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ICMA Background 

The International City/County Management Association (ICMA) is the 

premier local government leadership and management organization. Since 

1914, ICMA’s mission has been to create excellence in local governance by 

developing and advocating professional local government management 

worldwide. ICMA provides an information clearinghouse, technical 

assistance, training, and professional development to more than 9,100 city, 

town, and county experts and other individuals throughout the world. 

 

ICMA Center for Public Safety Management 

The ICMA Center for Public Safety Management team helps communities 

solve critical problems by providing management consulting support to local 

governments. The center’s area of expertise is public safety services, which 

encompasses the following areas and beyond: organizational development, 

leadership and ethics, training, assessment of calls for service workload, 

staffing requirements analysis, designing standards and hiring guidelines for 

police and fire chief recruitment, police/fire consolidation, community-

oriented policing, and city/county/regional mergers. 

These performance indicators have developed from decades of research and 

are applicable in all communities. For that reason, comparisons of reports 

reveal similar reporting formats, but each community’s data are analyzed on 

an individual basis by the ICMA specialists and uniquely represent the 

compiled information for that community.  
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Executive Summary 

ICMA was commissioned to review the operations of the Troy Police 

Department (TPD). While this analysis covered all aspects of the 

department’s operations, particular focus was on identifying the appropriate 

staffing of the agency given its workload, community demographics, and 

crime levels. 

We utilized operations research methodology to analyze departmental 

workload and compared that workload to staffing and deployment levels. We 

reviewed other performance indicators, which allowed us to understand 

service implications on current staffing. We reviewed the department’s 

organizational design to determine if the various functions of a modern 

police agency were appropriately staffed. 

The study incorporated several distinct phases: data collection, interviews 

with key police and administration personnel, on-site observations of the job 

environment, data analysis, comparative analyses, alternatives and 

recommendations, and submission and oral briefings. 

Based upon our review, it is our opinion that the TPD is a highly 

professional, well-managed police agency. As an organization, the TPD 

employs a problem-solving philosophy, is engaged with and enjoys the 

support of the community, and provides a very high level of customer 

service. The department has enjoyed significant and long-term support from 

city management, city council, and the community. The overriding 

assumption governing the ICMA review of Troy police operations was that 

the agency, due to financial considerations, needs to reduce its workforce. 

This has the potential to impact the ability of the department to maintain the 

service delivery levels currently received by the community. It also has the 

potential to affect the workforce internally by limiting opportunities for 



specializations and career development that have served to attract and 

retain highly trained, educated, and professional law enforcement personnel. 

Over the last several years, the TPD, in partnership with city administration, 

conducted a comprehensive analysis of the police department and developed 

several retrenchment options to consider. Evaluating department operations 

within the context of these options, while maintaining services, was the 

evaluation philosophy employed by the ICMA team. 

In general, the TPD is an outstanding department. By all measures, it is well 

managed, enjoys the support and trust of the community, is well respected 

by other departments in the region, is staffed by a dedicated and motivated 

workforce, and has undoubtedly contributed to the low crime and high 

quality of life experienced by the citizens of Troy. Reducing staff and 

realigning operations, while necessary from a financial perspective, will have 

an impact on all of the areas just mentioned. Headcount reductions to the 

extent being considered will result in service reductions, and community 

expectations need to be managed appropriately. The quantity and quality of 

the services currently offered by the TPD will change.  

The recommendations contained in this report are offered in support of the 

reductions in staffing and service and are designed to provide a minimal 

police operational model that contemplates providing basic police services. It 

must be realized that the final outcome of these reductions will produce a 

demonstrable reduction in police services to the Troy community. The 

service reductions will be both immediate, in the form of eliminated police 

response to calls, and long-term, in the form of diminished capacity to 

investigate criminal incidents and organizations. Nonetheless, the TPD is a 

competent and professional police organization and has methodologically 

charted a reasonable retrenchment. The recommendations provided by ICMA 

are intended to supplement and assist that retrenchment. 



In general, the overriding themes contained in this report center on 

consolidation divisions and units, eliminating demand for service, 

maintaining core functions, and adopting a more generalist approach to 

policing at all levels. One thing for certain is that the same leadership that 

plotted the methodical retrenchment will be called upon to plot the rebirth of 

a leaner and simpler organization. Old units, jobs, duties, and 

responsibilities will be changed, but the similar work will need to be done. 

The leadership of the TPD must recognize that the paradigm of policing in 

Troy has changed and embrace the new generalist approach to policing. The 

TPD must get “back to basics” and focus on the core mission of the police 

department to reduce crime and disorder and provide high-quality police 

services to the Troy community, while keeping morale and esprit de corps 

high. This is a huge task and one that must be dealt with head-on through 

training, education, communication, and collaboration. 

In the recent past, the current management team implemented many best 

practices to address the fiscal challenges, and they should be commended 

for these efforts. The department has eliminated command positions, 

replaced full-time sworn personnel with part-time non-sworn, civilianized 

positions, consolidated dispatch and jail operations with the City of Clawson, 

consolidated units, obtained grants, and explored numerous revenue-

generating initiatives. The recommendations offered in this report augment 

these initiatives and, where possible, offer additional efficiency and cost-

saving measures.  

 

Recommendations: 

• Option 1 is viable. Examination of the staffing model titled 

“Option 1” is a viable staffing plan for police operations. Several 

modifications of the plan are offered to improve and strengthen 



this model and maintain reasonable service levels. The full 

implementation of Option 1, however, cuts too deep into the 

organization staffing level, and it is recommended that four 

additional sworn positions be added to the final model. 

• Also, in order to ensure a smooth transition, the time horizon for 

staffing reductions presented in Option 1 is feasible. 

• Maintain four patrol shifts and ten-hour tours. 

• Establish a Calls for Service Committee to explore workload 

reduction possibilities, including: 

o Eliminate response to routine medical calls. 

o Eliminate response to property-damage-only motor vehicle 

accidents. 

o Eliminate response to animal calls. 

o Establish a burglary alarm reduction program to drastically 

reduce response to these calls. 

• Eliminate the Professional Standards and Community Services 

Division and transfer the duties, responsibilities, and personnel 

to other Divisions: 

o Eliminate the captain position 

o Create a new division called the Investigations and 

Administrative Division. This division will combine the 

duties and responsibilities of the former Investigations 

Division and the Professional Standards Division. 

• Merge, from both a personnel standpoint and an operational 

standpoint, the Special Investigations, Criminal Intelligence, 

and Directed Patrol Units. 

• Relocate the Community Services Unit in the Operations Division 

and closely align the activities of this unit with problem-solving 

and patrol operations. 



• Eliminate the Traffic Unit and redistribute these responsibilities 

to patrol. 

• Adopt a generalist approach to all police activities, as opposed 

to a specialist approach. Adopting this approach requires 

extensive cross-training of personnel. 

• Empanel internal “re-engineering” sessions to communicate 

organizational modifications to all employees. 

 

It must be noted that the recommendations offered and reductions 

contemplated are viable. But, like with all plans, the difficult part comes 

during the execution of those plans. In order to undertake an organizational 

change of this magnitude, it is essential that one individual be tasked with 

overseeing the changes. Similarly, leadership and continued high levels of 

dedication by all members of the TPD will be essential to successful 

implementation of this plan. A clear and consistent message must be 

embraced and communicated to all members of the department that things 

must change, old ways of doing things are gone, job descriptions and 

responsibilities are different, and more is expected.  

Throughout the course of the ICMA site visit, a palpable sense of concern 

could be felt. Understandably, uniformed and civilian members of the 

department are witnessing drastic personnel and budget cuts and are having 

difficulty dealing with the transition. The human impact cannot be ignored or 

understated. It represents a significant challenge in terms of leadership, 

especially at the executive and management levels of the organization. The 

current management team recognized these issues early on in the 

downsizing process and has done a commendable job grappling with the 

operational and human-resource issues associated with these changes. This 

must continue, and the department must work very closely with uniformed 

and civilian members and integrate them in the process of retrenchment. 



Similarly, the leadership of the department, both formal and informal, must 

continue to exemplify that “can do” attitude that makes the TPD a premier 

police agency. Without this winning and positive philosophy, the transition 

will be more difficult and painful than it already appears to be. 



PART 1. OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 

I. Methodology 

A. Data Analysis 

This report utilizes numerous sources of data to support conclusions and 

recommendations for the Troy Police Department. Information was obtained 

from the FBI Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program, Part I Index Crime, 

police officer headcounts, and numerous sources of TPD internal information, 

including data mining from the computer-aided dispatch (CAD) system for 

information on calls for service (CFS). 

B. Interviews 

The study relied extensively on intensive interviews with TPD personnel. On-

site and in-person interviews were conducted with all division commanders 

regarding their operations. Similarly, employee representatives were 

interviewed to get an understanding of the labor-management climate in 

Troy.  

C. Focus Groups 

A focus group is an unstructured group interview in which the moderator 

actively encourages discussion among participants. Focus groups generally 

consist of eight to ten participants and are used to explore issues that are 

difficult to define. Group discussion permits greater exploration of important 

and often hard-to-define topics. For the purposes of this study, several focus 

groups were held with representatives of the department.  

D. Document Review  

ICMA consultants were furnished with numerous reports and summary 

documents by the Troy Police Department. Information on strategic plans, 

personnel staffing and deployment, evaluations, training records, and 

performance statistics were provided to ICMA. 

 



E. Operational/Administrative Observations 

Over the course of the evaluation period, numerous observations were 

conducted. These included observations of general patrol, special 

enforcement, investigations, and administrative functions. ICMA 

representatives engaged all facets of department operations from a 

“participant observation” perspective. 

F. Implementing the Report’s Recommendations 

ICMA’s conclusions and recommendations are a blueprint for both the city and 

police administrations. The city administration should have periodic meetings 

with the police department to ensure that ICMA’s recommendations are 

implemented. It is strongly recommended that the chief identify and task 

one individual with responsibility for implementing these recommendations. 

This person should establish a liaison with the chief of police and should be 

given the authority and responsibility to effectuate the changes 

recommended. This includes ensuring the recommendations are executed in 

a timely fashion and evaluating the department’s progress every six months 

for efficiency, effectiveness, and performance. 

ICMA’s recommendations are practical and sensible and should be 

implemented by the police administration within a reasonable period of time.  

 



II. Background 

Policing involves a complex set of activities. Police officers are not simply 

crime fighters whose responsibilities are to protect people’s safety and 

property and to enhance the public’s sense of security. The police have 

myriad other basic responsibilities on a daily basis, including preserving 

order in the community, guaranteeing the movement of pedestrian and 

vehicular traffic, protecting and extending the rights of persons to speak and 

assemble freely, and providing assistance for those who cannot assist 

themselves. 

The TPD provides a full range of police services, which include responding to 

emergencies and calls for service, performing directed activities, and solving 

problems. According to the 2010–2011 Organizational Chart (see Appendix 

1), the department has an authorized strength of 123 sworn officers, 

including one chief, three captains, seven lieutenants, eighteen sergeants, 

and ninety-four police officers. The department services include patrol, 

school resources, investigations, traffic, crime prevention, and narcotics 

enforcement. 

A. Troy Demographics 

When determining the appropriateness of the deployed resources—both 

current and future—a key factor for consideration is demographic 

characteristics of the community. 

According to the United States Census Bureau, Troy has a total area of 34.3 

square miles and about 80,182 residents. The racial makeup of the city is 

estimated to be 82.3 percent White, 2.8 percent Black, 1.5 percent Hispanic, 

and 13.3 percent Asian. The median income for a household in the city is 

approximately $85,000. The cost of living in Troy in December 2009 was 

estimated at 92.2, lower than the national average. Greater than 92 percent 

of Troy residents have a high school diploma, and half of all residents are 



college graduates. Troy was recently ranked the fifth safest city in the nation 

as well as the safest in Michigan. Troy has been ranked the safest city in 

Michigan nine out of the last thirteen years the rankings have been published. 

In 2008, Troy was ranked twenty-second on a list of “Best Places to Live” in 

the United States by CNN Money, using criteria including housing, quality of 

education, economic strength, and recreational opportunities. Troy is home 

to numerous office centers, light industries, and retail developments. 

B. Uniform Crime Report/Crime Trends  

As defined by the Uniform Crime Report (UCR), the crime index is the total 

of the seven major Part 1 crimes used to measure the extent, fluctuation, 

and distribution of serious crime in geographical areas. Part 1 crimes are the 

seven most serious offenses: murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, 

burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft. 

In 2009, the City of Troy reported 1,959 Part 1 crimes. The following figures 

display the seven categories of index crime for 2009. The figures also put 

the reported crime into proper context. In addition to raw numbers, serious 

crime is converted to rate per 100,000 and compared with the ten other 

cities in Michigan of similar size, as well as national and state crime rates. 

Examination of this figure demonstrates that both violent and property crime 

rates in Troy are very low.  

In order to understand crime in Troy, it is important to put it into 

perspective by comparing the crime data with communities of similar size 

and comparing rates of crime and not overall numerical counts of crime. The 

following figures compare serious crime in Troy with ten other cities in 

Michigan of similar size—Clinton Township, Livonia, Dearborn, Canton 

Township, Westland, Farmington Hills, Southfield, Shelby Township, 

Kalamazoo, and Waterford Township—along with national and statewide 

data to put the crime in Troy into better perspective. While crime is a 



function of many variables in a community, population is one of the most 

influential ones and a variable that is widely reported and easy to 

understand and analyze. The figures below examine numerical counts and 

rates of serious crime in these thirteen jurisdictions. For the purposes of this 

analysis, serious crime is defined as crime reported to the FBI in the 

following categories: murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, 

larceny—theft, and auto theft.  

