencies find problem in fact consists of lumpish aggregate categories
solving a practical and palatable first step in that mask widely different types of problems un-
their transition to community policing. While der a single legal heading. Arson, for example, is
some problem solving, such as boarding up defined legally as the unlawful burning of the
abandoned property, continues to be criticized aproperty of another, but within that single cat-
not real police work, problem solving can also egory are found multiple reasons for setting
be sold to the troops as “working smarter” to endfires: revenge, pyromania, intimidation, insur-
the need to respond endlessly to the same loca-ance fraud, children playing with matches, at-
tion. As shown below, however, perhaps in ef- tempts to conceal other crimes, and so on. Each
forts to avoid the soft-on-crime criticism, tradi- requires a fundamentally different response from
tional enforcement tactics such as undercover the police, as the investigation and prevention
buys, surveillance, saturation patrols, and arrest techniques that are effective against one form of
are increasingly being included in the arsenal of arson may be utterly ineffective against others.
problem-solving tactics.

Goldstein’s third criticism of the police “means
These assertions find support in all components over ends syndrome” related to the tendency of
of the national evaluation. As shown in the sur- police officers to focus on individual events and
vey data that follow, COPS-funded law enforce- overlook patterns that link calls and establish
ment agencies reported implementing more patterns. Although police investigators have of-
problem-solving tactics than the other two iden- ten done pattern analysis with a limited range of
tifiable elements of community policing, part-  crimes (determining an M.O. or modus operandi
nerships and prevention. And in the summary of (method of operation) is one form of pattern
site observations in later sections, the dominancanalysis, as are the pin maps of yore), they have
of problem solving as the centerpiece of com- failed to look for links between lesser forms of
munity policing as practiced by COPS grantees offending and public disorder. The original
becomes apparent. Yet as explained further be- conceptualization of problem-oriented policing
low, it is frequently the rhetoric of problem solv- proposed that the entire range of police opera-
ing that dominates, not Goldstein’s concept. tions be organized not around responding to

individual events but identifying problems and
Development of problem solving working to eradicate the underlying causes of

In articulating the need for problem-oriented those problems.

policing, Goldstein (1979) began by criticizing

_ k Working with the Madison, Wisconsin, Police
the police for having a “means over ends” focus

'Department, Goldstein and Charles B. Susmilch
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conducted some preliminary investigations into
the possibilities inherent in a problem-oriented
approach. They examined the full range of im-
pacts of a certain problem and the full range of
social and community resources available and
needed to craft a more permanent solution to
the problem. The Madison project was largely
an exploration of resources, conducted by the
scholarly investigators with input from the po-
lice. The researchers chose the sexual offender
in the community as a salient problem; the po-
lice officers elected the drinking driver, some-
what perplexing the scholars who considered
it a fairly pedestrian concern (Goldstein and
Susmilch, 1981, 1982a). Though exploring

large-scale problems, the authors also acknowl-

employed computerized analysis of calls for po-
lice service at individual addresses as its problem
identification method (Sherman, 1986). Repeat
Call Analysis Policing (RECAP) applied problem-
solving techniques to 250 addresses of the 500
most prolific consumers of police service in the
entire city. Where Newport News problems were
high profile, sufficiently nettlesome to either the
police or the citizenry to be visible, RECAP
culled less dramatic problems. Included in the
RECAP caseload were disorderly apartments,
tippling houses, troublesome bars, and repeated
domestic conflicts, which do not carry the high
visibility of robberies or burglaries.

It was the Newport News project that developed

edged that a problem-oriented approach could b#éhe standard operational definition of “prob-

applied to smaller, localized problems (i.e., the
focus of most problem-solving efforts) as well.

Although the Baltimore County COPE (Citizen
Oriented Police Enforcement) unit was the first
to adopt Goldstein’s approach (Cordner, 1985),
the first full test of problem-oriented policing
was conducted in Newport News, Virginia, dur-
ing the tenure of Chief Darrel Stephens. “Prob-
lems” in that venue were largely defined by
traditional crime analysis and senior command
staff, although some were identified by police
officers (most notably the prostitution-related
robberies in the downtown area). The Newport
News experiment was conducted with the par-
ticipation of the Police Executive Research Fo-
rum (PERF) and published in a volume titled
Problem SolvindEck and Spelman, 1987). The
Newport News projects were partly crime-spe-
cific (prostitute robberies, thefts from vehicles in
the shipyard parking lots, assaults in the Glenn
Gardens community, burglaries in the Briarfield
Apartments) and partly matters of disorder and
community fear (dirt bikes in Newmarket Creek,
hooliganism in the Village District, hangers-on
at the 7-Eleven).

At the same time, in Minneapolis, the Crime
Control Institute conducted a randomized, con-
trolled field experiment in problem solving which

lems” as “[a] group of incidents occurring in a
community, that are similar in one or more
ways, and that are of concern to the police and
the public” (Eck and Spelman, 1987:42). New-
port News also introduced the acronym SARA
for problem solving’s four components: Scan-
ning, Analysis, Response, and Assessment.
SARA has made problem solving the opera-
tional face of community policing because, un-
like the nebulous “philosophy,” which can be
talked about but is extremely difficult to train for
in the traditional sense of training, SARA gives
line officers something they calo. It lends it-

self to classroom overheads and dynamic ex-
amples for the classroom and speaks directly to
the police culture’s orientation to action.

SARA need not contribute to the development of
community partnerships. It is entirely possible
for police officers to conduct SARA-type prob-
lem solving without ever involving the commu-
nity in problem identification, priority setting, or
analysis. Until fairly recently the San Diego Po-
lice Department, a nationally recognized leader
in police problem solving, defined its commit-
ment to problem-oriented policing over commu-
nity policing because it avoided the “touchy
feely” connotations that make community polic-
ing anathema to some police officers committed
to the “professional” model, and it allowed the
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department to retain direction over its own op-
erations (see also Ryan, 1994). More recently,
however, SDPD has combined COPS with local
funds to replicate its neighborhood policing
teams, which place more emphasis on commu-
nity collaboration. In other departments, notably
Buffalo, problem-oriented policing was empha-
sized in the community policing training be-
cause it did not carry the stigma of “social
work.” And in Huntington Beach, neither term is
in favor; special efforts mounted under what we
would recognize as problem-solving efforts are

referred to as directed enforcement to avoid both

community policing and problem-oriented polic-
Ing associations.

Problem-solving models other than SARA are

beginning to emerge. The Maryland State Police

are adapting the CAPRA model developed by
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. CAPRA
incorporate<lient identification beforécquir-
ing/Analyzing information, developinBartner-
ships, and conductingResponse anAssess-
ment (Himelfarb, 1998). CAPRA is being

incorporated into some of the RCPIs funded by .

the COPS Office and may well comprise the
next wave of integrating problem solving into
community policing. Indeed, the partnership
aspect of CAPRA is at the root of collaborative
problem solving, which focuses on problem
solving and information-driven multiagency
action. Collaborative problem solving underlies
Boston’s Cease Fire project, which has slashed
juvenile homicides (Kennedy, 1997) and is cur-
rently being field tested in the National Institute
of Justice’s Strategic Approaches to Community
Safety Initiative. Local researchers are integral

members of these problem-solving partnerships.

SARA, however, remains the problem-solving
model most familiar to most police officers. It is
intended to work as follows:

. Scanningis conducted primarily by patrol
officers familiar with the conditions, activi-
ties, and players on their beats. Though prob-
lems may also be brought to police attention
through standard crime analysis, a simple

review of aggregated calls for service, or by
community members, the line patrol officer

Is assumed to have the best understanding of
both the events and what connects them, in-
cluding personal connections which might be
invisible to other forms of analysis.

. Analysis should involve a thorough examina-

tion of the incidents and the background fac-
tors that lead to the repeat calls. When done in
the spirit originally envisioned by Goldstein,
Sherman, Spelman, and Eck, the analysis
phase will take officers beyond a quick analy-
sis of the characteristics of a problem to an
indepth investigation of causal factors, poten-
tial alternative responses, community and
governmental resources outside the police
department, and possible measures to prevent
recurrence. In practice, this is one of the
weaker facets of unguided police problem
solving: many scholars and observers of the
police have noted the tendency of police offic-
ers to move quickly from scanning to conven-
tional response.

Responseshould spring from analysis be-
cause a careful analysis of causal factors and
facilitating conditions should direct the ac-
tions taken. Fundamental to the original no-
tion of problem solving was the largely tacit
assumption that the causal factors and the
solution to the problem may well lie outside
the boundaries of traditional police response.
Frequently, however, in the sites visited,
responses characterized as problem solving
consisted only of traditional police activities
such as arrest, high visibility patrol, and the
aggressive order maintenance activity now
popularized as zero tolerance.

. Assessmenits the often neglected step of

problem solving, a reexamination of the origi-
nal set of conditions and factors that gave rise
to the problem to see what changes have been
wrought by the response action, whether any
unanticipated problems arose as a result of it,
and whether the problem had indeed been
abated. Though most assessment phases
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declare the problem-solving response to have Spread of problem-solving tacticsTo describe
been successful, many are short-term looks atthe extent of growth in the use of problem-
an area in the immediate aftermath of fairly  solvingtactics, table 6-8 reports the 1995 and

intensive police action (in effect, a crack- 1998 means of agencies’ reports of tactics imple-
down). Since the patterns of activity following mented, as both a count and a percentage of all
crackdowns are fairly well documented tactics listed. The table indicates use of the

(Sherman, 1990), assessment should be doneproblem-solving activities in our list grew be-

in stages, looking for both displacement and tween 1995 and 1998 among large local and
resurgence. In many police agencies, howevergounty policing agencies, even more so than the
once the police have declared a problem previously discussed growth for partnership-
“abated,” resources are directed elsewhere to building activities. On average, our combined
new areas of need. The short-term impacts of sample of COPS grantees and nongrantees re-
police action generally are positive, but the  ported pre-1995 implementation of 55 percent
longer-term effects are generally not studied. (i.e., 6.1) of the problem-solving tactics. By the
In many sites, assessment—or monitoring of summer of 1998, agencies reported a net in-
the problem—is left in the hands of the com- crease to 86 percent or 9.4. The change was
munity; if the community ceases to complain statistically significant at the p-level of 0.001.
about the problem (or call 911), the problem

is considered solved. The tactic-specific percentages in table 6-8
show that in 1998, designating crime patterns for
nontraditional response swapped places with us-
ing agency data to measure response effects to
become the second most commonly reported
problem-solving tactic. Despite shifting in the
popularity of these two tactics, the most com-
mon problem-solving tactics at both times were
analysis of problems with the community, sys-
tematic monitoring of the problem, and using
residents’ comments to identify recurring pat-
terns. The lower rankings were stable.

Since the Newport News and Minneapolis RE-
CAP projects introduced problem solving as

a police operational technique, some form of
problem solving has been adopted by numerous
police agencies. Below, we draw on the national
survey and site visits to report how COPS
grantee and other departments define problem
solving in terms of their operations.

Problem solving: Survey findings

We measured an agency'’s problem-solving ac-

tivities using a list of 11 tacticsThese tactics Pre-1995 grantee/nongrantee comparison.

had a moderately better interitem reliability COPS grantees and nongrantees began the

(KR alpha=0.87) than the items used to measurécOPS era at nearly the same point in terms of
community partnership-building activities (KR~ the percentage and number of pre-1995 imple-
alpha=0.76). To measure tactic-specific imple- mented problem-solving tactics (see table 6-9,
mentation status around the time the COPS pro-column A). Grantees reported having an average
gram was launched, we computed the percentagg 55.8 percent of the tactics in use as of 1995,
of all large local/county agencies claiming pre- just slightly exceeding the 54.0 percent reported
1995 implementation of each tactic. To measure Py nongrantees. Tactic-by-tactic analyses sug-
the 1998 tactic-specific implementation status, 9est that grantees and nongrantees implemented
we added the pre-1995 figure to the percentage €ach tactic at about the same level.

of agencies responding that they started using

the tactic between 1995 and 1998.
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Table 6-8. Pre-1995 and 1998 Problem-Solving Tactics Implementation, Large Local/County Agencies
Pre-1995 1998
Tactic Percentage Percentage (rank)
Analyze problems with community 64.88 96.38
)
Use agency data to measure response effect 62.78 88.54
(6)
Systematic monitoring of the problem 62.49 91.24
®3)
Use residents’ input to measure response effect 59.99 90.49
4
Officer analyzes residents’ comments to identify
recurring patterns 58.44 89.02
®)
Designate patterns for nontraditional response 58.29 93.34
@)
Officer analyzes crime data to identify recurring patterns 56.74 87.40
)
Consider neighborhood values 55.85 84.31
®)
Written documentation of problems/projects 55.24 83.24
)
Analyze crime patterns with GIS 37.47 70.40
(10)
Analyze problems with probation/parole officers 37.01 66.51
(11)
Mean implementation (percentage of tactics) 55.38 85.53
Mean implementation (number of tactics) 6.09 9.40*
KR alpha (0.87)
Note: Significance level of 1995-98 changes are as follows:
Fp-value <.01
Comparative adoption of problem-solving begin analyzing problems with probation/parole
tactics, 1995-98Between 1995 and 1998, officers (31.7 percent compared with 22.7 percent).

grantees adopted a mean of 3.5 additional tac-

tics, compared with 2.7 for nongrantees (see ~ Comparing 1998 implementation status (i.e.,
table 6-9, column C). The overall difference be- regardless of whether a tactic was adopted be-
tween grantees’ and nongrantees’ rates of adop-fore or after 1995), grantees had implemented a
tion was statistically significant at the 0.10 level. mean of 9.7 tactics by 1998, compared with 8.7
Specifically, grantees’ adoption rates exceeded for nongrantees (see table 6-9, column B). By
the rates for nongrantees on 3 of 11 tactics. 1998, grantees were significantly more likely
Compared with nongrantees, grantees were than nongrantees to have implemented all but
significantly more likely to begin analyzing resi- two of the problem-solving tactics (i.e., system-
dents’ comments to identify recurring patterns ~ atic monitoring of the problem and analyzing
(33.9 percent compared with 20.5 percent) and Crime data to identify recurring patterns).
considering neighborhood values (31.1 percent _
compared with 20.5 percent). Additionally, COPS grant effects on post-1995 adoption
grantees were more likely than nongrantees to Of Problem-solving tactics We asked COPS
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Table 6-9. Problem-Solving Tactics Implementation (Pre-1995, by 1998,
and Net Percentage Change), Large Local/County Agencies
A B C
Percentage Using Percentage Using Net Percentage Change
Pre-1995 by 1998 (1995-98)
Tactic Funded Nonfunded Funded Nonfunded Funded Nonfunded

