Balancing Growth:
Building performance measurement
capability in the Town of Bethlehem
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Executive Summary

The Town of Bethlehem is at an important crossroadr the last two decades, the Town has
experienced unprecedented growth with its populatioreasing by 28.8%. To assist in
managing the effects of growth on the quality t& in Bethlehem, the town launched a
comprehensive planning effort aimed at developtrafegies for balancing new service
demands from town’s residents with town prioritids.a first step in implementing this strategy
the Town Board created the Interdepartmental Mamagé Advisory Committee (IMAC),
whose focus and mission was to refine and realmunls services without undue burden to the
Town’s taxpayers. This mission requires a new rgameent model oriented toward
transparency and accountability.

IMAC pursued two primary strategies in creatingsthew management model. The first is to
systematically gather information on the day-to-dgerations of each town department. The
second is to invest in the development of a departnmievel performance measurement
framework; in this case for the Town of Bethlehealid® Department. This report presents the
results of the performance framework developmentoreftogether with a set of
recommendations for moving forward.

The Police Department developed 11 performanceosgs, 37 indicators and over 120
measures of success as the foundations of newnafan and knowledge sharing required as
part of a performance management model.

Responsive to community needs

Public safety

Officer safety

Officer morale

Officer integrity

Effective internal controls

Community recognition and support
Incidences of crime

. Recognition by peers

10. Efficient administrative procedures and operations
11. Efficient and effective personnel management.

CoNooOrWNE

A set of challenges to implementation of the pemiance framework were identified.

* Already strained human resources

» Data collection designed to support external repgrt

» Current information capture and use is constrabeexisting systems
* Deeply embedded process and data issues

* Informal information sharing and reporting traolits

* Limited experience in cross-boundary informatioargig

» Establishing clearly defined goals
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Fifteen recommendations for moving forward with {heliminary performance management
framework for the Town of Bethlehem Police Depanminare presented to support both the
implementation of the framework in the police dépent and the consideration of additional
performance framework development efforts in otdepartments. These recommendations
related to actions that need to be taken by theé@lepartment in partnership with IMAC, by

the Police Department in partnership with MIS, anthin the Police Department itself.

The report also includes a set of factors critioahe success of this effort.

* The Police Department must formalize processeth#oaccumulation, analysis,
discussion and use of the data.

* The Police department must consistently track swic of interest for day to day and
long term planning.

* New information and knowledge sharing practicestrbesdevelopment and formalized.

* The nature of interaction between departmentseatlyr oversight oriented, must
transition to involve knowledge sharing and collaive issues identification and
problem solving.

* New understanding about interdependencies acrossmuast be developed.

* Town departments must work jointly to identify rid@ship between performance in
each unit and overall performance of the Town.

Center for Technology in Government 4



Chapter One: Balancing Growth

The Town of Bethlehem is at an importa Bethlehem, New York
crossroad; over the last two decades, the T ,

has experienced unprecedented growtn with| [CCeried n March of 2763, tre Tour i
population increasing by 28.8%. This rate | apany, the capital city of New York Statg.
growth is significantly higher than Alban] Bethlehem is a suburban community offering
County and the four-county Capital Region ag high-quality ~ school  systems,  excellent
Whole”l, and presents new challenges to to recrgational facilities, and superb programs gnd
management. So far Bethlehem has b 232/r|%e1560%ethlehem currently has a population of
successful in meeting increasing demands T

services without increasing the burden Town of Bethlehem: Comprehensive Plan and
taxpayers. However, Town managers recogrl GenericEnvironmental Impact Statement
that keeping this balance requires a fresh look at

the way the town’s services are managed.

To assist in managing the effects of growth on do@lity of life in Bethlehem, the town
launched a comprehensive planning effort aimedeakeldping strategies for balancing new
service demands from town'’s residents with towontres. The comprehensive plan, released in
August of 2005, outlines a vision for the year 2@2@ lays out a strategy for achieving this
vision within the finite resources of the town. Are element of the strategy is establishing
regular, systematic, and rigorous examinationsrmfrities, practices, and outcomes. As a first
step in implementing this strategy the Town Boamehted the Interdepartmental Management
Advisory Committee (IMAC) whose mission is to:

...develop recommendations to the Town Board thatereind realign the
Town’s service priorities to achieve optimum sezvmerformance at least
cost, without causing dramatic reductions in Towervikes and without
unreasonably increasing the burden of the Towmnkpagers.

This committee, comprised of the Town Supervisenia staff and one Town Board member,
was tasked with working cooperatively with all towervices and departments to establish long
and short term goals and to seek opportunitiessore maximum efficiency in accordance with
Town priorities. Historically, departments in thewn of Bethlehem have worked autonomously
with minimal intervention from or engagement wilte tSupervisor or their staff. This strategy is
generally recognized by town management and acgos®rnment agencies as no longer
effective; so-called “silo” approaches are beinglaeed throughout government with
management models that use information about pedoce from across an organization to
inform both unit and organization level decisionking. This new management model requires
new procedures and protocols for information sharacross unit boundaries and with
organizational leadership. This new use of inforaraand a new orientation toward enterprise

! Town of Bethlehem: Comprehensive Plan and Gerf@riGronmental Impact Statement, Saratoga Assogiates
2005. pg. 1.1
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versus unit-level decision making and planning negua paradigm shift in most organizations,
Bethlehem included.

The committee recognized that for such an endetavioe successful, they would need to replace
historical practices with new levels of informatisharing and with new kinds of information
about departmental operations and impact. In aesdrey would need to create an environment
that enables transparency. Transparency, ideallyresult in IMAC having the information
necessary to asses whether town resources are beed) to “achieve optimum service
performance at least cost” and to make determinstabout alternative strategies as necessary.
In other words, new information and new informatgiraring practices will allow IMAC more
transparency with respect to departmental operstao in terms of impact of those operations
on the town. This new knowledge, again, ideallyll Wwe used to inform the development of
recommendations related to program planning anaures allocations. The goal the Town has
set for itself is an ambitious one. Changing thturgof decision making and planning in any
organization is challenging. No less so in a dymaamd growing municipality like Bethlehem.

The challenge of successfully making this paradstpift in a municipality is that it must occur at
two levels. First, the management model must botbke and encourage transparency through
systematic information sharing and second, themé&ion shared must be relevant and useful in
responding to the questions of interest. Both nhgstexamined and in some cases changed.
Table 1 characterizes how information sharing witand across departments can contribute to
specific activities through increased transpareita@iso illustrates that information sharing does
not serve the same purpose in all cases. Informat@ared within a department or division is
likely to be relevant to daily operations and pewbl solving. Information shared between a
department and town management should be relewantther purposes such as strategic
planning and resource allocations.

Table 1.
Creating transparency through information sharing

Location Purpose

Within one unit of a department Daily operations @anoblem solving
Program planning

Across units in a department Daily operations amdblem solving
Program planning

Strategic planning

Between units of a department andActivity reporting

department leadership

Program planning
Strategic planning
Among Departments Program planning
Strategic planning
Between department leadership ah&trategic planning
Town Management

Resource allocations
Some of this information sharing is occurring inttiBehem. However, it became clear to IMAC
in their initial efforts that the sharing of infoation both within departments and with Town
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management is generally ad hoc and inconsistedbds not enable the kind of systematic and
rigorous examinations necessary to generate soandmmendations to the Town Board
regarding service optimization at least cost.

IMAC adopted two primary strategies to fill thispgan capability. The first is to systematically
gather information on the day-to-day operationgath town department; essentially to build a
new understanding about department level operataon performance. The second is the
development of a department level performance mmeasent framework as a first effort in
building the capability necessary to provide thefggenance information necessary to begin to
make difficult choices about resources and services

Systematic information capture

The systematic capture of information across ghladienents in the Town was an important
first-step in the transition from the informationgy environment to the information-rich
environment necessary for systematic review of tmenvices. Generic and department
specific questions were developed and distributiggere through brief questionnaires or
through face to face meeting with IMAC. These dsstons explored how each department
handles routine processes such as overtime, sigk |supply requests, citizen complaints, or
equipment inventories (See appendix A for copiehefinstruments used).

A performance measurement framework

In March of 2006, IMAC and the Center for Technglog Government (CTG) at the
University at Albany, SUNY, initiated a set of dissions related to the creation of a
performance measurement framework for the towne@8am these discussions IMAC and
CTG agreed that a focus on one department in the tather than town-wide management
would be a best first effort. Lessons learned imkivg in one department would be used to
produce a set of recommendations about more braseeb performance measurement
framework development. Due to its primacy in terafistown responsibilities, the Police
Department was selected as the focus. This effag aesigned to identify the performance
guestions of interest, a framework for gatherirgpoamses to those questions and to generate
recommendations about implementation of the perdmica framework.

This document presents the results of the perfoceameasurement framework activities. It is
organized into four chapters with extensive appeexli This first chapter provides an overview
of the focus of the project and the project resulthapter two includes an introduction to
performance measurement frameworks in the pubtitbs@nd an outline of the steps necessary
to add performance measurement to an organizatiomoslel. Chapter three presents the
performance measurement framework developed cobpayaby the Police Department and the
Center and introduces a set of procedures fodibptzon and use. Chapter four presents a set of
recommendations for moving forward with both théeasion of the performance measurement
framework development efforts in the police deparitrand more broadly throughout the Town
of Bethlehem.
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Chapter Two: Setting the stage for
optimum service performance

To place this overall effort in context it is nesa/ to review performance measurement as a
management tool. This chapter provides a brief\oger of performance management in general
as well as the use of performance management iaiplorganizations in particular. The core
components and guiding principles of performancesuement frameworks are introduced.
Throughout this chapter we introduce the exampfe€itStat of the City of Baltimore, and
CompsStat of the New York City as illustrations nfarmation-based performance management
programs currently in use.

Using information to guide service delivery - Not a new idea

The Cof‘cem Of. using Infor_matlon t Performance measurement involves collecting data |n
help guide service delivery is not ne| gysiematic and objective manner to determine |the
or revolutionary, nor is it ONg efficiency and effectiveness of service deliverydan
organizations have been full] program objectives. Performance management is |the
successful at adopting. Knowledg application of such data into an integrated managem
about what comprises a performan| system that informs resource allocation and detigio
management model and how it my making to move an organization toward the achievene

be used has emerged over tinj Of strategic objectives.
through development and use. In t Performance Management: When results magter

early days the focus was on da ICMA 2004
collection; only more recently the focus has turneduse and reflection within and beyond
individual units and organizations toward cross+imtary or enterprise-wide implementations.

* Over 60 years ago, Clarence E Ridley and Herbert Sknon recommended that
municipalities collect data to monitor and contiwir services

 In 1977, Mark Keane (Executive Director of Intefoatl City Management Association)
and William Gorham (President, The Urban Institidejhored a guide for municipalities
called ‘How effective are your community services? Proceslufor monitoring the
effectiveness of municipality services

* In 1993 the US Government enacted the Governmambrfence and Result Act of 1993
(GPRA) and the President's Management Agenda. attisnandated federal agencies to
specify performance metrics that aligned their grenfance and goals to results. As a result
of this act federal agencies were in turn askirgesagencies to also look at performance
metrics for their federally funded programs.

2 Measuring Municipal Activities, (1943) C.Ridley, Bimon
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The progression of these efforts is an importaet anthe 1940s we began to recognize the need
to collect data, in the 70’s we recognized we nmaste specific questions identified to ensure the
relevant data is available; in the 90’s we begaretmgnize that performance measurement and
goals must be aligned and that government orgaoimaimust take into account the broader
enterprise they are interacting with; in the catehe Town of Bethlehem this is each unit
interacting with each other and with town manageimen achieve both organization-wide fiscal
and performance accountability no single unit carplement a performance measurement
framework independent of the other units. The aais€itiStat in Baltimore provides many
insights into the enterprise-wide implementationagberformance management framework. In
addition, there are many resources available orusleeof performance management and on the
implementation of performance measurement framesvask part of performance management
strategies (See appendix E).