Similarly, information is provided regarding the number of police officers 

employed in the eleven comparison communities. For illustration purposes, 

this information is also reported as the number of officers per 100,000 

residents. It should be noted that population sizes range from 95,956 to 

70,403. This analysis is not intended to compare Troy with any particular 

city. It is simply meant as an illustration of crime with communities of 

approximately similar populations in Michigan and how they compare.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Figure 1. UCR Crime Comparisons 

Location Population Murder Rape Robbery 
Aggravated 

Assault Burglary 
Larceny 
—Theft 

Motor 
Vehicle 
Theft 

U.S. 307,006,550 15,241 88,097 408,217 806,843 2,199,125 6,327,230 794616 

Michigan 9,969,727 627 4,514 12,330 32,076 75,815 177,720 29383 

         
Clinton 

Township 95,956 1 24 50 202 518 1,553 232 

Livonia 90,232 3 16 40 117 341 1,580 311 

Dearborn 85,305 3 16 112 208 712 2,961 582 
Canton 

Township 82,634 1 21 26 90 294 1,120 92 

Troy 80,182 0 17 13 49 231 1,564 85 

Westland 78,149 2 39 98 248 611 1,566 312 
Farmington 

Hills 78,140 1 10 20 77 256 1,134 130 

Southfield 75,074 2 32 129 246 653 1,960 469 
Shelby 

Township 72,094 0 19 14 60 185 739 83 

Kalamazoo 71,664 2 71 204 425 1,430 2,632 264 
Waterford 
Township 70,403 0 25 66 126 422 1,219 87 

 

Using the data from Figure 1, rankings are constructed to demonstrate the 

order in rank from highest to lowest on several categories of serious crime. 

A “1” in the figure below indicates that the location had the highest rate of 

crime for that category among the ten largest cities in Michigan. Similarly, a 

“10” represents the lowest amount of crime in that category among the 

cities.  

 

 

 

 

 



Figure 2. Violent Crime Rate Comparisons 

Location Population 

Population 
per 

100,000 
Sworn 

POs 

Sworn 
PO per 

100,000 

Rank 
Sworn 

PO 
Violent 
Crime 

VC Rate 
per 

100,000 
VC 

Rank 

U.S. 307,006,550 3,070.07 706,886 230.25  1,318,398 429.44  

Michigan 9,969,727 99.70 18,800 188.57  49,547 496.97  

         
 
Clinton 
Township 95,956 0.96 107 111.51 8 277 288.67 6 
 
Livonia 90,232 0.90 148 164.02 4 176 195.05 7 
 
Dearborn 85,305 0.85 193 226.25 2 339 397.40 4 
 
Canton 
Township 82,634 0.83 86 104.07 10 138 167.00 8 
 
Troy 80,182 0.80 128 159.64 5 79 98.53 11 
 
Westland 78,149 0.78 96 122.84 7 387 495.21 3 
 
Farmington 
Hills 78,140 0.78 116 148.45 6 108 138.21 9 
 
Southfield 75,074 0.75 147 195.81 3 409 544.80 2 
 
Shelby 
Township 72,094 0.72 70 97.10 11 93 129.00 10 
 
Kalamazoo 71,664 0.72 242 337.69 1 702 979.57 1 
 
Waterford 
Township 70,403 0.70 77 109.37 9 217 308.23 5 
 

According to Figure 2, which compares violent crime rates, Troy has the 

lowest violent crime rate among all the jurisdictions selected. Violent crime 

is defined as the total reported cases of murder, rape, robbery, and 

aggravated assault. Violent crime in Troy is 77.1 percent lower than the 

national average, 80.2 percent lower than the Michigan statewide average, 

and 90 percent lower than the violent crime rate in Kalamazoo, which has 

the highest rate of the jurisdictions examined. With only 79 violent crimes 

reported in calendar year 2009, Troy is a safe and relatively crime-free 

community. 



Figure 3. Property Crime Rate Comparisons 

Location Population 

Population 
per 

100,000 
Sworn 

POs 

Sworn 
PO per 

100,000 

Rank 
Sworn 

PO 
Property 

Crime PC Rate 
PC 

Rank 

U.S. 307,006,550 3,070.07 706,886 230.25  9,320,971 3,036.08  

Michigan 9,969,727 99.70 18,800 188.57  282,918 2,837.77  

         
 
Clinton 
Township 95,956 0.96 107 111.51 8 2,303 2,400.06 7 
 
Livonia 90,232 0.90 148 164.02 4 2,232 2,473.62 5 
 
Dearborn 85,305 0.85 193 226.25 2 4,255 4,987.98 2 
 
Canton 
Township 82,634 0.83 86 104.07 10 1,506 1,822.49 10 
 
Troy 80,182 0.80 128 159.64 5 1,880 2,344.67 8 
 
Westland 78,149 0.78 96 122.84 7 2,489 3,184.94 4 
 
Farmington 
Hills 78,140 0.78 116 148.45 6 1,520 1,945.23 9 
 
Southfield 75,074 0.75 147 195.81 3 3,082 4,105.28 3 
 
Shelby 
Township 72,094 0.72 70 97.10 11 1,007 1,396.79 11 
 
Kalamazoo 71,664 0.72 242 337.69 1 4,326 6,036.50 1 
Waterford 
Township 70,403 0.70 77 109.37 9 1,728 2,454.44 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The property crime experience in Troy is somewhat different. According to 

the data presented in Figure 3, Troy ranks eighth out of the eleven 

jurisdictions examined, with Shelby Township, Farmington Hills, and Canton 

Township experiencing a lower property crime rate than Troy. Nonetheless, 

the property crime rate in Troy is 22.8 percent lower than the national rate, 

17.4 percent lower than the Michigan statewide rate, and 61.2 percent lower 

than the highest property crime rate in Kalamazoo, which had the highest 

rate of the jurisdictions examined. Undoubtedly, the property crime rate in 

Troy is a function of the density of retail shopping facilities in the 

community. The Somerset Collection and the Oakland Mall located in Troy 

contribute to property crime and are an important factor in this analysis.  

Also, examination of the data pertaining to police officer staffing reveals that 

the TPD ranks fifth out of the eleven comparison jurisdictions. With 

approximately 159 officers per 100,000 residents, Troy has more officers per 

resident than Farmington Hills, Westland, Clinton Township, Waterford 

Township, and Shelby Township. While officer-per-resident ratios are 

generally unreliable criteria upon which to base staffing decisions, the 

information is provided for illustration on how other communities distribute 

public safety resources. 

Larceny in Troy is the highest reported crime and drives the overall rate of 

crime in the community. In 2009, Troy recorded 1,564 larcenies; this 

represents 79.8 percent of all serious crime. Larceny is the largest 

contributor to serious crime in Troy and demands the most attention from an 

organizational perspective with regard to staffing, deployment, and 

operations. The large retail centers in Troy contribute to larceny and 

therefore drive the larger crime picture for the community. This requires 

serious and deliberate strategic planning and close cooperation with the 

management of these locations. 



C. Operations Division 

Patrol is the core of the police department and the most visible component. 

Patrol staffing levels should be determined based on CFS demand and crime 

and disorder conditions in the community.  

According to personnel staffing reports from September 2010, Troy utilizes a 

four-shift patrol staffing configuration, with officers working ten-hour shifts. 

Shift 1 has one lieutenant, two sergeants, and seventeen police officers 

working a 0700x1700 tour of duty. Shift 2 has one lieutenant, two 

sergeants, and sixteen police officers working a 1630x0230 tour of duty. 

Shift 3 has one lieutenant, two sergeants, and fifteen police officers working 

a 2130x0730 tour of duty. Shift 4 has one sergeant and seven police officers 

working a 1200x2200 tour of duty. 

Recommendation: 

Maintain the current four-shift, ten-hour patrol staffing plan. 

Ten-hour shifts are common in the United States but very difficult to 

manage. Typically, police departments with ten-hour shifts do not deploy 

them to maximize efficiency. The method in which Troy structures the patrol 

staffing plan is excellent and rarely seen in this country. The current system 

capitalizes on the overlap created by the ten-hour tour length as opposed to 

falling victim to it. Essentially, the TPD examines calls for service and crime 

demands on a periodic basis and creates the shifts accordingly. Currently, 

the shifts are aligned to create coverage by two shifts of officers from the 

hours of 1200 to 0230 hours, when crime and calls for service are at their 

highest. Similarly, staffing levels are reduced from 0230 hours to 1200 

hours, when demand is at its lowest. 

Closer examination of Shifts 1, 2, and 3 indicates a near equal distribution of 

days off assigned to each officer. Credit must be given to the command staff 



of the TPD for this distribution. Most officers desire nights and weekends off, 

and most demand for police service is on nights and weekends. Many police 

departments succumb to the pressures of their employees to grant nights 

and weekends off for patrol officers. Troy’s staffing model indicates that not 

only are the shift start times, end times, and shift overlaps ideally 

structured, but the days off are ideally structured as well.  

Recent developments in Troy required the police department to reduce 

patrol personnel. The administration analyzed calls for service and other 

community demands and made reductions almost exclusively on Shift 4. At 

the time of the ICMA visit, Shift 4 personnel consisted of one sergeant and 

seven officers, and all officers were scheduled for the same days off: 

Saturday, Sunday, and Monday. 

In both the short and long term, this reduction to Shift 4 presumably had 

merit. In the short term, Shift 4 is always overlapped with another shift, and 

the impact of reductions on this shift would have the smallest impact. In the 

long term, the department, under Option 1, is contemplating a three-shift 

configuration, so gradually reducing one shift and maintaining the personnel 

integrity of the other three would be important. The reduction in personnel 

and grouping days off, however, has negative implications both now and in 

the future. 

Presently, Shift 4 officers are off duty on Saturday, Sunday, and Monday, 

during the hours of 1200 to 2200. This creates a definite shortage of 

personnel during these times and days. The power of the four-shift, ten-hour 

patrol staffing plan used by the TPD is that it maximizes the natural overlaps 

in ten-hour tours. Eliminating this natural overlap weakens the overall 

strength of the staffing model. A chain is only a strong as its weakest link, 

and the current patrol staffing plan in place in Troy is only as strong as the 

overlap created by the stacking of ten-hour tours. Removing one of those 



tours for three days on the weekend, therefore, weakens the overall benefit 

of this model. Examination of the CFS volume by day in 2009 indicates that 

the selected days off for Shift 4 are three of the least busy days. In this 

sense, it seems logical that Saturday, Sunday, and Monday were selected. 

But the weakness this creates to the overall patrol staffing plan warrants 

that this decision be revisited. Similarly, Saturday, Sunday, and Monday are 

likely to be among the busiest from a retail shopping perspective. 

Considering the impact the crime of larceny has on the overall crime rate in 

Troy, having resources available to deploy during the times that larceny is 

likely to be most prevalent should be an important consideration. 

The TPD recognized the problems associated with reducing one shift and has 

restored personnel to Shift 4 since the ICMA visit. The reduction and 

realignment of personnel on Shift 4 is both an excellent example of the 

problems inherent in weakening one shift over another and an illustration of 

the nimble management present in the TPD recognizing and dealing with 

issues rapidly. 

Additionally, in the long run, consistent with Option 1, reconfiguring the 

patrol staffing plan to accommodate three shifts should be revisited. If the 

department is considering maintaining the current ten-hour tour, reducing 

the number of shifts to three would create an inefficient work schedule. 

First, three shifts of seventeen police officers would likely yield only one shift 

working at any given time with officers uniformly distributed throughout the 

day. As in the past, the department would surely analyze CFS demand and 

assign officers proportionate to this demand, but there would still be a 

baseline level of personnel necessary on each shift. This baseline would 

require that each shift remain relatively balanced. The uniform and even 

distribution of patrol officers throughout the day is inefficient. Furthermore, 

given the CFS volume already experienced in Troy, removing the built-in 

overlaps created by the four-shift system and reducing to three shifts will 



undoubtedly lead to service delays, CFS backlogs, and an increase in patrol 

saturation. 

Maintaining ten-hour tours and reducing to three shifts would produce 

approximately six hours of overlap in any given day. Some of this overlap 

would be dedicated to change of tours coverage, and the rest would be used 

to address high CFS demand and crime. Presumably, there would be 30 

minutes of change of tour coverage on each tour change (90 minutes), 

leaving four and a half hours for double shift coverage. While it is beneficial 

to have double coverage, having only four and a half hours presents as 

many problems as it solves. Identifying the proper four and a half hours to 

double up leaves many problems unaddressed. The worst possible 

alternative would be to double cover two hours at the beginning and end of 

each shift. This method of allocating the double coverage would lead to the 

most inefficiency in both equipment and manpower and not yield any 

additional patrol coverage.  

To make a three-shift system work requires a reduction in the number of 

hours worked on a given tour, from ten to eight. While the current patrol 

staffing plan is superior and should be maintained, any reconfiguration to a 

three-shift model must reduce the tour length to eight hours per day. This 

reduction would minimize waste from the overlap of shifts and create 

additional appearances for each officer. Under an eight-hour-per-day, 40-

hour-per-week, 2,080-hours-per-year schedule, officers appear for work 260 

times. Under a ten-hour-day, 40-hour-week, 2,080-hour-per-year schedule, 

officers appear 208 times. Eight-hour tours, therefore, result in 52 additional 

appearances per officer. The bottom line here is that an eight-hour shift 

results in a more than 20 percent increase in the number of officers working 

on any given day.  



Reducing the number of hours per shift will require negotiations and perhaps 

authorization from employee representative groups. It also represents a 

substantial departure from the current work plan in place in Troy and is 

potentially disruptive to the work schedule enjoyed by incumbent officers. 

There appears to be three scenarios to consider: 

1. Maintain ten-hour tour lengths, eliminate Shift 4 

2. Reduce tour length to eight hours, eliminate Shift 4 

3. Maintain the current staffing plan and gradually reduce each shift 

proportionately 

It is recommended that the third option listed above be taken by the TPD. 

The current staffing plan is far superior for several reasons: 

• It allows for greater deployment during the times when officers are 

needed the most and fewer officers to be deployed when they are 

needed the least. Therefore, it is more efficient. 

• It comports with the current staffing plan, does not require labor 

approval, and will be least disruptive organizationally. 

 

Recommendation:  

Empanel a Calls for Service Committee in order to evaluate service 

demands and eliminate non-emergency responses. 

In calendar year 2009, the TPD responded to more than 40,000 CFS. Figure 

4 below lists the top ten categories of the CFS demand as reported by the 

TPDF. Traffic stops are the most frequent CFS, with more than 5,300. Next is 

sick cared for, or medical cases, then burglar alarms, traffic crashes—

property damage, animal complaints, miscellaneous, assist citizens, traffic 

miscellaneous, road hazards, and suspicious vehicles. In 2010, these top ten 



CFS combined totaled 22,261 responses, which was more than 55 percent of 

the approximately 40,000 CFS responded to by the TPD that year.  