Analyze problems with

community 64.60 65.73 97.36* 93.41 32.76 27.67
Use agency data to

measure response effect 64.16 58.59 90.83¢ 81.58 26.67 22.99
Systematic monitoring of

the problem 62.15 63.51 92.14 88.49 29.99 24.97
Use residents’ input to

measure response effect 60.80 5753 92.23" 85.21 31.42 27.67
Officer analyzes residents’

comments to identify

recurring patterns 59.01 56.71 92.91¢ 77.24 33.90¢ 20.53
Designate patterns for

nontraditional response 59.19 55.55 95.76* 86.01 36.56 30.46
Officer analyzes crime

data to identify recurring

patterns 55.86 59.41 88.51 84.04 32.65 24.63
Consider neighborhood

values 56.85 52.85 87.92¢ 73.36 31.071 20.51
Written documentation of

problems/projects 55.41 54.73 85.23* 77.22 29.81 22.49
Analyze crime patterns

with GIS 38.73 33.67 73.59¢ 60.73 34.85 27.05
Analyze problems with

probation/parole officers 37.39 35.86 69.12° 58.59 31.73* 22.73
Mean implementation

(percentage of tactics) 55.83 54.01 87.78 78.72 31.95 24.70
Mean implementation

(number of tactics) 6.14 5.94 9.65* 8.65 3.51* 2.71
Note: Significance level of 1995-98 changes are as follows:
*p-value <.10
tp-value <.05
Fp-value <.01

grantees who reported adopting new problem-  through a budget cut; and the remaining 20 per-
solving tactics between 1995 and 1998 how their cent to 30 percent reported the grants had no
COPS grants affected their innovations. Overall, effect (see table 6-10). There were a couple of
COPS grantees attributed 75 percent of their postexceptions. Only 62 percent of the agencies that
1995 adoptions of problem-solving tactics to their began analyzing problems with parole/probation
COPS grants. For the most part, 65 percent to 750fficers and 60 percent of the agencies that began
percent of agencies that adopted each tactic de- analyzing crime patterns with GIS during this
scribed the funds as “instrumental” in starting or period described COPS funds as instrumental.
expanding its use; fewer than 6 percent reported In contrast, 75 percent to 80 percent considered
the grants allowed the agency to sustain its use the funds instrumental in starting the following
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activities: designating patterns for nontraditional ties through budget cuts. In contrast, 47 percent
response, analyzing problems with the communityp 53 percent stated the COPS funds had no ef-
using residents’ input to measure response effect,fect on their continuation of analysis of crime

and considering neighborhood values. patterns with GIS or analysis of problems with
_ _ parole/probation officers. For their most com-
COPS grant effects on continuation of pre- mon old tactics, the percentages that reported a

1995 problem-solving tacticsOverall, grantee  positive COPS impact (i.e., starting, expanding,
agencies reported that the COPS program posi- or sustaining) were 78 percent for analysis of
tively affected 82 percent of old problem-solving problems with the community, 74 percent for
tactics. For most tactics, 50 percent to 70 percengystematic monitoring of the problem, and 58
of agencies reported their COPS grants were  percent for using agency data to measure the
“instrumental in starting or expanding” use of theresponse effect.

tactic; less than 10 percent stated the COPS funds

helped them sustain use of the tactic despite bugeroplem solving: Reports from the field

get cuts; and the remaining 25 percent to 40 per-

cent reported that COPS funds had no effect on AS the survey results suggested, we found a
their use of the tactic (see table 6-11). commitment to the term problem solving in the

majority of the sites visited. However, the level

A few tactics were exceptions to this general patand form varied substantially from agency to
tern. About 72 percent of agencies stated their agency. Among the smaller agencies, several
COPS grants were instrumental in their starting neither used the technique formally nor were
or expanding the designation of patterns for non£ven conversant with the terminology. In this
traditional response. Approximately 9 percent of Section, we review the types of approaches
grantees that systematically monitored problemscalled problem solving in the sites visited, the
or analyzed problems with the community statedorganizational supports for problem solving,
the COPS funds helped them sustain those activitnd the level of community participation.

Table 6-10. COPS Impact on “Newly” (Post-1995) Implemented Problem-Solving
Tactics, Large Local/County Agencies
Started/ Eliminated/
Tactic No Effect Expanded Sustained Change Priority

Analyze problems with community 20.9 76.5 2.6 —
Use agency data to measure response effect 29.2 68.4 2.4 —
Systematic monitoring of the problem 22.8 74.2 3.0 —
Use residents’ input to measure response

effect 23.2 75.9 0.9 —
Officer analyzes residents’ comments to

identify recurring patterns 23.4 71.5 51 —
Designate patterns for nontraditional

response 16.2 80.1 3.6 —
Officer analyzes crime data to identify

recurring patterns 25.4 70.3 4.3 —
Consider neighborhood values 19.4 75.6 5.0 —
Written documentation of problems/projects 21.7 74.2 2.6 1.4
Analyze crime patterns with GIS 36.1 59.8 4.2 —
Analyze problems with probation/parole

officers 33.4 62.0 4.6 —
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Table 6-11. COPS Impact on “Old” (Pre-1995) Implemented Problem-Solving
Tactics, Large Local/County Agencies
Started/ Eliminated/
Tactic No Effect Expanded Sustained Change Priority

Analyze problems with community 21.6 69.7 8.7 —
Use agency data to measure response effect 41.8 49.9 7.9 0.4
Systematic monitoring of the problem 26.0 64.6 9.3 —
Use residents’ input to measure response

effect 34.8 59.6 5.7 —
Officer analyzes residents’ comments to

identify recurring patterns 25.0 70.6 4.4 —
Designate patterns for nontraditional

response 20.5 71.6 7.8 —
Officer analyzes crime data to identify

recurring patterns 39.0 54.6 6.3 —
Consider neighborhood values 30.8 62.0 7.2 —
Written documentation of problems/projects 37.7 56.1 6.2 —
Analyze crime patterns with GIS 53.1 41.7 52 —
Analyze problems with probation/parole

officers 47.0 47.3 5.7 —

Types of problem-solving approachedn the

30 sites, we identified 5 separate manifestations

of problem solving by local definition. Only the
first type of problem solving listed, however,
closely resembles the traditional concept of
problem solving promulgated by Goldstein,
PERF, and others. We also found individual de-

partments demonstrating more than one version

of problem solving. The five manifestations of
problem solving described to our site teams by
COPS grantees are:

1. Problem solving that fits the established op-
erational definition represented by the SARA
model and supported by documentation and
incorporation into training and strategic plan-
ning functions. At least 15 of the sites visited
demonstrated advanced use of traditional
problem solving. Included are departments
such as San Diego, which has long been a
leader in problem-oriented policing; Fort

Worth and Miami, where neighborhood police

officers concentrate on beat-specific problem

solving and prevention efforts; and Los Ange-

les, where senior lead officers dedicated to

beats placed a strong emphasis on problem
solving following the SARA model at the
time of our first visit.

We found many sites considered enforcement
one of their primary problem-solving tools,
even the most common one. The “response”
step of SARA may well include traditional
enforcement tactics, including surveillance,
undercover work, buy-busts, and arrest. Yet
the elemental principle of problem solving,
focusing on resolving the underlying causes
of problems, is predicated on the belief that
enforcement tactics have been or will be un-
successful in resolving the problem in the
long term. Arrest was repeatedly cited during
site visits as a common tool pulled from the
problem-solving toolbox. Traditional law en-
forcement folded into the problem-solving
paradigm is exemplified by the Buffalo Police
Department, where the three elements of
problem solving are described as strict en-
forcement, high visibility, and increased com-
munication, and in North Charleston, South
Carolina, where problem solving is conducted
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by police teams with no community participa-
tion and team responses are characterized as
“tactical” (i.e., enforcement-oriented).

. Problem solving as purely a matter of local
definition, which does not comport with any
of the professionally agreed upon definitions.
Cobb County’s inclusion of off-duty work
and a new county radio system is one exampl
of this. In another jurisdiction the problem-
solving response to a repeat burglary problem
in a specific neighborhood was to drive
around looking for the suspects’ car.

. Problem solving as primarily an area-based
crime attack strategy under the rubric of zero
tolerance or some other local definition:
Austin’s Crime NET, Fresno’s CRASH and
Goldstar components; Huntington Beach’s
directed enforcement actions and task forces;
Milwaukee’s knock-and-talk and zero toler-
ance policing; Newark’s crime enforcement
zones; the joint actions of North Charleston’s
SPEED E&am; and to a lesser degree, Racine’s
special assignment shift all fit this definition. Al-
though Oak Park has formal police-community
contracts for neighborhood problems, the
primary police activity is that of additional
police presence.

4. Problem solving that is all but invisible to the
observer seeking documentation or hard evi-
dence but appears to be incorporated into the
approach of generalist or split force officers:
Flint, Fort Worth, New Bedford, Maricopa
County and, reportedly, the enterprise zone
community policing initiatives in Nashville
fit this model.

5. Problem solving as long-range prevention ac-
tivities, interspersed with small tactical efforts
that meet the standard definitions: Sandy City,
New Bedford’s school-based activities, and
Cobb County’s COPE seem to fit this model.

In a few departments, problem solving is either
nonexistent or was in the rudimentary stages
when the site teams visited. Small agencies like
the 7-member Las Vegas Paiute Tribal Police,
the 11-officer Mascoutah Police Department, the

San Diego School District Police, and the Sarpy
County Sheriff’'s Department were all in this
mode at the time of site visits, but major depart-
ments such as Metropolitan Nashville are also
included. Despite some individual efforts and
neighborhood initiatives, problem solving was
described as “being insinuated into” the Buffalo

é}lepartment.

Our teams occasionally observed two or more
types in a single agency because problem solv-
ing evolved between site visits, multiple types
coexisted simultaneously, or both. At the time
of our visit to the Des Moines (lowa) Police
Department, its Neighborhood Area Resource
Coordinator (NARC) unit blended undercover
drug market operations with rudimentary prob-
lem solving; simultaneously, a lone officer and
the River Bend Community Association added
to its extraordinary track record of successes
achieved with problem solving fitting the estab-
lished “Type 1" definition.

The Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department
was at the early stages of preventive problem
solving (type 5) during our first site visit, with
prevention activities being planned under a
multiagency Partnership Against Violence and
its Effects (PAVE) and effective if informal
problem-oriented policing projects being done
by a new utility squad, whose sergeant had re-
named it the Problem-Solving Unit. By the sec-
ond visit, PAVE was long forgotten. However,
the agency had clearly evolved to type 1, with
problem-solving units in all districts, SARA for-
malized in departmental orders, an inservice train-
ing program in problem solving, and problem-
solving training for officers and residents from
all districts being conducted by the COPS-
funded Western Community Policing Center.

Street and residential drug dealing remain the
most common targets of type 1 problem-solving
efforts; signs of social disorder (i.e., loitering
teens, gangs, public drinkers, and prostitution)
and physical disorder (trash, blight, graffiti, and
so forth) are probably next. In low crime areas,
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the problems include such “mundane” crimes as This situation occurs in Oakland, where, in re-
thefts from garages and motor vehicles. sponse to community priority-setting identifying
drug dealing as the major local problem, five or

Organizational support for problem solving. six officers assigned to separate beats band to-

We observed substantial variation in the nature gether to launch a traditional drug enforcement
and extent of grantees’ support for their officers’ action in one beat. During the intensified action,

problem-solving efforts through changes in
organizational structure, training, supervision,

the officers are supposed to “keep in touch” with
what happens on their regular beat; after the spe-

documentation of problem solving, and commu- cial action is completed, the officers return to

nity participation.

their individual beat assignments. Examples of

the split-force model of problem solving are:

Organizational structure. The first set of dis-

tinctions among the grantees relates to how the °

agency assigns officers to problem-solving tasks.
The deployment models for problem solving
mirror those for community policing generally,
as described earlier. The split-force model for
problem solving was most common in the 30
visited sites, followed closely by the generalist
model. The specialized unit was least common,
present in half a dozen sites.

In the split-force model, a select group of indi-
vidual officers is trained in the problem-solving
techniques, then assigned to individual beats
throughout the city or county. Frequently, these
individuals are also the community policing of-
ficers for the department, under whatever title
that agency uses. Patrol officers assigned to the
same beats may or may not also participate in
problem-solving activities.

Usually detached from the 911 call queue or
given specific exemptions from regular patrol
duties, these problem-solving officers serve as
the primary resource (and often the only practi-
tioner) of problem solving in that beat or district.
Although they often undertake problem-oriented
policing projects alone or are the sole police par-

ticipant in community-initiated actions, they also ,

work in conjunction with other police units, city

or county agencies, and business and community

representatives.

Under the split-force model, problem-solving
specialists sometimes work together to conduct
an intensified enforcement action in one of their
areas when other local resources are insufficient.

Flint's 36 neighborhood policing officers
comprise a completely separate precinct under
the command of a lieutenant, but each officer
has responsibility for a specific beat; NPOs
rarely work in concert except with an NPO of
an adjacent beat.

. Fort Worth has committed 89 neighborhood

policing officers to individual beats.

. Lakeland has 27 neighborhood liaison officers

supervised by 4 sergeants under the coordina-
tion of a lieutenant. The NLOs are assigned

to 1 of 15 neighborhood-based substations,
which have been established in the past 8
years, with individual officers working with

the community to identify a location and a
means of support for the police substation.

. The Miami Police Neighborhood Enhance-

ment Teams (NET units) typically comprise 2
or 3 officers working together under a lieuten-
ant in each of the 12 NET neighborhoods.

. New Bedford’s Neighborhood Policing Unit

grew from 5 officers and 2 supervisors to 22
officers working beats in and around public
housing units, occasionally working in con-
cert on local problems.

The 10 officers of North Charleston work
10 different beats but once a week will work
together as a unit on a particular problem.