CitiStat — City of Baltimore, Maryland

Initiated in 2000 by Mayor Martin O’'Malley, CitiStés a city-wide computer database system
that allows the City to regularly review performenaf its departments. Operating under four
tenets—accurate and timely intelligence, effectaetics and strategies, rapid deployment| of
resources, and relentless follow-up and assessntbatperformance of each city department is
now checked daily and addressed biweekly, as oppmsannually. Department heads are held
accountable and often rewarded for positive peréome. In fiscal year 2001, the impact that
CitiStat had on Baltimore's budget was an estimatdngs of over $13 million, mostly the
result of reduced operational costs, increasednievestreams, reduced absenteeism jand
accident time utilization, and termination of cgsthd inconsistent initiatives.

Performance measurement frameworks

Over the past two decades in particular, both th#ip and private sectors have invested heavily
in performance management frameworks. Regardledbeospecifics of any one framework
however, they all seem to share certain comporaerguiding principles.

Components of performance measurement frameworks

1. Clear and explicit and prioritized goals

2. Means to measure progress toward those goals erpexfice categories, indicators, and
measures

3. Performance targets or benchmarks

4. Data

5. Protocols for use

Guiding principles for performance management

* A performance measurement framework must be intgrdarived rather than externally
dictated.

» A performance measurement framework must be grauimda well developed set of goals
and objectives.

* A performance measurement framework must be agtivsd as a foundation for
information sharing — to be useful, it must be used

Center for Technology in Government 10



* A performance measurement framework must be comiisly reviewed and refined for
improvements based on knowledge gained througHaegse.

The following sections provide a summary of eachhese components and guiding principles
as a foundation for the introduction of the framewdeveloped by the Town of Bethlehem
(ToB) police department and for the related uséqoals.

Components of performance measurement frameworks

1. Goals-All public agencies need the ability to link theirganizational mission to both long
and short-term goals. These goals must be speci@arly stated, derived from the mission
and linked to a particular strategy for achievisgccess.” Organizational goals must not be
stated as dichotomous variables (that is, simptgrd@ning whether or not they have been
achieved). They should be expressed as a continwhereby incremental progress can be
measured providing evidence of achievement asrtjenation moves forward.

—H

2. Means of measurement One of the challenges o

creating a performance measurement framework %O—E:L;rformance category1A
arriving at a set of meaningful performance categor Indicator1lAa
indicators and measures. Progress toward broadly MeasurelAal
stated goals (such as the maintenance of a “safe MeasurelAa2
community”) cannot be assessed by one or eyen MeasurelAa3
several measures. Rather, a wide variety of indisaf Indicator1Ab

and related measures must be developed, agreed jupon MeasurelAbl
and then used to gain an accurate picture | of MeasurelAa2

Performance categoryl1B
Indicator1Ba
MeasurelBal
MeasurelBa?2

performance. Performance indicators and measures
should be regularly reviewed and refined over time.

The development of performance measurements is

hindered by a number of challenges. The firsh& t goal 2

the development of performance indicators and Performance category...
measures is often constrained by an output vensus a

outcome orientation. Changing the orientation ohagers toward outcomes is part of the
transition process from a traditional managemendehto a management model grounded in
transparency and performance. A second challergessinore from use than development,
this is a predisposition to oversimplify relations) i.e., managers select their favorite
measure and rely on it or on one performance tamgehe indicator set and fail to or choose
not to attend to the multidimensionality of perf@amee. Rarely can an accurate assessment
of performance of a complex organization be derivech a one-dimensional review.

An additional challenge is deciding on what measuo include. The addition of even one
measure represents cost — particularly if the deteessary to use that measure is not
available. Decision makers must consider the aost benefit of creating and maintaining
each particular measure. While many measures caormdered “nice to know,” they may
not be considered critical, or in some casesgatignough, to the question at hand.
Collectively identifying the key questions andengnt indicators and measures is the best
way to inform judgments about what measure to oheland what to leave out. Generally,
performance measurement frameworks should be atlaptanore modest implementations

Center for Technology in Government 11



so that expertise in related use and refinementsbeadeveloped over time. This strategy
requires that time be spent with principal actars,this case, IMAC and the Police

Department (PD) executive team in selecting a gubsestart with from among the

performance categories, indicators, and measuegkahble in the framework.

In general, you can think of the means of measun¢m® having three sets of measures and
indicators ready to serve three separate purpddes.measurement means used for each
propose are not mutually exclusive; rather thefediby the frequency and purpose of their
use and frequency of their aggregation. The ®ett might encompasses a core set of
measures to be used by the department and theodiwtaff to guide day to day operations,
as well as general internal management. The sesenthight include indicators useful for
sharing with external entities as a means of cangegerformance and discussing resource
allocations on a monthly or bi-weekly basis. Thedtset of indicators includes measures
whose rate of occurrence does not warrant freqaealysis, but should be amassed at least
on annual basis for the purpose of historical campa and annual report purposes.

3. Performance targets Performance targets or benchmarks are a critoaiponent of
performance measurement frameworks. EstablishingHmearks can be done in a number
of ways, ranging from basing targets on historpatformance of the organization or unit
being measured to basing them on the performansengfr organizations or communities.
Establishing performance targets is critical pdrperformance framework development;
and their use is even more important. Unfortuyatelkperience has shown that the
development of performance benchmarks is a difficwdmplex and risky task. It is all
these things for a number of reasons. First, diffecult because to be truly useful as part of
a transparency agenda benchmarks must be condgraezgloped and broadly supported.
This is by itself difficult and costly to achiev@econd, true comparability is very difficult to
achieve. Identifying comparable entities — in asseto allow the comparison between
apples and apples rather than apples and orangesryisdifficult. Getting a group of
principle actors — i.e., those with a strong stakeéhe process, to establish a commonly
agreed upon set of benchmarks for performance afiectying and sometime impossible
without compromise.

4. Data - Data can be both the strength and weakest lin& performance measurement
framework. Issues of data quality, data contexta d&finitions, and data usability represent
significant challenges for users of performance agament. Data must be fit for the use
being made of it. This maxim does not always getdtiention it deserves. For example, a
measure might be selected and agreed upon byra#gayet, upon further investigation the
related data is found to be of poor quality; whinlght mean many things including that it
is incomplete or inaccurate. An example can bevdrfrom the homeless community. Data
about homeless individuals is collected from themnirdy the process of registering at a
shelter. This is typically a stressful time and gaily data collected during that interaction
is of questionable value. Selecting an indicatsdal in part from this data is likely to be a
problem due to the lack of reliability of the data.

Other data problems relate to data in context aedrmportance of expert knowledge. The
development of a set of measures and the mappitigpeé measures to relevant data sources
must be done with the knowledge and advice of tlvase have expert knowledge of the
context and of the data collection process. Thiswkadge must be shared as part of the
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measure selection and prioritization process. Gorkeowledge, for example, ensures that
the data, even if it is of high quality is beingpled in a way that makes sense. Even high
guality data can be incorrectly used out of cont&kis last point speaks to the risk of the

usability of data beyond the purpose for which @sveollected. Often data is collected for a
very specific purpose and coded according to aokatnique policies or business rules.

Knowledge about and understanding of these comditie critical to making assessments
about the usability of data for different purpostse creation of new interactions; i.e., new
performance framework meetings, provides the veioughe examination of data issues

within the context of a specific set of questioDsita issues must be considered within the
context of use. Data cannot be evaluated, in generghe abstract or according to some
external measure of quality; data quality is a raea®f fithess for use of a piece of data in
terms of a specific question at a specific time.

Protocols for use- One of the defining features of performance rganmeent frameworks is
its constant need for review and refinement. Qaperformance framework is developed,
an agency needs to determine how it will be usedr example, an organization needs to
determine how frequently should each measure beeggtgd and how often should the
means of measurement be reviewed to assess the ofadixisting measures and determine
whether important measures are currently missiiigis review procedure is a dynamic
process and must occur continuously as managerg their professional experience to bear
and use the measures to actively manage the oegemz

Performance measures can be analyzed temporally oonth-to-month basis, with year-to-
date totals and annual comparisons) and/or geogaph (by sector). Such analysis
increases efficiency and helps to provide addilidegels of transparency. Accurate and
verifiable measures of work performed not only dastmte progress, but ensure a fair
degree of personal accountability as well. Failtweengage in this type of analysis can
appear, in some situations, as an indication obrg@anization that is self-satisfied, risk- or
feedback-averse.

Guiding principles for performance management

Grounded in a well developed set of goals and pmdace objectives To be effective a
performance measurement framework must be groungeda clear and explicit
organizational mission statement and goals.

Internally derived- Performance indicators, to be accepted and used{ be derived from
within. While many aspects of a particular kindagfency are generic and common, others
are quite specific based upon the unique enviromnzer challenges faced by each
organization. Only individuals knowledgeable loé¢ tspecial circumstances of the particular
organization can thus develop performance meadhasare needed to account for the
uniqueness of the organization. For example, freonke that has been developed for a
police department of a large metropolitan area ddel largely useless in a small community
setting.

Proactive use of informationWhile the exact mechanism for sharing perforneadiata can
vary (perhaps taking the form of interactive mamaget meetings), the key issue is that the
information is shared andsed by managers to review progress, to reinforce affec
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practices, to allocate or reallocate resources exessary, and plan for the future. The
willingness of managers to use a performance fraomevs in turn influenced by the form
and the level of effort needed to obtain the neagssformation. If the information is not
consolidated into a straightforward, accurate asable form, managers won't use it.

» Continuous improvement Like any other management tool, a performancadrork is a
dynamic resource. It requires the organizationgweady to use it. In order to be relevant a
performance measurement framework must undergogalare process of reflection and
refinement. In addition, as it is used more wil kearned about its potential use. New
measures may be added, others dropped, new caegirperformance may emerge, and
others may prove to be of little value in underdtag performance.

Successful performance measurement programs invaolwee than choosing
and promoting measures—they also require organoirti “readiness,”
involvement of stakeholders and unions, patiencd,eanphasis on a culture of
improvement. Dawes and Pardo, 2006

Performance frameworks and policing

Students of police management claim that policgig@dgsentially about information. Thoughtful
police managers understand that a reactive apptogublicing is no longer an acceptable option
for modern law enforcement agencies. (Sparrow .et1892; Goldstein, 1990) Today, police
administrators must actively manage their orgaion& knowledge in order to know what types
of crimes are being committed, and where, when ahyl they are occurring. This in turn

enables them to be proactive in combating crint@éir community.

Traditionally, police organizations that lacked @éimand accurate information had the tendency
to base operational and long-term strategic datssiopon other factors (such as anecdotal
evidence, political considerations, etc.). Suchraggh to law enforcement is largely ineffective
and is incompatible with emerging policing techr@gusuch as problem-oriented, hot-spot,
community —based and evidence-based policing. (8eaman, 1998, Sherman and Rogan,
1995). Modern policing relies upon fact-based denisnaking, which is impossible without a
continuous flow of timely and accurate data.

Easy and timely access to such information is,effoee, critical to the police function. Today,
the technology exists to track and analyze such. ddbdern police information systems can and
should be used to help agencies to lower costsgase efficiency and effectiveness, and help to
achieve stated goals (Nunn, 2001). Additionallgytltan inform police management decisions
by indicating specific areas or conditions withime ttommunity (i.e., “hot-spots”) that represent
a significant threat to public safety (Sherman Rogan, 1995)

Spurred partially by the apparent success of Nevk ty’'s CompStat system initiated in 1994
and by increasing public demand, police administgatin many municipalities are seeking
methods to measure organizatiomaitcomes such as a “safer city” or the reduction in the
public’s fear of crime, rather than mere organaai outputs such as the number of arrests
made or calls for service responded to. In othedeadhey are seeking data and frameworks that

Center for Technology in Government 14



will help them demonstrate their effectiveness affitiency, as well as enable them to be pro-

active in their crime-fighting activities. Theyverecognized that the new management models
in place in many municipalities require that inf@aton about operations and impact is available

in new ways. This represents a rather dramatftishinindset and methodology.

Although aggregate numbers that describe an orgtoivs efforts during a given year are
helpful, they fail to answer the key question, “Digese efforts achieve the organization’s
desired goals?” A great deal of information relgtto on-going policing efforts is typically not
captured in a department’s annual report. Arguablych of this missing information is relevant
only to police professionals and need not be reploid other stakeholders, such as community
members and government officials. A problem occheosyever, when a considerable amount of
policing efforts are not being recorded at all aar@ not being made available to police
administrators. This results in a less-than-aceudapiction of the internal and external work
environments and can severely hamper departmdnititydo accurately communicate about the
amount of work performed on day-to-day basis angadenent’s ability to achieve desired
outcomes.

