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CROSS-SITE THEMES AND OUTCOMES OF DDACTS 

Throughout this project, Urban conducted group interviews with 15 different jurisdictions during 
site visits. The primary logic model of DDACTS is to identify the overlap between the occurrence of 
crime and traffic crashes in order to make the best use of scarce resources, and each jurisdiction 
implemented this model in a unique way (see appendix for detailed description of each site’s 
DDACTS program). However, a variety of common themes emerged across sites that should be 
taken into consideration in the design of a future DDACTS evaluation. These include the fact that 
many intermediate outcomes besides crime and crash reduction could occur from the 
implementation of DDACTS, and these outcomes are worthy of measurement. Similarly, many sites 
experienced common challenges in DDACTS implementation, and their responses to those 
challenges may influence an evaluation in a number of ways. Key findings on these themes are 
described below. 

TRAFFIC ISSUES AND OUTCOMES 

Several jurisdictions provided administrative data indicating that collisions were generally down in 
the years they have been implementing DDACTS. While this information provides a prima facie case 
for the improvement of traffic safety, it is not possible to attribute such improvements to the 
implementation/adoption of DDACTS without a systematic evaluation of the data. However, several 
traffic-related themes emerged from visits to the 15 assessment sites. 

At least six of the sites reported making changes to intersections and/or traffic patterns as a result 
of the analyses completed through DDACTS. A common theme that emerged across sites was that 
analyses of collision zones led departments to consult with municipal engineers to redesign 
problematic intersections. 

 

Conversations with several of the sites illustrated that DDACTS has applications beyond automobile 
traffic. In one of the more urban jurisdictions, activity in the DDACTS zones included scrutiny of 
scooter violations. Another site recognized out-of-season bike traffic in identified zones as a 
mechanism for offenders to burglarize residential targets. 

During a ride-along through the target area in another site, the officer pulled up behind a vehicle 
and quickly identified five separate visible traffic safety violations for which he could stop the 
vehicle, and then potentially discover criminal activity once speaking with the citizen. In this same 
jurisdiction, the officer explained that traffic citations and sanctions are often a more effective 

“They were just waving them through the intersection” 

Based on an analysis of their collision data, Fargo identified an intersection near a commercial 
hub where it was difficult for inbound traffic to see oncoming traffic. They knew that this area 
had many collisions, but based on a review of the data, they were able to learn that many of 
these collisions were caused by the friendly people of Fargo in the oncoming lane of traffic 
waving people through the intersection. As a result of this analysis, they were able to work with 
the city engineers to redesign the intersection in a manner that prevented people from waving 
an inbound car into oncoming traffic. 

 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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mechanism for deterring criminal behavior. The officer conjectured that a chronic offender may not 
be significantly deterred from further criminal activity by the threat of arrest and a short stay in jail, 
but revoking a license or impounding a vehicle resonated in a much more pressing way on these 
individuals. Such outcomes can be more easily achieved through traffic citations. 

Similarly, the officer explained that while arresting youth who drive into a target area to purchase 
drugs could yield negative repercussions for their life options, a simple traffic citation mailed to the 
youth’s parents was a more effective and less punitive way to prevent the youth from revisiting the 
target area to buy drugs. A traffic citation is a simple and efficient means of affecting enforcement 
through raising parental awareness of the youth’s presence in an area they should not be in without 
causing a formally recorded sanction that could adversely affect the individual’s life options. 

Indeed, implementation of DDACTS often caused departments to reconsider the role and utility of 
traffic enforcement within their department. In many cases, patrol officers were no longer just 
focusing on crimes and traffic officers were no longer just focusing on crashes. In this way, DDACTS 
also facilitated inter-department communication and overall efficiency by giving officers tools to 
address traffic and crime problems concurrently. Traffic data also often took on a more prominent 
role at intra-departmental meetings following DDACTS implementation. Additionally, DDACTS 
allowed departments to be responsive to a variety of causes of traffic, including rush hours, 
sporting events, poorly designed intersections/traffic patterns, and other traffic anomalies. 

In some cases, implementation of DDACTS led to unanticipated advancements in traffic patrol 
practices. For instance, the combination of instituting written warnings and upgrading to advanced 
data systems (both discussed below) allowed departments to specifically track warnings issued. 
This enables officers to discern if someone they stopped for speeding had received a warning 
recently or even on that same day, and in some cases, if they had received a warning from a 
neighboring jurisdiction. 

CRIME ISSUES AND OUTCOMES 

As with traffic, several jurisdictions provided administrative data indicating that offenses were 
generally down in the years they have been implementing DDACTS. While this information provides 
a prima facie case for the improvement of public safety, it is not possible to attribute such 
improvements to the implementation/adoption of DDACTS without a systematic evaluation of the 
data. 

General Emphasis on Property and “Quality of Life” Offenses 

DDACTS does not prescribe certain criminal offenses that should be targeted. However, it seems 
that many of the sites chose to focus on property and quality of life offenses, with a particular 
emphasis on burglary and theft from vehicles. Several of the sites mentioned that they had 
considered looking at violent crime, but did not continue to pursue that option for a variety of 
reasons, including: violent crime seems to be less predictable and systematic than property crime; 
domestic violence, at least, typically takes place inside the home where high-visibility patrol can’t 
be as present; violent crime is less frequent; property crime is a greater concern to the community; 
and there is greater overlap between traffic and property crime than traffic and violent crime. 
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Although most sites emphasized property crimes and quality of life offenses, the nature of certain 
crime types, particularly burglary, seems to limit a department’s ability to identify very narrowly 
defined target areas. Certain offenses have easily recognizable times of occurrence while others do 
not. With residential burglary, for instance, residents frequently are not present when the burglary 
takes place and do not know exactly when it occurred. By focusing on offenses that have such a 
wide range of potential times of occurrence, it is difficult or impossible for analysts to narrow the 
focus area to a tight time and place. 

Another interesting finding was that a major driver of the identification of hot spots for property 
crimes, particularly in the areas that overlap with collisions, relates to the actions of loss-
prevention agents in a given jurisdiction. In particular, “big box” retailers (such as Wal-Mart, Target 
and Kmart) with active loss-prevention agents were frequently identified as hot spots, as these 
businesses reported more offenses to the police. Relatedly, the large crowded parking lots and 
significant flows of traffic into and out of these locations made them a potential target area. 
Additionally, 24-hour convenience stores were often a locus of activity. However, few, if any, of the 
sites decided to focus officer efforts on such areas.  

Recognition of Chronic vs. Temporary Crime Zones 

Through the DDACTS analysis, many departments were able to identify areas of chronic and 
temporary occurrences of crime. The chronic areas typically did not come as a surprise. 

 

Several sites made a distinction that there were certain parts of the jurisdiction that were 
chronically criminal, and identified suspected reasons for this, such as environmental factors and 
the culture of the community. They explained that it wasn’t a surprise that these areas would turn 
out to be target areas in a long-term assessment of their overlapping crime and traffic areas. 
However, there were some other zones that they were able to identify on a much shorter time scale, 
and they decided to address these “micro-zones” in the same manner as the long-term and chronic 
target areas. 

PUBLICITY OF THE PROGRAM 

Different sites have approached publicizing their programs in different ways. Some sites have 
actively engaged with local media outlets, producing or contributing to news articles on their 
programs, and in some cases even posting billboards directly addressing the burglars in an area. In 

Caught in the Act 

A common example of a short-term hot spot mentioned at many of the sites was a spike in 
burglaries. Early on during the roll-out of DDACTS in Egg Harbor Township, New Jersey, the 
police department identified a pattern of residential burglaries through their preliminary 
DDACTS analysis efforts. As a result, they were able to catch the offender in the act. During the 
group interview, everyone agreed that this early victory of the analysis went a long way toward 
establishing the credibility and utility of analysis for the line officers. The Winter Park Police 
Department in Florida similarly reported that DDACTS helped them with a particular influx of 
residential burglaries that had been occurring there and in neighboring jurisdictions. 