. Oakland’s community police officers are each

assigned to 1 of 57 beats, with a Neighbor-
hood Crime Prevention Council formed to
work with them in each beat. Nineteen civilian
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neighborhood service coordinators are as-

evaluation and supplement it with both top-flight

signed to 3 beats each to organize the councilgraining and structural opportunity (dedicated

and assist the community police officers.

. In Sandy City, community police officers
coordinate problem-solving efforts, block
watches, and citizen patrols for one of four
sectors of the city. Each is also assigned to
D.A.R.E. teaching responsibilities during the
school year and concentrates his or her com-
munity contacts and problem solving in the
neighborhoods surrounding middle and high
schools.

. The resident beat officers of Oak Park live in

their beats (with a $250 monthly rent subsidy
provided by the department); patrol by car,
foot, and bike; attend neighborhood meetings
large and small; and actively work with resi-
dents to identify problems and find solutions.

. Smallest in number are the two neighborhood
liaison officers who each serve as the problem-
solving specialist for half of Huntington Beach.

. Although Newark’s community policing
units are small crime zone enforcement
units conducting zero tolerance operations
in drugdinfested areas, our site team also ob-

time) to engage in it.

Of the agencies we visited, we observed general-
ist approaches in Buffalo, Cobb County, the Or-
egon State Police, San Bernardino County, and
San Diego. The San Diego School Police and the
Mascoutah Police Department were in the early
stages of beginning problem solving and should
probably be considered generalists at the time of
our visits. The Austin police technically have a
specialized unit approach, in that three Crime
NET units of eight officers each work on prob-
lems where there are needs; they are also quietly
creating a generalist force, as they rotate patrol
personnel through the Crime NET assignments
every 90 days to expose more officers to prob-
lem solving.

The relation between expectations and street-
level operations were less clear in two of our
sites. In Milwaukee, all officers receive training
in the SARA model of problem solving, but the
zero tolerance operational style used throughout
most of the city appears to incorporate little
problem solving beyond high-volume “knock

served neighborhood liaison officers operatingand talk” team entries into residences named as

on a part-time basis. Their liaison duties tend

to be adjunct to more traditional assignments,

but their role as problem-solving coordinators
appeared to be similar to that of formally des-
ignated positions elsewhere.

drug houses by anonymous callers. In contrast,
the leadership of the Maricopa County Sheriff’s
Department eschews any adherence to commu-
nity policing or problem-solving labels, but
deputies’ day-to-day operational approach re-
flected commonly accepted principles of both.

The generalist approach provides problem-

oriented policing training to all personnel, or Los Angeles presents a special hybrid case simi-
at least all patrol-based personnel, and expects, lar to Austin’s. Until early 1999, problem solv-
encourages, or demands that all members engageg was formally delegated to the senior lead of-
in problem solving as part of their regular duties.ficers assigned to 168 beats (and thus formally
Generalist problem solving varies according to constituting a split force model). Under Chief
the investment made in it. At the lowest level,  Parks, however, the senior leads were assigned
the agency may provide no training beyond the back to patrol as field training officers, and ser-
mandatory police academy module, and its ex- geants were to be main contacts for problem
pectations may exist only on paper, for public  solving with all officers involved in the process.
consumption, with no substantive impact on Thus, the LAPD is evolving into a generalist
day-to-day practice. At the upper end, agencies model.

incorporate problem solving into work plans and
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In a specialized unit approach, a small group of At the lowest level of training investment are
officers under a unified command conduct prob- departments whose only commitment lies in the
lem solving where the need arises, eitherina small modules provided at the police academy
specific district or throughout the jurisdiction.  during recruit training and those with documents
Examples included the six-officer Problem- which vaguely “encourage” officers to engage in
Solving Unit in Las Vegas, which was expanded problem solving, with no further followup or ap-
to multiple districts between our first and secondplication. Documentation also tends to be scarce
visits; the two-officer NARC Team in Des in these venues—though site teams also found
Moines; the Huntington Beach Mobile Task scant records of problem-solving efforts even in
Force; community policing teams in the Metro- more robust programs.

politan Nashville’s Enterprise Zones; and the

Beat Health Unit in Oakland. The specialized  In many sites, it was not possible to distinguish
task assignment “fourth shift” in Racine also fit basic training in problem-oriented policing and
this model, although it is also the sole example SARA that might have been part of a recruit cur-
of a temporal model. The SPEED Team in Northficulum from more intensive efforts that were
Charleston also functions as a specialized unit mounted as part of a concerted effort to foster

periodically. the technique as an operational tool. And in
some locations, the continuity of training was
Training. Agency commitment to problem unclear. For example, an officer in the Milwau-

solving, seen indirectly in some of the site visit kee Police Department said it “started commu-
reports, indicates varying gradations of invest- nity policing by bringing in ‘power speakers,’
ment. There are three primary dimensions of  including Herman Goldstein” 8 years ago but
commitment: the amount of training provided, also acknowledged that 70 percent of the depart-
level of supervision, and the degree to which  ment now has less than 6 years of police experi-
problem solving is incorporated into an agency’sence. The initial impact of the power speakers
infrastructure through documentation and use ashas been sustained and transmitted by a sergeant
an evaluative tool. to subsequent cohorts in one demonstration
neighborhood, but for new officers who begin
The sites were not always consistent across all their tours elsewhere, it has since been replaced
three dimensions. Austin relies upon 8 hours of by a more generic form of problem-oriented
basic academy instruction in problem solving,  policing training.
supplemented only by video and inservice roll
call training, which ordinarily might be inter- Supervision.The level of supervision of problem-
preted as a fairly basic level of commitment. solving teams or efforts ranged from no formal
However, Austin also created a community ser- supervision at all, to a sergeant or lieutenant
vices division, headed by a deputy chief, to trackoverseeing small units or coordinating diffused
and coordinate community policing and problem specialists, all the way to the Austin Police De-
solving. Fort Worth, which has an extensive partment, which created a deputy chief of staff
commitment to community-level problem solv-  position to coordinate community policing and
ing, promotes only a grassroots learn-by-doing problem solving. Not surprisingly, formal super-
approach and steadfastly avoids formal training vision was strongly correlated with the existence
In SARA, partly as a reaction to extensive State-of an identifiable unit within the organizational
mandated training requirements. San Diego, structure and much less so with the generalist
which has earned a national reputation in prob- models. In most cases, the supervision was that
lem-oriented policing, only added SARA to its  of the community policing component, to which
field training checklist in 1997. problem solving was assigned as a formal duty
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or informal expectation. The Oregon State Po- Problem-solving documentationWhere the

lice, and Austin, Flint, Lakeland, Miami, New  site teams did not find a strong structural man-
Bedford, Oakland, and Racine among the local date for problem solving, we infer that whatever
departments, all assigned command supervisionis done under the name of problem solving is
to lieutenants or higher ranking officers. Austin’s either not formally reviewed or is incorporated
Deputy Chief of Staff was the highest ranking  under the general supervisory responsibilities
administrator; the Oregon State Police, Oaklandof the line sergeants and district lieutenants. In
and Fresno provided for control by district cap- agencies that have no formal problem-solving
tains, although those are likely titular duties apt mandate, the efforts of individual officers are

to be delegated on a day-to-day basis. probably invisible to the primary supervision

and evaluation structures.
Some departments have undergone shifts in their

command and supervisory structures. In New  Greater commitment is demonstrated in those
Bedford, the Neighborhood Policing Unit (NPU) departments that create a formal mechanism for
was started under a captain and a sergeant, themecording problem-solving endeavors. Within
commanded by a lieutenant and a sergeant; the this category, however, there is variation: some
NPU is currently under the command of the departments have incorporated recording forms
original captain again, while the NBPD is in the and encourage their use but have not incorpo-
process of decentralizing command of the NPU rated the plans into the agency'’s records, evalua-
officers out to the districts. A captain had headedion, or promotional systems. Other departments
Oakland’s Crime Prevention Division, but its use problem solving as a formal portion of their
functions have now been decentralized to the evaluation process and annual reports. In Miami
three area captains. and Los Angeles, either the agency or individual
commanders require monthly problem-solving
A lieutenant commands Flint's North Precinct, plans from their officers. The Oregon State Po-
which is the entire 33-officer Neighborhood lice were also in the process of requiring “busi-
Policing Unit, with line support from four ser-  ness plans” from all members of the organiza-
geants. A lieutenant and four sergeants also di- tion, though the implementation phase had not
rect Lakeland’s 27 neighborhood liaison officers.yet reached all of the field ranks at the time of
Lieutenants command the 12 NET teams in Mi- gur second visit.
ami, and a lieutenant and sergeant coordinate the
7 officers of Racine’s special assignment shift. Because Cobb County, Des Moines, the Las
Vegas Paiute Tribal Police, Maricopa County
In Fresno, the districts’ detective sergeants Sheriff’s Office, Milwaukee, Newark, and North
supervise the daily activities of the OSS teams; Charleston had no formal expectations for prob-
only when there is a concerted enforcement  |em solving, documentation was either nonexist-
effort requiring the CRASH or GoldStar teams  ent or incorporated into the agencies’ regular
does responsibility transfer up to the area com- crime and activity reporting mechanisms. Buf-
mander. A sergeant is the community policing  falo, Flint, Fort Worth, Lakeland, Mascoutah,
coordinator for Huntington Beach'’s two problem Miami, Metropolitan Nashville, New Bedford,
solvers and reviews the patrol requests for di-  pocatello, Racine, Las Vegas, and the San Diego
rected enforcement actions, whether or not they School System all claimed to encourage or ex-
involve one of the special task forces. A sergeanpect problem solving andbcumentation, and
supervises and coordinates North Charleston’s several of these departments showed site visi-
10 SPEED officers, and 2 sergeants are respon-tors multiple successful examples of creative
sible for the 17 community policing officers in  problem-solving projects. However, in most
Sandy City. locations, both activities appeared to rest as
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much uponndividual initiative as on depart- solving appeared to be a police-determined ac-
mental mandate. Both Flint and Fort Worth were tivity in most of the jurisdictions, and in several
exceptions to this general observation: although jurisdictions it was explicitly preferred. The po-
no formal documentation was required, both de-lice tend to be the agency that (1) learns of the
partments directed their neighborhood officers problem, either through community reporting or
to work in a problem-solving mode.idni and police statistics or awareness, and (2) bears the
Milwaukee had each done and documented exten+esponsibility for its resolution—but in concert
sive local problem solving in some districts, but ~ with community and other agency partners. In
projects in other districts were generally undocu- Fort Worth and Pocatello, the community ap-
mented, and the department had no agencywide pears to be equal partners with the police in
mechanism for systematic evaluation of the efforts.problem-solving initiatives, and Oak Park’s con-
tracts for problem-solving initiatives formalize

Formal documentation was required by San  community participation to a degree not found in
Diego, Fresno, Huntington Beach (it was most many locales.

evident in the patrol officers’ written requests
for directed enforcement), Los Angeles, Oak  The Deli Task Force in Buffalo, which identified
Park’s community contracts, the business plans patterns of loosely organized crime in several
expected of the Oregon State Police, San Bernasmall food shops, is run with interns, in the face
dino, Austin, and Sandy City. Fresno was the  of rank-and-file opposition to such activities; the
most advanced in terms of formal scanning; Impetus appears to have come from nonsworn
Austin made the most extensive use of problem-individuals brought in from outside the agency.
solving documentation, archiving case reports Regular members of the department seemed
for citywide reference, and incorporating suc-  contemptuous of the task forces, although the
cessful local cases into its training regimen. Los site team also observed individual efforts scat-
Angeles also compiles a database for reference tered throughout the department. Cobb County’s
and training. San Diego is probably the most ad-unique definitions of problem solving stem from
vanced in its overall program of documentation, private sector interests. Five of the 10 examples
incorporation into training, and assessment. cited in Cobb County as problem-solving efforts
were either off-duty details at malls and amuse-
Fresno employs a formal “crime pattern” defini- ment parks or a collaboration among managers
tion for problem identification and has a man-  of [ow income apartment complexes. Two more
dated response for third-crime occurrences.  examples involve either the school department’s

Huntington Beach compiles directed enforce- injtiatives or those of social service agencies.
ment requests from patrol officers who use the

traditional SARA scanning approach to problem In many locations, what we could discern of the
identification. Oak Park documents community community portion was heavily invested in par-
contracts, including the obligations of all parties ticular individuals. The River Bend community
(police officers, community residents, and part- in Des Moines appears to lead the problem-

ner organizations) in the problem-solving plans. solving efforts: Des Moines is fairly new to
Oakland’s SMART team compiles monthly re- community policing, and the River Bend col-
ports, and San Bernardino maintains “premises laboration rests less upon departmental initiative

histories” in its CAD system while problem than upon the personal working relationship

projects are active. between a community activist and a police lieu-
tenant who are related through marriage. New

Community participation. Although many seg-  Bedford’s entire community policing effort is

ments of the community and other agency partnershe result of a partnership with the local public
are involved in problem solving, true collaboration housing agency, whose director and security
was evident in only a handful of sitesoBlem director are active players in police activities in
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and around public housing projects. In specific and Mangione, 1982; Crowe, 1991)—evolved
districts in several agencies we visited, problem-into the community-based antidrug efforts of the
solving successes seemed to have required ex- 1990s (Roehl et al., 1995). The central tactics of
traordinary efforts by individual civilians, often these early efforts can be readily seen in the pre-
a community activist, property manager, or vention practices of today.

small-business owner. _ _
Another strong theoretical rationale for one spe-

Summary note on organizational change cific community crime prevention strategy is the
related to problem solving.In the chapter that “broken windows” or “incivilities” hypothesis
follows (chapter 7), six factors favorable for raised by Wilson and Kelling (1982). Broken

change in relation to problem solving are cited. windows theory underpins the community polic-
In the sites visited, as discussed above, we founding emphasis on quality of life issues; emerging
evidence, to varying degrees, of all six factors.  zero tolerance strategies are often erroneously
Certainly the concept of problem solving is well  attributed to broken windows theory as well
accepted, and at least a partial shift from directed(Kelling, 1999).
patrol toward problem solving is evident in the
majority of departments we visited. The process Prevention has, in many ways, been the gateway
of recognizing problem solving is apparent in the to community policing, as many of the earliest
number of departments (perhaps a third) that for- collaborative interactions with the public have
mally document problem-solving efforts. Build-  been for the purpose of prevention. Police have
ing systematic databases to enable all officers to traditionally worked with local children both for-
benefit from the problem-solving efforts of others mally and informally through groups such as the
is rarely found, but—as in Los Angeles—depart- Boys and Girls Clubs, Police Athletic Leagues,
ments recognize the value of assessing the impa@nd agency-specific activities such as fairs, sum-
of the process and sharing information with oth- mer camps, etc. Law enforcement agencies have
ers. Certainly problem-solving tactics are applied long had crime prevention officers and “Officer
to problems of all sizes and severity, from neigh- Friendlys” who provide traditional services such
borhood noise nuisances to open-air drug market&s lectures and brochures on individual safety,
to street assaults, and problem-solving partner- security checks on homes and businesses, prop-
ships to tackle problems abound. erty marking with engraving pens, and children’s
photo ID programs.