 

Figure 4. Three-Year Top CFS Categories 
  3-Year Top CFS 

CRIME-CLASS DESC. 2010 2009 2008 
OPEN GENERIC— 

TRAFFIC STOP 
5,173 5,331 6,418 

SICK CARED FOR 3,267 3,255 3,181 
BURGLARY ALARM 3,003 2,767 3,212 

TRAFFIC CRASHES—PROPERTY 
DAMAGE 

2,279 2,019 2,246 

ALL OTHER  
1,805 

 
1,840 

 
1,934 

TRAFFIC MISC. 
 

1,585 
 

1,387 
 

1,694 

ASSIST CITIZEN 
 

1,379 
 

1,596 
 

1,698 

ANIMAL COMPLAINT 
 

1,351 
 

1,909 
 

1,807 

ROAD HAZARD 
 

1,242 
 

1,192 
 

1,381 

LIQUOR INSPECTION 1,195 998 
 

1,147 
 

 

Further inspection of Figure 4 also reveals a very stable pattern of calls 

over the last three years. In each of the three years listed, traffic stops, sick 

cases, burglar alarms, traffic crashes—property damage, and a category 

referred to as “all other” appear in the same order.  

The quantity and quality of these CFS lend to closer scrutiny and enormous 

potential for operational efficiencies. Four of the top ten calls—sick cases, 

burglar alarms, traffic crashes—property damage, and animal complaints—

are types of CFS that do not necessarily require the response of a sworn 

police officer. For example, at motor vehicle accidents only involving 



property damage, the police role is largely administrative: preparing and 

filing reports. Similarly, at sick and injury cases, police officers often do 

nothing more than observe a person being transported to the hospital. 

Industry experience also tells us that greater than 98 percent of all burglar 

alarms are false alarms and that CFS regarding animal complaints are 

typically only nuisance-type calls without any danger. The bottom line here 

is that the majority of CFS dispatched to officers in the TPD could potentially 

be eliminated from their day-to-day requirements. 

In 2010, the TPD responded to 3,003 burglar alarms, equating to more than 

3,000 man hours on this one type of call (or more than 1 percent of all 

personnel resources used in the department), as it requires two officers to 

respond. The department needs to address this problem immediately. A 

double call verification program is sweeping the county. Currently, the alarm 

industry is working with police and sheriff departments to reduce alarm 

types of calls. 

Based on this ICMA review, contact information was provided to the TPD 

with the national alarm industry. This industry is a strong advocate of 

developing ordinances and procedures to address police responses to false 

alarms and will work closely with any agency exploring this issue. It should 

be noted that nationwide, 98 percent of alarm calls are false and caused by 

user error that can be addressed significantly by alarm management 

programs. In addition to proposed personnel cutbacks, alarm reduction 

needs to be aggressively addressed. Adopting an alarm callback program 

has the potential to reduce CFS volume by more than 2,500 CFS, or roughly 

6.25 percent. 

In 2010, the TPD responded to 3,267 sick cared for CFS. Again, the need for 

the response of a sworn police officer here is questionable. In emergency 

cases, sworn officers can be the difference between life and death, but in 



routine medical cases, police officers are not needed. Police departments 

across the nation are omitting the routine sick call from the police 

responsibility. Instead, CFS in this general category is triaged between 

emergency and routine by 911 call-takers, and emergency medical 

personnel are trained when the involvement of the police is necessary. The 

combination of these two policies regarding sick cases can shed more than 

3,000 CFS from the patrol workload, or greater than 8 percent. 

Similarly, animal complaints and property damage traffic crashes represent 

almost 10 percent of the total CFS workload. Here as well, police 

departments across the nation are removing these types of calls from the 

emergency police responsibility. 

These four categories of CFS represent almost 25 percent of the patrol CFS 

workload in Troy, and the need for a police response at the large majority of 

these incidents is not likely necessary. As the department continues to 

reduce personnel headcount, these categories of CFS must be carefully 

examined and a determination must be made whether or not a police 

response should be continued. It is strongly recommended, therefore, that a 

committee be established by the TPD that includes all the principal 

stakeholders in this process with the responsibility of evaluating the CFS 

workload with the eye toward reducing and/or eliminating non-emergency 

CFS response. This committee should begin with these four major categories 

of CFS response and formulate the response (or non-response) protocols for 

these assignments.  

ICMA recommends that responses to property-damage-only traffic accidents 

be eliminated from CFS response; an alarm callback system be instituted; 

and 911 call-takers, dispatchers, and EMS personnel be trained to require a 

police response in only emergency situations regarding sick cases and 

animal complaints.  



With this reduced CFS volume, other opportunities arise for deployment of 

patrol resources in the TPD. These opportunities must be explored in context 

with this workload reduction, and as other units in the department become 

eliminated and/or consolidated, it will be incumbent on officers working 

routine patrol to pick up the slack and fulfill these obligations. 

D. Patrol Deployment and Workload 

The patrol function is often considered the backbone of modern policing. 

Patrol officers are the most visible, provide the most direct services to the 

public, and generally make up the largest share of a department’s budget. 

Properly staffing this function is a complex endeavor that balances demand, 

resources, and a mix of policing philosophy and political dynamics. The ICMA 

team conducts extensive analyses of the CAD system data and on-site 

observations to make several recommendations regarding this important 

function in the TPD. 

 

Recommendations: 

• Staffing allocations for patrol, as a percentage of total sworn 

officers, under Option 1 are feasible but require shift 

realignment (actually maintaining current shifts with personnel 

staffing level under Option 1). 

• Current demand, as a function of public CFS, is met by the 

current deployment and, all things being equal, will also be met 

by the proposed staffing under Option 1. 

• TPD management must look very carefully at the time spent by 

officers on patrol. Officers spend a large amount of time “out of 

service.” This out-of-service time may be a reflection of the 

cumbersome report-writing process, a lack of supervision, a lack 

of administrative capability, numerous community policing and 



administrative responsibilities, and/or a combination of all of 

these scenarios. 

• According to the CAD data, officers spend almost little time 

performing directed patrol (paper logs indicate that directed 

patrol is performed). As the TPD reduces agency headcount, 

patrol operations will be relied upon to perform directed patrol 

and other enforcement operations previously performed by 

specialized units. It will be essential for team-led enforcement 

by basic patrol officers (small groups of officers led by a 

supervisor directed at a specific crime or disorder condition) to 

replace the activity of specialized units. 

 

Although some police administrators suggest that there are national 

standards for the number of officers per thousand population, no such 

standards exist. The International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) 

states that ready-made, universally applicable patrol staffing standards do 

not exist. Furthermore, ratios such as officers-per-thousand population are 

inappropriate data to basis staffing decisions.  

According to Public Management magazine, “A key resource is discretionary 

patrol time, or the time available for officers to make self-initiated stops, 

advise a victim in how to prevent the next crime, or call property owners, 

neighbors, or local agencies to report problems or request assistance. 

Understanding discretionary time, and how it is used, is vital. Yet most 

police departments do not compile such data effectively. To be sure, this is 

not easy to do and, in some departments may require improvements in 

management information systems.”1

                                                           
1 John Campbell, Joseph Brann, and David Williams, “Officer-per-Thousand Formulas and 
Other Policy Myths,” Public Management 86 (March 2004): 22−27. 

 



Staffing decisions, particularly in patrol, must be based on actual workload. 

Only after the actual workload is analyzed can a determination be made as 

to the amount of discretionary patrol time that should exist, consistent with 

the community’s ability to fund it. 

To understand actual workload (the time required to complete certain 

activities) it is critical to review in detail total reported events as separate 

events into different categories, such as directed patrol, administrative 

tasks, officer-initiated activities, and citizen-initiated activities. Doing this 

analysis allows identification of activities that are really “calls” from those 

other events. 

Understanding the difference between the various types of police 

department events and the staffing implications is critical to determining 

actual deployment needs. This portion of the study looks at the total 

deployed hours of the police department with a comparison to the time 

being spent to currently provide services. 

In general, a “Rule of 60” can be applied to evaluate patrol staffing. This rule 

contemplates that 60 percent of the sworn officers in a department should 

be dedicated to the patrol function (patrol staffing) and that no more than 

60 percent of their time be committed to CFS (patrol saturation). This is not 

a hard-and-fast rule, but a starting point for discussion on patrol 

deployment. Resource allocation decisions must be made from a policy 

and/or managerial perspective through which costs and benefits of 

competing demands are considered.  

This Rule of 60 for patrol deployment does not mean the remaining 40 

percent of time is downtime or break time. It is a reflection of the extent 

that patrol officer time is “saturated” by CFS. This should also be committed 

time, not committed due to the demands for CFS, but committed to 

management-directed operations. This is a more focused use of time and 



can include supervised allocation of supervised allocation of patrol officer 

activities toward proactive enforcement, crime prevention, community 

policing, and citizen safety initiatives and also provide ready and available 

resources in the event of a large-scale emergency. 

From an organizational standpoint, it is important to have uniformed patrol 

resources available at all times of the day to deal with issues such as 

proactive enforcement and community policing. Patrol is generally the most 

visible and most available resource in policing and the ability to harness this 

resource is critical for successful operations. From an officer’s standpoint, 

once a certain level of CFS activity is reached, the officer’s focus shifts to a 

CFS-based reactionary mode. Once a threshold is reached, the patrol 

officer’s mindset begins to shift from one that looks for ways to deal with 

crime and quality of life conditions in the community to one that continually 

prepares for the next CFS. After a point of CFS saturation, officers cease 

proactive policing and engage in a reactionary style of policing. The outlook 

becomes “Why act proactively when my actions are only going to be 

interrupted by a CFS?” Uncommitted time is spent waiting for the next call. 

Sixty percent is believed to be the saturation threshold.  

Inspection of the organizational chart provided by the TPD for four years, 

from 2010 to 2014, demonstrates an interesting development under Option 

1. Figure 5 represents the relationship between patrol deployment and total 

staffing in the TPD over these four years. 

 



Figure 5. Four-Year TPD Patrol Staffing 
 2010–2011 2011–2012 2012–2013 2013–2014* 

Total Sworn 
Officers 

123 123 108 97 

Officers on 
Patrol  

66 66 61 61 

Percentage of 
Patrol 
Officers to 
Total Sworn 

53.7 53.7 56.5 62.9 

Note: * denotes ICMA-recommended agency size. 

 

For the purposes of this analysis, “officers on patrol” refers to sworn officers 

of all ranks on Shifts 1, 2, 3, and 4. In 2010, Shift 1 had one lieutenant, two 

sergeants, and fifteen police officers, for a total of 18. The total number of 

“officers on patrol” in 2010–2011 under this calculation is 66. These 66 

officers represent 53.7 percent of all the sworn police officers in the TPD. 

According to the Rule of 60, this would indicate that too few officers are on 

patrol or that too many officers are assigned to other duties. Examining the 

TPD downsizing plan, referred to as Option 1, indicates that the total number 

of sworn officers in the TPD will shrink to 93 in 2013–2014 and the number 

of officers on patrol will shrink to 59. The ration of 59/93 results in 63.4 

percent deployment of sworn officers to patrol related activities. Option 1, 

therefore, actually aligns the staff in the TPD more in line with acceptable 

staffing models than the current scenario. In other words, having 59 out of 

93 police officers assigned to patrol functions is an efficient deployment of 

these resources. This allocation of resources, while adhering to the Rule of 

60, must be taken in context with community demand. If demand is greater 

than manpower, this allocation must be adjusted. 

The following four figures display the relationship between CFS demand and 

personnel deployment, or patrol saturation. This information is useful in 



evaluating the second part of the Rule of 60. The second part of the rule 

requires that the total manpower deployed at a given hour be no greater 

than 60 percent of total manpower available. For the reasons stated 

previously, this is the threshold that shifts the patrol officer’s focus from 

proactive to reactive patrol. 

  



Figure 6. Deployment and Main Workload, Weekdays, February 2010 
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Figure 7. Deployment and Main Workload, Weekends, February 2010
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Figure 8. Deployment and Main Workload, Weekdays, August 2010
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Figure 9. Deployment and Main Workload, Weekends, August 2010 

Hour 2321191715131197531

20

15

10

5

0

P
e

rs
o

n
n

e
l

Added patrol
Patrol
Out-of-service work
Police-initiated work
Other-initiated work

 



The blue, red, and gray shaded areas in the figures represent other-initiated 

work (911 CFS), police-initiated work (traffic and directed patrol), and out-

of-service work (administrative and personal), respectively. Other-initiated 

work describes CFS from the general public from the 911 system. Police-

initiated work is activity generated by the officers themselves not in 

response to a 911 call. Police-initiated activities could be traffic-related, 

directed patrol, administrative assignments, prisoner transport, and so on. 

Total work is the sum of other-initiated and police-initiated work (Part 2, 

Section II of this report goes into great detail of the exact elements of this 

information). The combined total of these three areas represents total work.  

It should be noted that the ICMA data analysis relied exclusively on data 

that was supplied electronically by the county’s Court Law Enforcement 

Management Information System (CLEMIS). This included all calls for service 

from the CAD module, supplemental data to the calls for service from the 

Records Management module, and activity data from the E-Activity Log 

module. In addition to the data extracted from CLEMIS, the TPD uses Daily 

Activity Logs that record work assignments not included in the CAD system 

and therefore not included in the data extracted through CLEMIS. These 

assignments can be included under directed patrol-type activities and 

potentially influence overall workload. The exact amount of this workload 

demand is undetermined but is an important consideration in evaluating 

workload and staffing.  

The dark green areas in the figure represent available patrol manpower, and 

the light green areas represent added patrol (traffic and directed patrol 

units). The total under the dark and light green areas represents available 

manpower. 

The four figures represent the manpower and demand during weekdays and 

weekends during the months of February and August. Examination of these 



four figures permits exploration of the second prong of the Rule of 60. Again, 

the Rule of 60 examines the relationship between total work and total patrol, 

and to comply with this rule, total work should be less than 60 percent of 

total patrol. 