 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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another case, the department publicized its program by providing flyers to those who were stopped 
in the DDACTS zone. 

 

Other sites don’t publicize the existence of their programs at all, either because it has not been a 
priority or they have chosen not to do so. 

ORGANIZATIONAL/DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES AND OUTCOMES 

The adoption and continued use of DDACTS appears to coincide with some organizational outcomes 
that are worth recognizing and considering in the development of an evaluation. These outcomes 
are especially noteworthy, as police organizations can be resistant to the types of change that 
appear to be at least an intermediate outcome of DDACTS adoption in several sites. A 
comprehensive evaluation should include assessment of these factors in order to determine the size 
and direction of any causal relationship between DDACTS and these organizational themes. 

Leadership 

Strong leadership appears to be an important factor in the successful implementation and 
performance of DDACTS in a jurisdiction. Lack of enthusiasm for the program is likely correlated 
with a lack of leadership and managerial support, which theoretically would compromise 
implementation fidelity. It is therefore important to include a measure of organizational 
commitment and leadership in any future evaluation of DDACTS. 

“There’s an app for that” 

Like many of the sites, the Gilbert Police Department in Arizona engaged in community outreach 
through DDACTS by promoting its program at community meetings. Gilbert, though, has been 
particularly involved in this area, communicating with specific business owners for certain hot 
spots and handing out DDACTS flyers when they make stops. Most notably, the site developed an 
iOS mobile web application that allows the public to view crime reports and submit anonymous 
crime tips. 

 

https://itunes.apple.com/us/app/ddacts/id577102683?mt=8 

 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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There was a sense among line officers in several sites that the introduction of DDACTS in the 
department was a policy du jour of the leadership, and that it was not necessary to invest much in 
the application of the model as it would be here today and gone tomorrow. In some of these cases, 
there was a sense that the leadership would travel to attend training, return to tell the middle 
management to start doing DDACTS, and that was the extent of the implementation. In all of these 
cases, the lack of tangible leadership led to poor adoption among officers, and significant efforts had 
to be made to develop officer buy-in in order to continue the effort. 

In other sites, a dynamic chief or member of the command staff might find information on DDACTS 
and fill a leadership role in spreading adoption and acceptance of the model among officers. As with 
many programs, it is important to recognize the impacts of an influential leader on the success of a 
program; while DDACTS’ successful adoption does not appear to be wholly dependent on the 
presence of strong leadership, it is clearly an important factor to consider in a process evaluation. 

Interestingly, several of the sites adopted DDACTS within a short time-span of significant overhauls 
and restructuring in the department, which affected leadership assignments and morale.  

 

Discretion 

A common challenge with DDACTS is that, at least initially, officers may perceive that it threatens 
their own discretion over how to perform their duties. One example of this is with the issuing of 
tickets. The DDACTS model emphasizes increased traffic stops and officer contacts with civilians in 
target areas, and in many sites, officers initially resisted DDACTS because they viewed it as a 
directive to “write more tickets.” The officers felt that issuing more tickets would only draw scorn 
from the community, and those in economically distressed sites felt it was inappropriate. In 
response to this concern, many sites implemented a policy that would allow officers on DDACTS 
duty to make stops without writing tickets. Such stops still needed to be documented for data 
collection, so sites implemented a variety of documentation methods. Some departments began 
allowing written warnings, while others included a field in DDACTS reports for offices to mark if 
they gave a verbal warning. Following the institution of such policies, line officers began to feel 
more comfortable implementing DDACTS. 

Ripe for Change 

In Egg Harbor Township, New Jersey, the department was experiencing significant flux prior to 
DDACTS’ adoption in 2011. In the mid-2000’s a significant civil law suit was filed against the 
department, and the department also experienced a traumatic officer shooting. Additionally, 
many officers were laid off in the aftermath of the recession. The related turnover resulted in a 
complete restructuring of command staff in 2011, as well as changes to hiring practices for new 
officers. Stakeholders explained that these events made the department “ripe for change,” and 
the entering police chief made the use of data-driven decision-making a priority from the start. 

 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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We anticipate that policies involving written warnings or documented verbal warnings will affect 
aspects of the implementation of DDACTS, which may consequently affect the outcomes as well. An 
evaluation should consider if a department implemented such a policy, and at what point in the 
DDACTS process it was implemented. 

 

In addition to the concern of increased traffic ticket issuance, many officers also viewed data 
analysts, or data-driven initiatives more broadly, as a threat to their discretion, and this view 
seemed to correspond with communication issues resulting from poor implementation (described 
in more detail in the Implementation section below). When the philosophy of a data-driven 
program was not explained to officers sufficiently, officers often felt that command staff was hiring 
a crime analyst to direct officer activity. To address this challenge, departments found ways to 
communicate that data analysis would be beneficial to officers. In Mesa, Arizona, department 
leadership communicated that targeting efforts based on the data would lead to greater efficiency 
and free up more discretionary patrol time. They conveyed this idea to the line officers in order to 
get their buy-in, as officers appreciate having more discretionary patrol time during their shift. In 
other jurisdictions, officers began to gain a greater appreciation of the data as the basis for their 
probable cause. In other words, they could tell a court judge they pulled over a car because it was in 
a target area, and not because of any individual characteristics of the driver. 

Communication 

Several of the sites mentioned that DDACTS helped them improve communication and break down 
some long-standing barriers between units and divisions. For many of them, this took place due to 
collaborative meetings between line officers and management, which either increased from pre-
existing practice (COMPSTAT, for instance) or arose as a solution to address challenges from 
DDACTS implementation. Such meetings also improved communication between data analysts and 
officers, enabling officers to incorporate their on-the-ground knowledge of crime and traffic into 
DDACTS analysis and thus inform patrol assignments.  

Compliance Citations 

A particularly unique solution to preventing increased ticket writing was the equipment 
violation in Thibodaux, Louisiana. Law enforcement in Louisiana is not allowed to issue written 
warnings, so Thibodaux began issuing compliance citations for vehicle safety issues, such as a 
burned-out taillight. These citations can be revoked if a citizen visits the police department and 
demonstrates that the safety issue had been addressed within seven days of receiving the 
citation. The police are very happy with this mechanism, as it allows them to increase public 
safety without imposing burdensome fines on the community. 

Multiple Stops 

When issuing traffic warnings in Gilbert, Arizona, the department also handed out fliers about 
DDACTS in order to further explain the public safety goals of the initiative. In some cases, 
officers made stops and saw that the individual had already received a DDACTS flier, and thus 
already received a warning. In this way officers could ensure that they were not letting such 
individuals go with another warning.  

 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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Communication on the perceived success of DDACTS also fostered a high degree of friendly 
competition among different units working in the DDACTS area. If one shift stopped a certain 
number of people in the target area, then the other shifts wanted to make more stops as well. This 
was the result of closing the feedback loop between officers and their data. 

 

Cultural Change in the Organization 

This was one of the most significant and surprising findings of the entire assessment. Police 
organizations are notoriously resistant to change, yet somehow the adoption of DDACTS appears to 
consistently precede or co-occur with cultural changes in the organization, particularly in a manner 
which increases the use and acceptance of data. To a lesser extent, structural changes also seem to 
be associated with DDACTS. 

Acceptance of Data-Driven Decision Making 

One of the primary reasons sites became interested in DDACTS is because they wanted to shift from 
a reactive model of policing to an effective, proactive model. DDACTS seemed to drive this cultural 
change in many cases. In the reactive model, officers spent their time responding to calls-for-service 
or conducting patrol based on instinct or intuition, but DDACTS drove departments to integrate 
data analysis into their everyday operations and direct officers to specific locations at specific 
times. Unlike other data-driven interventions (e.g., COMPSTAT, CeaseFire), the DDACTS approach 
has a very clear mechanism of action by directing officers to areas with a high crash and crime 
overlay. The model makes it very easy for officers to recognize the role of analysis and the analyst. 
As one officer put it, “This is not voodoo.”  

