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atrol officers perform a large number of diverse community services that
both police researchers and police agencies have struggled to validly
quantify, implement, and evaluate." Although numerous studies have
admirably described the duties and responsibilities of patrol offcers,?
far fewer studies have attempted to quantify and evaluate these activities using
metrics beyond raw outputs, such as arrests or citations.

There are many reasons for the lack of sophisticated metrics of patrol officer
productivity. Lack of data has traditionally stymied researchers, but so has

the increasing complexity of a patrol officer’s job — as well as differences

in communities’ geography and public safety priorities. Yet despite these
methodological challenges and differences across jurisdictions, citizens expect
patrol officers to use tax dollars and resources efficiently and productively, and
they rightfully expect law enforcement agencies to evaluate the performance of
patrol officers.

This is not merely an academic question but a sobering quandary for police agencies and communities. A perceived misuse of
time and resources may negatively impact public perceptions of law enforcement, and studies suggest that if citizens perceive
police officers as incompetent or unproductive, their trust in and willingness to cooperate with officers may suffer considerably.®
A lack of valid, standardized productivity metrics may also cause expectations to vary among line-level officers and police
supervisors, potentially leading to unexpected criticism and denied pay increases during annual evaluations.

This article advances the discussion on patrol officer productivity by discussing traditional methods for evaluating productivity,
identifying recurrent issues concerning productivity metrics, examining innovative methods for evaluating patrol officers, and
introducing new guidelines for those who create, use, and analyze patrol officer productivity metrics.

Traditional Patrol Officer Productivity Metrics

Productivity scholars have operationalized productivity in several ways, but the basic concept usually includes two dimensions:
efficiency and effectiveness.* Efficiency denotes how a person or organization generates an output using the least possible
resources, whereas effectiveness measures the quality of a person’s or organization’s outputs. Historically, research analyzing
patrol officer productivity has focused on efficiency measures, mainly because agencies generally track and measure activity
through raw outputs, such the number of arrests or citations.®
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However, there is considerable variation in the police
literature in how police agencies and researchers measure
officer efficiency, and even more broadly, what constitutes
productivity. Psychological studies have analyzed police
productivity using supervisor evaluations® as well as the
number of reprimands and citizen complaints received.”
Other police researchers have approached patrol officer
productivity by examining arrest rates,® investigative
inquiries and quarterly performance evaluations,® clearance
rates and crime reduction,'® and traffic citation issuing
rates."" Although studies have identified and correlated
many different predictors of productivity, there is much
less focus on whether these measures validly capture the
diverse range of patrol officer activities.

There are two main reasons for the substantial variation
in how law enforcement agencies and researchers have
analyzed patrol officer productivity. First, in-depth law
enforcement data about specific officers (beyond their
arrests and other readily retrieved outputs) are often not
widely available.' Second, if these data are available,
they may contain raw outputs for a limited number of
police activities, such as arrests or citations, rather than
detailed information about a wide array of activities, such
as directed patrols, community presentations or meetings,
and assisting other officers on calls for service. In short,
researchers have historically been limited by the lack

of availability and depth of data on patrol officer activity
as well the subjectivity and difficulty in measuring and
analyzing these data.'

However, as agencies have improved their methods for
capturing a wider variety of patrol officer activity and

as fruitful partnerships between researchers and law
enforcement agencies have flourished, there has been a
renewed interest in developing and improving productivity
metrics for patrol officers. Yet despite advances in
technology, methodology, and collaborative research
between scholars and police agencies, several threats
routinely undermine the validity of any measure of patrol
officer productivity.

Recurrent Threats to the Construct Validity
of Productivity Measures

One of the most significant threats to productivity metrics
involves Goodhart’s Law, often phrased as: “When a
measure becomes a target, it ceases to be a good
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measure.”'* Goodhart’s Law may be especially problematic
for the law enforcement profession because productivity is
frequently measured in raw outputs, such as citations or
arrests.'s For example, if officers believe their productivity
is largely measured in arrests, their patrol activity might
solely consist of making arrests, potentially even in
situations where arrest is not supported by probable cause,
policy, or proper use of discretion. The declining quality

of police service is one possible consequence of defining
productivity with a small number of measures that can
easily become targets.