Crime rates fluctuate for a variety of reasons, ynainwhich are unrelated to the efforts of the
police. This obviously leads one to ask what ottdence can be used to demonstrate the
guantity, quality and effectiveness of policing fapiperformed in a particular jurisdiction
(Sherman, 1998). Data gathering is important tloeeefor purposes other than mere record
keeping. Accurate performance data can help annarg@on identify efficient and effective
practices and discard ineffective ones, as welleaable the organization to maximize
effectiveness, minimize mistakes, and make ‘on ftifeadjustments as necessary (such as
resource allocation, training, etc.). IT can supmirservations that changes in the environment
may be related or in some case unrelated to argtimder the control of the department.

Police departments (PDs) use multiple sources t@af. r crime reporting, many use the Federal
Uniform Crime Reports as well as their own statenerincident data to understand and map
crime. In addition to this many PDs have human ues® systems and administrative systems
that assist the department in managing the dayayoogherations of an organization. Each of
these systems provides only one view of the demartnToday’s leading organizations realize
the importance of looking across departments téucapa snapshot of operations from multiple
perspectives. One such example of this holistizrwigthin policing is NYPD’s abovementioned
CompStat system. The system allows police depatsrtertanalyze, reflect, learn, and change
based on experience.” (O’Dell and Grayson, 1998).

CompsStat is an example of an information managersgstem that allows for data to be
gathered and re-synthesized in such a way thasplays the information based on predefined
indicators of performance. Those indicators wereettgped by the NYPD for the NYPD. It is
this fact, along with the active use of the infotima the indicators provide that has made
CompsStat and other systems like CompStat a keynfraving service delivery. It is this
framework of performance measures and indicataat we used as a foundation for the work
with the Town.
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Chapter Three: Performance Measurement
for the ToB PD

This chapter introduces the performan Project approach
framework for the ToB PD. Informatiof
about the current environment From May 2006 until November of 2006 through
presented first to provide context for th the course of two half day workshops and a numRer
discussions of the framework that follov of offline work se_ssions the PD Chief and_Divisio_r
Following the summary of curren Command met with the CTG team to begin to build
. . a performance measurement framework for the TpB
information use, the performang PD. This process included:

.management. framework — will be . Discussions of current approaches to
introduced in terms of the cor performance measurement in the PD, how
components presented in the previo information is used as part of this process.
chapter. Recommendations related to | . site visit to White Plains PD as a current
implementation of each component of tl practice example

framework are also presented. Tl « Review of department missions and goals
chapter closes with a set of observatiq - Identification of measures of success —

about the challenges likely to be of iss performance categories.
as the ToB PD implements th < Development of aset of indicators of success|for
framework. each performance

« |dentified a set of measures for each indicator.

C t hes to dat « Developed a set of protocols to guide use
urrent approaches to data » Discussed the issues related to determining

collection and use comparability.

As a first step in the project the PD provided acdi@tion of the current approaches to data
collection and use. The current approaches arastenswith the traditional management model
employed to-date in the Town. The primary purpdseéaba collection is for activity tracking; in

a sense focusing on outputs rather than outcomes.

Data is collected in a relatively consistent manaeross the department. The process of
information collection starts with the Central Dasgh and proceeds to records management. The
Dispatch Unit uses the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAiddule of the New World system to
assist in dispatching police and emergency responigs. The officers and command staff rely
predominately on the paper files, using the recondsmagement system periodically to assist
with specific inquiry functions.

Data use was found to be dependent primarily oa apld to some extent on situation and in
general data was used to inform department manadenst the status of individual events and
about levels of activity during specific periodstofie. As indicated above — to count things.
Table 2 shows that each unit has a unique roldladole they fill influences the data they use.
This table represents a mapping of information pger to the implementation of a pre-

performance management model. The table should\ised as part of the implementation of
the performance framework and used to guide théeete Each Division of the PD and

ultimately each department in the town will needatticulate their role, their responsibilities,

and the information they need to make determinatadyout achieving performance targets.
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Table 2.
Current information use

Who Responsibility Approach Type of information used to
meet responsibilities
Division Day to Day logistics| » Detail data reviewed daily and | Caseload, scheduling, staffing
Command - and operations of weekly at a division command | zone or shift work, Programs
Lieutenants the department meting with deputy chief and | DWI stops, Traffic Stops, etc
chief
« Daily briefings held with
subordinates.
The day-to-day » Review daily activity and OT/Personnel, supplies, vehicle
Deputy Chief | administration of thg incident reports as the two maintenance, programs,
department Division Commanders training, coordination with
» Meet weekly to review key external requesters.
issues or incidents with Chief
and Division Command
* Meet on an informal, ad-hoc
basis daily and share informatign
verbally as needed
* Liaisonto Town |+ Review daily activity and Personnel, budgetary,
Chief Management incident reports as the two programmatic
» Responsible for Division Commanders
the department » Meet weekly to review key
issues or incidents with Chief
and Division Command
* Meet on an informal, ad-hoc
basis daily and share informatign
verbally as needed
Town Managerial Departments self-manage within a Periodic, adhoc activity reports
management broad set of conditions from department heads
Town Maintain services | Create infrastructure for ensuringl Recommendations from IMAC
Council/Town | while limiting new | informed recommendations
Supervisor burden on taxpayerg

Division Commanders
Data is reviewed daily and weekly in a divisi

n

command meeting with the Deputy Chief a
Chief. Each Division Commander current
has oversight over several units that vary
specific focus but have a number of operatio
and managerial tasks that are similar in nat
— such as assigning staff or deploying spec
teams based on programmatic or administrat
changes (sick leave, overtime, spec
assignments such as Traffic Stops, D

The mission of the Bethlehem Polige
Department is to provide a very high standard
of law enforcement and public safety serviges
to the people of the community in |a
professional, compassionate and cost-effective
manner. The police department is dedicated to
serving and protecting the public by providing
consistent, fair and non-discriminating public
safety operations.

programs, etc.) It is the day-to-day operations
of the units that make up the workforce of the dgpant. The types of information generated
and used by each unit are specialized to theidydgles. Each Division Commander reviews the
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information from the prior 24 hour period and hottisly briefings with his subordinates. They
use the data recorded in the incident reports disawe¢he daily road reports, etc., to keep them
informed of their units’ daily activities. As paot this process, the command staff also identified
the types of information requests they receive frerternal entities such as other town
departments, as well as state and federal agernciseme cases the requests are standard and
standard reporting procedures exist, in others tegyire new response strategies to be created.

Deputy Chief
The Deputy Chief is responsible for the day-to-ddyninistration of the department. He is also

responsible for the many supporting services userut a department of this size including
inventory, asset management, personnel and hunsanroe issues, as well as acting as second
in command. His responsibilities include overtinred goersonnel issues, supply ordering and
requisitions, vehicle maintenance, and coordinatidntraining and training facilities. The
Deputy Chief reviews the same daily reports anddem reports as the two Division
Commanders, both for general activity awarenessalsd from an operations/administrative
perspective. The Division Commanders, Deputy Chied Chief meet on a weekly basis to
review key issues or incidences. They also meetninnformal, ad-hoc basis daily and share
information verbally as needed.

Chief

The Chief is responsible for the overall operatiand management of the police department. As
department head, he is the liaison to the Town'siagament team. His staff on occasion
represents him at various meetings with the TowpeBusor or other town committees as

needed. His information needs are of a fiscal, agament, and personnel basis. He is

ultimately responsible to the Town Supervisor aogvii Board.

A performance measurement framework for the ToB PD

The creation of IMAC introduced a new player inb@ tmix of town management. Further the
charge given to IMAC creates new roles and respditss for Chief of PD and management in
other town departments. As indicated above datamasefound to be dependent primarily on
role and to some extent on situation. The roles rasg@onsibilities of department leaders and
staff will change to include working with IMAC. Téinew responsibility requires capability to
measure performance in a way that both the depattara the IMAC find useful and valid.
The performance measurement framework created byntanagement team of the police
department is presented below. The next step iBVAC to review the framework and to begin
to work with the PD to identify the specific meassirof interest and to begin the process of
negotiation regarding the utility of those measumagsponding to questions posed by IMAC.
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An ideal “scenario of use” for this framework indks the development of a formalized process
for the accumulation, analysis, discussion andafstnese data (i.e., information presented by
way of these performance measures). It need NOdskbeaborate or structured as the meetings
contemplated by the CompStat model. However, a dbrad process should be used (daily,

weekly) to get the parties to begin to:

* view the same data;

* analyze and question what their meaning is;

» consider what additional information is requiradd

* then (and only then!) begin to base their operafi@nd long-term decisions upon the
data(that is, the story that is gradually unfoldingdre them).

» Periodically share a subset collectively selectedekevant with IMAC and others as
necessary.

As indicated above, the performance framework és@nted in terms of the core components of
a performance measurement framework; goals, mehmseasurement, performance targets,
data, and protocols for use. Each components Iswet by a recommendation or set of
recommendations related to the implementation af tomponent of the framework. The ideal
scenario of use is provided as a touchstone foirusensidering the best fit for the ToB PD. The
chapter closes with a discussion of challengeshi® implementation identified through the
project activities.

Goals

The ToB and Center team worked cooperatively tatera set of goals from the department’s
mission statement. Prior to this effort the deparitrdid not have a specific set of measurable
goals. While the effort resulted in the followifige goals, additional work is necessary to
continue to refine the goal statements and to enthat those statements meet the criteria of
specific, clearly stated, and derived from the foiss The goals are the foundation element for
measuring success. The ability to speak specwidallthe impact of a proposed change in
resources for example, cannot be effectively redpdro in a performance management model
without information about the likely impact of aoposed change on a performance target. One
way to ensure the goals meet these basic needs use the acronym SMART - specific,
measurable, acceptable, realistic to achieve amé-iound with a deadline. Currently, the
department mission statement addresses five goals:

» Department programs and initiatives contributéhtdverall quality of life for the
citizens within the Town of Bethlehem.

» Department provides a quality work environmentdibemployees.

» Department resources are managed efficiently.

» Department programs and initiatives have a susfampact on public safety.

* Department is recognized as highly professionalleaders in their field.
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Recommendation 1
Continue to invest in the development of goals toeitribute to the overall
agenda of the town and that are specific, measeirabteptable, and achievable

Means of Measurement

During the workshops the chief and division comneadwere asked to consider how they
would know if they had achieved their goals. Inp@sse they identified 11 performance
categories. At this point the 11 categories, wispleak to both internal operations as well as
impact on the community and perceptions of respangss, are loosely connected to the
department’'s goal statements. Additional investmiangoal
statement development should be conducted in conagén | PD Performance Categories
Town management. » Responsive to communityf
needs

During this process the PD team considered varsmesarios| ¢ Public safety

of use for the performance categories, indicatamg, measures| < Officer safety

For example, they worked through an assessmentfficeio | ¢ Officer morale

safety recognizing that a determination about effisafety | ¢ Officer integrity

must be derived from the various related measuvet ss| * Effective internal controls
officer injuries, firearm discharges, use of foraed others.  Community recognition
and support

The critical question for this component of thenfework is not| * Incidences of crime

just can the department develop a set of categdridiators, | ® Recognition by peers
and measures that they believe will be useful Bessing their| * Efficient administrative
performance, but can Town management and the P ¢om pro_c_edures and operation
some consensus about these elements and agree tieens as| ° Efficient and effective
the foundation of future examinations of departmenmbrities, personnel manageme
practices, and outcomes.

[72)

The Chief and the Division Commanders identified agfined the 11 performance categories,
39 indicators and 106 measures over the coursetvioe workshops. The performance
measurement framework is provided in appendix C.