Prior to adopting DDACTS, many of the sites had tried some version of COMPSTAT as a means of 
shifting toward data-driven policing.4 Many of these sites later discontinued the COMPSTAT 
program, while others found ways to balance the two, either by incorporating DDACTS principles 
into their pre-existing COMPSTAT program or by supplementing COMPSTAT with DDACTS. The 
critical pivot point in the distinction between program types was whether data were used primarily 
as an accountability tool for officer performance, as is done in the traditional New-York style 
COMPSTAT. The departments that did focus on data as primarily an accountability tool generally 

                                                             

4 “The CompStat model is a management process within a performance management framework that synthesizes analysis of 

crime and disorder data, strategic problem solving, and a clear accountability structure.” 

(http://www.compstat.umd.edu/what_is_cs.php) 

Competition 

Once officers began to receive positive feedback on the outcomes of their DDACTS efforts, and 
could appreciate the outcomes of their efforts compared to those of others, a natural sense of 
competition arose among officers. In Everett, Massachusetts, for instance, officers were actually 
so engaged in the competition that they helped the analyst revise their reporting cycle so their 
unit wouldn’t be disadvantaged in the reporting. The analyst had been using a 7-day cycle to 
report activity, but because units/teams worked in 4 day blocks, one unit/team was shorted one 
day’s worth of activity. So, the analyst began using an 8-day reporting cycle to create a more 
even comparison of activity between units/teams. 
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had a direct lineage to the New York program. For these agencies, COMPSTAT was a significant 
cornerstone to department operations. 

Many of the other sites, though, found that such a model was overly aggressive for their needs. 
Officers frequently perceived that command staff was using data as the basis of adversarial 
inquisition into officer performance, and this could sour them more generally on data-driven 
programs. Some agencies with this view implemented a version of COMPSTAT that did not involve 
data as an accountability tool, and for these agencies, transitioning to DDACTS primarily involved 
incorporating crash data into their programs. For those that discontinued COMPSTAT completely, 
DDACTS appeared to be a more suitable, user-friendly model. DDACTS also appeared to be a 
productive approach for agencies that had never had any prior experience with data-driven 
programs. 

 

 

As has been mentioned elsewhere, DDACTS is built on seven general principles, rather than any 
specific programmatic components. These principles are broad enough to apply beyond the 
identification of co-occurring patterns of crime and traffic activity. In some instances, department 

Data-Driven Patrol Assignments 

In Thibodaux, Louisiana, upon implementation of DDACTS, management expected that data 
would be incorporated into all aspects of patrol operations, even for directing non-DDACTS 
patrols. With the adoption of crimereports.com, it became easy for line officers to observe 
certain changes in data and patrol operations. However, not all officers made full use of the 
available data. In one instance, patrol officers began to question their captain’s assignments, as 
they did not align with the patterns of activity identified in the data. Following the patrol 
officers’ lead, the chief began to question the captain about the misalignment between the data 
and his assignments.  

Incorporating DDACTS into Pre-Existing Data-Driven Approaches 

In Mesa, Arizona, DDACTS is the basis for all operations within the department, and was 
implemented when an earlier chief, with direct ties to the originators of the New York 
COMPSTAT model, took over leadership of the department. The model is very much the NYPD 
style, with data being used as an officer accountability tool at regular meetings. Mesa is a large 
police agency with 780 full-time officers (FBI, 2012), and they have several data analysts, one for 
each district. They are currently experimenting with DDACTS in one of the city’s four districts, in 
order to see how a DDACTS model can be incorporated into COMPSTAT. 

In Citrus Heights, California, the department experimented with COMPSTAT for a year and a half 
starting in 2008, but determined that it was not producing the desired results. They developed 
their own program called Crime and Trends in Citrus Heights (C.A.T.C.H.) that similarly involved 
monthly command staff meetings to discuss data, but used the data as a problem-solving tool, 
rather than an accountability mechanism. When the department learned about DDACTS, they 
found the model very similar to what they were already doing, and the process of incorporating 
DDACTS largely involved elevating the role of traffic within the department. 

 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 

and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



DDACTS Evaluability Assessment 

15 

leadership reported that the DDACTS principles proved useful in solving problems outside of 
DDACTS patrol itself.  

 

Appreciation of the role and value of the analyst  

Many departments began DDACTS with a single sworn officer or detective conducting ad-hoc 
analyses and later determined that the effort would be more effective with the services of a 
professional crime analyst. Initially, line officers tended to be skeptical about the need for an 
analyst, and perceived that analysts were merely telling them information they already knew. For 
instance, department staff were often unsurprised when data analysis yielded a problem zone 
where officers already spent significant resources. However, it appears that over time, department 
staff came to see data as useful in a variety of ways. One department reported that the advantage of 
data is that an officer’s view of community problems is no longer constricted to his own 
experiences in the field but rather represents the collective experiences of officers working 
different shifts in the same area. Another department stated DDACTS helped to illustrate for them 
the full magnitude of the crime and crash problem on a map. 

 

Re-Consideration of Traffic Division as Crime Fighters 

In several sites the perception that officers in traffic divisions are “older guys” nearing retirement 
who no longer want to “chase the radio” featured prominently. One patrol officer commented that 
he used to drive past stationary traffic officers on his way to responding to a call, even though that 

From Suppression to Solutions 

In Fargo, North Dakota, one of the officers used data to identify a chronic problem with DUIs that 
he felt was not being adequately addressed by the department. He pulled DUI data from 
Command Central and prepared the information needed to present to the relevant local 
businesses that needed to be aware of the problem. He reported that this was likely a more 
effective long-term solution than continued police enforcement of DUIs in the area.  

From Sworn to Civilian Analysts 

A variety of sites began the program with a detective or officer performing crime analyst duties, 
and later hired a professional, full-time analyst. With some exceptions, many of the detective 
analysts did not have formal backgrounds in data analysis. Their efforts were also frustrated by 
still having officer duties to manage in addition to their role as analyst. They were also typically 
filling this role in the early stages of DDACTS, when the department was still using an ill-
prepared data system. All of these factors made it difficult to produce timely, accurate, and 
precise analyses for officers to use. Hiring a dedicated full-time analyst addressed many of these 
challenges. At least initially though, it raised new issues of the analyst’s credibility with officers, 
as well as the analyst’s authority for providing information about how officers should use their 
discretionary time. Uniquely, one department largely avoided these issues because its analyst 
was both sworn and professionally trained in analysis. Because of their experiences in the field, 
sworn analysts often have credibility that non-sworn analysts do not. Regardless, it appears that 
most departments have concluded that having a professionally trained analyst (whether sworn 
or non-sworn) takes priority.  
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traffic officer was already much closer to the scene of the call. The traffic officer wasn’t responding 
because of organizational divisions and cultural perceptions that traffic officers don’t respond to 
radio calls. This is not necessarily a formal policy, but nonetheless appears to be a strong and 
widespread cultural norm that DDACTS is changing. In site interviews several respondents 
reported that when patrol officers learned about DDACTS for the first time, their initial reactions 
were that they did not want to start doing traffic-like activities. However, as they began to learn 
more about the DDACTS model, its purpose, and its utility, that perception began to change and 
patrol officers came to recognize traffic activities as beneficial and congruent with patrol activities.  

 

Outcomes, Rather than Outputs  

In several sites officers expressed the value of viewing the data and seeing the results of their 
efforts in shifting officers’ perspectives on the nature and importance of their work. Officers began 
to recognize how their activities had a more systematic impact on the jurisdiction. This resulted in a 
shift in thinking from, “I need to write tickets,” to, “I need to write tickets in the areas where there is 
a speeding problem.” 