Another threat involves divergence between the priorities
of line-level officers and command staff. If the priorities of
command staff do not mirror those of line-level officers and
are not clearly communicated to them, then patrol officers
may engage in activities unrelated to productivity metrics.
For instance, if traffic enforcement is a high priority for
command staff but line-level officers view narcotics activity
or robberies as more pressing issues, then officers may
engage in focused deterrence and other strategies instead
of writing traffic tickets. In this situation, patrol officers may
not be rated as productive, even though their activities may
nonetheless positively impact the community far beyond
their performance rating.

A third threat involves the correlation of outputs to
community outcomes. A patrol officer’s activities should

be correlated with positive community outcomes, such as
reductions in violent and property crime and increases in
overall quality of life. Productivity metrics that have little or
no relationship with crime, disorder, or quality of life likely
have little or no validity for agencies and communities, even
if officers score exceptionally high on such metrics.

However, the biggest threat to validity may be tracking

and measuring tasks that do not fall within the traditional
realm of law enforcement activities. Police officers are
asked to do more and display a greater array of skills than
in prior decades. They must effectively engage with a wide
variety of community members and groups, use data and
science to advance department and community goals, and
connect citizens with resources for any number of issues
(e.g., homelessness, mental health, and domestic violence).
Police researchers must find ways to validly and reliably
measure these types of activities, especially if police
departments prioritize them.
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Improved Measures of Patrol Officer
Productivity

Researchers have attempted to improve traditional
measures of patrol officer productivity in several ways. One
way involves using a larger number of diverse productivity
indicators. Including multidimensional indicators reduces
the chances of one measure becoming a target (i.e., it
defies Goodhart’s Law), necessitates discussion between
line-level and command staff members about what outputs
should be included, and allows researchers and agencies
to correlate a wide variety of outputs with community
outcomes. For instance, instead of only measuring arrests,
some researchers have measured police performance
using self-initiated stops, warnings, citations, administrative
complaints, sick hours, and on-duty injuries as well as
z-score summaries to more easily interpret an officer’s
performance.®

Van Meter’s zero-based approach is another innovative
attempt to quantify and evaluate patrol officer
performance.'” His system views police officers as
productive before evaluation and assigns each officer

a zero, the best possible score. The system analyzes
nonscheduled absenteeism, cost of preventable error, and
productive use of time to evaluate police officers, and the
zero indicates that a police officer has no uncorrected
performance issues. However, some have criticized

Van Meter’s system for preventing police officers from

Exhibit 1. Value Over Replacement Cop (VORC) Formula

prioritizing their daily activities,'® suggesting the potential
for a disconnect between command staff and line-level
officer priorities.

Borrowing from a baseball statistic called Value Over
Replacement Player, researchers have constructed Value
Over Replacement Cop (VORC), a metric that accounts for
the diverse activities of patrol officers, weights different
outputs, evaluates officers in terms of productive time and
prosecution rates, and offers police agencies the
flexibility to prioritize and weight patrol officer activities
(see exhibit 1)." VORC's major strength is also its
weakness — namely, that it allows agencies to prioritize
and weight outputs, which leads to criticisms about the
appropriate prioritization and weighting of outputs.

A close relative of VORC is Z-Score per Productive Time
(Z-PRO0), a more sophisticated measure that estimates a
patrol officer’s performance in terms of productive time
using a combination of z-scores for directed patrols, traffic
warnings, traffic citations, DUIs, misdemeanor arrests,
felony arrests, and warrant arrests.?’ Exhibit 2 displays
Z-PRO’s wide variety of outputs as well as other important
measures, such as the number and types of completed
reports, minutes spent on follow-up investigations, calls
for service minutes, and minutes spent assisting other
officers — a major advantage over traditional, more
simplistic measures.