Prevention o _
We found that the prevention side of community

The roots of mod_ern day prevention in law en- pojicing, as defined by the COPS grantees vis-
forcement agencies may be traced to the com- jted, is highly programmatic. When asked about
munity crime prevention efforts of the 1970s andtheir prevention efforts under community polic-
1980s, many of which were funded by the Law jng police representatives nearly always cited
Enforcement Assistance Administration and discrete programs (e_g., D.A.R.E. and neighbor-
evaluated by the I_\Ia_tional Ingtitute of Law En-  hood watch) and strategies (e.g., preventive pa-
forcement and Criminal Justice (Rosenbaum,  tro| and alternatives for youths). They did not
1986). These strategies—neighborhood and  articulate any philosophy of prevention, the logi-
block watches (Clrel et a'., 1977), citizen patl'0|S cal end product of true collaboration and prob_

(Yin, Vogel, and Chaiken, 1977), surveillance  |em solving focused on underlying causes.
and reporting of suspicious behavior to police

(Bickman, Lavrakas, and Green, 1977), and en- In spite of the emphasis in recent years on pre-
vironmental design changes, commonly referredvention and seeding (defined in the Weed and
to as crime prevention through environmental  Seed program as prevention, intervention, and
design or CPTED (Fowler et al., 1979; Fowler neighborhood revitalization), prevention in the
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minds of the vast majority of COPS grantees = measure tactic-specific implementation status
visited refers to specific crime prevention pro- around the time the COPS program was launched,
grams, not a more global, diffuse model of re- we computed the percentage of all large local/
ducing, and ultimately preventing, crime through county agencies claiming pre-1995 implementa-
problem resolution and active collaboration. tion of each tactic. To measure the 1998 tactic-
Even in the COPS sites exhibiting the most ad- specific implementation status, we added the
vanced and complete forms of community polic- pre-1995 figure to the percentage of agencies
ing at the time of our visits, such as Austin, Fort responding that they started using the tactic be-
Worth, and Oakland, prevention was viewed as tween 1995 and 1998.
an adjunct series of discrete programs, not a
component of a broad-gauge, integrated strategybpread of prevention program tactics.To de-
for preventing, reducing1 and repairing crime scribe the extent of growth in the use of prevention
and disorder problems. More recently, in con-  program tactics, table 6-12 reports the 1995 and
trast, Washington D.C.’s Metropolitan Police 1998 means of agencies’ reports of tactics imple-
Department (which was not visited as part of ~ mented, as both a count and a percentage of all tac-
this study but is the focus of a separate Urban tics listed. The table indicates use of the prevention
Institute study) has begun moving toward its program activities in our list grew between 1995
“Policing for Prevention” vision, which inte- and 1998 among large local and county policing
grates the following components: focused en-  agencies. On average, our combined sample of
forcement, problem-solving partnerships with ~ COPS grantees and nongrantees reported pre-1995
residents and other District agencies, and long- implementation of 58 percent (i.e., 6.4) of the pre-
term, systemic prevention involving public and vention program tactics. By the summer of 1998,
private service providers. agencies reported a moderate net increase, to 77
percent or 8.5. The change was statistically signifi-
In measuring COPS effects on preventive activi- cant at the p-level of 0.001.
ties by law enforcement agencies, then, we dis-

tinguished among three stages of prevention: ~ The tactic-specific percentages in table 6-12
make clear that in 1998 agencies continued to

favor the same tactics within each subset of pre-
vention programs. At both points in time, the
most common primary prevention programs
were drug education programs in schools and
2.Secondary:Programs aimed at identified police/youth programs; the most common sec-
high-risk behaviors or places, intended to  ondary prevention programs were code enforce-
prevent crime and disorder problems from ment to combat disorder and confidential
worsening. hotlines for reporting drugs and guns; and the most
common tertiary prevention programs were victim
assistance and battered women’s programs.

1. Primary: Broadly available programs, in-
tended to prevent members of the general
population from becoming offenders or vic-
tims and places from becoming hot spots.

3. Tertiary: Programs that react to crimes
already occurred, intended to repair the harm

from those crimes. Pre-1995 grantee/nongrantee comparison.

COPS grantees and nongrantees began the
COPS era at nearly the same point in terms of
We measured an agency’s prevention program acthe percentage and number of prevention tactics
tivities using a list of 11 tactiésThese tactics had in use before 1995 (see table 6-13, column A).
a moderate interitem reliability (KR alpha=0.77) Grantees and nongrantees reported having an
nearly identical to the alpha for community part- average of 58 percent of the tactics in use as of
nership building activities (KR alpha=0.76). To  1995.

Prevention: Survey findings
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Table 6-12. Pre-1995 and 1998 Prevention Program Tactics Implementation,
Large Local/County Agencies
Pre-1995 1998
Tactic Percentage Percentage (rank)
Primary prevention: Officers assigned to drug education 91.44 95.84
programs in schools (1)
Police/youth programs 69.97 91.56
®3)
Varying styles of preventive patrol 64.39 92.49
@)
Late night recreation programs 17.67 25.72
4
Secondary prevention: Agency encourages use of code 68.70 91.03
enforcement to combat disorder 1)
Confidential hotline for reporting drugs and guns 67.74 78.64
@)
Mediation to resolve disputes and conflicts 48.69 68.95
4
Cooperative programs with schools to reduce truancy 47.22 73.97
®3)
Tertiary prevention: Law enforcement agency 61.29 82.77
participation in victim assistance programs Q)
Battered women'’s programs 57.19 81.48
@)
Graffiti eradication programs 43.92 69.15
®3)
Mean implementation (percentage of tactics) 58.02 77.42
Mean implementation (number of tactics) 6.38 8.51*
KR Alpha (0.77)
Note: Significance level of 1995-98 changes are as follows:
Fp-value <.01

Tactic-by-tactic analyses suggest that grantees
were significantly more likely than nongrantees
to conduct varying styles of preventive patrol
(e.g., bike or foot) (66.5 percent compared with
57.8 percent). In contrast, nonfunded agencies
were more likely to report having implemented
victim assistance programs (70.9 percent com-
pared with 58.1 percent).

Comparative adoption of prevention tactics,
1995-98 Between 1995 and 1998, grantees
adopted a mean of 2.3 additional tactics,
compared with 1.8 new tactics adopted by
nongrantees (see table 6-13, column C). The
overall difference between grantees’ and
nongrantees’ rates of adoption was not statisti-

cally significant. However, grantees’ adoption
rates did significantly exceed nongrantees’ rates
for late night recreation programs (9.9 percent
compared with 2.5 percent) and victim assis-
tance programs (24.6 percent compared with
12.1 percent).

By 1998, grantees had implemented a mean of
8.6 tactics, compared with 8.2 for nongrantees
(see table 6-13, column B). By 1998, grantees
were significantly more likely than nongrantees
to have implemented varying styles of preven-
tive patrols (usually bike or foot, 95.4 percent
compared with 83.8 percent) and late night rec-
reation (28.5 percent compared with 17.2 per-
cent); code enforcement to combat disorder
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Table 6-13. Prevention Program Tactics Implementation (Pre-1995, by 1998,
and Net Percentage Change), Large Local/County Agencies
A B C
Percentage Using Percentage Using Net Percentage Change
Pre-1995 by 1998 (1995-98)
Tactic Funded  Nonfunded ~unded  Nonfunded Funded  Nonfunded

Primary prevention: Officers assigned

to drug education programs in schools | 90.43 94.49 95.01 98.35 4.58 3.86
Police/youth programs 70.94 67.05 91.59 91.45 20.65 24.39
Varying styles of preventive patrol 66.57* 57.79 95.35¢ 83.80 28.78 26.01
Late night recreation programs 18.63 14.76 28.53" 17.22 9.897 2.46
Secondary prevention: Agency

encourages use of code enforcement

to combat disorder 68.51 69.28 92.33* 87.11 23.81 17.83
Confidential hotline for reporting

drugs and guns 66.23 72.34 77.28 82.77 11.04 10.42
Mediation to resolve disputes and

conflicts 48.86 48.16 70.74 63.53 21.88 15.37
Cooperative programs with schools

to reduce truancy 46.83 48.40 74.43 72.58 27.59 24.17
Tertiary prevention: Law enforcement

agency participation in victim

assistance programs 58.11 70.921 82.70 82.98 24.59* 12.06
Battered women'’s programs 58.36 53.67 83.691 74.76 205,843 21.09
Graffiti eradication programs 44.33 42.66 71.01 63.51 26.67 20.85
Mean implementation (percentage

of tactics) 57.98 58.14 78.42 74.37 20.44 16.23
Mean implementation

(number of tactics) 6.37 6.39 8.621 8.18 2.25 1.79
Note: Significance level of 1995-98 changes are as follows:
*p-value <.10
tp-value <.05
¥p-value <.01

(92.3 percent compared with 87.1 percent);
and tertiary prevention programs focusing on
the needs of battered women (83.7 percent

compared with 74.8 percent).

COPS grant effects on post-1995 adoption of
prevention program tactics.We asked COPS
grantees that reported adopting new problem-
solving tactics between 1995 and 1998 how theiragencies that began victim assistance programs
COPS grants affected their adoption. Overall,
COPS grantees attributed 59 percent of their
post-1995 adoptions of prevention program tac- mediation to resolve disputes and conflicts, or
tics to their COPS grants. For the most part, 60 cooperative programs with schools to reduce tru-
percent to 80 percent of agencies that adopted ancy during this period described COPS funds as

each tactic described the funds as “instrumental”
in starting or expanding its use; less than 6 per-
cent reported the grants allowed the agency to
sustain its use through a budget cut; and the re-
maining 15 percent to 40 percent reported the
grants had no effect (see table 6—-14 for details).

There were exceptions. Only 45 percent of the

and 57 percent of the agencies that began confi-
dential hotlines for reporting guns and drugs,
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Table 6-14. COPS Impact on “Newly” (Post-1995) Implemented Prevention
Program Tactics, Large Local/County Agencies
Started/ Eliminated/
Tactic No Effect Expanded Sustained Change Priority
Primary prevention: Officers assigned to
drug education programs in schools 19.0 70.7 10.3 —
Police/youth programs 14.8 80.2 5.0 —
Varying styles of preventive patrol 14.0 81.5 4.4 —
Late night recreation programs 27.6 66.8 5.6 —
Secondary prevention: Agency encourages
use of code enforcement to combat disorder 23.6 71.0 5.4 —
Confidential hotline for reporting drugs and guns 43.4 56.6 —
Mediation to resolve disputes and conflicts 36.3 57.4 6.3 —
Cooperative programs with schools to
reduce truancy 39.3 56.8 3.9 —
Tertiary prevention: Law enforcement agency
participation in victim assistance programs 48.3 44.7 7.1 —
Battered women'’s programs 31.6 62.9 5.5 —
Graffiti eradication programs 30.5 62.7 5.8 1.0

instrumentalln contrast, roughly 80 percent con- A few tactics were exceptions to this general
sidered the funds instrumental in starting police/ pattern. About 74 percent of agencies stated their
youth programs or the use of varying styles of ~ COPS grants were instrumental in starting or ex-
preventive patrols. Some 10 percent of agencies panding the use of varying styles of preventive
said the funds enabled them to sustain drug edu- patrols. Approximately 15 percent of grantees
cation programs in schools despite budget cuts. implementing police/youth programs stated the

In contrast, more than 40 percent of the agencies COPS funds helped them sustain those activities
that began confidential hotlines for reporting through budget cuts. In contrast, more than 60
drugs and guns or victim assistance programs  percent stated the COPS funds had no effect on
reported that their COPS grants had no effect  their continuation of confidential hotlines to

on that startup. combat disorder or victim assistance programs.

For their most common old tactics, the percent-
COPS grant effects on continuation of pre- ages that reported a positive COPS impact (i.e.,
1995 prevention tacticsOverall, grantees re- starting, expanding, or sustaining) were 66 per-

ported that 82 percent of old prevention program cent for code enforcement to combat disorder,
tactics were positively affected by their COPS 60 percent for police/youth programs, 45 percent
grants. For most tactics, 30 percent to 45 percentfor drug education programs in schools, 39 per-
of agencies reported their COPS grants were  cent for battered women'’s programs, and 42
“instrumental in starting or expanding” use of the percent for victim assistance programs.

tactic; another 5 percent to 10 percent stated the

COPS funds helped them sustain use of the tactirevention: Reports from the field

despite budget cuts; and the remaining 35 percent

to 60 percent reported COPS funds had no effect P'€vention predates community policing by de-
on their use of the tactic (see table 6-15). cades. Most of the departments we visited sup-

port traditional community crime prevention
strategies (e.g., Neighborhood Watch, citizen
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Table 6-15. COPS Impact on “Old” (Pre-1995) Implemented Prevention
Program Tactics, Large Local/County Agencies
Started/ Eliminated/
Tactic No Effect Expanded Sustained Change Priority
Primary prevention: Officers assigned to drug
education programs in schools 54.8 354 9.9 —
Police/youth programs 40.4 44.1 15.4 —
Varying styles of preventive patrol 15.9 73.7 10.4 —
Late night recreation programs 50.1 35.3 12.8 1.8
Secondary prevention: Agency encourages use of
code enforcement to combat disorder 34.5 55.2 10.4 —
Confidential hotline for reporting drugs and guns 69.9 22.0 8.1 —
Mediation to resolve disputes and conflicts 50.6 37.4 12.0 —
Cooperative programs with schools to
reduce truancy 50.1 42.9 7.0 —
Tertiary prevention: Law enforcement agency
participation in victim assistance programs 64.0 30.7 4.7 0.6
Battered women'’s programs 57.5 38.9 3.6 —
Graffiti eradication programs 57.0 36.1 6.9 —

patrols, and the like) and standardized national provide support for officer-initiated activities.
programs (e.g., D.A.R.E., GREAT, and PAL). In Pocatello, a civilian working in the prevention
In many agencies, prevention—though highly  office has organized a huge proportion of the
valued—is not automatically included under the town'’s residents into active neighborhood watch
community policing umbrella. groups—the bedrock of this and many other
community policing programs. Austin also has a
The COPS sites have taken different approachesCommunity Services Unit, which works closely
to integrating their existing prevention functions with all neighborhood centers, provides speakers

into their new community policing initiatives.  for neighborhood association meetings, orga-
In some departments, prevention efforts go nizes neighborhood watches, and sponsors an
hand-in-hand with community policing. In Explorer Scout unit.