 

Respondents in DDACTS sites referenced the challenge of getting officers out of their “honey-holes,” 
where they know they can quickly rack up as many tickets as they like. Getting officers to move into 
the DDACTS target areas and conduct high-visibility and intensive patrols required an appreciation 
that their activities were expected to produce more than just numbers on a “score card.” DDACTS 
participants also observed that providing officers with analyses showing how their activities were 
connected to the outcomes in the jurisdiction was critical for this shift in perspective. 

Technology and Data Systems 

Similar to the case of data analysts, DDACTS often coincided with or drove departments to upgrade 
to more sophisticated data systems in order for them to effectively implement the program. In one 
jurisdiction, at the onset of DDACTS a data analyst had to enter all data manually into Microsoft 

From Traffic Stop to Drug Bust 

In Mesa, Arizona, members of the department explained that the role of traffic enforcement was 
changing under DDACTS and that traffic officers have been known to make arrests related to 
drugs or gang activity that resulted from a traffic stop. In one recent case, a traffic officer pulled 
over an individual who had stolen multiple vehicles from parking lots. These cases 
demonstrated to the department that traffic stops can be a significant crime-fighting tool.  

Outputs vs. Outcomes 

Mesa, Arizona placed a strong emphasis on the difference between simple outputs (such as the 
number of speeding tickets written in an area) and actual outcomes (such as the reduction of 
speeding in an area). They very clearly articulated that they were more concerned with 
outcomes and that officers’ perspectives had shifted toward an appreciation of how their 
actions, reflected in the data, were producing results both in their geographic areas as well as 
other parts of the jurisdiction. 
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Excel because it could not be easily exported from the department’s Records Management System 
(RMS). This process was no longer necessary when the department shifted to a new RMS, which 
they invested in in part due to a firm commitment to DDACTS.  

 

As mentioned elsewhere, it was not uncommon for a department to begin DDACTS or another data-
driven program with a sworn officer who showed an interest in data analysis. Additionally, efforts 
to use a Records Management System (RMS) for data analysis when it was not intended for that 
purpose served to further frustrate an already challenging situation. Many DDACTS respondents 
observed that progress in the sites improved dramatically as the department invested in a new data 
system and/or a dedicated professional analyst.  

IMPLEMENTATION 

Sites faced a variety of common challenges in the implementation of DDACTS. Most sites expressed 
the importance of buy-in from line officers, but some sites came to this conclusion after an initial 
implementation that did not sufficiently engage officers. A common story was that senior 
management promoting the model did not clearly explain to middle management or line officers 
how DDACTS should be executed. Different commanders sometimes gave conflicting explanations 
of the model to line officers, resulting in confusion and inconsistencies in the officers’ 
understanding of what they were supposed to be accomplishing. Many officers also felt that the 
crime analyst was being brought in to tell them how they should do their job. Overall, officers in 
these sites were resistant to DDACTS at the outset, viewing it as a passing fad; confused by unclear 
or mixed messages about the purpose of DDACTS and their specific role in it; and resentful of 
analysts telling them how to do their jobs. Sites experiencing these issues found ways to address 
them, such as convening new training sessions with officers to ensure a consistent understanding of 
the model, or implementing monthly meetings designed to solicit and respond to officer input.  

Although many officers’ responses to DDACTS followed the common themes above, not all sites had 
trouble with officer buy-in. In some sites, command staff foresaw the issues of officer buy-in and 
sought to make it a key aspect of their programs from the beginning. A common strategy for doing 
this was ensuring officers understood the DDACTS philosophy, and that the model is largely 
intended to help officers by reducing long-term crime, decreasing calls-for-service, and increasing 
officer discretionary time.  

A related common implementation challenge was the way in which some officers viewed being 
assigned to DDACTS duty. Certain officers disliked having a DDACTS shift because they perceived it 

crimereports.com 

Crimereports.com was a prominent tool for many of the jurisdictions. The website allows 
departments to display online crime maps that are updated on a routine basis and shared with 
the public. The data are entered internally through a web portal called Command Central, and 
officers typically have their own unique usernames and passwords to access Command Central. 
Many of the departments used this software to complement their DDACTS program. For 
example, a full-time analyst might use more sophisticated analysis software programs to 
conduct in-depth DDACTS analysis, but officers and command staff could view maps in 
Command Central at any point and utilize them for directing patrols.  
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threatened their discretionary time, or disliked the departure from previous operations. Other 
officers liked it right away, feeling that it gave them a break from responding to calls-for-service, 
and in some cases management used DDACTS as an incentive for this reason. Command staff also 
sometimes made the case to officers that a benefit of DDACTS is the ability to use the program as 
the basis for probable cause in charges of racial profiling, whereby the officer could explain the 
concept of the DDACTS zone and how that led to the stop under question. Other officers came to 
view DDACTS as providing a valuable tool for them to accomplish their objectives in an alternative 
manner. 

  

 

  

C.A.T.C.H. 

The Citrus Heights Police Department serves as a good example of a site that transitioned into 
DDACTS in a manner that did not cause confusion or dissension within the department. Prior to 
DDACTS, the department routinely convened monthly meetings to review crime data under the 
program Crime and Trends in Citrus Heights (C.A.T.C.H.). After introduction to the DDACTS 
concept, the leadership realized they were already applying many DDACTS principles in their 
C.A.T.C.H. meetings. Rather than confusing anyone by introducing a new acronym and a new 
program, they simply elevated the discussion of traffic at the C.A.T.C.H. meeting and redefined 
the acronym to stand for Crime and Traffic in Citrus Heights. DDACTS implementers explained 
that other than them, no one else in the department would be familiar with a program titled 
“DDACTS,” even though they were participating in the model on a regular basis. 

Burden vs. Reward 

The way in which officers perceive DDACTS duty appears to depend largely on the 
circumstances of the jurisdiction. For instance, some officers in Shawnee lamented being 
assigned to DDACTS duty because they had to spend time traveling from their beat to the target 
area. Officers assigned to beats in the western end of the jurisdiction spent a significant amount 
of time traveling to and from the DDACTS zone in the eastern end of the jurisdiction. This 
represented a lot of time out of their assigned area.  

Conversely, in Philadelphia, where officers regularly respond to 30+ calls per shift, assignment 
to the DDACTS zone was used as an administrative reward. An officer working the DDACTS zone 
was expected to remain in the target area and was relieved of the obligation to “chase the radio,” 
going from call to call. 
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EVALUABILITY RESULTS 

In addition to the themes that emerged from across the 15 sites, several evaluation-specific issues 
became apparent throughout the course of the evaluability assessment. This section reviews these 
issues as they relate to the different forms of internal and external validity, outcomes of interest, 
and potential levels or units of analysis. 

Site Evaluability Assessment 

Egg Harbor, NJ Recommended 

Gilbert, AZ Recommended 

Lafourche, LA Recommended 

Lansing, MI Recommended 

Shawnee, KS Recommended 

Thibodaux, LA Recommended 

Citrus Heights, CA Pending 

Everett, MA Pending 

Fargo, ND Pending 

Mesa, AZ Pending 

Winter Park, FL Pending 

Baltimore, MD Not Recommended 

Philadelphia, PA Not Recommended 

State College, PA Not Recommended 

Vermont Not Recommended 

SITE SELECTION 

Based on the information collected from each of the 15 candidate assessment sites, they have been 
categorized as either recommended, pending, or not recommended. It should be noted that these 
assessments of evaluability should not be construed as any sort of judgment about the quality or 
capacity of the department, but rather an assessment of whether the specific circumstances of their 
present and future application of DDACTS lend themselves to inclusion in a rigorous multi-site 
evaluation. 