These figures indicate that the average patrol saturation levels never exceed 

60 percent. The only time when patrol saturation exceeds 60 percent is 

between the hours of 11 a.m. and noon in August, when the patrol 

saturation reaches 70 percent, but then quickly recedes. In fact, patrol 

saturation levels average approximately 35 percent and fall to extremely low 

levels during the overnight hours. Essentially, the bulk of patrol officer time 

in Troy is “non-committed” and available for a greater focus on directed-

patrol, proactive patrol, and community policing activities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure 10. Patrol Saturation Levels 
 February 2010 August 2010 

Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend 
Average Deployment 
(Officers per Hour) 

15 12 12.9 10.67 

Average Workload 4.8 3.6 4.7 4.0 
Patrol Saturation 
(Workload/ 
Deployment) 

32% 30% 36.5% 37.5% 

Maximum Patrol 
Saturation 

55% 50% 60% 70% 

Hours Maximum 
Patrol Saturation 

10 to 11 
a.m. 

1 to 2 
p.m. 

11 a.m. to 
noon 

10 to 11 
a.m. 

 

Figure 10 shows that on an average weekday in February, there were 

approximately fifteen officers working each hour. The average workload, 

combining other-initiated, police-initiated, and out-of-service work, is 4.8 

officers per hour, for a patrol saturation of 32 percent. In other words, 

available resources during the average weekday in February 2010 were 

three times greater than demand.  

These data also reveal several other interesting pieces of information that 

are important in evaluating patrol deployment in Troy. When examining only 

other-initiated work, or CFS demand from the public, the four figures show 

that resources are far greater than demand. In fact, looking at only patrol 

availability and CFS demand, there is an average of more than six times 

more officers than demand. Clearly, the TPD has room for staffing reductions 

on patrol and can handle the workload in the face of these reductions. Also 

keep in mind that the percentage of officers on patrol for these periods is 

approximately 54 percent. This indicates that based on CFS volume, the TPD 

has more than enough officers on patrol, and as a percentage of the entire 

department, this allocation is smaller than organizational norms. The 

combination of these two prongs in the Rule of 60 lead to the conclusion that 

the TPD is overstaffed from a patrol perspective and as an organization. In 



other words, far more resources exist than the current demand for these 

resources.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Figure 11. Basic Patrol Manpower and Patrol Saturation, February 
2010 

 

Figure 11 provides data relative to the basic patrol manpower deployment 

and workload during February 2010 broken down by hour of day. According 

to the figure, between the hours of midnight and 1 a.m. (the 0.00 hour), 

patrol saturation was 34.4 percent. This indicates that 34.4 percent of the 

available resources in that hour were committed to all workload. During this 

hour, total workload was 5.1 hours and is the combination of 1.7 officer per 

Manpower Workload       

Hour 

February Basic Patrol February Weekdays       

Weekday Weekend Overall Other Self OOS DirPat All 
Patrol 

Saturation CFS/BPM OOS/BPM 

 0.00 15.05 14.00 14.75 1.7 0.7 2.6 0.0 5.1 34.4 11.4 17.7 

 1.00 15.05 14.00 14.75 0.8 0.3 1.5 0.0 2.6 17.4 5.2 9.9 

 2.00 15.05 14.00 14.75 0.6 0.0 1.3 0.1 2.0 13.4 3.8 8.8 

 3.00 7.15 7.13 7.14 0.5 0.1 1.7 0.0 2.3 32.2 7.2 23.2 

 4.00 7.15 7.13 7.14 0.2 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.4 19.4 3.3 15.9 

 5.00 7.15 7.13 7.14 0.6 0.1 0.7 0.0 1.4 20.2 8.9 9.6 

 6.00 6.81 7.13 6.90 0.5 0.1 2.0 0.0 2.6 37.1 7.8 28.3 

 7.00 14.10 15.00 14.34 1.5 0.1 0.7 0.0 2.3 16.3 10.7 4.8 

 8.00 7.65 7.88 7.71 1.8 0.4 1.4 0.0 3.5 45.3 22.9 17.6 

 9.00 7.65 7.88 7.71 2.2 0.2 2.8 0.0 5.2 66.9 28.1 35.8 

10.00 7.65 7.88 7.71 3.5 0.2 1.8 0.1 5.6 72.4 45.8 23.2 

11.00 7.65 7.88 7.71 2.3 0.1 1.8 0.0 4.2 55.1 30.5 23.5 

12.00 15.35 15.25 15.32 2.2 0.1 3.5 0.0 5.9 38.2 14.2 23.1 

13.00 15.35 15.25 15.32 2.9 0.3 5.0 0.1 8.3 54.2 19.2 32.4 

14.00 15.35 15.25 15.32 2.9 0.2 4.0 0.1 7.2 47.3 19.2 26.0 

15.00 15.35 15.25 15.32 3.0 0.3 2.9 0.0 6.3 41.1 19.7 19.0 

16.00 15.35 15.25 15.32 4.0 0.5 1.1 0.0 5.6 36.4 26.2 7.2 

17.00 15.70 14.00 15.21 4.7 0.4 2.1 0.0 7.2 47.5 30.0 14.1 

18.00 15.70 14.00 15.21 4.2 0.4 4.5 0.1 9.2 60.4 27.0 29.3 

19.00 15.70 14.00 15.21 2.7 0.3 4.1 0.0 7.2 47.2 17.5 27.1 

20.00 15.70 14.00 15.21 2.6 0.5 2.2 0.0 5.3 34.9 16.7 14.4 

21.00 15.70 14.00 15.21 2.1 0.4 0.3 0.0 2.8 18.6 13.7 1.7 

22.00 15.05 14.00 14.75 1.6 0.6 3.6 0.0 5.9 40.0 11.0 24.4 

23.00 15.05 14.00 14.75 1.8 0.5 3.0 0.0 5.3 35.7 11.8 20.1 

Average 12.65 12.14 12.50 51.2 7.0 55.5 0.6 114.3    



hours dedicated to other-initiated work, or CFS, 0.7 officer per hours to 

police-initiated work, 2.6 officer per hours of out-of-service activities, and 

0.0 officer per hours of directed patrol. The far right columns display patrol 

saturation as a function of actual CFS (CFS/BPM) and out-of-service time 

(OOS/BPM). The column labeled CFS/BPM is the manpower dedicated to calls 

for service in that hour of the day compared to the basic patrol manpower 

available. In the 0.00 hour, midnight to 1 a.m., 11.4 percent of the available 

basic patrol manpower is committed to CFS. Similarly, 17.4 percent of the 

available basic patrol manpower is dedicated to out-of-service activities. 

Inspection of these columns highlights several very important points. First, 

patrol saturation as a function of calls for service and basic patrol manpower 

is very low. The highest patrol saturation for basic patrol peaks at 45.8 

percent at 10 a.m. and reaches its lowest point of 3.3 percent at 4 a.m. This 

demonstrates that public demand for patrol resources is easily met by the 

current deployment and allocation of resources in Troy. 

Second, the furthest column to the right displays the amount of patrol 

resources dedicated to out-of-service time. The percentage of officers per 

hour spent out of service ranges from a low of 1.7 percent at 9 p.m. to a 

high of 35.8 percent at 9 a.m. This is a very high percentage of officers per 

hour. In fact, out-of-service time is the highest category of workload time 

for officers in Troy. In other words, officers spend more time out of service 

than on any other activity during the day. Officers averaged approximately 

18 percent of their available time out of service during February 2010. 

On average during the months studied by ICMA, out-of-service workload 

amounted to approximately 45 percent of the entire workload in the TPD. 

Out-of-service activities include the following: court, lab work, community 

policing activities, desk duty, follow-up, vehicle fueling, inspection and 

maintenance, public relations, informal training, K-9 training, special details, 



meal breaks, and other administrative activities. Similarly, inspection of 

Figure 25 in the Data Analysis section of the report (Primary Unit’s Average 

Occupied Time, by Category) indicates that it takes more than 60 minutes to 

handle one vehicle accident. It takes more than 64 minutes to handle the 

report of a crime and 54 minutes to handle a sick/injury case. In general, 

one of the reasons for such protracted delays is the inordinate amount of 

time required to complete the paperwork associated with these calls. Further 

inspection of Figure 25 also shows numerous other calls that take lengthy 

times to process. 

Anecdotal accounts indicate that CLEMIS is partially responsible for these 

reporting delays. Officers, on multiple occasions, explained to the ICMA team 

that this system is cumbersome at best and eats up a lot of patrol time. 

While this may be accurate, the reality is also that the demand for TPD 

patrol officers’ service is not high and officers on patrol have the luxury of 

taking their time to complete reports out of service. As the demands for 

service increase or the number of officers on patrol decreases, this out-of-

service time will be a luxury that the TPD can no longer afford. A mechanism 

must be identified to reduce the time spent on administrative and other out-

of-service activities. Either (1) a clerical and/or administrative capacity must 

be built to support officers in completing paperwork, (2) IT programming 

remedies to make CLEMIS more efficient, or (3) more proactive supervision 

to shorten the time spent performing administrative duties—or a 

combination of all three—must be explored. It is strongly recommended that 

the TPD empanel a committee to examine this problem and develop a plan 

to reduce the amount of time spent performing administrative tasks.  

Lastly, the directed patrol column warrants discussion. Directed patrol is 

defined as time spent on crime, disorder, and quality of life conditions in the 

community. Prevailing research indicates that directed patrol by uniformed 

officers in “hot spots” of crime and disorder can have a substantial impact on 



these conditions. According to the data presented in Figure 6, officers in 

Troy spent only 0.6 officers per hour per day, or roughly one-half of one 

percent, of committed time on this activity. This amount of time, or absence 

of meaningful time, indicates that the basic patrol function in Troy is entirely 

reactive. Officers in the TPD seemingly spend most of their committed time 

on administrative tasks, a smaller amount of time on CFS from the public, 

and almost no time on discretionary crime and disorder preventative patrol. 

This observation has very important implications for the TPD as the agency 

reduces headcount and eliminates specialized positions. Officers assigned to 

the basic patrol function will have to pick up the slack and use their 

discretionary time more wisely and more productively. It is recommended 

that the Commander of Patrol Operations work very closely with the 

Intelligence function of the TPD to identify targeted hot spots, crime-prone 

locations, and criminal recidivists. This information must then be used by 

patrol supervisors as the basis of team-led enforcement and directed patrol 

activities. The Rule of 60 contemplates that no more than 60 percent of an 

officer’s time on patrol be dedicated to CFS response. The balance of the 

time should be dedicated to directed patrol and targeted enforcement. It is 

incumbent upon the supervisory corps of the TPD in the Patrol Division to 

ensure that this 40 percent discretionary time is maximized. As specialized 

units are eliminated, the department must embrace a generalist approach to 

enforcement, and directed patrol, team-led enforcement by the basic patrol 

units, and an active and engaged supervisory corps will be central to the 

success of the entire TPD. 

Based upon the data analysis of the patrol staffing plan recommended for 

the TPD, concrete recommendations can be made for both patrol and agency 

staffing. These recommendations incorporate the workload demands and the 

need for organizational effectiveness in other non-patrol critical functions. 



Utilizing the workload demands and employing the patrol saturation 

component of the Rule of 60, total manpower requirements can be 

determined. Below is a list, based on the 60 percent rule and current 

demand, of the recommended shift starting times and number of officers 

required to staff each shift. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure 12. Shift Personnel Deployment Recommendations 
Shift Number Time Lieutenants Sergeants Officers 
1 0600x1600 1 2 16 

2 1000x2000  2 10 

3 1600x0200  2 10 

4 2000x0600 1 2 14 

 TOTAL 2 8 50 

 

According to Figure 12, the patrol staffing deployment for the TPD would 

entail four shifts starting at 6 a.m., 10 a.m., 4 p.m., and 8 p.m. These shifts 

would be staffed with sixteen, ten, ten, and fourteen officers, respectively. 

Supervision of these shifts is recommended at one lieutenant and two 

sergeants for Shifts 1 and 4, and two sergeants for Shifts 2 and 3. The 50 

police officers contemplated by this deployment recommendation compare 

exactly to the proposed officer headcount contemplated under Option 1. This 

deployment, however, maintains the four ten-hour shifts and is much 

superior from an efficiency perspective. 

When this recommended staffing plan is taken in context with the 

recommendation to reduce CFS volume through elimination of response 

categories, even further reductions can be realized. Remember, ICMA 

recommends that a thorough and deliberate process be engaged to reduce 

CFS demand that could potentially eliminate 25 percent of CFS workload. 

Reducing this workload will undoubted lead to a further reduction of patrol 

staffing to even lower levels described in Figure 12. 

Using the deployment staffing recommendations provided above, the first 

prong of the Rule of 60 can be employed to determine appropriate agency 

staffing levels. It must be remembered that this process is not a hard-and-

fast rule, but a benchmark within which to examine agency staffing. 

According to the Rule of 60, the 58 sworn officers assigned to patrol 



operations should represent approximately 60 percent of the total agency 

sworn officer headcount. Using this calculation, total agency headcount for 

the TPD should be approximately 97 officers. This figure is four officers 

greater than the proposed headcount of 93 detailed under Option 1. 

In conclusion, the reduction in overall personnel staffing detailed under 

Option 1 for the TPD is feasible. Given a reduced workload, the personnel 

staffing becomes easier, and staffing decision with respect to non-patrol 

functions can become more robust. In other words, the total investment of 

personnel the TPD makes in patrol officers assigned to CFS response can be 

reduced to levels contemplated in Option 1, or even lower. Combined with a 

triage in CFS demand, reduced and more efficient administrative tasks, 

focused leadership, and a renewed sense of generalist policing can position 

the patrol function of the TPD in a leaner and much more efficient operation. 

Using these efficiencies can create opportunities to shift personnel out of the 

patrol function into other areas of police operations. The following 

recommendations are directed at different options the TPD might consider 

with respect to other non-patrol police functions. 

Recommendation:  

Eliminate the Traffic Safety Unit. 