- 100

VORC = 100 ( (H) + ((©)+ 2()) + 3(K) + (A) + 2(M) + (N)) = (P)
A-(B+T+A+20(E+2)
(9) » ((:‘)%)

A = total monthly on-duty minutes; B = calls-for-service minutes; /" = follow-up time and meetings; 4 = officer assist time; £ = number of
incident reports; Z = number of additional case information reports; H = number of selectives; @ = number of warnings; / = number of
officials; K = number of warrants; A = number of misdemeanor arrests times their respective weights; M = number of arrests for driving
under the influence; N = number of felonies times their respective weights; P = officer’s prosecution rate; = = officer’s productive time,
A—(B+T+A4+ 20(E + 2); 0 = department average P-score, or average, H + (0 + I + K+ A + M + N) = P, and /1 = department average

self-initiated time.
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Exhibit 2. Z-Score per Productive Time (Z-PR0O) Formula

Z-PRO =

(Average A+B+C+D+E+F)-0)

* 100,000

(G- (H+1+J+20K+L)+10m)

A = an officer’s z-score for selectives, B = an officer’s z-score for traffic warnings, € = an officer’s z-score for traffic citations, D = an officer’s
z-score for warrant arrests, £ = an officer’s z-score for misdemeanor arrests, and F = an officer’s z-score for felony arrests. This value can be
expressed as N. 0 = absolute value of N « (1 — prosecution rate). This value is then rated on a scale of 1 to 100 with measuring increments of
0.1. G = total on-duty minutes, H = calls for service minutes, / = follow-up time and meetings, J = officer assist time, K = number of incident
reports, L = number of additional case information reports, and M = number of information or intelligence reports. All outputs are annual totals.

One key weakness of these metrics, as with other
innovative metrics, is that their relationship to community
outcomes is unknown. Although researchers have
examined the correlation between potential components of
a productivity metric and community outcomes (e.g., traffic
citations and motor vehicle collisions), much less is known
about the correlation between broader productivity indices
and community outcomes (e.g., how Z-PRO correlates
with crime and disorder). However, although | recognize
the importance of such outcome measures, instead of
narrowing the point of focus to outcomes only, | urge
researchers and police agencies to consider the following
guidelines when developing, implementing, and analyzing
patrol officer productivity metrics.

IMPACTT Guidelines

| designed the IMPACTT guidelines to help police
researchers and practitioners evaluate the validity of patrol
officer productivity metrics. IMPACTT is an acronym for the
following recommendations: The outputs of any productivity
metric must be Identified and prioritized, be Measured both
quantitatively and qualitatively, be evaluated in terms of
Productive time, account for a diverse Array of duties, be
Correlated with community outcomes, and be Tracked and
Tested over a prolonged period.

First, agencies must Identify and prioritize the outputs

of a metric and communicate these priorities to line-level
officers. Patrol officers should have a clear understanding
of which activities are valued most by their department and
community. | also recommend that agencies either weight
outputs or use a z-score index to more easily distinguish
between low- and high-performing officers.
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Second, the outputs of productivity metrics should be
Measured both quantitatively and qualitatively. Before
implementing a metric, agencies must have the technology
to record and measure the targeted outputs, as well as

the ability to create and maintain searchable databases

S0 the outputs can be analyzed and evaluated. In terms of
qualitatively evaluating outcomes, the rate of prosecution
for citations and arrests may be one quality control
measure. If an officer makes a large number of arrests that
fail to result in charges because of shoddy investigations
or follow-up, then the officer’s performance metric should
reflect this deficiency.

Third, performance metrics must evaluate patrol officers

in terms of Productive time. Too often, researchers and
agencies analyze totals for arrests, patrols, or citations
without accounting for how many calls for service an officer
handled or how many minutes an officer spent assisting
other officers, writing reports, or conducting follow-up
investigations. The validity of any productivity metric is
vastly improved when it accounts for an officer’s available
minutes for self-initiated activities, e.g., traffic or warrant
enforcement.

Fourth, productivity metrics must include an Array of
activities, especially in communities where police agencies
are generalist departments. Generalist patrol officers not
only respond to calls for service and make arrests but
also may conduct traffic enforcement, warrant searches,
follow-up investigations, community presentations,
directed patrols in high-crime areas, and many other
activities. Productivity metrics must be multidimensional to
quantitatively capture the diverse array of a patrol officer’s
activities.
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Fifth, productivity metrics should be Gorrelated with
community outcomes. Agencies should be able to
demonstrate that patrol officer outputs (e.g., citations,
arrests, performance evaluations) are related to property
or violent crime rates, quality of life outcomes, public
perceptions of and trust in the police, or public perceptions
of crime and disorder. Moreover, agencies should be

able to demonstrate that a productivity index — and not
just its individual components — is also correlated with
community outcomes.