Sites that were assessed as “recommended” have provided evidence that they operate a version of 
DDACTS that can be assessed and compared to other similarly assessed sites. The sites that have 
been assessed as “pending” have the potential to be evaluated, but certain aspects of their current 
operation and/or future plans raise a degree of uncertainty about their suitability for evaluation. As 
conditions and unsettled issues are resolved in these sites, a more confident assessment of these 
sites’ evaluability will be possible. Sites assessed as “not recommended” have aspects or conditions 
of their application of DDACTS and/or future plans that pose significant barriers to evaluating 
DDACTS in their jurisdiction. At some point in the future, these aspects may change in a manner 
that would allow evaluation, but there is not sufficient reason to believe these conditions will 
change to sufficiently improve evaluability in the near future.  
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INTERNAL VALIDITY ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

Internal validity refers to the ability of a study to assess a causal connection between an action and 
an outcome. There are several different issues that can threaten internal validity, each of which is 
discussed in this section. 

Comparison Sites 

Several sites have strong comparison sites, while others have weak or no reasonably equivalent 
comparison sites. To be a sufficient comparison site, the locations should be located within the 
same agency or in a jurisdiction or location with similar agency size, crime and traffic patterns, 
major through-fares, and data. Crucially, the comparison sites need to not be implementing 
DDACTS. 

Many of the sites were able to reach a consensus on their opinions of a reasonably comparable 
jurisdiction (details of each comparison site are included in the site-specific reports). However, 
there were several sites that were not able to identify an equivalent comparison site. In these 
jurisdictions, the concept of randomization and equivalent target areas within the jurisdiction were 
explored, but this was consistently rejected as an option. In many of the sites adopting DDACTS, 
current practices include using the data to identify problematic areas, and they were not willing to 
ignore problems in areas that had been recognized through their analyses. 

Statistical Power 

Statistical power refers to a study’s ability to detect the presence of a statistically significant effect. 
The smaller the effect to be detected, the greater the statistical power must be in order to recognize 
it. By way of an analogy, if using a study to measure an effect were the same as using a microscope 
to view an object, then the size of the object would be the effect and the magnification of the 
microscope would be the statistical power. To see a small object, the microscope requires high 
magnification; likewise, to detect a small effect size, a study requires high statistical power. 

The two primary determinants of amount of statistical power required are: (1) the anticipated size 
of the effect to be detected; and, (2) the size of the sample of cases. Small sample sizes and 
potentially small numbers of occurrences of crime and collisions could make it difficult to provide 
enough statistical power in any study to detect a small effect resulting from the program. With this 
said, several of the sites reported experiencing positive outcomes of implementing DDACTS, despite 
the inability to quantify these outcomes due to already very low levels of occurrence. 

Dosage 

Related to concerns about variation in the construct of the program that is actually implemented 
(both on the books and in actual practice), the dosage of the intervention in any given site will be a 
critical consideration. Much of the assessments of officer activity leave open questions about the 
actual extent of officer activity in the target area. For instance, an officer in one site reported that 
the department was implementing the model very minimally, and that official records inflated the 
true dosage. This is because many officers were recording their time as DDACTS patrol in situations 
when it was not warranted, such as when they drove through the target area on their way to 
another location. Also, even where there is a large officer buy-in to performing DDACTS patrols, 
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there is the issue of whether the officers are spending enough time performing such activities to 
produce any reasonable expectation of a change in outcomes. For example, a single officer 
performing DDACTS in a large jurisdiction, where he may be the first to get called off in an 
emergency situation, does not provide much dosage. 

EXTERNAL VALIDITY ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

External validity refers to the ability of a study to generalize findings to other sites. There are 
several different issues that can affect external validity, each of which is discussed in this section. 

Sampling Bias 

As many of the selected sites have been engaged in DDACTS for a substantial period of time, they 
also contain individuals who have become SMEs (i.e., paid trainers for DDACTS). This could create a 
potential bias if those individuals have a vested interest in promoting the DDACTS model, and could 
compromise the generalizability of findings from these sites to other sites that do not have such 
experts working within their jurisdiction. Therefore, in the future if there are more sites without a 
DDACTS SME, there might be a difference in outcomes between these and those with an SME. 

Geographic Over-Representation on the East Coast 

Various DDACTS stakeholders have explained that the model began on the East Coast, and is 
continuing to spread to the West. This explanation was consistent with findings from the field. 
Representatives from the Citrus Heights, California site explained that the model was likely to be 
expanded to other jurisdictions in the state. 

CONSTRUCT VALIDITY 

As DDACTS is more loosely based on principles of operation, rather than specific program 
components, any future evaluation will need to carefully identify the specific form of DDACTS that 
is being implemented in a given site. As can be seen in the site-specific summaries contained in the 
appendix of this report, there is significant variation in the form of DDACTS implemented in each 
jurisdiction. These differences make it inappropriate to aggregate the specific implementations of 
DDACTS across sites. However, the introduction and application of the seven principles, which 
appears to have been consistent across the selected sites, could be viewed as an intervention in 
itself. Doing so would allow for the aggregation of outcomes from across sites. It would also 
necessarily change the scope of conclusions that could be drawn from an evaluation. Any observed 
outcomes would result from the department’s decision to implement DDACTS’ seven principles, 
rather than from the specific DDACTS program each department actually implemented. This may 
appear to be a slight distinction, but it is an important one.  

It is important to note that one of the apparent strengths of the DDACTS design is that it is a set of 
flexible principles, rather than a rigid program. This allows each site to adopt a strategy that fits the 
specific characteristics of its own jurisdiction. However, this means that over all the sites involved 
in DDACTS, the designs of the programs take into consideration a very large number of site-specific 
characteristics. Any future evaluators need to account for these factors during the selection of sites 
to include in a sample. They will be difficult to control for statistically, so it will be important to 
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consider these factors in the design of the methods, particularly if an evaluation is intending to 
generalize the findings to a larger population. 

MEASUREMENT VALIDITY 

Much of the administrative records appear to be a reasonable measure of officer activity. However, 
the sites have explained that these data may be more complete in some locations than others. For 
instance, in the more affluent communities, the police expect they are called to all instances of 
collisions, while in the less affluent communities they believe there is a greater incidence of 
collisions for which no report is made. 

Similarly, there is variation in the expectation of extra-departmental law enforcement activity by 
other organizations operating within the jurisdiction (see the site-specific descriptions for agencies 
with authority to operate within the prospective evaluation sites). 

JURISDICTION CHARACTERISTICS (AFFECTING INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL 
VALIDITY CONSIDERATIONS) 

The selected sites represent a variety of different types of jurisdictions, and the differences appear 
to have an effect on the manifestation of the DDACTS model. Most notably, jurisdictions with 
seasonal populations, such as college towns and resort areas, appear to have unique crime and 
traffic patterns compared to other jurisdictions. This is a relevant difference that could affect the 
outcomes and performance of DDACTS, and should be controlled for by the design of any evaluation 
of the program, as developed in a given site. 

As mentioned previously, the DDACTS model allows each site to adopt a strategy that fits the 
specific characteristics of its own jurisdiction. When designing the methods of a future study, it will 
be important to consider the factors below, particularly if an evaluation is intending to generalize 
findings to a larger population. Not surprisingly, characteristics such as size and jurisdiction type 
seem to play a significant role in each jurisdiction’s experience and policy development through 
DDACTS. However, less obvious factors also seem to influence the program in each jurisdiction. 
Some examples are described below. 