ICMA recommends that the Traffic Safety Unit be eliminated. As the agency 

reduces personnel headcount, it is imperative that specialization be pursued 

as a last resort. In general, specialization in an organization is necessary 

when there are special skills, training, abilities, or competencies that require 

a dedicated cadre of personnel. Police organizations often look to traffic units 

as the useful specialization of the patrol function where officers can dedicate 

time and energy to traffic-related problems and traffic enforcement. As 

personnel levels are reduced in the TPD, a specialized traffic unit is a luxury 

that cannot be afforded. Traffic control and enforcement in Troy must be 



generalized to all patrol personnel. It is recognized that all patrol officers, 

including traffic unit officers, performed traffic enforcement, but under 

personnel levels detailed in Option 1, a special traffic unit must be 

eliminated, officers must be transferred to patrol, and patrol shifts must bear 

the responsibility of this critical function. 

Recommendation:  

Transfer the Community Services Section to the Operations Division. 

ICMA recommends that the Community Services Section consisting of one 

sergeant and three police officers be transferred to the Operations Division. 

The Community Services Section has been an extremely active one. The 

section offers more than 200 programs. The community services function 

maintains ten major responsibilities, which include an extremely impressive 

repertoire of services performed to the Troy community. Under the 

department’s proposed Option 1 plan, this entire function would be 

eliminated. The elimination of this very visible function will have an 

extremely noticeable impact on the Troy community. The types of events 

that have been sponsored by the police department are high profile and will 

no doubt generate some type of reaction by the community, as they cannot 

be absorbed by another entity in the city. The Community Services Section 

must continue and possibly broaden its duties and responsibilities in the 

general area of crime prevention. The one crime prevention officer assigned 

to the Community Services Section performs a critical function and needs to 

be supplemented with additional resources. 

As the home of two major retail locations, Troy must make crime prevention 

a high priority. As discussed previously, larceny is the most prevalent 

serious crime in Troy. Larceny is also the most difficult to detect in progress 

and investigate after the fact. An expanded crime prevention program 

directed at larceny, as well as other serious crimes, is essential. The TPD 



must dedicate additional full-service and dedicated staff to this critical 

function. Relationships with retail security must be maintained and leveraged 

to attack larceny aggressively in the shopping centers and in the community 

at large. Proactive community services is not simply good public relations, it 

is effective crime prevention. Examples of these services would include: a 

combination of education and prevention efforts aimed at drug and 

substance abuse; efforts aimed at educating and communicating with the 

community in the media and other resources on crime and crime trends; 

providing programs that address societal trends that can negatively impact 

youth and families; presenting programs aimed at preventing the 

victimization of senior citizens and others who are vulnerable in the 

community; as well as effective and traditional crime prevention. The TPD 

must enhance this capacity and ensure the current programs not only 

continue but flourish. Furthermore, placing this unit under the Operations 

Division will elevate its prominence in the organization and more closely link 

it with patrol operations. Tactical patrol and effective crime prevention 

directed at problematic persons and locations under the direction of the 

division commander will position the TPD to make the most out of a reduced 

workforce.  

Other recommendations made later in this report call for the elimination of 

the Juvenile Unit. With the elimination of the Juvenile Unit comes a loss of 

dedicated contacts with the local schools in Troy as well as a mechanism to 

investigate and monitor juvenile offenders in Troy. Under the spirit of 

consolidation of police responsibilities, the “old” mission of the Juvenile Unit 

could be replaced by a reinvigorated and newly tasked Community Services 

Unit. Essentially, this new Community Services Unit would have the 

responsibility of liaison with the retail shopping centers, schools, community 

groups, and other important community stakeholders in Troy. Placing this 

unit organizationally under the patrol commander links it directly to the 



uniformed and most visible and personnel-concentrated division in the 

agency. The Community Services Unit, therefore, would multitask various 

responsibilities on a day-to-day basis and be able to draw from the patrol 

staff to assist in completing their mission. Under this model, community 

services is not administrative, but part-and-parcel of the operations of the 

TPD.  

 



III. Investigative Services Division 

The criminal investigation function is vested with the responsibilities 

ordinarily associated with non-uniformed investigation and patrol activity. 

The investigators conduct follow-up on information gathered by the 

uniformed patrol force. The investigators should also be the point of contact, 

working closely with investigators from county, state, and federal agencies. 

The Investigative Services Division (ISD) currently comprises one captain, 

one lieutenant, five sergeants, nineteen police officers, and thirteen police 

service aides. The ISD is broken down by the following functions: Criminal 

Investigations Unit, a Juvenile Unit, a Criminal Intelligence Unit, a Special 

Investigations Unit, a Lock-Up Operations Unit, and a Property Unit. 

The Criminal Investigation Unit’s primary responsibility is the review and 

investigation of assigned cases. It is composed of two sergeants and seven 

investigators. The unit is responsible for the follow-up of cases that warrant 

investigation. One of the investigators assigned to the ISD is primarily 

dedicated toward in-custody warrant preparation and arraignments. 

The Special Investigations Unit comprises one sergeant and two 

investigators from Troy and two investigators from neighboring jurisdictions. 

The Unit is responsible for all covert narcotics and vice investigations, and 

the targeting of career criminals or suspects in high-profile crimes. The 

arrest of those individuals most often has an immediate impact on area 

crime trends. 

 

The Juvenile Unit has one sergeant and three police officers; its main focus 

is performing school resource responsibilities. The officers also handle other 

juvenile crime as needed and are subject to recall for juvenile-related 

crimes.  



The Criminal Intelligence Unit has one sergeant and seven police officers 

currently assigned. The tasks of the unit are mixed. Two investigators focus 

on crime analysis and preparing criminal intelligence bulletins. Other 

members of the unit at times will assist the Special Investigations Unit if 

shortages or needs warrant. The unit is also involved in the outsourcing of 

Troy personnel to countywide/federal task forces that include assignments to 

DEA, ICE, and the Oakland County Net Unit or Narcotics Enforcement Team. 

The Criminal Intelligence Unit, through its external participation, provides 

the majority of all criminal asset forfeiture dollars that are derived from 

these partnerships. Chief Gary Mayer emphasized the importance of these 

funds to make up for budget reductions and to use them for training, 

equipment, and technology acquisitions. 

The Lock-Up Operations Unit is responsible for the intake processing and 

housing of persons arrested by the police. The unit consists of twelve police 

service aids and is supervised by a sworn sergeant; it also has a sworn 

officer assigned who arraigns prisoners, serves subpoenas, executes writs, 

and maintains the sex offender registry compliance. The unit operates 24/7. 

The unit is equipped to feed and house prisoners for up to 72 hours.  

The Property Unit is responsible for storing and securing evidence to include 

money, firearms, narcotics, and found property. The Property Unit has only 

one police service aide assigned. The division’s lieutenant, one of the 

division’s sergeants, and one other civilian employee assist the property 

public service aide in property when the employee is sick, on vacation, or 

after hours, if necessary. 

 

 

 



Recommendations: 

• Rename the Investigative Services Division the Investigative 

and Administrative Division and assume most the duties and 

responsibilities of the Professional Standards and Community 

Relations Division. 

• Streamline and improve the warrant process. 

• Recall and reassign all officers assigned to specialized task 

forces. 

• Transfer the Directed Patrol Unit to this division. 

• Consolidate functions of the Special Investigations Unit and the 

Criminal Intelligence Unit. 

• Eliminate the Juvenile Unit. 

 

The TPD recommendations regarding the Investigative Services Division 

under Option 1 call for the following: the elimination of the Juvenile Unit, 

thus reducing one sergeant and four police officer positions; the elimination 

of one sergeant supervisor over the Investigation Unit; and the elimination 

of the entire Criminal Intelligence Unit, except one investigator position to 

one of the outside task force positions (Drug Enforcement Agency). This 

position maximizes asset forfeiture money back to the police department. 

Therefore, with all projected cutbacks, the division is scheduled to lose 

twelve sworn positions over the next three years to comply with Option 1 of 

the proposed departmental wide cutbacks. 

With the elimination of many personnel assigned to the Professional 

Standards and Community Relations Division, it is recommended that this 

division and the captain position be eliminated. The duties and 

responsibilities would be reassigned to the new Investigative and 

Administrative Services Division. This new division would be commanded by 

a captain; one lieutenant would be responsible for investigative services, and 



another lieutenant would be responsible for professional standards and 

administration. This new organizational design improves the span of control 

for midlevel supervisors and improves organizational efficiency by 

consolidating units and personnel. 

A. Investigative Services 

The new Investigative Services Division would comprise criminal 

investigations, special investigations and intelligence, and directed patrol. 

These units must work in coordinated fashion under the leadership of one 

lieutenant leveraging information and intelligence, reactive and proactive 

investigations, and street enforcement directed at target locations and 

persons to achieve lower crime rates and effective investigations.  

The decisions and the priority of services scheduled to be eliminated in the 

current ISD should be reexamined. Upon review of caseload and recorded 

achievements and clearance rates being recorded currently by the division, 

the data does not justify the recommended changes under Option 1.  

Although it appears that a large percentage of cases are assigned to 

investigations, a review of the assignment of cases per investigator per 

month show that this is not actually occurring. Assigned cases are being 

carried over from month to month, thus creating an illusion of a heavy 

investigative caseload. In order for a case to be removed from the backlog, 

it must be closed out or a supplemental report must be submitted. Thus, it 

appears that investigators are overworked having to carry up to 40 cases 

when in fact cases are being added to existing caseloads. This gives a 

misleading picture of the assigned workload. The majority of cases being 

investigated are crimes against property or non-violent crimes. This is, of 

course, positive from the standpoint that very few serious crimes or crimes 

against person are recorded in Troy.  



The crimes that are assigned to Troy investigators traditionally carry a low 

clearance rate nationwide. There should be more prudent case assignment 

and more emphasis on moving and closing out of all cases. Therefore, based 

on a review of caseloads and the success of investigators to achieve 

clearances, the Investigations Unit should be able to eliminate two 

investigative slots, which would not appreciably affect current clearance 

rates. The proposed staffing levels under Option 1 are adequate to maintain 

investigative services in the TPD. Improved case management will yield 

better investigations and more efficient use of current resources. The eight 

police officers assigned to investigations under Option 1, when utilized under 

better case management, are sufficient to handle the current investigative 

workload and may be used for additional duties. 

Due to the high incidence of property crime in Troy, consideration might be 

given to vigorous property crimes investigations. It is not recommended that 

specialized property crime investigators be designated. Instead, with 

increased investigatory time achieved through efficiency, greater and more 

prolonged attention should be paid to this category of crime. Similarly, with 

personnel being eliminated from the intelligence function, one of the 

remaining investigators in this unit might be assigned specifically to criminal 

intelligence activities. Furthermore, having each crime reviewed and 

assigned for follow-up investigation is a luxury that the citizens of Troy have 

determined through these cutbacks is not a priority.  

Burglary and home-invasion offenses must remain a priority with the ISD. 

The investigation of other crimes, such as auto burglary—which in most 

cases is a crime of negligence due to a failure of the vehicle owner to secure 

the vehicle or leaving items in the vehicle’s interior plainly exposed—and 

other property crimes need to be handled by alternative methods, such as 

self-reporting. The current mode of operation in the Investigations Division 

can no longer provide the type of personalized service currently being given 



with the proposed reduction in personnel. It appears on just a review of 

collected data that efficiencies can be improved with the current structure 

today, but with Option 1 the division will provide only basic investigative 

services with the added capability by maintaining a proactive SIU Unit with 

an insurance policy to handle major incidents if they occur. 

Upon closer examination of the Investigations Unit function, one function 

that is currently the responsibility of an assigned detective is the drafting of 

warrants. Under current department policy, for all persons arrested for 

felonies and crimes of possible imprisonment of 93 days or greater, Michigan 

law enforcement agencies must secure physical warrants. This warrant 

requirement is burdensome at best, but the additional requirements for 

domestic-violence-related arrests, which in Michigan require that defendants 

be arraigned within 20 hours due to the severity of the crime, and requests 

for no contact orders made by the victim create additional workload. All 

other in-custody defendants must be arraigned within 48 hours. This 48-

hour requirement many times results in overtime expenditures, especially 

for weekend arrests. Compounding this process is that on weekends, the 

city’s municipal court is closed. Therefore, Troy warrants must be taken to 

an assigned prosecutor in Pontiac, Michigan, to have warrants reviewed. 

Once reviewed, the investigator must then walk the warrant through to a 

standby judge. This weekend judge will then conduct a bond hearing over a 

video system connected to Troy’s prisoner holding facility. This warrant 

process is further delayed based on a first come, first serve method where 

investigators from Troy could wait in line for several hours to appear before 

a judge. This current system is not only cumbersome—in today’s 

technological and economic times, is just not acceptable. 

Although the City of Troy is only one city in Oakland County, Troy should 

take leadership and challenge this current system. The current requirements 

for warrants can be addressed in various ways. First in-house, the 



complexity of these types of warrants is not so involved that patrol officers 

could draw up the warrant and present it to prosecutors in lieu of bringing in 

investigators on overtime. If this is not plausible, the work schedule of 

investigators should be altered to cover weekends. Also, meetings should be 

set up with the prosecutor’s office to strongly suggest changes in this 

current system requiring investigators to be physically present at bond 

hearings or arraignments. This appears to be a custom and practice that has 

been established over years that is a luxury that can no longer be continued 

with advances in technology, as illustrated with the in-house video booking 

system, electronic signatures, video conferencing, etc. This current practice 

should be able to be changed. Meetings should be initiated between Troy 

and other cities to provide a unified position to change the current weekend 

warrant process. Meeting with both the state attorney and the judiciary 

should be initiated. The overtime savings over a year for one or two 

investigators assigned to weekend warrant responsibilities could equal 

$30,000. 

Currently, the TPD participates in various federal, state, and local law 

enforcement task forces to combat criminal activity in the area. The TPD 

participates in the Drug Enforcement Administration task force (DEA), the 

Balkan Organized Crime task force (BOCTF), Oakland County Narcotics 

Enforcement Team (NET), Internet Crimes Against Children task force 

(ICAC), Immigrations and Customs Enforcement—Border Enforcement 

Security Task Force (ICE-BEST), and the Detroit Mortgage Fraud Task Force 

(DMFTF). Undoubtedly, participation in these task forces provides value to 

the TPD and the Troy community. However, under the realities faced by the 

TPD, personnel assigned to these entities should be recalled and reassigned 

to investigative units inside the TPD. This recall will have a negative impact 

on TPD investigative and intelligence capabilities but is an organizational 

decision that must be made in order to maintain core investigative services.  