Recommendation 2
The PD and IMAC must work together to identify & alequestions of interest an
to select the subset of indicators and measuresssary to provide the requeste

Performance targets

Discussions during the workshops highlighted sofrth® specific challenges the ToB PD faces
in establishing performance targets. One of thedstal strategies for establishing performance
targets is through reviewing comparable entitiesthis case, according to the ToB PD, the
specific characteristics of Bethlehem result in fewmparable towns being identified.
Comparability, as indicated above, to be as effecéis possible, should be based on multiple
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dimensions and done with considered caution. A rarmobthe discussions focused on problems
associated with the regular use of population asingle determinant of comparability for
policing purposes. The use of this single critenigas considered by members of the department
as representative of the lack of understanding taheucomplexity of policing and public safety.
While this criteria may be relevant in other depeamts it is not considered to be adequate; other
criteria must be used as well. For example, tlesgmce of contiguous communities with high
crime, was identified as a criteria for comparaypithat might be equally and potentially even
more relevant to comparability determinations. &dtpss of the specific factors used to
determine comparable entities, the process of tiefpcomparable towns must be based on a
collective understanding of the factors that anesttered relevant to determining comparability
criteria.

Recommendation 3
The PD and IMAC must work together to identify & @kecriteria collectively
considered to be most effective for determining parability. These criteria
should then be applied to the selection of compksamunicipalities.

Reflection on past performance is also used asategy for establishing performance targets.
This is generally a useful strategy, although ecaedme cases be misapplied when assumptions
are made about the ability to consistently drivevd@rime or incident rates or to reduce traffic
accidents yearly regardless of other changes irettvronment — in a sense over interpreting
continuous improvement. As indicated above, sonmegirarime rates are not influenced by
internal program operations but by external formesh as population growth, traffic patterns, or
in the opinion of the PD, by various events in sunding communities that result in increased
pass-through activity in the ToB.

Recommendation 4
The PD and IMAC must work together to ensure tlsatimptions that simplify
but are wrong are not used to guide the establishofeperformance measures.

Performance targets can be used both to trackfspperformance but also to set minimum or
maximum activity targets. The creation of the perfance framework was broadly recognized
as a mechanism for tracking the impact of operatichanges on specific measures, indicators,
or even performance categories. For example, sslggted framework elements to determine if
a particular operational change which represersisuree savings has an impact on crime trends
over time. The framework elements can provide @@;dTown management will need to work
with the PD and others in the town to determinetwha acceptable levels of impact are. In a
sense this is ultimately where the balancing pree@ need to occur. How much variation in
selected indicators of performance for the PD iwiTonanagement willing to accept in order to
achieve cost savings? In a sense the critical egdpin of the framework will be in using it to
make determinations about the efficiency of exgtim proposed operational strategies, related
costs, and performance targets.
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Recommendation 5
The PD and IMAC must work together to establish wmn understanding of how
the framework will be used to guide or inform recoendations for operational

Data

The performance framework as currently constituataa be supported through the data currently
collected through the normal course of departmemrations. The data required is either in
paper form or in the records management system Wewd). Unfortunately the data does not
reside in one location which would enable easy icgct use. In the current environment the
various data elements will need to be analyzed mignin order to obtain the information
necessary for most measures. This is the casenfomdéer of reasons — limitations of the current
electronic environment, current business processes work flows, and work practices.
However, as a result of this investigation, wordwiland work processes were refined to meet
the needs of the Division Command. This review gefthement needs to continue and parallel
the work being done as the performance framewoidreated. As a part of this process, the
Division Command will need to collaboratively detene what data elements will need to be
captured for measures, indicators, and performaategories — a consensual pick list. It is
important to guard against the notion that you needollect all of the data for all of the
measures identified first, and then figure out wy@i are going to do with it. This results in the
classic situation of data collection for data odtilen sake. Therefore it is important to selectpvel
identify the performance categories, indicatorsasuees and then the data sources.

Recommendation 6
The PD should continue to review and refine theentrbusiness process and
work flows to identifying addition opportunitiesrfprocess and practice
efficiency improvements.

This process also provided the team the opportuwitynderstand data in new ways and to
recognize that multiple measures are needed teagsgformance against a selected indicator.
As example — in order to answer the question “¢sflibet being used to maximum advantage?” a
Division Commander would need to look at more thast the gas records or the daily miles

driven. Various nuances required in interpreting tlata to answer each type of question must
be considered in selecting each measure for use.
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Recommendation 7
The PD and IMAC must work cooperatively to ensina tlata required to
support selected measures is fit for the spec#echeing made of it. If not,
decisions about alternative measure versus theo€asproving fitness for use
should be cooperatively made in terms of cost areefit of the specific measure,

Protocols for use

Not all information needs to be shared; and nothalsame information needs to be shared with
all departments. The performance framework candegl un various ways, ranging from long-
term personnel planning to short term determinatigmout the best placement of officers for the
following day’s assignments. The nature of the insany particular situation should be used to
guide decisions about the formality and extentnédrimation sharing required to meet a certain
responsibility. A majority of the use of the perfance framework for internal operations will
be in terms of specific measures of activity ancdhassult can be done in a more ad hoc way.
Information required for use in discussions withwhioManagement, however, is more likely to
be based on multiple indicators and even performaategories. This type of use requires more
structure and upfront planning to ensure that sstentified above such as coming to consensus
about the selection of specific measures as irglisaif performance and fitness of use of data
can be resolved before formal reporting againglected set of indicators occurs. Table 3, is a
slightly revised version of Table 2. Table 3 nowludes rows for IMAC and Town management
and captures their responsibilities, approachesjrdormation requirements.
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Table 3.
Current information use

Lieutenants

the department

Who Responsibility Approach Type of information used
to meet responsibilities
Division Day to Day logistics| Administrative and Unit Oversight Caseload, schiedy staffing,
Command - and operations of zone or shift work, Programs

DWI stops, Traffic Stops, etc

Administrative/

» Review daily activity and inciden

t OT/Personnel, supplies,

Operational reports as the two Division vehicle maintenance,
Commanders programs, training,
Deputy Chief « Meet weekly to review key issues coordination with external
or incidents with Chief and requesters.
Division Command
* Meet on an informal, ad-hoc basjs
daily and share information
verbally as needed
Managerial/ + Review daily activity and incident Personnel, budgetary,
Operational reports as the two Division programmatic
Commanders
Chief « Meet weekly to review key issues
or incidents with Chief and
Division Command
* Meet on an informal, ad-hoc basjs
daily and share information
verbally as needed
Make Create new capability for systematidmpact, fiscal, infrastructure,
IMAC recommendations tg and rigorous examinations of manpower
the town board department performance
based on
performance of eacl
department
Town Maintain services | Create infrastructure for ensuring | Recommendations from
Council/Town | while limiting new | informed recommendations IMAC
Supervisor burden on taxpayerg

While the information necessary to inform day ty d@erations may be more specific, it must
be accessed and used on an almost daily basis. reBp®nsibilities of IMAC and Town

management require different kinds of informatiard anay require access to it on a very
different cycle of use, from in some cases montéhd in other cases, yearly.

Ideally the process will result in an informatiomdadecision-support system that will enable the
PD to regularly ask questions like the following:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7

What are we doing? (in terms of services rendered);
Who is doing it?

When are they doing it?
Where are they doing it?
Whattype and amount of resourcesire being expended?

Are ourefforts having any measurable effec{positive or negative)/ and
What, when, where and how should future efforts bexpended?
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Table 4 further illustrates the types of questitmst might be asked on a regular basis — say
every three or six months, or in this case as sacggor IMAC to meet its obligation of creating

a set of recommendations to the Town Board thdtaNdw the town to make decisions intended
to balance service performance and cost. Colummnobtige table provides examples of generic
performance questions. Columns two and three show these generic questions might be
applied within the context of a specific departmentthis case the police department and the
highway department.

Table 4.
Generic performance questions applied across deparients

Generic Performance
Questions

Sample performance question
for the Police Department

Sample performance
guestions for the Highway
Department
How do we compare against
fsimilar communities in terms of
highway quality?
What highway management
strategies are most effective in
maximizing highway quality?
How is growth in the Town

How do they compare against
similar communities in terms o
XXX?

What XXX strategies are most
effective in the ToB?

How do we compare against
f similar communities in terms d
public safety?

What policing strategies are
most effective in deterring
crime in the ToB?

How is the growth in the Town

What impact is growth having

on XXX? impacting crime patterns? impacting highway quality?
What is the turnaround time for What is the average length of | What is the average length of
service? time a case is open? time to respond to and resolve

highway quality complaint?

Are resources being used in t

Is the fleet being utilized to its

Wels the fleet being utilized to its

most cost effective way? maximum advantage?

maximum advantage?

Variations in information use across roles and oasgbilities are highlighted to reinforce the
broad utility of many of the measures currentlyilde in the department. Looking back to
Table 1 reminds us that the purpose of transparahegch level varies. For instance, measures
such as number of arrests, number of speeding of ti2Réts are used on day-to-day basis to
assist in the short-term allocation of departmemé&sources. However, monthly or annual
aggregations of these same measures might be sdslaa validate the need for additional patrol
personnel for a given zone or given shift or fa thduction for that same zone or shift.

In addition to variations based on level of apglma some measures were identified as division
specific — for instance, knowing the number of opmrestigative cases on day-to-day basis is
very important for the commander of the Speciavi8es who is in charge of detectives. This
information, although given to the patrol commangeriodically, is not necessary for the
performance of the patrol commander’s day-to-daiedu Likewise, although information about
overtime is generated from the units and reviewethb Division Command, it is ultimately the
Chief and Deputy Chief who need the summary overtieport on a weekly basis to support
operational or administrative functions.
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Recommendation 8
Establish and share broadly a meeting scheduleagenda designed to support
the use of performance measurement at all levateesssary. This will build
transparency of process as well as outcomes byalarimg a regular routine of
providing reports and engaging in discussions irhpad resources allocation
discussions based on an agreed upon set of inticato

Every Town faces unique set of challenges dependingits environment, population
demographics, geographic location and other factbraddition, although external input should
be taken into consideration by the department wtlevising a performance measurement
system, an external agency cannot impose theiredesieasures onto a department as they lack
the detailed knowledge of the work and internalifess processes that are necessary for
accurate identification of meaningful measures goals. For example, given Bethlehem'’s size
and low crime rate, it might not need to track ttemweekly, maybe not even monthly — however,
they have to be tracked for the future, and theyukhdecide what will get tracked and how
frequently. The department needs to be awarehifes(yet, measurable) changes to the internal
and external work environments; particular patterhactivity that have meaning to them (e.qg.,
congregating youths, vehicle accidents, calls éovise of a particular type).

Recommendation 9
Division Command should maximize the utility of #dsble data by creating
procedures to assess changes to the internal &mchaxwork environments.

Challenges to implementation of the performance measurement
framework

Implementation of a performance measurement framewsnot a project that ends; it is a
continuous process of use, review and refinemetilé/¢reating a framework organizations are
often learning about the strategies that work loesheir environment and with a given set of
conditions. Implementation and use provide the bppbrtunity to review prior design decisions
and to refine them based on use. Both the Comp8&ththe CitiStat cases illustrate the bumpy
road both cities faced in the early stages of uskesxen highlight the continued challenges faced
in the continuous use of the performance managerernthese contexts. The following
paragraphs outline some of the specific challengesanticipate in the implementation of this
performance measurement framework in the ToB PD.

Already strained human resources

Every organization is faced with the realities odwing demands and shrinking resources. The
demands for services are the one constant all gowent agencies seem to be able to depend on.
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Staffing levels are continually changing due tdeitattrition or reduction in force. This is true
for any organization and the Town'’s Police Departhig in fact impacted even more as a result
of unexpected loss of key personnel. This impaotsamly their ability to maintain adequate
service levels without stressing an already strbssganization but also limits the ability of the
management team to implement new procedures oregses. Under these conditions
organizations tend to rely on past practices tlatehbeen proven beneficial or even in some
cases that are simply familiar, before attemptiagy models or methods of work. This is an on-
going challenge that the Division Command is wellaee of. Process improvements and
workflow adjustments are being considered as plessipategies for making time available to
implement the performance measurement framewodctely.