Population Diversity 

DDACTS can create tensions with regard to disproportionate minority contact, particularly in more 
demographically diverse areas compared to the more homogenous sites visited. Most often, this 
issue was discussed during site visits as it related to the use of the data to explain the rationale for 
officers’ discretionary decision-making about what stops to make. It is likely that outcomes 
influenced by population diversity will not be generalizable from sites characterized by high 
diversity to those with lower diversity, and vice versa. As discussed further in the Discretion section 
of this report, some officers began using the DDACTS analysis of target areas to explain and justify 
stops of individuals who felt they were unfairly targeted on the basis of race. 
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Prominent Venues and Attractions 

Several of the sites visited had significant, unique venues that might cause crime and traffic to vary 
seasonally, and largely distinguish the sites from others under study. In State College, Pennsylvania, 
for instance, roughly 100,000 visitors may enter the jurisdiction on a football weekend to see the 
Penn State football team at Beaver Stadium. This alters traffic patterns and increases congestion 
considerably from other times of the week and year. Furthermore, the primary concern of the State 
College Police Department is assaults stemming from student drinking, a crime type that is largely 
tied to the university’s football culture. Another example is in Vermont, where visitors come into 
Killington and other ski resort areas every winter, resulting in a large uptick in crime and crashes.  

 

The presence of these prominent venues and events represent outliers in the patterns of activities 
occurring in these jurisdictions, and make them very difficult to compare to another site. In other 
words, it is difficult to find a sufficiently similar comparison site to use for a quasi-experimental 
design. Additionally, the outliers cannot be isolated through matching, so less rigorous statistical 
controls would likely need to be employed in these jurisdictions. 

Weather Patterns 

Weather is known to affect both crime and traffic patterns. Several of the jurisdictions visited are 
prone to extreme weather, including significant snowfalls (Vermont, State College, Fargo), 
temperatures too hot to remain outdoors for long (Gilbert, Mesa), or hurricanes/tornados 
(Lafourche, Thibodaux, Shawnee). Such effects must be taken into consideration as part of the 

International Licenses 

In Everett, Massachusetts, particular issues arose because of the concentration of immigrants, 
many of whom were undocumented. As DDACTS inherently leads officers to make more traffic 
stops, the initiative opened up discussions about how to handle challenges arising from 
undocumented status. When an officer makes an arrest, the arrestee is automatically finger 
printed, and undocumented cases need to be reported to the Department of Homeland Security. 
The department arrived at a policy that if during a minor traffic stop they discovered an 
individual did not have a license, they would summon that individual to court instead of making 
an arrest. Part of their DDACTS efforts included education on which forms of international 
licenses were legally sufficient for individuals to operate a vehicle. 

 

“Dark Nights” 

Philadelphia has many unique characteristics that distinguish it from other jurisdictions. Among 
them, the city has multiple major sporting venues that drive significant crime and traffic 
activities. As a result, the Philadelphia Police Department will only dedicate officer resources to 
DDACTS during what they call a “dark night,” which is when none of the major sporting venues 
are open. 
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evaluation. Relatedly, different locations have seasonal fluctuations in population/demographics, as 
retired individuals move to warmer areas during the winter and cooler areas during the summer. 

Urbanicity 

Departments held a significant concern about the displacement of criminal activity to other 
locations, which is a factor that might vary based on the urbanicity of the jurisdiction. Consistent 
with the research on this topic, urban jurisdictions did not express this as a concern. However, the 
more suburban and rural jurisdictions, particularly those focused on property offenses, were under 
the impression that offenders were already traveling to areas to commit crimes. These departments 
worried that, after recognition of a target area, criminal offending might increase in non-target 
areas.  

 

Additionally, in the suburban communities, the presence of commuters traveling to nearby cities 
affected the nature of the traffic activity. Some sites had reputations as speed-traps, in which case 
officers were conducting highly visible activity, but not interacting with members of the 
community. Further, some of the commuting activity took place on highways, which were policed 
by a different law enforcement agency (primarily the state police). In these areas, much of the 
traffic activity occurs in locations that are not close to centers of criminal activity. These situations 
also affect the data that are available and drive the incidence of collisions within the boundaries of 
the jurisdiction. 

Concurrent Jurisdictions 

In each site there were multiple law enforcement agencies operating. Frequently, informal norms 
dictated which agency would handle activity in which locations. For instance, in a location with a 
university and a major highway, it is possible for law enforcement activity to be carried out by the 
local police department, the sheriff’s office, the state police/highway patrol, and the university 
police department. 

 

“I didn’t want to go there, the police are everywhere.” 

According to DDACTS respondents in Thibodaux, offenders arrested in Houma, Louisiana, which 
neighbors Thibodaux, have told the police that they are in the area because there is too much 
enforcement in Thibodaux. One captain explained that if criminals have to travel to other areas, 
they will likely be out of their comfort zone.  

“A lot of cops live here.” 

In Gilbert, Arizona, the department explained that law enforcement officers in Arizona have 
statewide jurisdiction, and that many officers from neighboring jurisdictions live within their 
community. Theoretically, they explained, an officer from another jurisdiction could make a stop 
on his way home from work. In such a situation, the record of that stop would not be likely to 
appear in the department’s data system. 
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This is important, and potentially problematic, as the enforcement activities of officers from 
another agency are not typically made available in the records systems of the primary law 
enforcement agency. Thus, data on these activities may be difficult or impossible to include. 
However, all the sites explained that while such cases may be possible, they believed that if it 
occurred at all it would be only a miniscule proportion of the enforcement within their jurisdiction. 
See the site-specific reports for more detail on the nature of concurrent jurisdictions in each site. 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS 

The unit of analysis refers to the level or subject that is being evaluated. In the case of DDACTS, 
conceptually, there are four potential levels for the unit of analysis: (1) target times and locations; 
(2) target locations; (3) shift; and (4) jurisdiction. However, based on our observations and for 
reasons that are described below, the analyses are probably best completed at the jurisdiction level, 
with a sub-analysis of outcomes in the target area versus other areas in the same and comparison 
jurisdictions. 

The primary reason for this is that sites almost universally identify all potential target areas within 
their jurisdiction, and apply DDACTS in those locations. Often, a site has only one target area, so a 
comparison target area is not an option. Where there might be a second target location, it is almost 
always receiving the same treatment, so it could not serve as a comparison site. Other sites that do 
not have a co-occurrence of crime and traffic are inherently different and present a threat to 
internal validity. However, where there are data to support such an effort, pre-post comparisons 
between the target area and the rest of the jurisdiction could demonstrate shifts caused by the 
program. Importantly, however, the target areas appear to be drivers of criminal and traffic activity 
for the entire jurisdiction, so results should be interpreted with caution. 

Adding consideration of entire comparison jurisdictions is highly advisable, and in many sites 
comparison jurisdictions have been identified. Ideally, DDACTS target areas could be identified in 
these comparison jurisdictions and comparisons could be made between outcomes in the defined 
target area(s) receiving DDACTS and the area(s) in the comparison sites without DDACTS activity. 

Importantly, however, many of the intermediate outcomes that are highly recommended for 
inclusion in the evaluation can only be assessed at the department/jurisdiction level, which is the 
most comprehensive unit of analysis being proposed. With that said, it may also be possible to 
conduct a more fine-grained assessment of outcomes at the unit of analysis of the target location, 
but this will only be applicable to certain outcomes, in certain jurisdictions, and the results will 
need to be interpreted with a great deal of caution. It is not recommended that analyses be 
conducted at the shift or “time and location” unit of analysis. 

Target Times and Locations 

At this unit of analysis, the target times and locations could be compared to other times and 
locations outside the defined area. 

This is problematic, as many sites were not able to include a highly defined temporal dimension in 
the first analysis of their targeted areas. Further, only a few outcomes of interest would be specific 
to time and place (e.g., collisions during rush hour). Therefore, it is not recommended that time and 
location be used as the level of analysis. 
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Targeted Locations 

At this unit of analysis, the targeted locations within a jurisdiction would be compared to other 
locations in either the same or a different jurisdiction. 