Sandy City, the crime prevention function has
been transferred to the community policing unit, In most departments, prevention is an explicit
which is responsible for community policing, goal of the organization but is rarely the first pri-
community investigations, D.A.R.E., crime pre- ority. Prevention takes a primary role in only one
vention, public relations, and media relations. agency visited—Cobb County—which bases its
community policing program around the concept
In others, the prevention office continues as a  of prevention. Sandy City includes prevention
separate unit, less centrally involved with the among the three stated goals of the agency:
agencies’ community policing functions. A com- problem-oriented policing, Principles of Quality
mon arrangement is that found in North Charles-Leadership, and crime prevention.
ton, where a central prevention office handles
programs with the public, including work with  Specific prevention tactics in the sites visited.
youths and special events. Thevmetion office  Our site visit protocols do not enable us to quan-
serves to support the agency’s community po- tify how much of which types of prevention each
licing officers, organize the community, and  visited department is engaged in, but examples
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of the various types of prevention efforts we Ironically, Flint quietly ended the program in
encountered are presented below. Chapter 4 1986 or 1987 when the remaining foot patrol of-
indicates that 38 percent to 46 percent of agen- ficers were redeployed to patrol cars to handle
cies report that their COPS-funded officers do the increased number of calls associated with the
not spend time on prevention activities, yet this arrival of crack cocaine.

figure does not reflect the percentage of depart-

ments engaged in many prevention activities. Racine has used foot patrol as a strategic way
to gather intelligence on community problems.

Varying styles of preventive patréireventing During the summer of 1995 the Street Sweep
crime by patrolling problem areas is not a new initiative was started. In this program the chief
concept (See Sherman, 1987), but new strategiesand the officers walked in troubled neighbor-
aim to do it more effectively. Agencies use over- hoods, talking to citizens about crime problems
lapping “power shifts” to ensure that enough of- and noting environmental conditions such as
ficers are available for patrol during peak activity dilapidated housing, which sometimes were
times. They use information from the community targeted for renovation.

about crime problems and direct officers to ad-

dress these problems by increasing patrol surveil-Bicycle patrol commonly has four purposes:
lance of these areas. Cobb County, for example, (1) high visibility in the community, (2) increased
uses preventive patrol for a low income apartmencommunication with citizens, (3) tactical advan-
complex, the closest thing they have to a hot spotfages (such as stealth patrolling or allowing offic-

and reports success in a program to patrol a mall ers to patrol parking lots unseen), and (4) reach-
parking lot at Christmas. ing areas not easily accessible to automobiles,

such as beach boardwalks or parks. Bike patrol
To improve the effectiveness of preventive patrol, is believed to make officers more approachable
many police agencies that we visited had broad- because they are out of the squad cars, and it is
ened the form of transportation used. On site vis- easier, both physically and psychologically, for
its we saw officers on foot, horses, inline skates, the public to approach an officer on a bike.
old bicycles from property rooms, expensive all-
terrain bicycles, and all makes and models of Citizen patrol Not only officers do directed patrol.
planes, helicopters, boats, and automobiles. Two Sandy City has trained more than 400 citizens,
of the more interesting patrol vehicles were foundwith 365 currently involved, for their mobile patrol
in Sandy City, where community police officers ~ program. Two people patrol specific areas in
patrol a park in a dry creekbed (“the gully”) on  2-hour shifts, primarily during the hours of 10
all-terrain vehicles called quadrunners, and in ~ pP-m. to 4 a.m., Thursday through Sunday. They
Pocatello, where officers use snowmobiles. Thesdise personal cars with metallic signs on both
alternate methods of transportation are used to  sides and use their personal cell phones to call
access places that are difficult to reach by auto- police dispatchers. The focus is thefts from cars
mobile and often make it easier for police and ~ and garages, and the volunteers call homeowners
citizens to interact during patrol. if garage doors are left open and remind them to
take in bikes. Over the past year and a half the
Foot patrol is organized around the concept of volunteers have made 9,000 calls.
providing face-to-face opportunities for officers
and civilians to get to know each other. The FlintNeighborhood Watch programieighborhood
neighborhood foot patrol program experiment ~ Watch programs are perhaps the most common
was conducted from 1978 until the mid-1980s  prevention efforts found in the sites. They in-
and was extremely popular with the citizens. volve the basic creation of a neighborhood orga-
This return to foot beats was popularized and  hization and citizen-based tactics of property
rapidly spread throughout the United States. marking, surveillance, and reporting information
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to the police. Many neighborhood and block job training program leaders, in addition to the

watch groups have become more activist over community policing team.

the years, partly in response to the growth of

neighborhood drug problems. Their surveillance The Las Vegas Paiute Tribal Police operate

and reporting has become more sophisticated, ICARE (Indian Children at Risk Education),

and residents increasingly become involved in  Which expands the basic D.A.R.E. concept to

problem-solving activities designed to resolve reflect the acting chief’s convictions that it takes

problems close to home. more than “Just say ‘No” to stop drug use and
that Indian children will be more responsive to

Youth programsFor the most part, the primary  programs that emphasize their culture. ICARE

prevention activities directed toward youths educates the children on the essence of tribal ex-

were fairly standard across sites. Drug educatioristence, such as knowledge of the Paiute culture,

programs were largely patterned after D.A.R.E. dress, and food. Officer Shin-Av, a character

Most police/youth programs involved explicit based on a tribal myth, plays the roles that

agency sponsorship of athletic teams, with regu-McGruff plays elsewhere. ICARE also empha-

lar involvement by a corps of committed officers sizes career opportunities; awareness of all types

and participation by at least several dozen of drugs, including alcohol and cigarette smok-

youths; a few such teams had achieved enough ing; cultural sensitivity; and what children

visible success to become focal points for com- should do when other students come to school

munity pride and financial support. with guns. The tribal council provides an annual

ICARE budget of $3,000, which has been used
The visited sites have an extensive list of youth to support field trips and to create buttons,

programs such as Explorer Scouts, D.A.R.E., bumper stickers, and T-shirts.
GREAT, PAL, Boys and Girls Clubs, bicycle ro-
deos, and Shop with a Cop. Some agencies hav@he Racine Police Department has been in-
developed comprehensive programs in which  volved in an unusual prevention and community
many aspects of juvenile life are addressed by policing project. Along with other community
programs and services. The objective of these agencies, the department raised $80,000 through
programs is often twofold—to prevent juvenile public and private organizations to build a ranch-
crime and youth victimization. style, three bedroom house that serves as the
Wadewitz Community Policing Office. This
Several of the agencies visited have developed house will be used as a neighborhood satellite
or participated in youth programs which concen-office for 5 to 10 years. After that, the house will
trate on many aspects of the lives of youths,  be sold to a low to moderate income family. The

providing places for supervised recreation, house contains a conference room for neighbor-
mentoring and tutoring, alternative activities, hood meetings and a computer training room
and special training. These programs are gener-equipped with donated computers. In another of
ally operated in cooperation with other local Racine’s community policing substations, the

organizations, such as Boys and Girls Clubs,  Racine-based Children and Family Resource

bringing multiple resources to assist the youths. Center offers parenting skills training to teen
An example is Nashville’s Enterprise Zone, mothers.

which was built with funding from multiple

sources. Through this program, children and In Buffalo, one district station is located in a
families in a low-income community receive facility that will also house a community center
services from the Department of Human Ser-  with a gymnasium and other facilities. The
vices, including case workers from Family and Westminster Police Department (a member of the
Children’s Services, welfare representatives, andHuntington Beach Consortium) targets at-risk
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youths with Operation Revitalization, a partner- (GREAT) program. It is offered in at least three
ship among the police, schools, community, of the sites visited (Cobb County, Lakeland, and
youths, and social service providers. Operation Sarpy County). The interest in gang prevention
Revitalization offers school resource officers, is high in Lakeland, where a gang prevention
drug-free and violence-free zones at affected  meeting drew more than 300 attendees. Another
schools, a student police academy, an educatorsantigang program is found in Fresno County,
academy, and youth and community councils. where the sheriff’'s department has a CRASH
Team (Combined Resources Against Street
The San Bernardino Sheriff's Department spon- Hoodlums), which identifies gang members for
sors a youth program in which at-risk youths in  prosecution and intervenes with known and sus-
grades six to eight attend group sessions to ex- pected gang members. Its prevention activities
plore new ways to deal with old problems. They include involving the youths in boxing programs
include topics such as conflict resolution, anger and exposing youths to CRASH Team members
management, coping skills, family and peer rela-who serve as counselors in camps, participate in
tions, academic success strategies, and peer megyouth events, and educate students and teachers,
diation. The program includes a 1-day field trip, parents, and citizens. There is also a multiagency

a 2-day wilderness camp, a mentor-style tutoringceam, CRUSH, which has an educational
program, parenting classes, and after-school anchntigang curriculum.

weekend activities sponsored by the community
based officers. Curfew/truancy programsCurfew programs are
widely used and are very popular. A 1995 U.S.
Youth recreation program#&olice agencies have Conference of Mayors survey of 1,000 cities with
long provided recreational opportunities in- populations of more than 30,000 found that 70
tended to channel the energy of youths into safepercent, or 270 of the 387 cities responding, have
and supervised activities. The police involve- g curfew ordinance in place, and an additional 6
ment in youth recreational activities may also  percent were considering adopting curfew legisla-
serve as a bridge between youths and law en-  tion? Curfews are generally thought to perform
forcement and provide role models for the two functions: to prevent juvenile crime and to
youths. Six agencies mentioned having a Police prevent youth victimization. A literature review
Athletic League (PAL) or a Sheriff's Athletic done by Ruefle and Reynolds (1995) found little
League (SAL), and five agencies reported a law or no recent empirical evidence indicating that
enforcement Explorer Scout program (North  curfew initiatives have an effect on juvenile
Charleston, Oak Park, San Bernardino Sheriff, crime. However, some agencies have reported

Fresno County Sheriff, and Newark). some positive effects of curfews.

Only one visited site (Austin) currently reports  Five of the sites visited reported having curfew
having late night recreational programs, such as programs, although others may have these pro-
midnight basketball, one of the hotly contested grams but did not mention them. Officers in the
examples of prevention in the originally pro-  Buffalo police curfew program found they had
posed 1994 crime bill. Other agencies visited  no place to take children when the parents were
used to have such programs but had to shut themot home. After arrangements were made with
down because of neighbors’ complaints about  the county Department of Family Services to
related noise and other disorders late at night.  staff a shelter for the curfew violators, police

_ began more vigorous enforcement actions.
Antigang programsGang problems are cur-

rently seen as a major problem by law enforce- The San Diego Police Department and School
ment. One popular response to this problem is  Police collaborate in truancy prevention projects.
the Gang Resistance Education and Training  Lakeland has a truancy prevention program,
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which is run in conjunction with the schools, Office of Children and Families, D.A.R.E.,
juvenile court, and children and families agency. GREAT, and a truancy reduction program.
Miami reports that soon after the number of

truancy pickups around schools increased, rob- Education on ways to avoid being victimized
beries targeting elderly pedestrians declined.  has been one of the mainstays of prevention
Sarpy County also addresses truancy, and the programs. One innovative way of doing this is
Fresno County Sheriff’s office sends officers to found in the Nashville Police Department's pro-

sit on the School Attendance Review Boards.  gram, which provides crime prevention informa-
tion via the Internet, including a test of personal

Prevention/education effort¥$he most com- risk of crime and an audio file of self-defense
monly cited prevention tactic on our checklist  techniques for women. Other education and noti-
was antidrug programs in the schools, the primefication programs include Oak Park’s citizen
example being D.A.R.E. In our Wave 3 survey, phone tree to alert neighboring businesses of
91 percent of municipal or county police agen- crime, Miami's new program to alert neighbors
cies serving populations of more than 50,000 adjoining burglary victims within 24 hours, and
reported starting drug education programs in ~ Fort Worth’s Reverse 911 which, once opera-
schools before 1995. Agencies may be drawn totional, can be used to give prevention tips.
D.A.R.E. because the program package is easy

for an agency to use. One of the documented ~ Sexual assault preventiolm San Diego, the
benefits of the D.A.R.E. program is it garners ~ Sexual assault unit is strongly committed to

more understanding and respect for the police community policing, with an active volunteer
from youths. speaker’s bureau, including both male and fe-

male speakers, who often work in teams. Their
Fourteen of the program sites explicitly stated goals are to raise the visibility of acquaintance
they have or had a D.A.R.E. program, although rape, to encourage responsibility by both parties,
one dropped it. In Buffalo, a D.A.R.E. officer and to deal with “mixed signals” from both male
was elected to the city council. Sarpy County’s and female perspectives. Extensive slide presen-
one COPS-funded officer was the D.A.R.E. tations and speakers’ training packages have
teacher. In Sandy City, the responsibilities of  been developed. News media helped to recruit
community police and D.A.R.E. officers have  speakers and to publicize the bureau’s existence
been combined. The officers teach D.A.R.E. 2 and message.
days a week during the school year and provide
community police services to the community  Landlord training One of the most pragmatic pre-
served by “their” schools during the remainder vention programs is landlord training. Some agen-
of their duty time. cies work with low income and public housing man-
agers to screen applicants for past history of criminal
Another way that agencies address juvenile crimeactivity, vandalism, and/or failure to pay rent. In
is by deploying officers to schools, including of- Milwaukee and elsewhere, blacklists of undesirable

ficers funded by the COPS hiring prograths. tenants are shared among landlords. Certainly one
The Lakeland Police Department has four school result is displacement; a more positive outcome is
resource officers (SROs) who split their time the potential problem tenant becomes aware of in-

between prevention and investigation activities. creased penalties for these behaviors and pledges to
One SRO is assigned to the high school, two to cease these behaviors in the future.

the two middle schools, and one to the elementary

schools. The SROs represent a partnership be- San Bernardino and Oakland provide training
tween police department and the school district, for landlords in screening tenants, crime preven-
and each partner pays for half the cost of the tion through environmental design, and crime-
SROs. Related efforts are with the juvenile court, and drug-free property management techniques.
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In San Bernardino’s pilot test period, calls for
service decreased between 25 percent and 84
percent in participating low income apartment

alleged violation, stops and interrogations of
individuals, and voluntary searches of proper-
ties by large tactical squads dispatched to the

complexes, and occupancy increased 10 percent premises of the alleged violations.

to 12 percent. Cobb County has a specialized
prevention unit that works with apartment
managers.