Under the current organizational model, the Investigative Services Division 

has both a Special Investigations Unit and a Criminal Intelligence Unit. 

Personnel reductions necessitate the consolidation of these units into one, 

under one supervisor. The broad focus that these units enjoy now must be 

drastically curtailed. During the ICMA site visit, the Special Investigations 

Unit was completing an impressive long-term and complex investigation into 

interstate vehicle navigation system theft. These two units worked 

aggressively with area law enforcement to intercede in an active criminal 

organization. The ability of the TPD to continue such investigations will be 

limited, but the organizational capacity must still be maintained and the 

focus driven by local crimes and local intelligence. 

Currently, one sergeant and one police officer are assigned to the lockup 

function. Consideration should be given to replacing these positions with 

PSAs and the creation of a PSA civilian supervisor position. Also, the use of 

investigators to set up video arraignments and assigned bonds should be 

reviewed with consideration to remove such responsibilities by PSAs who are 

currently present in lockup.  

It is ICMA’s opinion, therefore, that if these internal changes in the case 

management process, the warrant process, and arraignment process can be 

achieved, the investigative unit should be able to operate with one sergeant 

and six investigators—thus allowing the two additional positions to be placed 

back to special investigations, and the other to maintain the projected 

closure of the criminal intelligence position and transferred into the Special 

Investigations Unit to coordinate the intelligence function more closely under 

one supervisor. This special investigations supervisor, therefore, would have 

the responsibility of supervising long- and short-term investigations into 

drugs and other organized criminal activities and the collection, analysis, and 

dissemination of intelligence to other units in the TPD.  



The recommended elimination of the Juvenile Unit, however, is one that 

clearly needs to be examined. Currently, the police department maintains 

two school resource juvenile detectives in the city’s three high schools. 

Option 1 calls for the elimination of the entire Juvenile Unit, including one 

sergeant and four police officers. This will take place in Budget Year 2012–

2013. Chief Mayer indicated that he has approached the Troy School District 

with a request to have the school board pay for half of the costs for the two 

SROs assigned to the school. As of the writing of this report, no answer to 

his request has been received. If the school district agrees, then at least two 

positions will be saved. The supervisor and the other sworn officer position 

would be vacated, but the two SROs could report directly to the division 

lieutenant. The SRO program is a well-documented national success. In 

Troy, the SROs are also assigned juvenile cases outside the school as part of 

their responsibility, which is novel. National statistics indicate that the 

majority of crimes are committed by juvenile offenders. This is evident in the 

types of crimes experienced in Troy. The elimination of this unit could have a 

tremendous impact on crime and detection that the General Investigations 

Unit may not be able to make. The decision to eliminate the Juvenile Unit 

should be re-examined and justified based on numbers and an evaluation of 

the effectiveness of the juvenile unit’s/SRO’s investigation. Many times, 

numbers alone do not tell the story.  

When this unit is eliminated, the additional workload generated from juvenile 

criminal investigations will be shifted to the Criminal Investigations Unit. Due 

to the elimination of the unit and the shifted workload, the criminal 

investigations unit staffing should be maintained at eight investigators. In 

general, therefore, the Criminal Investigations Unit can be staffed with six 

investigators, ceteris paribus (all things being equal). With shifting 

workloads created by eliminating units and transferring personnel, it is 

recommended that the criminal investigations unit be staffed with one 



sergeant and eight investigators and that these investigators be responsible 

for criminal investigations, including juveniles, intelligence, and a renewed 

focus on both serious violent crime and property crime. 

B. Professional Standards and Community Relations Division 

The Professional Standards and Community Relations Division comprises one 

captain, one lieutenant, two sergeants, five police officers, and eight 

civilians. The division has the following responsibilities: public information 

(media relations), background investigations, community services, records, 

training, emergency response, and internal affairs. The division as a whole 

appears to be a catchall for any entity that does not fit into the other two 

divisions. It is the smallest of the three divisions, sharing eighteen assigned 

personnel. As the organization reduces headcount, personnel assigned to 

this division will be eliminated. It does not change the reality that many of 

the duties and responsibilities of this division will still need to be performed. 

Numerous recommendations are offered that will help alleviate the personnel 

burden, maintain functional responsibility, and perhaps assist the overall 

performance of the organization. 

Recommendations: 

• Eliminate the division and the captain position and redistribute 

personnel and functional authority to other divisions in the TPD. 

• Rename the Investigative Services Division the Investigative 

and Administrative Division. 

• Relocate and reduce the training unit. 

• Maintain the Community Services Section (one sergeant and 

three POs), assign broader responsibilities, and transfer it 

organizationally to the Operations Division. 

 



The public information officer function is self-explanatory. This entity and its 

functions are performed by a police lieutenant. The function is an important 

one but could be performed by a professionally trained civilian at a 

substantial decrease in pay and benefits. However, what the organizational 

chart does not show is that the lieutenant who is currently in this position 

also is responsible for conducting internal affairs investigations. The amount 

of his time spent on each of the functions was not discussed, but it appears 

that the majority of the lieutenant’s position deals with the media.  

The Records Section currently has five civilian records clerks assigned. The 

function is an important one, as it complies with state law regarding the 

retention of reports. Certainly this function could be looked at in terms of 

using technology to perform tasks currently being performed by records 

personnel. However, the potential for using technological solutions is 

hampered due to the TPD’s being part of CLEMIS. This system apparently 

does not allow outside vendor applications to interact with internal 

applications. 

The Training and Emergency Response and Preparedness Section is located 

in a separate facility located on 4850 John R Street. The section is run by 

one sergeant and two police officers. The facility and training offered at this 

facility are best described as exceptional. The facility itself is very 

impressive—at over 21,000 square feet, it provides training for both police 

and fire personnel. It appears that all police training could be conducted at 

this facility, especially if the budget gets tighter. The Troy facility could 

attract instructors and courses offered throughout the county instead of 

officers having to travel to other locations. Currently, the FBI uses the Troy 

training facility for training courses. Training, of course, is essential, as it 

reduces liability and enhances the skills of police personnel, which will be 

even more imperative as personnel are reduced. 



The Emergency Response and Preparedness (ERP) component housed at the 

training facility is also very impressive. The concept behind the city’s ERP 

component is built on the countywide ICMS model. The equipment used and 

acquired through regional federal homeland security funding appears more 

than adequate to handle almost any potential emergency that occurs in Troy 

or on a regional basis. Based on projected cutbacks under Option 1, the 

training section will lose one sworn police officer position and has lost an 

administrative aide. The impact for such reductions is hard to measure, as it 

will require the division to come up with a plan to internally use personnel to 

conduct classes and training. Civilianizing, using light duty, and using 

volunteers are available options to explore. In the past, the TPD relied on a 

“training day” to provide training to members of the department. Instead of 

allotting entire days to train officers, subjects/material might be reduced into 

smaller time blocks and administered to officers “in-service” taking 

advantage of the natural overlap of the patrol shifts. 

Consideration might also be given to relocating the training function from its 

present location to headquarters. As impressive as the current facility 

appears to be, the headquarters facility has generous amounts of open 

space for both tactical operations and administrative/classroom space.  

The Research and Technology Section consists of three civilians who perform 

technical assistance for the police department. The importance of this 

function is emphasized by the fact that only one of the three positions is the 

analyst planner. In light of personnel reductions and the further increase on 

technology to subsidize these personnel cuts and to facilitate future 

technology changes, this section cannot sustain further reductions. 

At the beginning of this report, a recommendation was made that the TPD 

identify one individual with the responsibility for implementing these 

recommendations, rebuilding the “can do” attitude of the department, 



developing a culture of leadership, and evolving into a generalist policing 

agency. With the elimination of the Professional Standards and Community 

Services Division, all of the personnel and their responsibilities shift to other 

divisions and units…except the position of the division commander. The 

excising of the commander position from this division creates an opportunity 

for the TPD to identify the “point person” of this enormous and drastic 

change process. All successful changes occur with the identification and 

leadership of a “change agent.” The elimination of this division makes 

organizational sense, and permits the creation of a change agent at a very 

high position in the organization. The captain excised by the elimination of 

this division can be the new change coordinator and report directly to the 

chief. Overseeing changes to the patrol and investigative divisions from 

above gives the TPD an excellent opportunity, greatly increases the chances 

of success, and decreases the pain and disruption associated with such 

changes. 

 

 

 

 

 



IV. Miscellaneous  

A. Communications Section 

The Communications Section is directed by a civilian communications 

manager. There are twenty civilian employees, of which eight are designated 

as communications supervisors. The section is responsible for handling more 

than 40,000 (911) calls and 132,000 business calls. In 2010, they 

dispatched 48,442 calls for police, fire, and EMS service for the City of Troy 

and the City of Clawson. As noted in the annual report, the monies derived 

by Troy being a 911 Center have been used for capital improvements within 

the dispatch center.  

Examination of response time data in Figures 53, 54, and 55 in the Data 

Analysis section indicates protracted delays in dispatch time. For all 

dispatched calls, the TPD averaged 9.3 minutes of dispatch time, including 

5.0 minutes for Priority 1 calls. Also, there was a substantial spike in 

dispatch times during the change of tours. Closer attention and supervision 

must be given to these situations. Given the volume of calls to the TPD and 

the low workload for patrol units, a dispatch time in excess of 9 minutes is 

not acceptable. 

Recommendation: 

• Examination must be made of dispatch times and code priorities 

to reduce dispatch times. 

 

B. Facilities, Vehicles, and Equipment 

The main police building encompasses over 70,000 square feet. The current 

facility was the byproduct of a major refurbishing and expansion project that 

was completed in 2004, when over 46,000 square feet was added to the 

existing building of approximately 24,000 square feet at a cost of $12 

million. Architecturally, the facility is best described as aesthetically 



impressive. However, based on current workforce reductions that have 

occurred, the building is mostly empty, with vacant workspaces throughout. 

This creates wasted space and will be even more emphasized after further 

cuts are made. 

The staff should conduct a needs assessment of the existing building and 

explore the feasibility of either shutdowns of areas of the building, some 

type of space sharing plan, or some type of subletting of space to another 

government entity. With the Federal Task Force the police department 

currently is involved in, both the Department of Homeland Security and the 

DEA staff should explore some type of lease space arrangement with their 

federal partners, which could assist both the police department and the city. 

The assigned vehicles of the police department were observed but not 

inspected. They appeared more than adequate and appear to meet the 

needs of the department. Staff was questioned as to the policy dealing with 

the marking and non-marking of assigned vehicles. Currently, it appears 

that both uniformed supervisors and traffic units are not marked. With 

current and proposed cutbacks in positions, this internal policy should be 

examined, as citizens tend to feel safer when they observe marked police 

vehicles. By adding markings to traffic and supervisory vehicles, the marked 

allotment of vehicles will increase by 20-plus percent over the current 

number of marked police vehicles that patrol the city. Other assigned 

equipment appeared adequate. The assigned laptops given to investigators 

and specialized units mentioned are adequate but experience some dead 

spots, and other non-coverage areas, which have diminished the wireless 

capability of a laptop program. However, the in-car mobile data computers 

MDCs, which have been operational for approximately 15 years and are 

connected to the countywide CLEMIS system, experience dead spots and 

drop-offs regularly. The majority of the problems are due to a lack of tower 

space and building height impedance. This situation can be corrected if more 



towers are constructed. No other complaints were expressed in interviews 

conducted with representatives of the rank and file in regard to issued 

equipment. 

C. Volunteer Programs 

The use of volunteers in policing and fire services has been commonplace. 

Police departments have established volunteer citizen patrols and used 

volunteers in numerous administrative positions. The Troy Police Department 

has utilized student interns in the past to provide research support as well as 

some technical assistance at no cost to the organization. The TPD has had 

positive experiences with volunteers in the past, mostly in conjunction with 

community services events involving youth programs that have been 

organized in partnership with the Troy Community Coalition for the 

Prevention of Drug and Alcohol Abuse. The development of a full-scale and 

engaged volunteer program in the police department has not been fully 

pursued. There are collective bargaining agreements in place that contain 

some provisions that would have to be discussed and explored in order to 

implement a broad-based volunteer program. The department has, however, 

recently implemented a program staffed with one volunteer to work in the 

Investigations Section and provide basic callbacks and case updates to 

citizens. The department should continue to explore the possibilities inherent 

in volunteer programs and attempt to implement them wherever possible.  

 

Upon speaking with the chief, based on the success and positive feedback 

involving the current volunteer working in the Investigations Section, a 

broader use of volunteers is now being considered. Citizen’s Academy 

classes have been held over the last two years and are a very viable 

opportunity to recruit citizens not only interested in the department but who 

may be willing to serve as volunteers. In fact, the recent volunteer position 

was created as a result of a Citizen Police Academy attendee coming forward 



and offering to help. Those opportunities should be continued, and a more 

aggressive volunteer recruitment program should be pursued. With a city 

population of 80,000 and the closeness of other like communities, it should 

not be difficult to recruit at least 20 volunteers within the first year. These 

volunteers could greatly assist the police department in its current 

downsizing process. 

 

D. Use of Automated Report Taking 

The department is moving in this direction. It now has a Facebook page, but 

citizen-initiated reporting writing needs to be initiated. A review of the 

crimes committed in Troy being predominately crimes against property is an 

ideal environment for such technology where citizens can elect to fill out 

automated reports of crime from the comfort of their home and with the use 

of a computer terminal. In light of current downsizing, such innovation 

should be seriously considered. Companies such as CopLogic work with 

current CAD and records management systems that can facilitate this 

technology. Chief Mayer indicated that he has requested a citizen reporting 

system through CLEMIS. He also indicated that plans are being initiated to 

put kiosks in the police lobby to facilitate self-initiated citizen reports of 

crime. 

E. Report and Ticket Writing Technology 

Troy uniform personnel interviewed were very critical of the department’s 

crime report writing, accident report, and traffic ticket writing capabilities. 