This approach, however, presents concerns about displacement and/or diffusion of crime and 
traffic incidents following targeted DDACTS enforcement. Additionally, within-jurisdiction 
comparisons are inherently challenging, as any equivalent area within the jurisdiction is often 
designated as a DDACTS target area shortly after it is identified. Thus, the most viable approach is 
to compare the target location(s) in a DDACTS jurisdiction with the researcher-identified 
equivalent target location(s) in a comparison jurisdiction. 

Shift 

At this unit of analysis, differences in outcomes would be assessed across shifts. This approach 
would be best suited to jurisdictions where one shift is engaged in DDACTS and another is not. 
However, there is a significant possibility of spillover effects in this approach, threatening internal 
validity, and thus it is not recommended. 

Jurisdiction 

At this level of analysis, differences in outcomes are compared across entire jurisdictions. Perhaps 
the most viable approach would be an evaluation of the differences in outcomes at both the 
jurisdictional level (comparing a DDACTS jurisdiction with a matched comparison non-DDACTS 
jurisdiction) and the targeted location area(s). Such an approach would allow for the assessment of 
outcomes that may appear at different levels of analysis. In particular, crime and collision declines 
may be more pronounced in the target area, and may not be so large that they would “move the 
dial” enough to allow a detection of the difference within the entire jurisdiction; thus, analysis at the 
location area level of analysis would show the difference. However, changes in the acceptance of 
data-driven decision-making could be experienced department-wide, so a jurisdictional assessment 
would be required to capture such a change. 

OUTCOMES OF INTEREST 

In addition to considerations of the various threats, challenges, and issues related to the validity of 
studies evaluating DDACTS, it is also critical to note that there are outcomes of interest that fall 
outside of expectation. DDACTS is advertised as a means of improving public safety through 
reductions in crime and traffic collisions. These are readily apparent and obvious outcomes to 
measure. The previous section describing cross-site themes and outcomes has reviewed many of 
the issues that emerged consistently enough to justify the expectation that there is some correlation 
with the adoption of DDACTS, and thus these themes should be considered as potential outcomes to 
assess in an evaluation. These outcomes include changes in the following: 

 targeted crimes 

 types of traffic activity (typically collisions) 

 police culture toward increased use of data in decision-making 
o appreciation and utilization of the crime analyst 
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o using data to define shift assignments 
o using data to justify discretionary stops 

 communication within the department (across divisions) 

 community relationships/perceptions of legitimacy 

 officer-initiated collaborations on traffic pattern/infrastructure revisions 

 officer discretionary time 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

DDACTS is a promising initiative that has garnered a great deal of support and enthusiasm from 
many in law enforcement. A primary feature of DDACTS is that it is based on the site-specific 
application of general principles to meet the site-specific needs of the jurisdiction. This appears to 
result in a highly responsive approach to operationalizing data-driven operations in the 
departments engaged in the effort. However, it also creates a diversity of program variations across 
sites that make comparisons and evaluability challenging. 

Through this evaluability assessment, a wide diversity of program formulations and degrees of 
implementation of DDACTS were observed in the 15 candidate sites. Some sites are not currently 
implementing an effort that they themselves consider DDACTS, while others are applying the 
principles to such an advanced degree that their programs do not resemble DDACTS in any other 
site. However, several sites are implementing reasonably comparable versions of DDACTS and have 
conditions that lend themselves to evaluation of their programs. There is sufficient infrastructure 
and commitment in the field to support an evaluation of the DDACTS model in these sites. However, 
the intervention should be considered as a broad application of the seven principles and the specific 
outcomes considered as a product of each site’s unique application of those principles. 

The results of this evaluability assessment indicate that it would be fully feasible to evaluate the 
impact of DDACTS on crime and traffic activity. Furthermore, it is recommended that in addition to 
an evaluation of the effects on crime and traffic, any DDACTS evaluation should include a focus on 
the implementation of DDACTS, its effects on the organizational and operational characteristics of 
the department, and its effects on the interactions with the community. Indeed, based on qualitative 
data resulting from stakeholder interviews associated with this assessment, it appears that the 
most significant and important outcome to be affected by DDACTS will be a change in the culture of 
the police departments toward an increased acceptance and use of evidence-based and data-driven 
decision-making.  

Successful execution of a multi-site DDACTS evaluation should include both a quantitative and 
significant qualitative component. It will also be necessary to create and operationalize measures of 
abstract concepts, such as acceptance of data-driven decision making, application of the seven 
DDACTS principles, and cultural change.  

Importantly, observations and conversations with the 15 sites suggest that there are important 
intermediate outcomes of DDACTS, in addition to the advertised outcomes of reducing crime and 
collisions while improving efficiency and conserving resources. This report has detailed these 
intermediate and attendant outcomes, which will be critical outcomes to measure during an 
evaluation of DDACTS. While the anecdotal evidence seems to suggest that DDACTS has a positive 
impact on the primary outcomes, there is relatively less recognition of the existence of these 
intermediate outcomes, let alone an appreciation of how DDACTS affects them. These intermediate 
outcomes (including culture changes, adoption of data systems and analysis, operationalization of 
data-driven decision-making, and community perceptions of police legitimacy) are important 
components of best practice in policing and thus merit inclusion in any systematic evaluation of 
DDACTS.
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APPENDIX –  EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT PROCESS AND 
PROCEDURES 

KICK-OFF MEETING 

To begin the project, the Urban project team held a kickoff meeting with core staff from NIJ and 
NHTSA. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the background and status of DDACTS, define 
the scope of Urban’s project, and determine a plan of action moving forward. From this meeting, 
Urban received information to contact IADLEST and initiate workshop visits and outreach. Urban, 
NIJ, and NHTSA also agreed on a regular schedule for conference calls. In the following month, one 
member from Urban attended and observed DDACTS training to better understand the scope of the 
model. This information, combined with the DDACTS Operational Guidelines and additional 
materials, was used to develop a program logic model and site visit protocol.  

SITE SELECTION 

Site selection was conducted using an informal snowball sampling method. The Urban research 
team received a spreadsheet from IADLEST indicating that 441 law enforcement agencies had 
received DDACTS training. However, the list could not indicate which sites had implemented 
DDACTS following training, or the extent of implementation among those that had. The research 
team decided that soliciting site recommendations from DDACTS Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) 
and other DDACTS personnel was the best approach for identifying sites that had fully adopted the 
initiative in full following training.  

Urban received contact information for DDACTS SMEs through IADLIST. During these calls, Urban 
asked SMEs to identify the sites they felt exceeded at implementing key DDACTS principles (they 
could recommend their own agency). The most frequently recommended sites were compiled into a 
list of 25 agencies. This was the approach taken to identify a preliminary list of 25 promising sites 
for the assessment from the 441 agencies that had attended a training. 

IADLIST and NHTSA made further recommendations, which included sites featured prominently in 
local media outlets for their DDACTS program. Through discussions with NIJ and NHTSA, Urban 
identified, a final list of 15 sites was selected for the assessment. Two sites were selected 
specifically because they had recently received training at the time of selection. In addition to 
ensuring that the 15 agencies were sites that chose to adopt DDACTS, the research team also 
wanted the sites to represent a geographically diverse sample. 