Code enforcemenmany of the sites visited en-
gaged in some form of code enforcement as a
means of crime prevention. Probably the two
most common objectives were (1) to coerce ab-
sentee owners of residential properties to evict
tenants who were selling drugs or to clean up
the property, and (2) to coerce owners of liquor

serving or selling businesses to take responsibil-3

ity for their customers’ disorderly behavior in
the immediate vicinity. Oakland’s Beat Health
program, which relies on multiple civil abate-

ment processes, is probably the best example of
a code enforcement program (Green, 1996). The

code enforcement efforts we observed differed
widely in terms of the extent of due process re-
quired; the community participation that was
legally needed, requested by the police agency,

Conflict mediationPolice officers become in-
volved in different types of mediation efforts,
including:

1. Informal attempts to mediate disputes among
neighbors, family members, or others in the
course of responding to calls. In Oak Park, for
example, residential officers mediate disputes
among tenants.

2. Participation in mediating gang conflicts.

Participation in or referral of cases to formal
mediation processes that may follow a restor-
ative justice model. In Oakland, a conciliation
service provides training to community police
officers to guide them in referring disputants
to their services and to teach them communi-
cation and conflict resolution skills.

Environmental design efforts and CPTHD
many of the sites visited, problem solving and

and offered by the affected neighbors; the degre@revention efforts often involve simple environ-

of cooperation obtained from other government
agencies, including inspectors and prosecutors;
and the effectiveness of the efforts in terms of
removing problems.

Drug and gun hotlinedn areas where fear of

mental efforts (cleanups and sealups, for ex-
ample) as well as more sophisticated changes
based on CPTED principles. Lakeland police,
for example, included physical design changes
in a comprehensive strategy to address crime
and disorder problems in the Washington Park

retaliation is high, some agencies have found confiyyomes public housing complex, installing barri-

dential hotlines useful for receiving anonymous
tips of illicit drug marketing or gun-carrying; the
tips provide officers probable cause for taking
action without requiring tipsters to testify in
court or even identify themselves. The effects
of such hotlines seems to depend on several
features:

1. The venue and aegis—operation by a neigh-
borhood church or trusted community-based
organization may encourage residents to
offer tips.

ers to prevent traffic flow related to open-air
drug markets. In the Parke Street neighborhood,
the strategy included target hardening and physi-
cal improvements, including the installation of
no parking signs in drug marketing areas, im-
proved street lighting, and cleaning up tree trim-
mings in areas used for drug dealing to increase
visibility. HUD funds three crime prevention
specialists and, although principally focused on
public housing areas, they are also available to
neighborhood associations.

2. Responses to tips—responses to anonymous Work with pl’Ob&tiOﬂ and parolén the past, law

tips included officer drive-bys, stationing a
visible or concealed officer within sight of the

enforcement agencies have rarely had inftiona
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on individuals in their jurisdictions who are un- police. One limitation is that the phone gives the
der parole or probation. Because some previousdispatcher only the victim’s home address, not
offenders have a high probability of becoming her or his current location. Newark and Milwau-
recidivists and because supervision of parolees kee have similar domestic violence programs.
and probationers is often minimal due to heavy
caseloads, law enforcement agencies find ways In San Diego, the Domestic Violence Unit’s direc-
to identify and keep tabs on these individuals. tor sees it as “a homicide prevention unit” that
For example, the Los Angeles Police Department reflects the principles of community policing.
anticipates having a computer database available The unit was established on the recommendation
to mobile computer users, giving information on  of the Domestic Violence Council (an organiza-
whether a suspect is on probation and, if so, what tion of some 200 businesses). It refengdwit-
the terms are (e.g., curfews, geographic location). nesses of domestic violence to treatment and
residential centers in the community, victims
The San Bernardino Sheriff's Department has a to shelters when appropriate, and batterers to
CAD program that sends teletype messages to batterers’ groups. The unit’s sergeant is frequently
probation and parole officers notifying them of  invited to speak to community groups. The unit
police contact with probationers and parolees.  encourages and uses volunteers, has a hotline for
Lakeland has also started initial efforts to work  reporting incidents of domestic violence, and par-
with probation. They work with the prosecutor’s ticipates in public information campaigns (includ-
office on a SHOCAP (Serious Habitual Offendersing pins, stickers, and billboards) funded by the
Comprehensive Action Program) effort. The Domestic Violence Council.
Fresno County Sheriff's Department works with
the juvenile probation department to heighten su- Victim assistance programBour of the visited
pervision. A team of probation officers and depu- Sites drew the team’s attention to their victim as-
ties knock on probationers’ doors and conduct ~ sistance programs. North Charleston has a vic-
searches in an effort to find those who are out of tims’advocate program started in 1993. In Oak
compliance with the conditions of their release.  Park, the residential beat officers check back with
They target probationers known to be violent or  Victims of crime. Oakland police chaplains can be
gang members. In several sites, probation and pacalled to the scene to assist in crisis counseling,
role officers serve on inspection teams involved inand San Bernardino has a Clergy Council.
civil abatement, in part to bring their powers of o .
warrantless searches to the process. Organizational Changes in Support of

_ Community Policing
Domestic violence program¥he COPS Office - _ _
sponsors a domestic violence program to pro- Shifting from reactive response to proactive prob-

vide funding to law enforcement agencies out- lem solving, developing partnerships with the com-
side of the hiring and technology grants. We did Munity and nonlaw enforcement agencies, and

not study COPS-funded domestic violence pro- expandlng prevention Initiatives generate pressures
grams in any detail during site visits but did for organizational changes ofljme agencies. As
identify several noteworthy efforts. In Hunting- ON€ urba_n pollc_:e_ departr_nent says in opening its
ton Beach, COPS-funded department personnel COMmunity policing training sessions, “Good
assist in community outreach, public speaking, Community policing isn’t new to the best offic-
maintenance of a domestic violence database, ©rs- But the organizational support you'll start
and report writing. Des Moines provides cellular 9€tting for itis.

phones for victims of domestic violence. The
phone is programmed to dial 911 and potential
victims are assured a prompt response by the

Organizational change is difficult in any organi-
zation, and the conventional wisdom of the past
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Is law enforcement agencies are particularly these traditional organizational changes are
resistant to change. A common assumption ac- reflected in specific innovations within police
cepted by many police practitioners and observ- agencies, including:

ers is departments will “most likely require 10
or more years for full implementation” (Roberg,
1994). Yet in many of the COPS-funded agen-
cies we examined, at least temporary organiza- 2. Developing a strategic plan for the implemen-
tional changes in support of community policing  tation of community policing.

occurred with rather astonishing speed. 3. Changing policies and procedures to enhance
beat integrity and stability, increase commu-
nity contact, and enhance officers’ sense of
ownership of their patrol areas, through:

1. Revising mission, vision, and/or values
statements.

In some departments, turnover at the chief’s
level and other top command positions has
spurred rapid changes in direction, philosophy,
and structure. In others, departmental leaders
have worked to restate the organization’s mis-
sion, followed by changes in policy and opera- level of problems and natural neighborhood
tion designed to achieve new goals. This is not boundaries.

to say that change has been easy or that all offic- |, assigning officers to beats permanently or
ers have readily accepted and followed the new for a significant period of time.

philosophy. Skolnick and Bayley (1986) may be
right in concluding that innovation may require
“urging retirement on members of the old
guard.” Indeed, when one lieutenant was asked _ _
about a site visitor's sense that his department’s problems in the area on a 24-hour basis, not
enthusiasm for community policing seemed high ~ Just during their watch.

in the field but nonexistent around headquarters, d. Flattening the organization to reduce the
he responded, “I've been with the department for levels of command and giving officers dis-
12 years. | get [community policing], and every- cretion to handle problems as they see fit.
one who came in with my class or later gets it.
By the time we're in charge, we’ll be doing
community policing from top to bottom. And
[since officers are eligible for retirement after 20

a. Aligning administrative, patrol, and com-
munity beat boundaries to coincide with the

c. Switching from a time (watch/shift) impera-
tive to a territorial (beat) imperative, making
supervisors and officers responsible for

e. Providing time for officers to do problem
solving and engage in proactive community
contact by freeing some officers from an-
swering radio calls or increasing the amount

years] an 8-year transition isn’t that long com-

pared to other departments.” Nevertheless, most

law enforcement agencies we visited deserve
credit for their capacity to change when new,
seemingly sensible ways of doing business are
presented.

Traditionally, organizational change requires
several components—setting and clearly com-
municating new goals and objectives, changing
policies and procedures accordingly, providing
training and support to employees to enable
them to implement the new procedures, and
rewarding employees for making appropriate
changes. To implement community policing,

of time officers have.

f. Involving units other than patrol and
designated community police officers in
community policing activities.

. Providing training of all personnel in the prin-

ciples and practices of community policing.

. Changing performance criteria to reflect

community policing principles.

In the section that follows, we present summary
information on the extent to which COPS-funded
agencies have made organizational changes in
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support of community policing. Other organiza- the percentage of agencies responding that they
tional changes that facilitate the formation of part-introduced the change between 1995 and 1998,
nerships and implementation of problem solving then subtracted the percentage reporting they had
have been previously discussed. dropped a pre-1995 practice since 1995.

Organizational changes: Survey findings Spread of supportive organizational changes.
To describe the extent of growth in the use of

supportive organizational features, table 6-16
reports the 1995 and 1998 means of agencies’

We measured an agency’s organizational prac-
tices and changes using a list of 10 itéhon-

ceptually, these items were selected to measure reports of practices implemented, as both a
agencies’ use of organizational practices more oot and a percentage of all practices listed.
less commonly introduced in support of COMMU- 14 ape indicates use of these organizational

nity policing. These practices had a moderate 5 fices grew between 1995 and 1998 among
Interitem rellablllt;_/ (KR alpha=0.77). To MEa- |arge local and county policing agencies. On av-
sure implementation status around the time the erage, our combined sample of COPS grantees
COPS program was launched, we computed they ' hongrantees reported pre-1995 implementa-
percentage of all large local/county agencies  tjon of 4.2 of the 10 changes. By the summer of
claiming pre-1995 implementation of éach prac- 1998 agencies reported a moderate net increase

tice. To measure the 1998 tactic-specific imple- g 7 The change was statistically significant at
mentation status, we added the pre-1995 figure tq,o p-level of 0.001.

Table 6-16. Pre-1995 and 1998 Supportive Organizational Changes, Large Local/County Agencies
Pre-1995 1998
Tactic Percentage Percentage (rank)
Joint crime/violence reduction task force involving multiple 58.72 81.50
government agencies (2)
Alternative response methods for calls 56.07 79.40
3
Beat or patrol boundaries that coincide with neighborhood/ 55.20 77.07
community boundaries 4)
Revised mission, vision, or values statements 44.94 82.58
()
Dispatch rules structured to maximize officers’ time preventing 43.94 64.54
crimes on their beats @)
Team approach instead of chain of command for prevention, 41.10 72.22
problem solving, and law enforcement (5)
Provide community a voice in nominating and prioritizing problems 37.00 66.71
(6)
Expanded beat officers’ discretion 30.61 58.94
(8
Beat or patrol boundaries that coincide with other agencies’ boundaries 29.27 36.71
(10)
Revised employee evaluation measures 19.74 54.52
9)
Mean implementation (percentage of tactics) 41.66 67.42
Mean implementation (number of tactics) 4.17 6.74*
KR Alpha (0.77)
Note: Significance level of 1995-98 changes are as follows:
Fp-value <.01
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As table 6—-16 shows, all 10 organizational employee evaluation measures grew most rap-
changes became more common between 1995 idly (from 19.7 percent of agencies to 54.5),
and 1998, but one in particular proliferated morewhile moving beat boundaries to match other
rapidly than the others. The share of agencies agencies’ administrative boundaries grew most
reporting they had revised their mission, vision, slowly, from 29.3 to 36.7 percent of agencies.
or values statements grew from 44.9 to 82.6, so

that its rank rose from fourth most common to  Pre-1995 grantee/nongrantee comparison.

first. Although structuring dispatch rules to Overall, COPS grantees and nongrantees began
maximize officers’ time in their beats also be-  the COPS era at nearly the same point in terms
came more common between 1995 and 1998, of the percentage and number of organizational
it spread at a slower rate than others, so that its changes implemented by 1995 (see table 6-17,
rank dropped from fifth to seventh. Revision of column A). Grantees reported following an aver-

Table 6-17. Supportive Organizational Change Implementation (Pre-1995, by 1998,
and Net Percentage Change), Large Local/County Agencies

A B C
Percentage Using Percentage Using Net Percentage Change
Pre-1995 by 1998 (1995-98)
Tactic Funded Nonfunded Funded Nonfunded Funded Nonfunded

Joint crime/violence reduction task

force involving multiple government

agencies 58.22 60.23 82.45 78.64 24.23 18.41
Alternative response methods for calls 57.25 52.50 82.20" 70.92 24.94 18.41
Beat or patrol boundaries that coincide

with neighborhood/community

boundaries 56.35 51.70 78.20 73.64 21.84 21.93
Revised mission, vision, or values

statements 44.61 45.94 84.07 78.08 39.45 32.14

Dispatch rules structured to maximize
officers’ time preventing crimes on
their beats 43.82 44.30 67.311 56.15 23.48¢ 11.84