Finally, patrol officer productivity measures should be
Tracked and Tested over prolonged periods. This practice
allows researchers and agencies to correlate outputs with
community outcomes, reprioritize outputs if necessary, and
guard against a limited number of measures becoming
targets.

Discussion

For many decades, research on methodologies for
measuring patrol officer productivity has failed to advance
due to a lack of data, insufficient technology to track patrol
activities, and a narrow focus on a few types of outputs.
Although more sophisticated metrics have been developed,
researchers and law enforcement agencies must remain
cautious of threats to the validity of these metrics,
including the potential for outputs to become targets, a
disconnect between the priorities of command staff and
line-level officers, and low correlation between metrics and
community outcomes. To improve the validity of productivity
metrics and guard against recurrent threats, | put forth a
series of suggestions called the IMPACTT guidelines. These
guidelines recommend that the outputs of productivity
metrics should be identified and prioritized, be measured
both quantitatively and qualitatively, be evaluated in terms
of productive time, account for a diverse array of duties, be
correlated with community outcomes, and be tracked and
tested over a prolonged period. | believe that researchers
and law enforcement agencies can use these guidelines

to develop, refine, and assess new methods for evaluating
patrol officer productivity.

Disclaimer: Opinions or points of view expressed in this
document are those of the authors and do not reflect the
official position of the U.S. Department of Justice. Findings
and conclusions of the research reported here are those of
the authors and do not reflect the official position or policies
of the U.S. Department of Justice.

Notes

1. Egon Bittner, “Legality and Workmanship,” Introduction in Maurice
Punch, ed., Control in the Police Organization (Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press, 1983), 1-10.

2. Robin S. Engel, “Patrol Officer Supervision in the Community
Policing Era,” Journal of Criminal Justice 30 no. 1 (2002): 51-64;
Christine N. Famega, James Frank, and Lorraine Mazerolle,
“Managing Police Patrol Time: The Role of Supervisor Directives,”
Justice Quarterly 22 no. 4 (2005); 540-559; John Liederbach,
“Addressing the ‘Elephant in the Living Room’: An Observational
Study of the Work of Suburban Police,” Policing: An International
Journal of Police Strategies & Management 28 no. 3 (2005):
415-434; and Brad W. Smith et al., “Explaining Police Officer
Discretionary Activity,” Criminal Justice Review 30 no. 3 (2005):
325-346.

3. Jason Sunshine and Tom R. Tyler, “The Role of Procedural Justice
and Legitimacy in Shaping Public Support for Policing,” Law &
Society Review 37 no. 3 (2003): 513-548.

4. Harry P. Hatry, “Approaches to Productivity Measurement and
Program Evaluation,” Public Productivity Review 1 no. 3 (1976):
21-28.

5. John P. Crank, “The Influence of Environmental and Organizational
Factors on Police Style in Urban and Rural Environments,” Journal
of Research in Crime and Delinquency 27 (1990): 166-189.

6. Owusu-Ansah Agyapong, “The Effect of Professionalism on Police
Job Performance: An Empirical Assessment,” unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Florida State University, 1988.

7. Larry E. Beutler et al., “Parameters in the Prediction of Police
Officer Performance,” Professional Psychology: Research and
Practice 16 no. 2 (1985): 324-335; Steven G. Brandl, Meghan
S. Stroshine, and James Frank, “Who are the Complaint Prone
Officers? An Examination of the Relationship Between Police
Officers’ Attributes, Arrest Activity, Assignment, and Citizens’
Complaints About Excessive Force,” Journal of Criminal Justice
29 no. 6 (2001): 521-529; and Kim Michelle Lersch, “Are Citizen
Complaints Just Another Measure of Officer Productivity? An
Analysis of Citizen Complaints and Officer Activity Measures,”
Police Practice and Research 3 no. 2 (2002): 135-147, https://
doi.org/10.1080/15614260290033639.

8. Crank, “The Influence of Environmental and Organizational
Factors”; and Jeffrey S. Slovak, Styles of Urban Policing:
Organization, Environment, and Police Styles in Selected American
Cities (New York: New York University Press, 1986).