A major limitation to this approach was the inability to determine the number of sites that had 
attended trainings, but did not implement a DDACTS program in their jurisdiction. Another 
limitation was that the SMEs participating in the snowball sampling were primarily familiar with 
other SME sites, as the SMEs travel together to conduct trainings.  
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DEVELOPMENT OF PROTOCOLS FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Following the identification of the 15 sites, a protocol for collecting information from each of the 15 
sites was developed. The protocol is as follows: 
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1. Site Characteristics - Identify to the extent possible the following characteristics in advance of the site visit 
(department websites, telephone interviews with key local staff) - fill in missing information on site. 

a. Population served 
b. Population density 
c. Department size (number of officers, estimated budget, yearly local statistics) 
d. Department structure (of importance is existence of separate crime analysis and traffic 

enforcement units) 
e. Local transportation profile (highways, public transportation, infrastructure, local accident and 

fatality statistics) 
2. Key Local Personnel - Identify in advance key DDACTS personnel and supervisors beginning with IADLEST 

training rosters, subject matter expert list and department website, supplemented by telephone interviews. 
3. DDACTS Implementation Summary - Review press releases, website etc. in advance. However, 

documentation of current implementation status and past history will be dependent on site visit interviews 
and observations. Interviewees should include crime/traffic analysis personnel, traffic unit supervisors (if 
applicable), patrol supervisors and senior management. 

a. Date of DDACTS training 
b. Implementation status (program maturity) 
c. Status of implementation of each of the core principles and the extent to which local conditions or 

decisions prioritize or set aside one or more principles. 
d. Experience of DDACTS implementation (planning, changes over time, basic implementation 

process, data used and how, challenges that needed to be overcome). 
e. Comparison of implementation with DDACTS training curriculum (local explanations for 

similarities and differences) 
4. Future Implementation Process Evaluation Feasibility - Explore implementation data availability and 

willingness of local key stakeholders to participate in an implementation evaluation in the future. Interviews 
of same personnel as outlined in #3 plus identify active partner points of contact for interview on site or 
through follow telephone calls (see primary component #1 of the DDACTS model). 

a. Existence, quality and availability of implementation documentation (meeting summaries, MOUs, 
rosters, etc.) 

b. Willingness to participate in an implementation evaluation (will require affirmation from chief 
executive or senior command with decision authority) 

5. Future Outcome/Impact Evaluation Feasibility - Explore outcome/impact data availability and 
willingness of local key stakeholders to participate in an outcome/impact evaluation in the future. 
Interviews of same personnel as outlined in #3 plus identify active partner points of contact for interview on 
site or through follow telephone calls (see primary component #1 of the DDACTS model). Also important to 
document outcome and impact data availability and willingness to share with evaluators in the future—will 
need to talk to key IT staff about RMS/CAD/traffic data access in particular. 

a. Existence, quality and availability of outcome/impact data (RMS/CAD, traffic, etc.), mapping 
software applications and ease or difficulty associated with data extraction. Existence, quality and 
availability of law enforcement productivity and efficiency rate denominator data will also need to 
be explored for consideration of enforcement efficiency measures. Survey feasibility for perceptual 
outcome measures also needs to be assessed. 

b. Willingness to participate in an outcome/impact evaluation (will require affirmation from chief 
executive or senior command with decision authority, along with other local partners depending 
on the nature of collaboration) 

c. Feasibility of comparison group/locations or random assignment evaluation designs (explore 
primarily with supervisors and executives to identify potential comparison departments not 
implementing DDACTS) 

6. Evaluability Assessment Findings - Synthesize pre-, on-site, and post-interview, observation and other 
data collected for this individual site (cross site findings to be separately addressed in the final report) 

a. Recommended evaluation approach (if feasibility is affirmed) 
b. Alternative approaches 
c. Evaluation duration/other parameters 
d. Estimated cost  
e. Challenges and potential evaluation obstacles 

7. Assessment Summary and Recommendations 
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Group interviews were completed at each of the 15 sites. These group interviews included a variety 
of officers and staff from each of the sites, and sought to include representatives of command level 
staff, the crime analyst, a DDACTS point of contact, as well as members of traffic and patrol 
divisions as necessary and applicable. Each meeting lasted between 2–2.5 hours, and site 
participants ranged in number from as few as three to more than 20 in one site. The following site-
specific reports are the results of each of these visits, as well as background research and follow-up 
phone calls. This information is intended to provide readers with an understanding of the 
characteristics and context of each site, the status of its DDACTS program, and other information 
relevant for designing a study of DDACTS in that jurisdiction.  
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33 - Baltimore County, Maryland 

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Baltimore County Police Department 

June 12, 2014 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

Baltimore County is a large metropolitan county consisting of 598.30 square miles. It surrounds the 
city of Baltimore on three sides to the south and borders the state of Pennsylvania to the north. The 
county is primarily suburban in its southern regions, but also borders the Chesapeake Bay to the 
southeast and is largely agricultural in the northern portion. The estimated population was 823,015 
in 2013 with a 2010 population density of 1,345.5 persons per square mile. In 2012, the population 
was 61.4 percent white, 27.0 percent black, 5.4 percent Asian, and 4.6 percent Latino. 2008–12 
estimates indicate median household income was $66,068, with 8.5 percent living below the 
poverty line, and 35.3 percent of those age 25 and over had a bachelor's degree or higher.  

Transit Profile 

The county’s 2,600-mile highway system is made up of a combination of rural roads and large 
thoroughfares servicing business and recreational areas as well as feeding into Baltimore City in a 
spoke-like configuration. Interstate 95 traverses the county to the east, I-83 is a major north-south 
route from Baltimore City to Pennsylvania through the center of the county, I-70 to the west begins 
in the county, and the Baltimore Beltway (I-695) encircles Baltimore City mostly within the 
boundaries of the county. As a large metropolitan county, numerous public transportation 
alternatives also exist, including a light rail system, a subway system, a commuter rail (MARC), and 
an extensive network of bus transportation. In addition to the county’s large size there are a variety 
of unique features that can affect traffic congestion and safety. These include having a large 
population of commuters working in Baltimore City; several college campuses located in the 
southern region; the State fairgrounds that host numerous recreational events, including the State 
Fair each summer; and a large business concentration in the area of Hunt Valley, among others. In 
2011, Baltimore County reported 15,534 reportable5 crashes, 66 fatal crashes, and 8 alcohol-related 
fatalities (Baltimore County Police Department, 2011). 

                                                             

5
 Motor vehicle crashes are only reported to the State of Maryland if certain criteria are met, most commonly that a vehicle 

needed to be towed or there was serious bodily injury or death. 
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http://resources.baltimorecountymd.gov/Documents/Police/2012pdfs/annualreport2011.pdf








http://www.policechiefmagazine.org/magazine/index.cfm?fuseaction=display&article_id=1840&issue_id=72009










http://www.citrusheights.net/docs/15.pd.pdf


















http://www.ehtgov.org/Budgets/2013%20Budget.pdf


















http://www.ci.everett.ma.us/Everett_files/budget/index.htm


















http://www.ci.fargo.nd.us/attachments/af87f214-5e4e-47f9-ab3b-10154a648949/2012%20City%20of%20Fargo,%20North%20Dakota%20CAFR%20-%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.ci.fargo.nd.us/attachments/af87f214-5e4e-47f9-ab3b-10154a648949/2012%20City%20of%20Fargo,%20North%20Dakota%20CAFR%20-%20FINAL.pdf


















http://www.gilbertaz.gov/budget/pdf/2012-13%20BUDGET%20DOC%20-%20WEBfinal.pdf








http://www.gilbertaz.gov/ddacts/
























http://www.lansingmi.gov/Lansing/finance/FY13AdoptedBudgetBook.pdf














http://www.mesaaz.gov/budget/Documents/PreliminaryBudget/PreliminaryExecutiveBook2012_2013.pdf


















http://www.phila.gov/finance/pdfs/FY%2013%20Budget%20Detail%20Sect%2026-44.pdf
















http://gsh.cityofshawnee.org/pdf/finance/2013_budget.pdf


















http://www.statecollegepa.us/DocumentCenter/View/7087








http://www.statecollegepa.us/DocumentCenter/View/8000








http://www.ci.thibodaux.la.us/departments/finance/files/2014%20Original%20Budget.pdf
















http://finance.vermont.gov/sites/finance/files/pdf/state%20budget/FY2013%20Executive%20Budget%20Recommendations.pdf












http://cityofwinterpark.org/Docs/Departments/Finance/Budget13.pdf
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