Team approach instead of chain of
command for prevention, problem

solving, and law enforcement 43.921 32.57 75.90* 61.07 31.97 28.49
Provide community a voice in

nominating and prioritizing problems 39.27* 30.11 70.017 56.73 30.73 26.61
Expanded beat officers’ discretion 31.78 27.07 63.31* 45.70 S5 18.63
Beat or patrol boundaries that coincide

with other agencies’ boundaries 29.45 28.73 36.97 35.90 7.52 7.16
Revised employee evaluation measures | 20.03 18.87 59.67* 38.90 39.63* 20.03
Mean implementation (percentage of

tactics) 42.47 39.20 70.01 59.57 27.53 20.36
Mean implementation (number of

tactics) 4.24 3.92 7.00* 5.95 2.76* 2.03

Note: Significance level of 1995-98 changes are as follows:
*p-value <.10
tp-value <.05

Fp-value <.01
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age of 42.5 percent of the practices as of 1995, percent compared with 56.2 percent). Finally,

slightly exceeding the 39.2 percent reported by grantees were more likely than nongrantees to

nongrantees. have implemented strategies to provide the
community a voice in nominating and prioritiz-

Tactic-by-tactic analyses suggest, however, that ing problems (70.0 percent compared with 56.7
grantees were significantly more likely than percent).

nongrantees to report implementing a team po-

licing approach (43.9 percent compared with  COPS grant effects on post-1995 adoption of

32.6 percent) and to provide the community a  supportive organizational changeWe asked

voice in prioritizing problems (39.3 percent COPS grantees that reported making organiza-

compared with 30.1 percent). tional changes between 1995 and 1998 what
roles their grants played. Overall, COPS grant-

Comparative adoption of supportive organiza-  ees attributed 70 percent of their post-1995 orga-

tional changes, 1995-9&etween 1995 and nizational innovations to their COPS grants. For
1998,_gra_ntees adopted a mean of 2._8 additional the most part, 65 percent to 80 percent of agen-
organizational changes, compared with 2.0 cies that made each change described the funds

changes adopted by nongrantees (see table 6-17as instrumental in starting or expanding the new
column C). The overall difference between grant- practice; fewer than 5 percent reported the grants
ees’ and nongrantees’ rates of adoption was statisallowed the agency to sustain a change through a
tically significant at the .10 level. Specifically, budget cut; and the remaining 15 percent to 30
grantees’ adoption rates exceeded nongrantees’ percent reported the grants had no effect. There
for introducing new employee evaluation mea-  \were a couple of exceptions. Less than 60 per-
sures (39.6 percent compared with 20.0 percent),cent of the agencies that participated in joint

new decisionmaking authority for beat officers  crime/violence reduction task forces during this
(31.5 percent compared with 18.6 percent), and period described COPS funds as instrumental.
restructured dispatch rules to enhance beat integin contrast, more than 80 percent considered the
rity (23.5 percent compared with 11.8 percent).  funds instrumental in implementing a team ap-

_ ] _ . proach, changing beat boundaries to coincide
Comparing 1998 implementation status (i..,  jith neighborhood boundaries, and giving beat
regardless of whether a tactic was adopted be- officers new decisionmaking authority. In addi-
fore or after 1995), grantees had implemented tjon more than 35 percent of the agencies that
amean of 7.0 changes by 1998, compared with peqgan joint crime/violence task forces, revised
6.0 for nongrantees (see table 6-17, column B). thejr mission statements, or revised their em-

By 1998, grantees were significantly more pjoyee evaluation measures reported that their
likely than nongrantees to have implemented cops grants had no effect on these changes
managementelated changes to support com-  (see table 6-18, page 52, for details).

munity policing efforts. Grantees were more

likely than nongrantees to have implemented  COPS grant effects on continuation of pre-

a team approach instead of a chain-of-commandi1995 supportive organizational changeOver-
structure (75.9 percent compared with 61.1 per- gll, agencies reported the COPS program posi-
cent), given beat officers new decisionmaking tively affected 84 percent of old organizational
authority (63.3 percent compared with 45.7 per- practices. For most practices, 40 percent to 65
cent) and revised employee evaluation measurepercent of agencies reported their COPS grants
(59.7 percent compared with 38.9 percent). were “instrumental in starting or expanding”
Additionally, grantees were more likely than  their use; less than 10 percent stated the COPS
nongrantees to have implemented alternative  funds helped them sustain them despite budget

response methods (82.2 percent compared with cuts; and the remaining 30 percent to 55 percent
70.9 percent) and new dispatch rules (67.3
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Table 6-18. COPS Impact on “Newly” (Post-1995) Implemented Supportive
Organizational Changes, Large Local/County Agencies
Started/ Eliminated/
Tactic No Effect Expanded Sustained Change Priority

Joint crime/violence reduction task force involving

multiple government agencies 40.2 55.6 4.2 —
Alternative response methods for calls 28.3 66.6 4.0 1.1
Beat or patrol boundaries that coincide with

neighborhood/community boundaries 16.4 82.0 1.6 —
Revised mission, vision, or values statements 38.2 58.9 2.8 —
Dispatch rules structured to maximize officers’ time

preventing crimes on their beats 29.3 69.2 1.6 —
Team approach instead of chain of command for

prevention, problem solving, and law enforcement 17.0 83.3 0.0 —
Provide community a voice in nominating and

prioritizing problems 135 79.6 4.3 25
Expanded beat officers’ discretion 17.3 81.1 1.6 —
Beat or patrol boundaries that coincide with other

agencies’ boundaries 22.1 73.5 4.3 —
Revised employee evaluation measures 36.6 61.0 2.4 —

reported COPS funds had no effect on their suggest a wide variation in the implementation of
practices (see table 6-19, page 53). organizational change. In interviews with chief

executives, we asked about the changes made in
A few practices were exceptions to this general  support of community policing and whether
pattern. About 68 percent of agencies stated their they had been made before or after COPS grants
COPS grants were instrumental in starting or ex- awards. The types of changes made are discussed
panding the use of new strategies to provide the  below, in order of their prevalence in the agencies
community a voice in prioritizing problems or ex- visited (it should be noted that the prevalence
panded beat officers’ discretion. More than 55 per- counts are probably underestimated because the
cent stated the COPS funds had no effect on their interviews did not systematically capture each

continuation of alternative response methods for  type of organizational change).

calls or creating beat boundaries that coincide with

other agencies’ administrative boundaries. For theiln the chapter that follows, conditions favorable
most common old practices, the percentages that to implementing community policing are drawn
reported a positive COPS impact (i.e., starting,  from the experiences of 10 departments on
expanding, or sustaining) were 53 percent for cre- which Harvard’s Kennedy School of Govern-

ating beat boundaries that coincide with neighbor- ment prepared case studies. We see many similar
hood boundaries, 52 percent for revised mission threads in the experiences of the 30 sites our
statements, 49 percent for joint crime/violence practitioner/researcher teams visited as well.
reduction task forces, and 43 percent for alternativel he key importance of the leadership role of the

response methods. chief executive officer of the law enforcement
agency has already been discussed, along with
Organizational change: Views from the field the level and nature of supervision from other

command staff. In cities such as Oakland, a

Both the programmatic site assessments and the " ) e
;avorable political environment (specifically

organizational case studies discussed in chapter
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Table 6-19. COPS Impact on “Old” (Pre-1995) Supportive Organizational
Changes, Large Local/County Agencies

Started/ Eliminated/
Tactic No Effect Expanded Sustained Change Priority
Joint crime/violence reduction task force involving
multiple government agencies 50.7 40.3 9.0 —
Alternative response methods for calls 57.0 38.3 4.7 —
Beat or patrol boundaries that coincide with
neighborhood/ community boundaries 47.0 46.5 6.6 —
Revised mission, vision, or values statements 47.8 47.0 5.2 —
Dispatch rules structured to maximize officers’ time
preventing crimes on their beats 37.3 53.3 8.7 0.7
Team approach instead of chain of command for
prevention, problem solving, and law enforcement 28.3 62.5 9.1 —
Provide community a voice in nominating and
prioritizing problems 21.8 68.7 9.6 —
Expanded beat officers’ discretion 24.1 67.6 8.3 —
Beat or patrol boundaries that coincide with other
agencies’ boundaries 55.7 35.0 9.3 —
Revised employee evaluation measures 54.5 40.3 5.2 —

strong support from the mayor and city council) followed by training for all sworn personnel, in
has furthered implementation; in others, such aspart because of the length of time required to
Milwaukee, local politicians have initiated major train all officers in large departments. The train-
changes in the direction of community policing. ing includes attending POST-provided training,
In several cities, notably Los Angeles, the impe- bringing in POST trainers or other consultants,
tus for community policing came from crises or using current personnel as trainers, and sending

strained relations with minority communities.

Below, we see that a third to nearly half of the

departments (and this is surely an undercount)

have made major changes in the organization
supportive of community policing. The most
common organizational change in support of
community policing was the provision of train-
ing, mentioned by 45 percent of the agencies
visited. The type and extent of training varied
substantially from agency to agency, ranging
from a few hours as part of annual inservice
training to a week or more. Problem-solving
tactics were the most common form of training
received by officers; as expected, designated
community policing officers were more likely
to receive the extensive training than patrol of-
ficers. Several departments reported providing crime prevention. The Austin Police Department

officers to national conferences, such as the
problem-oriented policing conference held annu-
ally in San Diego.

Several agencies reported unusual training pro-

grams. In Oakland, a private agency, Oakland

Sharing the Vision, is funded to train citizens in
community policing and problem-solving strate-
gies. A3-hour course dubbed “Community
Policing 101" has been developed and will be
delivered to 400-500 citizens in 15 to 20
training sessions over an 18-month period. It
has also been videotaped in five languages to be
shown on a local television station. The curricu-
lum is intended to promote understanding and
prepare residents for their shared roles and
responsibilities in community policing and

training for supervisors and command staff first, has developed multiple modes of training—
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classroom, roll call, and video. The department officer is assigned to a given beat to increase the
has developed Rroblem Solving Manual and opportunity to get to know, and be known by,
Resource Guid#or training which articulates citizens. Long-term assignments in police par-
new roles for officers and persons of all ranks. lance, however, tend to be about 2 years.

The small department in Mascoutah has availed

itself of many opportunities; in 1996, the 11- In contrast, the San Diego Police Department
person workplace reportedly participated in 50 was in the process of collapsing each district
training programs conducted by the State and from four or more beats, each patrolled by one
private consultants. The Oak Park department Officer, into two service areas, each patrolled by
has provided extensive training in cultural diver- @ team; simultaneously, patrol resources were
sity and human relations to all of its members; inexpanded by breaking up special units and de-
1992, 13 courses, conferences, inservice meet- ploying COPS-funded officers. While senior
ings, and instructional visits were held on topics command anticipated that the restructuring
such as gay and lesbian awareness, elder rightswould cause some reduction in general familiar-
cross-cultural communications, and dealing with ity between officers and residents, the new struc-
upset citizens. Our second visit to the Las Vegasture was expected to expand the flexibility to
Metropolitan Police Department coincided with free up an officer from response duty to work on
a 2-day training session conducted by a team @ specific problem-oriented policing project or
from the Western Community Policing Institute. attend a community meeting, for example, while
District-level teams, each consisting of officers the rest of the team covered patrol duties (see
and residents, were led through spirited, specificMaxfield et al., 1998, for additional details).

and constructive discussions of how officers and ) _ _
residents view each other’s capacities and limita/APProximately 35 percent of the agencies vis--
tions, their own capacities and limitations, and  'téd also reported changing performance criteria
problems in the district. After crime and disorder In Support of community policing, although sev-
problems were prioritized, each team developed eral reported the changes were informal. When

a plan of attack with specific, measurable as-  th€ changes were reported as informal, this typi-
signments for all members. cally referred to supervisors taking into account

the amount of problem solving and community
Approximately 35 percent of the agencies vis- contact conducted by individual officers. Where
ited have realigned beat boundaries to conform the changes were formal, personnel evaluation
to natural neighborhood boundaries or service forms were revised and the changes formally
areas and deploy patrol and/or dedicated com- communicated to the rank-and-file. A fairly dra-
munity police officers to these geographic areas matic change in performance criteria was imple-
(i.e., “geo-deployment”). Generally, the beat mented by the North Charleston police chief,
boundaries are defined by multiple methods, ~ Who instituted a public “scoreboard” in each
including the existence of physical boundaries ~ Precinct, displaying, by month, each officer's
(freeways, rivers, etc.), identified neighbor- sick days, annual leave, military leave, calls
hoods, and the number of calls for service. The dispatched, calls assisted, and self-generated
Oakland Police Department, for example, in-  activities (i.e., security checks, problem-solving
creased the number of beats from 35 to 57, aim-activities, etc.). The scoreboard, needless to say,
ing to serve naturally occurring neighborhoods has been a hotly contested measure of officer
of between 5,000 and 7,000 residents. A com- performance.
munity police officer is assigned to each beat; _ _
patrol officers will cover a beat or two, depend- APProximately 30 percent of the agencies
ing on need. A number of law enforcement agerl_reported revising mission and/or values state-

cies have also lengthened the amount of time anMeNts. In most departments, it appears these
revisions were made by a committee composed
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of command and rank-and-file officers. Inthe = New York's COMPSTAT model being the most
Mascoutah Police Department, all officers were well known. Under these models, authority and
involved. accountability go hand-in-hand, and command
staff are held accountable for what happens in
Approximately 30 percent also reported devel- their geographic area, regardless of the time of

oping long-range plans, typically covering the  day or day of the week.
next 5 years, to implement community policing.