9. Samuel Nunn and Kenna Quinet, “Evaluating the Effects of
Information Technology on Problem-Qriented Policing,” Evaluation
Review 26 no. 1 (2002): 81-108.

10. Luis Garicano and Paul Heaton, “Information Technology,
Organization, and Productivity in the Public Sector: Evidence
from Police Departments,” Journal of Labor Economics 28 no. 1
(2010): 167-201.

11. Richard Johnson, “Officer Attitudes and Management Influences
on Police Work Productivity,” American Journal of Criminal Justice
36 (2011): 293-306.

National Institute of Justice | NIJ.ojp.gov


https://doi.org/10.1080/15614260290033639
https://doi.org/10.1080/15614260290033639

6 The IMPACTT of a Patrol Officer: Evaluating Productivity Metrics

12. Allison T. Chappell, John M. MacDonald, and Patrick W. Manz,
“The Organizational Determinants of Police Arrest Decisions,”
Crime & Delinquency 52 no. 2 (2006): 287-306.

13.D.M. Gorby, “The Failure of Traditional Measures of Police
Performance and the Rise of Broader Measures of Performance,”
Policing: A Journal of Policy and Practice 7 no. 4 (2013): 392-
400, https://doi.org/10.1093/police/pat023.

14. Charles Goodhart, “Problems of Monetary Management: The U.K.
Experience,” in Anthony S. Courakis, ed., Inflation, Depression,
and Economic Policy in the West (London: Alexandrine Publishing,
1981), 111-146; and Marilyn Strathern, “‘Improving Ratings':
Audit in the British University System,” European Review 5 no. 3
(July 1997): 305-321.

15. Crank, “The Influence of Environmental and Organizational
Factors”; Chappell, MacDonald, and Manz, “The Organizational
Determinants”; Johnson, “Officer Attitudes and Management
Influences”; and Richard Johnson, “Explaining Patrol Officer
Drug Arrest Activity Through Expectancy Theory,” Policing: An
International Journal of Police Strategies & Management 32 no. 1
(2009): 6-20.

16. Jon M. Shane, “Organizational Stressors and Police Performance,”
Journal of Criminal Justice 38 no. 4 (2010): 807-818; and Jon M.
Shane, “Daily Work Experiences and Police Performance,” Police
Practice and Research 13 no. 3 (2011): 1-19.

National Institute of Justice | NIJ.ojp.gov

17.D.J. Van Meter, Evaluating Dysfunctional Police Performance: A
Zero-Based Approach (Springfield, IL: Charles C Thomas, 2001).

18. Kyle Jahner, “Union, Chief Dolan Trade Major Blows Over New
Police Evaluation System,” Raleigh News & Observer, July 5,
2012.

19. See figure 1 in Luke Bonkiewicz, “Bobbies and Baseball Players:
Evaluating Patrol Officer Productivity Using Sabermetrics,” Police
Quarterly 18 no. 1 (2015): 55-78.

20. Luke Bonkiewicz, “Shooting Stars: Estimating the Career
Productivity Trajectories of Patrol Officers,” Police Quarterly 20
no. 2 (2017): 164-188.

Image source: iStock.com/kali9.

NCJ 254820


https://doi.org/10.1093/police/pat023




Accessibility Report





		Filename: 

		Leads_Impactt_508.pdf









		Report created by: 

		



		Organization: 

		







[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]



Summary



The checker found no problems in this document.





		Needs manual check: 0



		Passed manually: 2



		Failed manually: 0



		Skipped: 0



		Passed: 30



		Failed: 0







Detailed Report





		Document





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set



		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF



		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF



		Logical Reading Order		Passed manually		Document structure provides a logical reading order



		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified



		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar



		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents



		Color contrast		Passed manually		Document has appropriate color contrast



		Page Content





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged



		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged



		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order



		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided



		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged



		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker



		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts



		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses



		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive



		Forms





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged



		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description



		Alternate Text





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text



		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read



		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content



		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation



		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text



		Tables





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot



		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR



		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers



		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column



		Summary		Passed		Tables must have a summary



		Lists





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L



		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI



		Headings





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting










Back to Top