Data collection designed to support external reporting

Current investments in data collection are prinyadfiven by the need to provide reports to

entities outside of the department and the towres€hreports are primarily activity driven and

therefore to date have framed the way the PD thabksit and captures data. The transition from
an activity reporting orientation to a trend anaysrientation as part of an information-based
decision making process will take time and requwasistent attention. By routinely gathering

and analyzing performance data, meaningful compasiscan be made (between shifts,
locations, officers, initiatives, etc.) and grease&countability can be achieved. This is at the
heart of the new management model. Current actixétgking, for example, focuses how many

miles are traveled on patrol (a valuable measusealse this is a traditional measure called for
by external reporting requirements. There is ncusoon analyzing the amount of time and
resources expended in performing outside trainitgy, (to other agencies) or in rendering

assistance to other agencies (such as engagingearah, or “backing-up” on certain calls for

service). In fact, it is not entirely clear whethiee department is currently even recording all of
the work of this type that is taking place.

Current information capture and use is constrained by existing systems

The way information is captured and used withindkepartment currently is in part constrained
by the features and functionality of the currergceionic and paper-based systems. Current
processes related to the electronic system weresome cases even created with system
functionality as the determining factor, ratherrthithe opposite. The electronic system in place
however must suffice for now. New information ascasd use may be possible based on new
report structures, as was the case in the new imenteport created in response to project
activities. New data capture procedures may adspdssible. For example, the project analysis
indicates that although the cost of entering nagatiata from handwritten incident reports is
quite high, the value of doing so is limited. Adtiog to Division Command, the narrative data
captured in the electronic system is used infretiyém daily operations. A majority of the staff
pulls a copy of the incident report or the actusdecfile to review the narrative. To some extent
then while Division Command believes the data nemgsto inform the measures in the
framework are currently available in the departmatiter in electronic or paper form, the lack
of an existing framework limits the ability of th#gepartment to use the information in a
proactive, reflective, and strategic way. We pr@pdbat the performance measurement
framework provides this.
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Deeply embedded process and data issues

The current CAD/RM system employs a set of codepaued by the system but not relevant to
the case management approaches used by the depafmat entered into the system therefore,
is not usable by the Division Commanders withouhsdranslation or data manipulation. The
original codes were created by the previous admnatien within the department. New codes
were added after the change in department manadgemerot consistent with those in the
system. This results in the Division Command creptheir own extracts of the data from the
main system into personal decision support tooktals extracted and manipulated based on
each user’s abilities and knowledge of the mainesgsand their own personal computing
applications. For example, each Division Commandgss a combination of data drawn from
the records management (RM) system and the CARmyatong with paper copies of incident
reports and daily reports to assist them in thayr t day operation. The process of inputting the
additional data (narrative sections of the incideagort) results in a 3 month backlog for the
records management data entry team. While a wedlédditional data is input into the RM
system; the department relies on the paper cogighenofficial record. The on-line narrative
section of the RM system is used infrequently; gonity of the staff either retains a copy of the
incident report in their own filing system or pulle actual case file.

Informal information sharing and reporting traditions

Most internal communication is informal in naturensisting of weekly meetings between the
Chief, the Deputy Chief and the Division Commandeékkhough management by walking
around has worked to some extent, in some case®nit work much longer as a strategy for
communicating outside of the department. Sometitnesause of the relatively intimate size of
an agency, there is a presumption that all necgssemmunications take place. In other words,
because any two individuals within the departneart speak, there is a presumption that they
actuallydo. This might not always be the case, particuldrihése types of communications are
not officially recognized and formalized. If thegeanot, the organization will suffer due to this
informal arrangement that relies far too heavilympndividual schedules, personalities, and
individual interpersonal communication skills.

Limited experience in cross-boundary information sharing

Police departments by their very nature are partmil organizations; autonomous in their
operations, rarely looking to others for operatlagpadance. Performance management models
involve new expectations for organizations to Itwkizontally across individual departments to
collaboratively and collectively discuss operatiostaategies and outcomes. The Town Board,
through the creation of IMAC is expecting each dapant to implement this new operational
model. The Chief and his Division Command are beisged to provide more information to
help guide decision (both financial as well as apenal). The new level of information sharing
is unfamiliar to the parties involved. Time will bequired to develop the necessary comfort with
this new management model. As shown above, orgamizh readiness to use a framework is as
important if not more so than the clarity and relese of the framework itself.

Establishing clearly defined goals

Although the department’s mission statement offesset of ideals it does not include an ideal set
of clearly defined and measurable goals as disduasbeve. The development of these clearly
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defined goals, beyond what was produced as paheoéffort to get it off the ground must be a
focus of effort for the PD and for IMAC, both fdred PD and for other departments in the Town.
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Chapter Four: Recommendations and
next steps

The Town of Bethlehem and the Police Department stile in the formative stages of a
performance measurement framework development teffotMAC has invested in the
development of new knowledge about the operatidralldhe departments in the town. The
Police department has invested in the developmeat merformance measurement framework
and along the way created new knowledge about mumeerations as well as identified
challenges they are likely to face in implementing new framework. As discussed above, these
are the first steps in the process of establishieyy levels of accountability and transparency
through new knowledge and information sharing pcast The framework components provided
above represent the resources necessary to launamewa management model. The
recommendations and next steps presented beloprareled to support the transition to a new
management model that recognizes that informatioouta Town processes, practices, and
outcomes becomes a collective resource availablerfsuring the envisioned balanced between
optimum service performance and cost.

Fifteen Recommendations for implementation

# Recommendations for the implementation of a
performance measurement framework for the ToB PD

1 Continue to invest in the development of goals toettribute to the overall agenda
of the town and that are specific, measurable,abée, and achievable.

2 The PD and IMAC must work together to identify aslequestions of interest and to
select the subset of indicators and measures ragdassprovide the requested
information.

3 The PD and IMAC must work together to identify &sfecriteria collectively
considered to be most effective for determining parability. These criteria should
then be applied to the selection of comparabilitynripalities.

4 | The PD and IMAC must work together to ensure teatimptions that simplify but
are wrong are not used to guide the establishnfgegriormance measures.

5 The PD and IMAC must work together to establish g@n understanding of how
the framework will be used to guide or inform recoendations for operational
changes and how the framework will be used to asm@ssequent impact of
recommended changes.

6 The PD should continue to review and refine theenirbusiness process and work
flows to identify addition opportunities for proseand practice efficiency
improvements.

7 The PD and IMAC must work cooperatively to ensinag tlata required to support
selected measures is fit for the specific use beiade of it. If not, decisions about
alternative measures versus the cost of improvingds for use should be
cooperatively made.
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# Recommendations for the implementation of a
performance measurement framework for the ToB PD

8 Establish and share broadly a meeting schedulgmisito support the use of
performance measurement at all levels as neces$ary.will build transparency of
process as well as outcomes by formalizing a regalgine of providing reports an
engaging in discussions about impact and resoattmsations.

9 Division Command should maximize the utility of dable data by creating
procedures to assess changes to the internal ammhabwork environments.
Create an environment that promotes transparentygataboration through

10 | knowledge and information sharing.

11 | Leverage changes already occurring.

12 | Create standard and formal processes for use. drhent command staff meetings
that take place appear to be too informal in thaytdo not possess and consider a
standard set of performance measures that woulcaitedsuggest answers to the
seven guestions presented above. The ability wenthese questions and identify
best practices should not be viewed by the depattasea “luxury item”; they
should be considered “standard equipment.”

14 | Continue to invest in the refinement of the framai@mponents.

15 | Ground related investments, strategies and pradiicthe guiding principles of
performance measurement frameworks.

[®X

Next Steps

To achieve the expected benefit the performancadvweork must be integrated into the regular
operating procedures of the department. In sorsesgdhe use of the framework will require the
development of new operating procedures, in otitetan be implemented as part of ongoing
knowledge sharing and decision making processes fdllowing set of procedures is presented
independent of existing operating procedures gongrwork in the department and work with
other town departments. The procedure set, aop#re performance framework, is a dynamic
resource should also be reviewed periodically torency and relevance. It is also important to
note that while these procedures are presentechumeerical order, many of the steps should in
fact be done concurrently.

For IMAC and the Police Department

1. Work collaboratively with to determine comparable ommunities.
The criticality of this step has been highlightetbughout the report. This step should be
considered among the first to be pursued.

2. Collaboratively determine priority performance categories.
The Chief and Division Command must work collabiedy with key stakeholders to
identify key questions. For example, Town Supewir Comptroller may ask “Where
are the traffic stops and when — by zone, by tiame, how does this activity correlate to
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other crimes?” The Department Command must degideh measures are necessary to
answer the question, along with their expert knogé and determine how best to
address this question. The key stakeholders an€lief should agree on a short list of
similar type questions or performance categoriey thish to review and agree upon a
reporting cycle and mechanism (paper, face-to-feie).

3. Review, Revise, Refine.
Review the process on a set periodic basis and mdjkstments where necessary. Use
the first year as a test case to inform future siems for until you start using the
performance categories you will not understand veixact data points will be necessary
to help assess progress.

For the Police Department and MIS

4. Identify a Division Level Data Analyst Liaison to he Management Information
Services (MIS) Department
* Assign the responsibility to one of the Divisionr@manders who will be responsible
for working with the Director of MIS concerning tihheew World application.
* The liaison will be responsible for working withetDirector of MIS and the Division
Command regarding report and system requiremeut$usuctionality.

5. Work with MIS to identify data sources for selectedmeasures.

Once the performance categories, indicators, andsunes have been selected, the
department liaison should work with the DirectorMIS to determine the data source,
format, and availability. If they determine theme gaps within the data then they should
consider ways to collect the necessary data (whethe in electronic form or paper
process taking in to consideration workflow, manvpg and process needs.) This data
inventory review process should be repeated peadgi to as part of a standard
quarterly review. Table 5 provides an example dét inventory review.

Table 5.
Sample data inventory review
Performance Indicators Measure Data Source Format
Categories
Responsiveness Response time to| Response time by incident New World | Electronic
to Community | Calls for Service System
Needs
Number of miles patrolled by| Officer Daily Paper
officer Report
Number of motor vehicle stogsNew World Electronic
by time period System
Number of motor vehicle stogsNew World Electronic
by location System
Number of tickets issued by | New World Electronic
time period System
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Table 5.
Sample data inventory review

Performance Indicators Measure Data Source Format
Categories
Number of tickets issued by | New World Electronic
location and time of day System
Number of tickets issued by | New World Electronic
type of offense System

6. Create an easy to use, easy to access interface.
The liaison should work with MIS to create an ifaee that will enable the department
to draw on data from several sources to creataehessary reports.

7. Each Division Commander determines by their individial role and responsibility a
short list of performance categories, indicators, @d measures.

» Each Division Commander (Lieutenants, Deputy Chafd Chief) independently
selects a short list of the key performance categpindicators and measures that
would allow them to assess the performance of tindividual units. They should
also determine the reporting frequency by categadicator, or measure that is most
appropriate for their needs.

* Once each has identified their individual perforcercategories, indicators, and
measures they should meet to determine similardied differences among their
measures. In some cases there may be overlapwitherformance category and in
other cases there may be differences. For exantpe,division commander
responsible for patrol may choose the following@enance categories:

i. Officer Safety

I. Officer Morale

iii. Responsiveness to Community Needs
iv. Prevention of Crime.

The division commander responsible for Special Sesvmay choose the same group
of performance categories but within each categibrgy may select different
measures within each as shown in Table 6.

Table 6.
Possible indicators of interest for day-to-day opational management
Performance | Indicator Measure Division
Category Commander
Number of Part | offenses by time period Patroltsge
Services
Number of Part | offenses by location Patrol/Specia
Services
Number of Part | offenses per 1,000 population d¥&pecial
Criminal Services
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Possible indicators of interest for day-to-day op@ational management

Table 6.

Performance | Indicator Measure Division
Category Commander
activity Number of Part | offenses by type Patrol/Spedial
Services
Number of Part Il offenses by time period Patro¥Sgpl
Prevention of Services
crime Number of Part Il offenses by location Patrol/Spkai
Services
Number of Part Il offenses per 1,000 population rétspecial
Services
Number of Part Il offenses by type Patrol/Special
Services
Number of businesses affected by crime per time Patrol/Special
period Services
Number of businesses affected by crime by locatidPatrol/Special
Services
Number of Incidents Patrol/Special
Calls for Services
service Number of Quick calls Patrol/Special
Services
Number of arrests per time period Patrol/Spegi
Services
Arrests Number of arrests by type per time period Patraltsy
Services
Number of arrests by location Patrol/Specijal
Services
Number of arrests resulting in prosecution Patpmtsal
Services
Number of open investigations by type and time | Special
period Services
Number of open cases per officer Special
Services
Investigations| Number of inactive investigations by time period eSpl
Services
Number of inactive cases by officer Special
Services
Number of cases closed by time period and type i8pec
Services
Number of cases closed by officer Special
Services
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For the Police Department

8. Determine department-level operational and strategi performance categories.
The Chief and Deputy Chief should determine whafopsance categories are important
from the department perspective for day-to-day afpems as well as for long term
strategic planning. These categories, indicatarej measures may in fact be an
aggregate of the division commander’s list. Thhgutd also determine the reporting
frequency by category, indicator, or measure thatost appropriate for their needs.