Most described the process as so slow and cumbersome that they were able 

to handwrite accident reports and tickets twice as fast as the current 

process. The police department is part of the CLEMIS countywide reporting 

system, which has been in existence for a long period of time. Unfortunately, 

such large systems change slowly and are hard to modify. It appears that 

such is the case with this system. Chief Mayer has had a significant role in 



CLEMIS and admits that changes, updates, and revisions are needed and will 

save man hours but are at least a year away. Although Troy is only one 

partner in the CLEMIS system, pressure should be exerted by Chief Mayer 

and Troy in light of the current financial crisis to get the changes as soon as 

possible or consider other alternatives. On December 1, 2010, Chief Mayer 

advised that a new software report writing module will be rolled out in spring 

2011. Hopefully, this new software program will address current ticket, 

accident, and crime reporting problems. 

With the reduction of personnel, the Troy Police Department will have to rely 

heavily on technology to fill the void of not having personnel to do tasks that 

will have to be eliminated. The deficiencies in the CLEMIS system mentioned 

above must be addressed if the police department has any hopes of freeing 

up personnel to conduct priority work requests. Unfortunately, due to the 

fact that CLEMIS is a countywide system and not under the direct control of 

Troy, this may not be possible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



V. Summary 

The TPD is an outstanding organization. The high level of services provided 

by the TPD is certainly a function of the high quality of life that Troy 

residents enjoy. The recommendations contained in this report are not 

offered because the TPD is ineffective. They are offered to assist the 

department to engage in a personnel and service reduction plan. The plan 

detailed by the TPD under Option 1 is feasible. It will, however, based on our 

analysis, considerably stress the organization’s ability to deliver a basic level 

of police service. As a result, ICMA recommends adding four sworn positions 

to the projected cuts. This observation in conjunction with the overall 

recommendations articulated throughout this report will bolster the 

implementation of Option I and undoubtedly contribute to the overall 

effectiveness and efficiency of the agency. Staffing models under the four-

shift patrol plan offered here are sound and supported by modern and 

sophisticated data analysis. The qualitative recommendations based on this 

data analysis are grounded in experience and industry best practices. This 

combination of the two leads to numerous improvement opportunities within 

the context of personnel and service reductions.  

 

 

 

 

 



PART 2. DATA ANALYSIS 

I. Introduction 

This is the data analysis on police patrol operations for Troy, Michigan, 

conducted by ICMA Consulting Services. This report focuses its analysis on 

three main areas: workload, deployment, and response times. These three 

areas are related almost exclusively to patrol operations, which constitute a 

significant portion of the police department’s personnel and financial 

commitment. All information in this report was developed directly from data 

recorded in the Troy Police Department and Oakland County’s information 

system known as the Courts and Law Enforcement Management Information 

System CLEMIS.  

The majority of the first section of the report, concluding with Figure 28, 

uses the call and activity data for the entire year. For the detailed workload 

analysis and the response-time analysis, we use two four-week sample 

periods. The first period is the month of February 2010 (February 1 to 

February 28), or winter, and the second period is the month of August 2010 

(August 1 to August 28), or summer.  

 

 



II. Workload Analysis 

As with similar cases around the country, we encountered a number of 

issues when analyzing the data supplied by the Troy dispatch center. We 

made assumptions and decisions to address them. We describe these issues, 

assumptions, and decisions below.  

• A small percentage of events (1 percent, or approximately 800) 

involving patrol units showed less than 30 seconds of time spent on 

scene. We call this zero time on scene. 

• The computer software generated a large number of event codes. This 

led to 325 different event descriptions, which we reduced to 23 

categories for our tables and 12 categories for our graphs. 

• A significant proportion of events (29 percent, or approximately 9,400 

events for the year) involving patrol units were missing arrival times. 

• Most directed patrol activities were not recorded electronically. 

• We identified a number of activities performed by the patrol force that 

were not captured as a standard dispatch incident, i.e., they were not 

assigned a call for service number. Instead, we gleaned the data from a 

separate system - the E Log activity data system. Examples include 

report writing, prisoner booking, follow-up, lab work, and meal break. 

We treated each relevant activity individually and added it to our overall 

data set. Unlike standard incidents, each activity was associated with 

only one unit and was always self-initiated.  

 

Our study team has worked often with many of these problems with event 

data in other jurisdictions. To identify events that were canceled en route, 

we assumed zero time on scene to account for a significant portion of them. 

As stated, any event with an on-scene time of less than 30 seconds was 

labeled zero time on scene. We used the data’s source field to identify 

patrol-initiated activities. Any event whose source was listed as field-



initiated, along with any inspection, out-of-service, or directed-patrol event, 

was considered self-initiated.  

When we analyze a set of dispatch records, we go through a series of steps 

that we detail as follows: 

• First, we process the data to improve its accuracy. For example, when a 

unit is dispatched twice to a single event, we remove the duplicate 

record. In addition, we remove records that do not indicate an actual 

activity. We also remove data that is incomplete. This includes 

situations where there is not enough time information to evaluate the 

record.  

• At this point, we have a series of records that we call events. We 

identify these events in three ways: 

o We distinguish between patrol and non-patrol units. 

o We assign a category to each event based on its description. 

o We indicate whether the call is zero time on scene, police-

initiated, or other-initiated. 

• Finally, we remove all records that do not involve a patrol unit in order 

to get a total number of patrol-related events. 

• We focus on a smaller group of events designed to represent actual 

calls for service by removing the following: 

o All events with no officer time spent on scene 

o All events indicating an out-of-service activity 

o All events documenting a directed-patrol activity 

In this way, we first identify a total number of records, then limit ourselves 

to patrol events, and finally focus on calls for service. 

 

To briefly review the data received, in the period from September 1, 2009, 

to August 31, 2010, there were approximately 39,600 dispatch events 



recorded by CLEMIS. Of that total, roughly 32,400 events included a patrol 

unit as either the primary or secondary unit. We added an additional 27,100 

patrol-related activities. This gave a total of 59,500 events. When focusing 

on our four-week periods, we analyzed 4,474 events in winter (February 

2010) and 4,764 events in summer (August 2010). In addition, when 

analyzing workloads and response times, we ignored calls with incorrect or 

missing time data. The inaccuracies included elapsed times that either were 

negative or exceeded 8 hours. For the entire year, we excluded fewer than 

50 calls from our analysis. 

In the period from September 2009 to August 2010, the police department 

reported an average of 163 events for service per day. As mentioned, 1 

percent of these events (2.2 per day) showed no unit time spent on the call.  

In the following pages, we show two types of data: activity and workload. 

The activity levels are measured by the average number of calls per day, 

broken down by the type and origin of the calls and categorized by the 

nature of the calls (e.g., crime, traffic). Workloads are measured in average 

work-hours per day. 

We used 23 call categories for tables and 12 categories for our graphs. We 

show our categories chart below.  



Figure 13. Table and Graph Categories 

Table Categories Graph Categories 

Warrant arrest/prisoner transport Arrest—warrant/transport 
Assist other government 
agency/jurisdiction 

Assist other agency 

Crime—persons 

Crime—reports and arrests 
Crime—property 
Crime—society 
Disturbance/other ordinance 
Animal calls 

General noncriminal 
Miscellaneous calls for service 
Sick/injury 
Citizen assist 
Inspection—liquor/vehicle Inspection 

Alarm 
Investigations—noncriminal Check/investigation—buildings and 

property 
Juvenile Juvenile 

Request for ambulance Request for ambulance 

Suspicious person/vehicle/incident Suspicious incident 

Traffic enforcement 

Traffic 
Crashes—reportable 
Traffic complaint 
Accidents—private property 
Out of service—administrative 

Out of service 
Out of service—personal 
Directed patrol Directed patrol 

 



Figure 14. Percentage Events per Day, by Initiator 

Zero on scene
Police initiated
Other initiated

42.9%

55.8%

1.3%

 
Note: Percentages are based on a total of 59,503 events.  

 
Figure 15. Events per Day, by Initiator 

Initiator Total Events Events per Day 
Zero on-scene 787 2.2 
Police-initiated 33,190 90.9 
Other-initiated 25,526 69.9 
Total 59,503 163.0 
 

Observations: 

• One percent of the events had zero-on-scene times. 

• Fifty-six percent of all events were police-initiated. This count includes 

all out-of-service events. 

• Forty-three percent of all events were other-initiated. 

• There was a total of 163 events per day, or 6.8 per hour. 



Figure 16. Percentage Events per Day, by Category 

Out of service
Suspicious
Traffic

Agency assist
Ambulance request
Arrest
Crime
Directed patrol
General
Inspection
Investigations
Juvenile

18.7%

5.8%

44.1%

0.7%

6.6%

1.5%

7.6%

1.1%

6.2%

0.9%

5.5%1.5%

 
Note: This figure combines categories in the following table according to the 
description in Figure 13. 

 

Observations: 

• The top four categories accounted for 76 percent of events. 

• Forty-four percent of events were out-of-service activities. 

• Nineteen percent of events were traffic-related (enforcements, 

complaints, and accidents). 

• Eight percent of events involved general noncriminal incidents. 

• Six percent of events were crime-related.  



Figure 17. Events per Day, by Category 
Category Total Events Events per Day 
Accidents—private property 183 0.5 
Alarm 2,870 7.9 
Animal calls 335 0.9 
Assist other government agency/jurisdiction 888 2.4 
Check/investigation 1,037 2.8 
Citizen assist 1,759 4.8 
Crashes—reportable 2,187 6.0 
Crime—persons 446 1.2 
Crime—property 1,985 5.4 
Crime—society 114 0.3 
Directed patrol 637 1.7 
Disturbance/other ordinance 1,145 3.1 
Inspection—liquor/vehicle 883 2.4 
Juvenile 403 1.1 
Miscellaneous calls for service 2,025 5.5 
Out of service—administrative 16,500 45.2 
Out of service—personal 9,756 26.7 
Request for ambulance 3,249 8.9 
Sick/injury 414 1.1 
Suspicious person/vehicle/incident 3,430 9.4 
Traffic complaint 3,200 8.8 
Traffic enforcement 5,539 15.2 
Warrant arrest/prisoner transport 518 1.4 
Total 59,503 163.0 
 



Figure 18. Percentage Calls per Day, by Category 

Traffic

Agency assist
Ambulance request
Arrest
Crime
General
Inspection
Investigations
Juvenile
Suspicious

34.1%

10.6%

1.2% 12.0%

2.7%

13.8%

11.3%

1.5%

10.0%
2.7%

 
Note: This figure combines categories in the following table according to the 
description in Figure 13. 

 

Methodology: 

Here, we focused on recorded calls rather than recorded events. This means 

we removed events with zero time on scene, directed-patrol events, and 

out-of-service events. 

Observations: 

• There were 88 calls per day, or 3.7 per hour. 

• The top three categories accounted for 60 percent of calls.  

• Thirty-four percent of calls were traffic-related (enforcement, 

complaints, and accidents). 

• Fourteen percent of calls were general noncriminal incidents. 

• Twelve percent of calls were investigations (alarms and checks). 

• Eleven percent of calls were crime-related. 



Figure 19. Calls per Day, by Category 
Category Total Calls Calls per Day 
Accidents—private property 181 0.5 
Alarm 2,838 7.8 
Animal calls 322 0.9 
Assist other government agency/jurisdiction 875 2.4 
Check/investigation 1,006 2.8 
Citizen assist 1,739 4.8 
Crashes—reportable 2,172 6.0 
Crime—persons 444 1.2 
Crime—property 1,950 5.3 
Crime—society 113 0.3 
Disturbance/other ordinance 1,134 3.1 
Inspection—liquor/vehicle 853 2.3 
Juvenile 400 1.1 
Miscellaneous calls for service 1,979 5.4 
Request for ambulance 3,229 8.8 
Sick/injury 399 1.1 
Suspicious person/vehicle/incident 3,398 9.3 
Traffic complaint 3,125 8.6 
Traffic enforcement 5,492 15.0 
Warrant arrest/prisoner transport 488 1.3 
Total 32,137 88.0 
 

  



Figure 20. Calls per Day, by Initiator and Months 
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Figure 21. Calls per Day, by Initiator and Months  

Initiator Sep-
Oct 

Nov-
Dec 

Jan-
Feb 

March-
April 

May-
June 

July-
Aug 

Police-initiated 16.6 14.9 18.3 19.8 19.7 19.4 
Other-initiated 69.4 68.9 64.1 68.4 72.9 75.7 
Total 86.0 83.8 82.4 88.3 92.5 95.0 

 

 



Observations: 

• The number of calls was smallest from January to February 2010.  

• The number of calls was largest from July to August 2010. 

• The months with the most calls had 15 percent more than the months 

with the fewest calls. 

• For police-initiated calls, the period from March to April 2010 had the 

most calls, with 33 percent more than the period from November to 

December 2009, which had the fewest. 

• For other-initiated calls, the period from July to August 2010 had the 

most calls, with 18 percent more than the period from January to 

February 2010, which had the fewest. 



Figure 22. Calls per Day, by Category and Months 
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Note: This figure combines categories in the following table according to the 
description in Figure 13. 

 

Methodology: 

Calculations were limited to calls rather than events. 

Observations: 

• Traffic-related calls (enforcement and accidents) were the most 

common type of activities throughout the year. 

• Traffic-related calls averaged between 27.3 and 31.6 per day 

throughout the year. 

• Crime calls varied between 8.5 and 11.6 per day throughout the year. 

This was between 10 and 12 percent of total calls.  

• The top three categories (traffic, general noncriminal, and 

investigations/crimes) averaged between 59 and 61 percent of total 

calls throughout the year. 