In Oakland, the strategic plan was developed  Other organizational changes were reported by
by a group of police and community representa- a small number of departments. These included
tives. In Austin, a plan for community policing  making beat assignments permanent, involving
was developed in 1991, then revised and updatedther police units (particularly patrol) in com-
in 1993 and 1996. munity policing, and creating citizen advisory
groups.
In a half dozen agencies, steps were taken to de-
centralize policy making and give officers more As agencies deepened their organizational com-
discretion to tackle problems as they saw fit. In  mitments to community policing, they com-
Buffalo, community police officers report di- monly encountered certain obstacles. Resistance
rectly to captains rather than the lieutenants whoto the community policing philosophy and strat-
act as frontline supervisors (the Buffalo Police egies from internal and external sources was by
Department has no sergeant rank). far the most common problem reported by police
agencies. All departments admit at least a few
These policy changes are often related to organi- officers, and possibly command staff, have not
zational changes in support of geographic com- pought into the concept; others admit it is more
mand, also seen in a half dozen agencies. In than a few. In some agencies, the rank-and-file
Miami, for example, 12 lieutenants in charge of  union has resisted community policing not so
12 Neighborhood Enhancement Teams were  much because of concerns about the strategies
expected to act as “neighborhood-level police  themselves or officer safety but because it fought
chiefs” within the NET areas. Théwad responsi- hard for and wants to keep such things as 10- or
bility for all sergeants, neighborhood resource 12-hour shifts and beat assignments and transfer
officers, and patrol officers, and for community policies based on seniority—things that may be
contact, coordination with other city depart-  changed to accommodate the different needs of
ments, initiating problem solving, etc. Field community policing tactics.
lieutenants underneath their command had
watch responsibilities—they were responsible The oft-stated view that community policing is
for officers working each of the three major not “real” police work is a double-edged sword.

shifts. Specialized units and dedicated officers are seen
_ as elite assignments in which officers work 9 to
Other departments have implemented geo- 5 weekdays, have flexibility, and exercise discre-

graphic command, often summarizing this form tion over their time—yet are also seen as doing
of organizational structure as creating “local the “soft stuff.” In some departments, jealousy
neighborhood police chiefs.” Fort Worth began  has grown over community police officers’ per-
its community policing efforts in 1986, imple-  ceived advantages: beepers, cell phones, casual
menting territorial rather than temporal policing. uniforms, etc. Perhaps the biggest complaint
Today, lieutenants have full authority over 12 from patrol officers, however, comes when com-
neighborhood police districts, and 89 neighbor- munity police officers are freed from answering
hood police officers are dedicated to problem 911 calls, and the call load is high. In all depart-
solving with a beat. Geographic commands are ments, community police officers respond to
sometimes related to accountability models, Withemergencies’ of course; in several (notably
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Sandy City), compromises have been made to Detectives are said by many agencies to be the
have community police officers handle radio last departmental personnel to be brought into
calls during at least part of their shifts. community policing. In a few departments, such
as San Diego, detectives are assigned to cases
Even though specialized community policing  from specific geographic areas, rather than the

units carry some well-known risks (see, €.9.,  more traditional assignment by type of crime.
Sadd and Grinc, 1993), many believe that when

they are successful at least for a time, special Another source of resistance to community po-
units are a helpful waystation on the path to licing may be seen in the reluctance of other city
organizationwide community policing. Special departments to get involved in problem solving
units serve to steep officers in problem solving and other activities. In some cities—Oakland,
and community policing, training them while for example—their involvement is one of the
indoctrinating them in the principles. The best of cornerstones of civil abatement tactics. Police-
these officers (such as the senior lead officers indriven problem-solving projects may place bur-
the LAPD) may then return to patrol as field dens on other departments’ resources (criminal
training officers and proselytizers. Special units justice agencies such as juvenile officers, proba-
may also show the value of community policing tion and parole, and prosecutors, for example,
(in solving and preventing crimes, in improving and social service agencies offering prevention
community relations, etc.) to observers and and intervention services), and turf and control
skeptics within and outside the department. In  issues abound.

Sandy City, for example, a problem-solving

team investigating reports that people were liv- Few sites visited have formal evaluations under-
ing in U-Lock-It storage units made the largest Wway to assess the progress and impact of their
drug bust in the city’s history after finding four ~ community policing efforts beyond using calls for
freezers full of cash and marijuana; unusual ~ service to gauge the success of problem-solving
electrical usage was one indicator of the problenprojects. And rarely do sites introduce new com-

uncovered during the assessment phase of the munity policing tactics under conditions that
SARA model. approximate randomized experiments or even

defensible quasi-experimental designs. A few do,
Yet the successes of such units may create a cli-however, have the benefit of periodic community
mate of doused expectations when the chief triesurveys conducted by in-house researchers, city
to extend the principles that worked in the suc- agencies, or outside evaluators.
cessful unit to the entire department. Former
members may feel disappointed because they When asked how they measure success, chiefs
no longer have all the resources they had in the mostly point to support from the business com-
special unit. Others may feel the weight of new munity, citizens (although many still have vola-
community policing responsibilities added to  tile relationships with minority groups), and city
their old duties to respond to calls. At the stage councils and county boards, evidenced in their
of conversion from special-unit to generalist ~ approval of funds for local matches and retain-

community policing, special morale-building ing officers. Cooperation and coordination from
work may be needed, even (or perhaps espe-  City departments in problem solving are another
cially) with high performers. mark of success.

Resistance from command staff, supervisors, COPS and Community Policing:
detectives, and other special unit personnel var- Conclusions

ies. The attitudes of first-line supervisors are .
critical because they permeate the rank-and-file. 1as the COPS program advanced the adoption
of community policing in the United States? The
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answer is “yes,” but it must be quickly qualified. same stage of community policing implementa-
“Adoption of community policing” has very dif- tion, with a few exceptions. Grantees were
ferent meanings in different jurisdictions, and  somewhat more likely than others to report they
COPS funds seem more likely to have fueled  were interacting with citizens in neighborhood
movements that were already accelerating than cleanups and citizen action/advisory boards,

to have caused the acceleration. while nongrantees were more likely to be work-

ing with businesses and operating victim assis-
Four of our data collection methods bear on this tance programs.

question, each with its own strengths and weak-
nesses. Our telephone surveys provide a nationdetween 1995 and 1998, the use of a number
picture of trends in the adoption of 47 policing of tactics commonly labeled as community po-
tactics commonly described as examples of licing swept the country among grantees and
community policing, for municipal and county = nongrantees. Among those that reportedly spread
police agencies serving populations of more tharthe fastest were citizen police academies; coop-
50,000% However, the survey measures only  erative truancy programs with schools; struc-
agencies’ official statements about what commu-tured problem solving along the lines of SARA;
nity policing tactics they adopted and whether and patrolling by foot, bike, or other transporta-
COPS funds played a role. Our 30 onsite pro- tion modes that offered officers more potential
grammatic assessments provide our teams’ as- than patrol cars for interacting with citizens.
sessments of what “ground truth” lies behind  Grantees and nongrantees alike reported revising
such statements in different settings and what their employee evaluation measures and their
comprehensive strategy, if any, guides the local mission, vision, and values statements to codify
adoption of a particular package of community their versions of community policing. Packaged
policing tactics. However, they offer no basis for prevention programs such as Neighborhood
estimating how prevalent any given situation is. Watch and drug resistance education in schools,
which in 1995 were already among the most
Our supplemental study of COPS grantees’ use widespread tactics commonly described as com-

of multiple funding streams (see chapter 3) pro- munity policing, became almost universal by
vides indications of the great extent to which 1998.

agencies interpreted grant requirements to sup-

port local visions and used Local Law Enforce- We have no measure of the extent to which the
ment Block Grant funds to augment COPS COPS program played various roles that may
support of community policing. However, those have indirectly encouraged nongrantees to adopt
findings suffer the limitations of a telephone these tactics. Possible mechanisms included
survey and may not generalize beyond the very training and technical assistance programs and
largest jurisdictions receiving COPS grants. materials, publicizing grantees’ community po-
Finally, the 10 case studies carried out by a teanlicing successes, and acting as a catalyst that en-
from Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government couraged grantees to demand more community
and analyzed in the following chapter document policing training from regional and State acad-
examples of how local chiefs used COPS funds emies. However, the advancement of community
to advance their community policing agendas. policing among nongrantees offers some weak
Like our programmatic site assessments, how- evidence that the COPS program provided the
ever, they offer no basis for generalizing to the fuel but not the launch pad for an ongoing na-
Nation as a whole. tionwide community policing movement.

Among medium and large municipal and county With a few exceptions, COPS grantees’ reported
police, COPS grantees and nongrantees reportedse of community policing tactics grew more
they began the COPS era in 1995 at about the rapidly than did nongrantees. However, the
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difference in reported adoption rates was statisti-Certainly it appeared on site that the majority of
cally significant for relatively few: joint crime agencies visited are engaged in problem solving,
prevention projects with businesses, citizen sur- although its form and visibility vary widely from
veys, techniques for bringing the community agency to agency. Increasingly, traditional en-
more fully into problem solving, bringing proba- forcement and investigative activities are being
tion officers into problem-solving initiatives, late called problem solving under the community po-
night recreation programs, and victim assistancelicing umbrella when these activities are directed
programs. Grantees were significantly more toward problems the community has identified
likely than nongrantees to report adopting late as concerns. Problem-solving projects domi-
night recreation programs and victim assistance nated by enforcement actions, however, rarely
programs. Finally, grantees were significantly = advance the objectives of community policing,
more likely than nongrantees to report institutingin that they are unlikely to either fix underlying
three organizational changes in support of com- causes or attract the community support needed
munity policing: new dispatch rules to increase to maintain solutions. Enforcement solutions to
officers’ time in their beats, new rules to increasestubborn problems are likely to be short term at
beat officers’ discretion, and revised employee best, although when successful, they sometimes
evaluation measures. encourage residents to reenter public spaces and

begin developing more permanent solutions.
None of the 47 tactics in our list was signifi-

cantly more likely to be adopted by nongrantees Another visible sign of enforcement-based prob-
than grantees, and for most of the innovations lem solving is the recent and growing trend to-
listed in the paragraph above, 60 percent to 75 ward zero tolerance policing, a term also lacking
percent of the grantees that started or expandedconsensual definition. In the sites visited, zero
them described their COPS grants as instrumen+olerance policies take different forms. Some,
tal in doing so. such as Operation Goldstar operated by the
Fresno County Sheriff's Department and Hun-
In this information age the community policing tington Beach Police Department’s annual 4th of
vocabulary is well known. Federal funding re-  July response, are manifested as zero tolerance
wards departments that profess the successful efforts of short duration (e.g., operated for a few
implementation of community policing prin-  days each quarter or once a year) with a narrow
ciples. In that context, survey findings that focus (e.g., street drug dealing or public drinking
agencies’ use of community policing tactics  on the 4th of July) and within a circumscribed
grew between 1995 and 1998 could merely re- area (e.qg., high trafficking area or downtown).
flect socially desirable responses, at least for What might have been called a crackdown 5
COPS grantees. Our site visits were intended tgears ago is now implemented under zero toler-
learn the “ground truth” behind the survey re-  ance or order maintenance policies and included
ports and to shed light on the different mean-  as part of community policing. Zero tolerance
ings that law enforcement agencies assign to policies have been included by some under
strategies and tactics that are commonly labeledommunity policing, since they often focus on
community policing. In our limited time on quality-of-life crimes and incivilities and prima-
site, one might expect it to be difficult to sepa- rily because “the community wants it.” Zero
rate the rhetoric of community policing from  tolerance policies may help achieve some goals
the reality of what law enforcement agencies  of community policing within a framework that
actually do. Indeed, it often was. Therefore, the yses community input in setting priorities and
enormous variation we detected across sites in delegates discretion to officers working under
the operational meanings of key community  mjssion statements that value the dignity of citi-
policing concepts is especially telling. zens, even suspected offenders. However, there
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are dangers that without adequate mechanisms fdcommunity policing.” As is evident throughout
the diverse communities within most jurisdictions this chapter, effects of this massive support for
to register their demand for or rejection of zero  community policing have both positive and
tolerance tactics, those tactics may directly undernegative aspects. Certainly COPS funding has
cut the objective of partnership building by alien- enabled a great number of law enforcement
ating potential community partners. agencies to move ahead in their implementation
of community policing as locally defined. Fund-
Problem-solving partnerships for coordinating theing conditioned expressly on community polic-
appropriate application of a variety of resources ing implementation, coupled with peer pressure
are commonplace in many of the agencies visitedio embrace this model of policing, has also led
Yet all too often, partnerships are in name only, g substantial number of law enforcement agencies
or simply standard, temporary working arrange-  to stretch the definition of community policing—
ments. Partnerships with other law enforcement  to include under its umbrella traditional quick-
units and agencies merely to launch short-term  fix enforcement actions, draconian zero toler-
crackdowns are not in the spirit of problem solv- ance policies, long-established crime prevention

ing or partnerships. Nor are partnerships in which programs, and citizen advisory councils that are
citizens and business representatives are merely clearlyonly advisory.

“involved,” serving primarily as extra “eyes and

ears” as before. True community partnerships, Our supplemental study of multiple funding
involving sharing power and decisionmaking, are streams in large grantee agencies hinted at the
rare at this time, found in only a few of the flag- power of local decisions to determine the course
ship departments. Other jurisdictions have begun of the community policing movement. Of the

to lay foundations for true partnerships, however, 100 largest grantee agencies in our national
and as problem-solving partnerships mature and sample, 88 reported using their Local Law En-
evolve, the trust needed for power sharing and  forcement Block Grant funds to augment COPS

joint decisionmaking may emerge. and local support of community policing, de-
spite the absence of any requirement to do so.
Prevention efforts abounded in the sites we However, 82 of the 100 agreed or strongly

observed, primarily manifested as traditional  agreed that their “agency has a clear vision and

prevention programs now subsumed under the s able to interpret grant requirements to support
community policing label. Neighborhood Watch, that view.”

D.A.R.E., and a wide variety of youth programs
remain the mainstays of prevention efforts. Be- Given the power of local decisionmakers, the
yond the standardized programs, examples wereCOPS program will almost certainly wind up
rare of systemic prevention efforts based on the affecting the nature of policing in three ways.
resolution of the underlying causes of crime. In some jurisdictions the forces fueled by COPS
There are shining stars among the COPS grant- grants will achieve the community policing ob-
ees, which provide examples of what most ob- jectives articulated by the COPS Office. In oth-
servers would classify as “the best of communityers, local forces will transform the objectives
policing.” There are far more agencies striving tointo something unrecognizable to the forebears
change their organizations to pursue community and creators of the program. In still others the
policing objectives and who are somewhere forces will fizzle out, for reasons that have to
along the long and tortuous road. A few want  do with leadership, implementation strategies,
nothing to do with it. turnover at top levels, organizational processes
within grantee agencies, and communities’
Our national survey and site visit results indicatecapacities and willingness to join the enterprise.

that COPS funding has accelerated the pace and'hese influences are the subject of the following
broadened the area covered by the umbrella terrshapter.
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Notes

1. Four of 30 agencies to be visited served as pilot
tests and were visited in the first half of 1996; the
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