9. Develop benchmarks for selected performance categes, indicators, and measures.
The Division Command should develop benchmarkstifier performance categories,
indicators, and measures they have selected. t#f danot currently captured in an
electronic form, we recommend using this comingry@a07) to establish a benchmark
against which you can then assess performancéeath®f incurring the cost of entering
past information, we suggest you use data colleat@®07 as your benchmark for 2008.
You may find you do not need a full calendar yeadétermine trends or benchmarks.
However certain events will require a fill calendaar of data in order to see seasonal
trends that would impact the measures and indisator

On the other hand, information regarding burglaise®gcorded in the New World system
and thus previous data can be used as a benchané2®d7. Again the liaison will need
to work closely with MIS in the generation of refgoonce the Division Command has
determined the exact measures and frequency require

10.Implement the process in an incremental basis.
Implement use of the performance framework on aremental basis. Start small and
build, not only within the divisions but across dgments. This is a paradigm shift in
management practices and will take prolonged coedeffort before it is successful.

11.Review, Revise, Refine.
Review the process on a set periodic basis and mdjkstments where necessary. Use
the first year as a test case to inform future siems for until you start using the
performance categories you will not understand veixact data points will be necessary
to help assess progress.
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Appendix A: IMAC Survey Instruments

1. Generic Departmental Survey
2. Police Department Survey
3. Follow-Up Police Department Survey
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IMac
Generic Departmental Questions

December 15, 2005
Page 39 of 76

1. How are operating processes documented and is there a periodic review
to evaluate the need for revision? (e.g. Operating procedures manual)

2. What departmental services or programs are affected by external
influences including other Town departments? (e.g. Weather, outside
mandates, other governmental agencies...)

3. How is the department’s budget managed and what steps do you take to
inform your staff or other Town offices (Supervisor or Comptroller) when
a significant budget impact is anticipated? (e.g. Periodic meetings with
key financial staff, purchase approval process, management of P-card
purchases, frequency of review of budget to actual results)

4. Regarding department personnel planning, have you received notice of
any staff retirements or intent to leave Town employment? And, are there
situations where part-time staffing might effectively meet personnel
needs?

5. How do you plan for and manage staff to meet peak service periods? (e.g.
Staff do equipment or facility maintenance during seasonal non-peak
periods, use of part-time employees, authorization of OT)

6. What systems are in place to manage overtime use? What procedures do
you follow to ensure the prior authorization of overtime? Are there
situations where activities currently accomplished by overtime could be
done at a later time during regular hours? (e.g. Establish protocols for
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

providing services at less than full staffing levels as an alternative to
incurring overtime costs)

Do you see opportunities for automation, manual process improvement,
or contractual services that might improve efficiency in delivery of
department services? (e.g. Use private contractors for peak service
events)

How do you measure the effectiveness of your department? (e.g. Pre-
establish annual performance goals and objectives)

. Identify the department’s managerial staff and their specific

responsibilities for program and service management.

What formal and informal communication tools do you utilize for
both intra- and inter-departmental communication? Have these tools
been effective and do you have recommendations for improvements? (e.g.
Periodic staff meetings)

What employee training procedures do you have in place for the
processes of your department? What additional training would you
recommend and why?

Do you have a departmental administrator of your automated
systems for your department? If so, who? If not, why?

What opportunities do you see for jointly managing certain
functions with other departments (or other governmental units)?

What resources are you aware of that provide best practices and/or
consulting for your department's operations?
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IMac
Interview Questions For Police Department

January 24, 2006
Page 41 of 76

1. What are the relative benefits of having individually assigned vehicles
rather than a pool of shared vehicles available as needed for staff use?
Are there situations where personal rather than Town owned vehicles
could be used for commutation to and from work?

2. Is it possible to change vehicle patrol schedules to save costs or reduce
police officer time expended so that this resource could be reinvested in
other activities?

3. What is the Department’s plan for management succession?

4. What coordination between Police and Justice is there for scheduling of
trials? Is Justice provided officers' work schedules? If so, how often?

5. What is the process for Detective Case Management, including Case
Assignments, Workload Distribution analysis and Time Management
Analysis?

6. Please explain the reporting process for all overtime. How is need for OT
determined? Are tasks to be performed on OT reviewed to see if they
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could be accomplished during other regular hours? Under what
circumstances and with what frequency is overtime denied? Please
explain the significant increase in Telecommunicators overtime when
additional full-time staff was hired in recent years as a means of reducing
overtime?

7. What type of analysis is performed of attendance time? (i.e.: sick use
trends, comp use trends, any effect on OT)

8. What specific training procedures are in place for the use of department's
automated systems? Who performs the training? What follow-up
procedures are in place to ensure systems are being utilized? What
automated reporting tools exist that are not being used to their full
potential?

9. What are the requirements for becoming an accredited law enforcement
agency? What specific budgetary and financial-related elements are
considered in the accreditation process?

10. How many arrests are being made that are attributable to the
detective unit and youth bureau and what benchmarks are used to
measure effectiveness of these units?

11. What are relative pros and cons of using an external dispatch
system as opposed to the Town’s dispatch system?

12. From a financial standpoint, which departmental functions are the
most financially self-sustaining and which are the least self-sustaining?
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13. What fee for service opportunities can be considered? (i.e. home
checks, false alarms, lockouts etc...)

14. Please detail the process for transporting prisoners to and from
Court and identify any opportunities for cost efficiencies?

15. The Police Department’s Preliminary Services and Efficiencies
Report did not respond to the requirement made in Supervisor Egan’s
memo of December 1, 2005 that the department identify the steps that
can be taken to achieve a sustainable combination of increased non-
property tax revenues and reduced operating expenses that results in a
net 10% reduction in Town financial support for the department. Please
provide the response as part of this report.

16. What are the trends in Police Department activities that account for
the expenditure of significant time and money? What can be done to
reduce staff time and dollars spent in these areas?

17. What management training is accomplished for Police Department
personnel on an ongoing basis? Can you make any recommendations for
changes in management training?
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IMac
Second Interview Questions For Police Department

March 8, 2006
Page 45 of 76

The Department has still not adequately responded to the IMac requirement to
identify the steps that can be taken to achieve a sustainable combination of
increased non-property tax revenues and reduced operating expenses that
results in a net 10% reduction in Town financial support for the department.

1. In your original responses to the interview questions, the Department
indicated, “Budgetary and financial-related elements are part of the
accreditation process”. Please provide more specific detail about the
budgetary and financial elements of the accreditation process. Please
provide a copy of the most recent accreditation document submitted by
the Town.

2. Please outline the specific steps the Department is taking to implement
the E-ticket program and provide a timetable for implementation as well
as a funding plan.

3. What role is the Department taking in the implementation of enhanced
courtroom security measures? Who is leading the initiative?

4. If funding were made available to the Department for the addition of two
new staff persons (not including the patrol officer request already in front
of the Town Board), what positions would you fill?

5. What recommendations would you make with regard to the time off
scheduling policy for the Telecommunication officers?

6. Please provide the supporting documentation for the proposed new
patrol officer position that has been requested of the Town Board

7. Considering all the programs, functions and services of the Department,
please identify that program, function or service that has the greatest
potential to be outsourced to another jurisdiction?
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Appendix B: Project Logistics

Project Proposal

Project Assumptions
Consultant Scope of Work
Project Activity Flow
Project Task Plan

Project Meeting Schedule
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Project Proposal

'/‘~ Center for

W4 Technology in Government

The Town of Bethlehem

Proposal of Work
February 2006

Current Environment

Incorporated in March of 1793, the Town of Bethlehis approximately six miles from Albany,
the capital city of New York State. Bethlehem ddfdrigh-quality school systems, excellent
recreational facilities, and superb programs amdices. Bethlehem currently has a population
of over 31,000 and encompasses a total area ajuiEte miles.

Bethlehem is at an important crossroads. Over #s¢ dlecade the Town has experienced
significant growth as compared its neighboring tevamd cities. Along with this growth, the

demand for services provided by departments witthie town has also grown. These

departments have, to-date, successfully delivemsdices without increasing the burden on
taxpayers. However, it is becoming increasinglydhtarmaintain this balance.

To assist in managing this growth the Town Boangetigped a comprehensive plan that outlines
a vision for the year 2020. Carrying out this plaquires a clarification and possible realignment
of service priorities to ensure the realization “bighly integrated, responsive and flexible
governmental organizations that understand commuypribrities and delivers services in the
most fiscally responsible manner.”

Expansion without Risk

Expanding the tax base without risk to the safdtgitizens is a priority. This interest is of
general relevance to all departments but is ofiqudalr concern to Public Safety. An additional
cross-cutting priority is ensuring maximum effiobgnof all town services. Many public sector
agencies, in particular, policing agencies, hawested heavily over the last 10 years in the
development of performance metrics and in stragefyie ensuring that data is available for use
in evaluating service outcomes and measuring eff@es. As a result these agencies are able to
use this information to respond to rapidly changoogditions and to maximize investments.
This proposal lays out a plan of work to assist Batice Department in identifying service
outcome objectives and the related indicator daih @eveloping a set of recommendations
regarding their use in department and town decigiaking and planning.
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The mission of the Bethlehem Police Departmenttasgrovide a very high standard of law
enforcement and public safety services to the geablthe community in a professional,
compassionate and cost-effective manner. The palemartment is dedicated to serving and
protecting the public by providing consistent, faand non-discriminating public safety
operations.” As the Town grows, the demands orPthlieee Department are growing as well.

Existing Models as Reference

Police departments (PDs) use multiple sources t@af. daor crime reporting, many use the
Federal Uniform Crime Reports as well as their @tate crime incident data to assist to
understand and map crime. In addition to this nf2Dg have human resource systems and
administrative systems that assist the departmemiginaging the day to day operations of an
organization. Each of these systems provides amyview of the department. Today’s leading
organizations realize the importance of lookingbasrorganizations to capture a snapshot of
operations from multiple perspectives. One suamngxte of this holistic view within policing is
NYPD’s CompStat system. The system allows poliggadenents to “analyze, reflect, learn, and
change based on experience.” (O'Dell and Grayssa3)L

CompsStat is an information management system tluavsafor data to be gathered and re-
synthesized in such a way that it displays therm#dion based on predefined indicators of
performance. Those indicators were developed biN¥D for the NYPD. The concept of
imposing performance indicators on an organizatias long been determined to be ineffective.
Research shows that for performance measures toamorhave meaning they must be derived
by the organizations being measured. It is thig &ong with the active use of the information
the indicators provide that has made CompStat d&kayproving service delivery.

Questions to be answered in this project

To provide the Police Department with the prelimmynframework for a ‘CompStat’ like

approach, this project will address three spedqitiestions:

* What constitutes success for the Town of BethleReiice Department?

* How do they know when they have achieved success?

* What information is needed to help the PD and thvrTknow when they have been
successful?

Approach

The Center for Technology in Government (CTG) widirk closely with the Police Chief and
his key unit managers to answer these three guedtimough a series of group decision
conferences and interviews. The work will be cartdd through four primary activities
described briefly below:

1. An orientation meeting with the Chief and PD un@magers will include an overview of the
scope and goals of the project, the expected bdenéfhis meeting will provide the
opportunity to test assumptions and to share idedsconcerns about the effort.

2. Following this meeting, two %2 day workshops witk tbhhief and PD unit managers will be
held offsite at CTG to identify performance measubat are meaningful and specific to the
core functions and goals of the Town of Bethlehddn Participants will be asked to
articulate the indicators that are specific torthadlividual units. At each subsequent
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workshop, the participants will have the opportymit refine and revise the work previously
accomplished to best reflect the needs of theiadegent. Throughout this process, in
between the individual workshops, CTG staff maytaonspecific participants as well to
clarify or to expand upon the information sharethwmi the workshop. The workshops will
be scheduled in a mutually agreed upon time frammore than 3 weeks apart and held at
CTG.

3. The CTG team will also meet with the Town’s MIS ragar and others involved in the
capture and use of information currently availdabléhe Police Department and incorporate
this data into the final analysis.

4. A final presentation of results will be made to W&nd the participants of the workshops.
The final deliverable of this work will be a summaeport outlining recommendations and
next steps.

Project Staffing
Project Director — Theresa A. Pardo
Project Manager — Donna S. Canestraro
Project Staff — Jana Hrdinova

Paul O’Connell — lona College
Products

* Final presentation of findings and recommendations.
* Final report containing findings and recommendatialong with an appendix listing key
indicators.

Expected Time Frame
* Initial projected start time — March 2006
* Completion expected six months from actual state.da

Project Work Plan and Total Costs

The project work plan includes ongoing project piag and management and three phases of
data collection, analysis, and reporting. The tdlelew summarizes the payments to CTG.
Invoices will be generated at the end of each phadisted in the table below.

Invoice Amount Cost
Commencement of Project 25% $8,500.00
End of the 2 Workshop 50% $17,000.00
Delivery of Final Report 25% $8,500.00
Total project cost: $34,000.00
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Project Assumptions

' (’ Center for
A

Technology in Government

Balancing Growth and Public Safety:
Building performance measurement capability in theTown of Bethlehem

Project Purpose

The purpose of this project is to assist the Town of Bethlehem Police management team
in identifying service outcome objectives and the related indicator data and developing a
set of recommendations regarding their use in department and town decision making

and planning.

Questions to be answered in this project

What constitutes success for the Town of BethleReiice Department?

How do they know when they have achieved success?

What information is needed to help the PD and thvrTknow when they have been
successful?

The results of this work will be to provide IMAC @ithe Police Chief a presentation and report
of our findings and recommendations along with gpeadix listing key indicators.

Major Activities

1.

An orientation meeting with the IMAC and Chief witticlude an overview of the scope and
goals of the project, and the expected benefitsdahderables. This meeting will provide the
opportunity to test assumptions and to share idedsconcerns about the effort.

An orientation meeting with the Chief and PD unamagers will include an overview of the
scope and goals of the project, the expected ldenéfhis meeting will provide the
opportunity to test assumptions and to share idedsconcerns about the effort. This
meeting will provide our initial data gathering @ppunity.

The CTG team will also meet with the Town’s MIS ragar and others involved in the
capture and use of information currently availdabléhe Police Department and incorporate
this data into the final analysis.

Following this meeting, two % day workshops witk tbhief and PD unit managers will be
held offsite at CTG to identify performance measubtat are meaningful and specific to the
core functions and goals of the Town of Bethlehddn Participants will be asked to
articulate the indicators that are specific torthadividual units. At each subsequent
workshop, the participants will have the opportymit refine and revise the work previously
accomplished to best reflect the needs of theiadepent. Throughout this process, in
between the individual workshops, CTG staff maytaonspecific participants as well to
clarify or to expand upon the information sharethwmi the workshop. The workshops will
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be scheduled in a mutually agreed upon time frammore than 3 weeks apart and held at
CTG.

5. Afinal presentation of results will be made to W&nd the participants of the workshops.
The final deliverable of this work will be a repatlining recommendations and next steps.

Assumptions
The project, project schedule, and timeline es@®are based upon a number of critical
assumptions. They include:

1. The project sponsor (IMAC and or the Police Chveif) introduce the project to
appropriate staff and make them available for mgestas necessary.

2. The project sponsor (IMAC and or the Police Chieaf) provide access to Department
facilities (with proper personal identification aadvanced notice); access to personnel
(i.e., individuals within the Department, as welllkeey members of the other town
departments, as identified by CTG; access to iatetacuments, data, files and records
that the both parties reasonably agree will be ey for the proper performance of
agreed-to services.

3. The project sponsor (IMAC and or the Police Chweaf) clarify expected roles for key
participants and gain commitment to these expactied.

4. The project sponsor (IMAC and the Police Chief) wibvide CTG with one point
person to help coordinate meetings and intervidvedales.
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Consultant Scope of Work

Project Name:
Town of Bethlehem -

Description

To provide the Town of Bethlehem Police Departnweitth the preliminary framework for an

information led policing that would address thrpeafic questions:

* What constitutes success for the Town of BethleRetice Department?

* How do they know when they have achieved success?

* What information is needed to help the PD and thvrTknow when they have been
successful?

Approach

The Center for Technology in Government (CTG) tedthwork closely with the Police Chief
and his key unit managers to answer these threstiqgne through a series of group decision
conferences and interviews.

Dr. O’Connell brings to the team his rich professiband academic experience in criminal
justice, performance indicators and measuremendspraunicipal policing. Dr. O’Connell will
be assisting the team with subject matter expemtisged to his knowledge on Compstat and
executive information systems specifically for f@dicing domain. He has had previous
experience with similar jurisdictions within New MoState such as the Town of Port Chester,
and Westchester County, as well as the Federal Enfigrcement Administration. The focus of
his dissertation as well as other scholarly writivag focused on an information led-policing
framework.

It is this unique perspective that he will bringaar on the project. The CTG team will provide
the process expertise, group decision conferemceegecutive decision support expertise,
whereas Dr. O’'Connell will provide the subject reagxpertise of this type of framework, use
of performance data for accountability, and exeeutiecision support expertise within the
policing domain.

Dr. O’Connell will participate in all phases of tpeoject — the initial project design, group
decision conferences, as well as the analysisiaatigresentation. He will attend the initial
meeting with the Town of Bethlehem Police Chief, W co-facilitate the two ¥z day

workshops and final presentation of results as aslparticipate in 3 joint analysis sessions. Dr.
O’Connell will also coordinate a site visit for thiewn Police Chief and staff to Westchester
County Police Department for a presentation ofrtiméormation-led policing framework. He

will also be a co-writer on the final report cobtrting 50% of the final report based on his
expertise.

Attached is his curriculum vita for additional imfisation concerning his background.
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Deliverables
Dr. O’Connell will be actively participating in atheetings with the Town as well as the two
workshops and final presentation. He will alsalm-author of the final report to the Town.
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Project Activity Flow

'(’ Center for
4 Technology in Government

Balancing Growth and Public Safety:

Building performance measurement capability in theTown of Bethlehem

Project Activity Flow

May — November 2006

Project Launch Meetin Orientation
Meeting MIS Mana egr and Meeting Workshop 1 Workshop 2
Police Chief/ Ke ers?)nnel Police Chief/Key % day % day
IMAC i Unit Managers
Prep Analysis of findi Final
nalysis offindings Reflection and Planning inal
Presentation
e  Content analysis of documents Workshops 1
. Interview of MIS . Identification of key business process by unit.
. Document and systems Inventory . Identification of key information required and
- Plan Workshops producted by key business process Nov. 200
- Categorize information and elements by common and ’
unique key business processes
. Map flow of information by category
Workshops 2
- Identify performance metrics by Unit
- Identify commonalities of metrics across units
June 2006 : Map metrics to key business processes
.

Reflection Workshop

- Provide findings and discuss analysis
. Determine how to use this data
- Determine next steps

Center for Technology in Government

Identify performance targets by unit
Identify source of indicator data for metric by unit
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Project Task Plan

' (' Center for
A

Technology in Government

Balancing Growth and Public Safety:
Building performance measurement capability in thelTown of Bethlehem

Updated November 2006

Date Log

Pre Planning_j Phase

TASK 1: Ensure appropriate participation

PURPOSE To ensure project success

Step Due Date | Responsible grou Status
Introduce project to appropriate staff Project 18mo

Provide project overview materials as necessgary ojeBr Sponsor

Clarify expected roles for key participants PcbjBponsor

Gain commitment to expected roles from key
participants

Project Sponsor

TASK 2: Project Development and Planning

PURPOSE: To further develop the goals and objectives anefioe the project work plan,

Specifically to include:
Identification of key participants for each phase

Selection of agency contact person for logistia$ scheduling of interviews and events, and

Establish contact schedule with project sponsors
Review projected timeline

Ptc.

Step

Date

Conduct initial meeting with Project Sponsors

125/MAC
05/10/06 Town Brd.
05/25/06 Town Sup/MIS/Chief/DChief

Conduct two additional planning meetings with
expanded participants group as necessary

06/19/06 9 — 3
06/23/06 8:30 -10:30

Center for Technology in Government
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TASK 3: Orientation Meeting with Police Chief and key Unit Managers

PURPOSE: To provide an overview of scope and goals of tligeot and expected benefits.
Opportunity to test assumptions, and to share ideadat the project is and isn't.

Expected Attendees Police Chief and key Unit managers

Expected Outcome- initial inventory of systems and data

Location — Town of Bethlehem Police Dept or CTG

Expected Outcome -Hevel setting and defining expectations

Duration — 2 hours

Potential Dates July 5, 6, 10
Step Date
2 hour orientation meeting July 25, 2006

TASK 4: Meeting with MIS manager and key staff invdved in Police systems

PURPOSE: To obtain an overview of what systems are availabkwhat information is
available to the PD. Initial overview of informaiti flow.

Expected Attendees -MIS Manager and key personnel involved with thaouss systems used
by the PD.

Location — Town of Bethlehem MIS department

Expected Outcomeinitial inventory of systems and @a

Duration — 2 hours

Step Date

2 hour orientation meeting 06/19/06
06/20/06
2 — 2 hour sessions

TASK 5: First Half Day workshops

PURPOSE Identification of performance measures that aremmegul and specific to the
core functions and goals of town of Bethlehem PDiscussion of information flow and work
processes flow.

Expected Attendees Police Chief and key unit managers

Location —CTG

Expected Outcome- Initial data gathering session

Duration — 4 hours

Step Date
4hour orientation workshop August%4:30 —-4:30
CTG Offices
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TASK 6: Second Half Day workshops

PURPOSE Review and Refine previously developguerformance measures that are
meaningful and specific to the core functions gadls of town of Bethlehem PD.

Expected Attendees Police Chief and key unit managers

Location —CTG

Expected Outcome- Second data gathering session

Duration — 4 hours (3 weeks* after the initial workshop)

Step Date
4hour orientation workshop Sep"™6:30 — 4:30
CTG Offices

TASK 7:

Performance Indicator and Information Flow Analysis

PURPOSE: To develop a preliminary set of observations alo@tdata gathered in the laund
meeting and individual department workshops in seofimprovement, similarities, differences

]

overlap, etc
Step Date
internal analysis meetings 06/15/06

Touch base with key department managers as
necessary for clarification of issues about proees;

See Chart below

\°ZJ

Finalize observations and draft interim reporttfoe

IMAC committee.

Sent 8/22/06

Develop draft facilitation plan for final presentat | 10/30/06
Touch Base Meetings with key department managers
Meeting Department Date/Duration
Day spent shadowing | Police Chief and June 19, 2006
Div. Staff Division Staff June 23, 2006
2 — % day segments
Meeting with Special | Lt. Berben September®

Services Staff

Sgt. Roberts

Police Department
Town Hall.

2 hours
Meeting with IMAC Jeff Dammeyer - September 13
Theresa Egan - Judith E.Town Hall
Kehoe, 1.5 hour

George Leveille
Sam Messina

Follow-up Meeting

Chief Corsi and key

November 15, 2006

Unit Managers from PD

2 hour meeting
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TASK 8: Project Recommendations and Report

PURPOSE: To provide a written record of the activity and thecome of the analysis
including an information management framework aeg gerformance indicators for use town;
wide.

Step Date
Analyze results November
Develop report framework November
Dratft report November
Review and refine report internally November

Schedule presentation of project results to IMAC | First 2 weeks in Oct
committee and town board if necessary

Deliver report and final presentation First weelbecember
Share draft report with project sponsor Decemb@066
Refine report based on sponsor feedback Week ofibeer 11th
Final Report sent to project sponsors Decembe?0@5
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Project Meeting Schedule

Q

Center for
Technology in Government

Balancing Growth and Public Safety:

Building performance measurement capability in thelTown of Bethlehem

Project Schedule and Meeting Dates

Judith E. Kehoe,
George Leveille
Sam Messina

Task or Step Requested Duration Dates/Locations
Attendees
Initial Orientation IMAC and Police | 1 hour May 25, 2006
Meeting Chief Corsi Town Hall
Day spent shadowing| Police Chiefand | 2 — % day June 19, 2006
Div. Staff Division Staff segments June 23, 2006
Meeting with MIS and| MIS and Staff 2-15hour |June19& 2B
Staff meeting Town Hall
PD Orientation Chief Corsi and key 1.5 hour July 25 1:30 — 3:00
Meeting Division Command| meeting CTG Offices
from PD
Workshop 1 Chief Corsi and key day (3 hours)| August 241:30 — 4:30
Division Command CTG Offices
Meeting with Special | Lt. Berben 2 hours Septembef"7
Services Staff Sgt. Roberts Police Department
Town Hall.
Meeting with IMAC Jeff Dammeyer - | 1.5 hour September 13
Theresa Egan - Town Hall

Workshop 2

Chief Corsi and ke
Division Command

V2 day (3 hours)

September'26:30 — 4:30
CTG Offices

Final Presentation

IMAC and Chief
Corsi & Division
Command

2 hour

First or Second week in
November

Center for Technology in Government
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Project Participants

Town of Bethlehem Police Department
* Police Chief Louis Corsi
* Deputy Police Chief Timothy Beebe
* Lieutenant Robert Berben
* Lieutenant Thomas Heffernan
* Sergeant Paul Roberts Sr.
* Mark Becker

Town of Bethlehem Interdepartmental Management Advsory Committee (IMAC) Members
» Jeff Dammeyer - Town Director of MIS
* Theresa Egan - Supervisor
e Judith E. Kehoe, CPA - Comptroller
» George Leveille - Town Director of Economic Develognt & Planning
 Sam Messina - Town Board Member

Center for Technology in Government Project Team
* Theresa Pardo Project Director
* Donna S. Canestraro Project Manager
» Jana Hrdinova — Project Staff
* Paul O'Connell, J.D. PhD — lona College Associasaof Arts and Science
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Appendix C: Performance Management
Framework for the Bethlehem Police
Department
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Y

Center for
Technology in Government

A Performance Management Framework for the Town oBethlehem Police Department

Performance Indicator Measure Benchmark
Category
Response time to
calls for service
Number of property checks requested
Property checks Number of property checks performed
Location of property checks performed
Safety community | Number of classes performed per time
programs period
. Types of classes performed
Responsiveness 0Traffic-related Types of special details
Community special details Number of special details by time period
Needs Community concerns Number of calls regarding general concefns
of citizens
Number of calls from citizens responded to
Number of criminal background checks
performed at request of citizens
General community | Number of gun permits issued per year
services Number of sex offender notifications
Number of sex offender registrations per
year divided by type
Welfare checks Number of welfare checks on elderly
citizens per time period
Number of calls received per time period
Animal control regarding an animal
Response time
Type of animal
Line of duty injuries | Number of injuries per specific time period
Type of injury
Physical assaults on| Number of assaults per time period
police officers Type of assault
Officer safety Location of assault
Number of patrol cars accidents by time
Patrol cars accidents period
Number of patrol car accidents by officer
Number of patrol car accidents by cause
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A Performance Management Framework for the Town oBethlehem Police Department

Performance
Category

Indicator

Measure

Benchmark

Officer Morale

Sick time

Hours of sick time taken by officers

Time off

Hours of time-off taken by officers

Training

Hours of training by officer

Hours of training per type of training

Types of training

Recognition by
peers

External training

Number of requests for training

Number of trainings performed

Type of training performed

Internal training

Number of requests to external agencies
train BPD

Number of training by external agencies
for BPD

External assistance

Number of requests to external agencies
assistance

Number of assistance by external agenci

Accreditation

Effective internal
controls

Use of force reports

Number of use of force reports per time
period

Type of force used per time period

Location of use of force

Use of force by officer

Personnel complaint

5 Number of complaints per time period

Complaints per officer

Type of complaint

Civil litigation

Number of lawsuits against BPD

Internal
audits/reviews

Number of internal audits/reviews
performed by time period

Number of reviews resulting in policy
changes by time period

Community
recognition and
support

Perceived
responsiveness

% of Citizen who perceive the BPD as
being responsive

% of Business who perceive the BPD as
being fair

% of Citizens satisfied with BPD handling
of incidence

Perceived fairness

% of Citizen who perceive the BPD as
being responsive

% of Business who perceive the BPD as
being fair

% of Citizens satisfied with BPD handling
of incidence
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A Performance Management Framework for the Town oBethlehem Police Department

Performance Indicator
Category

Measure

Benchmark

Perceived Safety

% of Citizen who perceive the BRBD
being responsive
% of Business who perceive the BPD as
being fair
% of Citizens satisfied with BPD handling
of incidence

Criminal activity

Prevention of
crime

Number of Part | offenses by time period

Number of Part | offenses by location

Number of Part | offenses per 1,000
population

Number of Part | offenses by type

Number of Part |l offenses by time period

Number of Part Il offenses by location

Number of Part Il offenses per 1,000
population

Number of Part Il offenses by type

Number of businesses affected by crime
per time period

Number of businesses affected by crime by

location

Calls for service

Number of Incidents

Number of Quick calls

Arrests

Number of arrests per time period

Number of arrests by type per time period

Number of arrests by location

=}

Number of arrests resulting in prosecutio

Investigations

Number of open investigations by type and

time period

Number of open cases per officer

Number of inactive investigations by time
period

Number of inactive cases by officer

Number of cases closed by time period and

type

Number of cases closed by officer

Number of cases cleared by arrest by time
period

Number of cases cleared by other than
arrest

Clearance rate per time period

Number of miles patrolled by time period

Number of miles patrolled by officer

Number of motor vehicle stops by time
period
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A Performance Management Framework for the Town oBethlehem Police Department

Performance Indicator Measure Benchmark
Category

>

Number of motor vehicle stops by locatio

Number of tickets issued by time period

Number of tickets issued by location and
time of day

Traffic enforcement | Number of tickets issued by type of offense

Number of directed enforcement details per
year

Number of directed enforcement details by
type

Number of tickets issued as a result of
directed enforcement details

Number of hours spent on directed
enforcement details per time period

Number of traffic safety programs per time
period

Number of traffic safety programs by
location

Number of tickets issued as a result of
traffic safety programs

Number of car accidents per time period

Number of car accidents per 1000
population

Number of accidents by location

Number of accidents with personal injury
per time period

Number of car accidents with property
damage per time period

Number of non-reportable traffic accidents

Amount of drugs seized by time period

Amount of drugs seized by location

Drug activity Amount of drugs seized by type

Number of tips received by officer

Number of drug buys performed per time

period
Equipment and asset
management
Number of records entered by time period
Efficient Number of requests for records by time
administrative | Records period
procedures and Number of requests for records by
operations agency/external agent per time period
Number of record requests by public per
time period

Number of miles traveled by time period
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A Performance Management Framework for the Town oBethlehem Police Department

Performance
Category

Indicator

Measure

Benchmark

Fleet management

Service records for each vehicle

Amount of vehicle idle time per time
period

Recalls by time periods

Training

Number of training requests

Number of training requests granted

Amount of money spent on training per
time period

Amount of money spent on training by ty
of training

Efficient
personnel
management

Court detalil

Number of court details per time period

Number of officers’ hours spent on court
detail per time period

Overtime

See the overtime report for individual
categories

Training

Hours of training per time period

Types of training

Hours of training by type of training per
time period

Hours of training by officer

Hours of overtime resulting from training

Court appearances

Number of court appearances by officers
per time period

Number of hours devoted to court

appearances by time period
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Appendix D: Project Presentations

1. Project presentation to Bethlehem Town Board, May 10, 2006
2. Presentation for Orientation Meeting, July 25, 2006

3. Presentation for Workshop 1, August 24, 2006

4. Presentation for Workshop 2, September 26, 2006
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Appendix E: Additional Resources

Examples of Real-Life Police Performance Measurement Frameworks

The Waynessville Police Department, North Carolina
http://www.waynesvillepd.com/Goals____Objectivesigoa objectives.html

The Waynesville Police Department has devised afs@iganizational goals and objectives to
ensure “the direction and unity of purpose” witttie department. Their goals and objectives
provide an illustration as to how a small departnienising a performance measurement
framework.

Barrie Police Service, Ontario, Canada
http://www.police.barrie.on.ca/mainpages/goals_adbjes.htm

This site provides examples not only of possiblalgand objectives, but also of performance
assessment strategies that can be employed.

lowa City Police Department, lowa

http://www.icgov.org/policefiles/genorder5.pdf

This document represents a general order issuéaeb@hief of Police of the lowa City Police
Department detailing the proper procedures to kd uscreating departmental goals and
objectives. It serves to illustrates the procefsaisare involved in creating departmental
objectives and although the size of the departisectinsiderably larger, the processes are
applicable to smaller settings as well.

Anne Arundel County Police Department, Maryland
http://www.aacounty.org/Police/Resources/AnnualRei05/Goals. pdf

This document is a 2005 annual report preparedrineAdrundel County Police Department,
addressing their stated goals and objectives aidghccess in achieving them.

City of Carbondale, lllinois

http://www.ci.carbondale.il.us/Government/goals eahiyes.html

This site provides an illustration of policy statmts, goals and objectives statements, as well as
the strategies to achieve the stated objectivdthogh not specifically aimed at a police
department, it provides a useful example for cogatif a performance driven evaluation
framework.

City Of Bellevue, Washington

http://www.ci.bellevue.wa.us/pdf/Finance/2004 _Annkerformance_Report.pdf

This document is the 2004 annual report producetthdCity of Bellevue. The assessment of its
police department begins on page 81 and provide®d example of how the data collected
throughout the year can be used to assess theparfoe of a police department.
Recommended Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reging Indicators for Police
http://newark.rutgers.edu/~ncpp/cdgp/teaching/sep@20areas/police.html

This short document provides a list of goals cogrgd to be the major responsibilities of police
departments nationwide.
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Background Information on Performance Measurement Frameworks
in Policing

How Effective Are Your Community Services?Hatry, Harry P., et. allJrban Institute 1977.
This publication offers some initial thoughts onasering the performance of public services,
including policing. It is rather dated, howeveisiuseful as a simple example of a possible
framework.

Measuring the Performance of Law Enforcement Agencies. Maguire, Edward R. CALEA
http://www.calea.org/Online/newsletter/No84/magpad?2.htm

This article provides some background as well eection on how to go about creating a
performance measurement framework.

General Information About Performance-based Management

Performance Management: When Results Matter. Intemational City/County Management
Association. 2004.
http://www1.icma.org/upload/bc/attach/%7BEDFADAFOEB-4BF4-A7EE-
4D86A2812527%7DPerfMeas_small.pdf

The Core Drivers of CitiStat: It's Not Just About the Meetings and Maps. Behn, Robert D.
International Public Management Journ@l3 (2005): 1-25

Performance Management for Career Executives: A “Strt Where You Are, Use What You
Have” Guide. Wye, Chris. 2004)BM Center for The Business of Government
http://www.businessofgovernment.org/pdfs/WyeRepdit.

Although this publication does not address poligpgcifically, it is an excellent guide offering
responses and recommendations to the common abjs@id questions arising regarding
performance measurement frameworks.

The Performance-Based Management HandbookArtley, Will and Suzanne Stroth. 2001.
Performance-Based Management Special Interest Group
http://www.orau.gov/pbm/pbmhandbook/pbmhandbook.htm

Performance measurement in not-for-profit and publt sector organizationsMacpherson,
Malcolm. June 2001. Measuring Business Excellence.

A Manager’s Guide to Performance ManagementThe performance, management,
measurement and information project. Audit Commissi
http://www.idea-knowledge.gov.uk/idk/aio/4810918

Maximizing Knowledge for Program Evaluation: Critic al Issues and Practical Challenges
of ICT Strategies. Dawes, Sharon and Theresa Pardo. Electronic Gt Conference 2006.
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