Figure 23. Calls Per Day, by Category and Months 

Category 
Sep-
Oct 

Nov-
Dec 

Jan-
Feb 

March-
Apr 

May-
Jun 

July-
Aug 

Accidents—private property 0.6 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.4 
Alarm 6.7 7.9 7.2 7.9 8.7 8.3 
Animal calls 0.9 1.0 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.1 
Assist other government 
agency/jurisdiction 2.7 2.4 2.3 2.1 2.6 2.3 
Check/investigation 2.9 2.4 2.2 2.8 2.9 3.4 
Citizen assist 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 
Crashes—reportable 6.3 7.0 6.4 5.4 5.4 5.2 
Crime—persons 1.2 1.2 0.9 1.2 1.5 1.4 
Crime—property 5.5 5.7 4.5 4.9 5.2 6.3 
Crime—society 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 
Disturbance/other ordinance 3.3 2.5 2.8 2.9 3.5 3.6 

Inspection—liquor/vehicle 2.8 1.7 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.4 
Juvenile 1.0 1.0 0.6 1.0 1.4 1.7 
Miscellaneous calls for 
service 5.1 5.6 4.4 5.0 5.8 6.5 
Ambulance request 8.1 9.0 9.0 8.6 8.9 9.4 
Sick/injury 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.2 1.2 
Suspicious 
person/vehicle/incident 9.8 8.9 7.9 9.5 9.7 10.0 
Traffic complaint 7.8 7.7 8.3 9.1 9.3 9.2 
Traffic enforcement 14.0 12.2 14.7 16.5 16.4 16.5 
Warrant arrest/prisoner 
transport 1.5 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.1 
Total 86.0 83.8 82.4 88.3 92.5 95.0 
 



Figure 24. Average Occupied Times, by Category and Initiator 
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Note: This figure combines categories using weighted averages from the following 
table according to the description in Figure 13. 

 

 



Figure 25. Primary Unit's Average Occupied Times, by Category and 
Initiator  

Category 
Police-Initiated Other-Initiated 

Total Calls Minutes Total Calls Minutes 
Accidents—private property 2 24.4 178 51.3 
Alarm 3 14.4 2,834 16.8 
Animal calls 11 12.6 311 25.3 
Assist other government 
agency/jurisdiction 51 24.5 823 36.2 
Check/investigation 132 24.2 874 35.1 
Citizen assist 382 13.8 1,357 19.7 
Crashes—reportable 40 56.5 2,128 60.6 
Crime—persons 1 7.7 443 60.3 
Crime—property 12 41.3 1,937 43.8 
Crime—society 40 46.0 73 64.4 
Disturbance/other ordinance 6 24.9 1,127 39.4 
Inspection—liquor/vehicle 853 19.0 N/A N/A 
Juvenile 4 28.2 396 28.8 
Miscellaneous calls for service 58 17.0 1,914 25.1 
Ambulance request 4 14.8 3,224 21.3 
Sick/injury 3 35.4 396 54.3 
Suspicious person/vehicle/incident 224 12.9 3,174 24.4 
Traffic complaint 81 20.0 3,044 18.0 
Traffic enforcement 4,575 15.5 914 24.6 
Warrant arrest/prisoner transport 126 37.9 361 67.0 
Total 6,608 17.0 25,508 30.2 
Note: We removed 21 calls with inaccurate busy times. 



Methodology: 

This information is limited to calls and excludes all events that show zero 

time on scene. A unit’s occupied time is measured as the time from when it 

is dispatched until it becomes available. The times shown are the average 

occupied times per call for the primary unit, rather than the total occupied 

time for all units assigned to a call. 

Observations: 

• A unit’s average time spent on a call ranged from 13 to 67 minutes 

overall. 

• The longest average times were spent on calls involving arrests and 

prisoner transports that were other-initiated.  

• Police-initiated traffic calls (enforcements, complaints, and accidents) 

averaged 16 minutes per call, while other-initiated traffic calls 

averaged 34 minutes per call. 

• Crime calls averaged 42 minutes for police-initiated calls and 45 

minutes for other-initiated calls. 

 



Figure 26. Number of Responding Units, by Initiator and Category 
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Note: The categories in this figure use weighted averages to combine those of the 
following table according to the description in Figure 13. 



Figure 27. Number of Responding Units, by Initiator and Category 

Category 
Police-Initiated Other-Initiated 

Average Total Calls Average Total Calls 
Accidents—private property 1.0 2 1.2 179 
Alarm 1.7 3 1.9 2,835 
Animal calls 1.1 11 1.2 311 
Assist other government 
agency/jurisdiction 1.3 51 1.5 824 
Check/investigation 1.1 132 1.6 874 
Citizen assist 1.2 382 1.2 1,357 
Crashes—reportable 1.5 40 1.5 2,132 
Crime—persons 1.0 1 2.3 443 
Crime—property 1.8 12 1.6 1,938 
Crime—society 2.0 40 2.3 73 
Disturbance/other ordinance 1.5 6 2.2 1,128 
Inspection—liquor/vehicle 1.1 853 N/A 0 
Juvenile 1.5 4 1.6 396 
Miscellaneous calls for service 1.6 59 1.7 1,920 

Ambulance request 1.0 4 1.3 3,225 

Sick/injury 2.0 3 1.9 396 

Suspicious person/vehicle/incident 1.8 224 1.9 3,174 

Traffic complaint 1.2 81 1.3 3,044 

Traffic enforcement 1.7 4,577 1.9 915 

Warrant arrest/prisoner transport 1.3 126 1.6 362 

Total 1.6 6,611 1.6 25,526 



Figure 28. Number of Responding Units, by Category, Other-Initiated 
Calls 
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Note: The categories in this figure use weighted averages to combine those of the 
following table according to the description in Figure 13. 



Figure 29. Number of Responding Units, by Category, Other-Initiated 
Calls 

Category 

Responding Units 

One Two 
Three or 

More 
Accidents—private property 147 24 8 
Alarm 643 1,806 386 
Animal calls 251 47 13 
Assist other government 
agency/jurisdiction 540 187 97 
Check/investigation 499 276 99 
Citizen assist 1,186 142 29 
Crashes—reportable 1,384 481 267 
Crime—persons 147 119 177 
Crime—property 1,114 582 242 
Crime—society 16 30 27 
Disturbance/other ordinance 290 461 377 
Juvenile 202 153 41 
Miscellaneous calls for service 863 754 303 
Ambulance request 2,549 557 119 
Sick/injury 186 92 118 
Suspicious person/vehicle/incident 979 1,669 526 
Traffic complaint 2,387 534 123 
Traffic enforcement 270 529 116 
Warrant arrest/prisoner transport 182 152 28 
Total 13,835 8,595 3,096 



Methodology: 

The information in Figure 26 and Figure 27 is limited to calls and excludes 

events with zero time on scene, out-of-service records, and directed-patrol 

activities. The information in Figure 27 and Figure 29 is further limited to 

other-initiated calls.  

Observations: 

• The overall mean number of responding units was 1.6 for police-

initiated calls and 1.6 for other-initiated calls. 

• The mean number of responding units was a maximum of 1.9 for 

incidents involving crime and suspicious incidents. 

• Fifty-four percent of all other-initiated calls involved one responding 

unit. 

• Thirty-four percent of all other-initiated calls involved two responding 

units. 

• Twelve percent of all other-initiated calls involved three or more units. 

• The largest group of calls with three or more responding units involved 

crime-related incidents, followed by suspicious incidents. 

 

 

 



Figure 30. Percentage Calls and Work-Hours, by Category, February 2010 
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Figure 31. Calls and Work-Hours per Day, by Category, February 
2010 

Category 
Per Day 

Calls Work-Hours 
Arrest—warrant/transport  1.4 1.9 
Assist other agency 2.3 2.0 
Crime—reports and arrests  8.2 10.2 
General noncriminal 11.0 7.1 
Inspection 2.6 0.6 
Investigations—noncriminal 9.7 4.8 
Juvenile 0.7 0.5 
Request for ambulance 9.8 4.3 
Suspicious incident 6.6 4.9 
Traffic 29.9 18.3 
Total 82.2 54.7 



Methodology: 

Workload calculations focused on calls rather than events.  

 

Observations:  

• The total number of calls in February was 82 per day, or 3.4 per hour. 

• Total workload was 55 work-hours per day, meaning that an average 

of 2.3 officers per hour were busy responding to calls. 

• Traffic-related calls constituted 36 percent of calls and 34 percent of 

workload. 

• General noncriminal activities constituted 13 percent of both calls and 

workload. 

• Investigations constituted 12 percent of calls and 9 percent of 

workload. 

• Crimes constituted 10 percent of calls and 19 percent of workload. 

• The top three categories constituted 62 percent of calls and 65 percent 

of workload. 

 

 

 

 



Figure 32. Percentage Calls and Work-Hours, by Category, August 
2010 

Traffic

Agency assist
Ambulance request
Arrest
Crime
General
Inspection
Investigations
Juvenile
Suspicious

34.1%

9.6%
2.1% 11.7%

3.2%

13.9%

12.8%

1.2%
9.3%

2.1%

27.5%

9.8%

3.1%

12.5% 2.0%

12.1%

21.7%

2.9%
6.0%

2.4%

Call Activity Workload
 

Figure 33. Calls and Work-Hours per Day, by Category, August 2010 

Category 
Per Day 

Calls Work-Hours 
Arrest—warrant/transport  1.2 1.8 
Assist other agency 2.0 1.5 
Crime—reports and arrests  12.4 13.3 
General noncriminal 13.5 7.4 
Inspection 3.1 1.2 
Investigations—noncriminal 11.4 7.7 
Juvenile 2.1 1.9 
Request for ambulance 9.1 3.7 
Suspicious incident 9.3 6.0 
Traffic 33.1 16.8 
Total 97.0 61.1 
 

  



Observations:  

• In August, the total calls per day and workload were greater than they 

were in February. 

• The total number of calls in August was 97 per day, or 4.0 per hour. 

• Total workload was 61 work-hours per day, meaning that an average 

of 2.5 officers per hour were busy responding to calls. 

• Traffic-related incidents constituted 34 percent of calls and 27 percent 

of workload. 

• General noncriminal incidents constituted 14 percent of calls and 12 

percent of workload. 

• Crimes constituted 13 percent of calls and 22 percent of workload. 

• The top three categories constituted 61 percent of calls and 62 percent 

of workload. 

 

 



III. Deployment 

The police department’s main patrol force includes regular patrol officers and 

patrol sergeants. Along with regular patrol officers, we included traffic units 

(TSUs) in our analysis, as they also perform patrol-related duties. We 

examined only deployment information for four weeks in winter (February 

2010) and four weeks in summer (August 2010).  

The police department operates four ten-hour shifts, starting at 7 a.m., 

noon, 4:30 p.m., and 9:30 p.m. This causes total deployment to peak daily 

between 4:30 p.m. and 5 p.m. and between 9:30 p.m. and 10 p.m. There 

are also lesser peaks between 6 a.m. and 6:30 a.m., and between 3:30 p.m. 

and 4 p.m. when traffic units come on duty. The overlap is designed to 

accommodate shift changes and to ensure that staff is available to respond 

to calls for service.  

The department deployed an average of 12.5 officers during the 24-hour day 

in winter (February) and 10.7 officers during the 24-hour day in summer 

(August). When traffic units are included, the average rose to 14.0 in winter 

and 12.2 in summer. There was significant variability in deployment by hour.  

In this section, we describe the deployment and workload in distinct steps, 

distinguishing between summer and winter and between weekdays and 

weekends: 

• First, we focus on patrol deployment, with and without additional units. 

• Next, we compare the deployment against workload based on other-

initiated calls for service. 

• Afterward, we draw a similar comparison while including police-initiated 

workload. 

• Finally, we draw a comparison based on “all” workload, which includes 

out-of-service and directed-patrol workload.  



Comments follow each set of four figures, with separate discussions for 

summer and winter. 



Figure 34. Deployed Officers, Weekdays, February 2010 
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Figure 35. Deployed Officers, Weekends, February 2010 
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Figure 36. Deployed Officers, Weekdays, August 2010 

2220181614121086420

25

20

15

10

5

0

Hour

P
e

rs
o

n
n

e
l

Basic patrol
Total patrol

Shift change
 

Figure 37. Deployed Officers, Weekends, August 2010 
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Observations: 

• For February 2010: 

o Average total deployment was approximately 12.7 officers during 

the week and 12.1 officers on weekends.  

o Ignoring the half-hour overlaps, basic deployment varied between 

6.8 and 15.8 officers per hour on weekdays and between 7.1 and 

15.3 officers per hour on weekends.  

o Traffic units raised average hourly deployment as high as 14.7 

officers during the week, with the weekend average remaining 

approximately the same, at 12.2 officers. 

• For August 2010: 

o Average total deployment was approximately 10.7 officers during 

the week and 10.6 officers on weekends.  

o Ignoring the half-hour overlaps, basic deployment varied between 

6.4 and 13.6 officers per hour on weekdays and between 6 and 

14.4 officers per hour on weekends.  

o Traffic units raised average hourly deployment as high as 12.8 

officers during the week, with the weekend average remaining 

approximately the same, at 10.7 officers. 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure 38. Deployment and Other-Initiated Workload, Weekdays, 
February 2010 
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Figure 39. Deployment and Other-Initiated Workload, Weekends, 
February 2010 
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Figure 40. Deployment and Other-Initiated Workload, Weekdays, 
August 2010 

Hour 2321191715131197531

25

20

15

10

5

0

P
e

rs
o

n
n

e
l

Added patrol
Patrol
Other-initiated work

 

Figure 41. Deployment and Other-Initiated Workload, Weekends, 
August 2010 
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Observations:  

• For February 2010:  

o Average other-initiated workload was 2.1 officers per hour during 

the week and 1.7 officers per hour on weekends. This was 

approximately 15 percent of the hourly deployment during the week 

and 14 percent on weekends. 

o During the week, workload reached a maximum of 35 percent of 

deployment between 10 a.m. and 11 a.m.  

o On weekends, workload reached a maximum of 29 percent of 

deployment between 11 a.m. and noon.  

• For August 2010:  

o Average other-initiated workload was 2.3 officers per hour during 

the week and 2.1 officers per hour on weekends. This was 

approximately 18 percent of hourly deployment during the week 

and 20 percent on weekends.  

o During the week, workload reached a maximum of 41 percent of 

deployment between 11 a.m. and noon.  

o On weekends, workload reached a maximum of 43 percent of 

deployment between 10 a.m. and 11 a.m.  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Figure 42. Deployment and Main Workload, Weekdays, February 2010 
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Figure 43. Deployment and Main Workload, Weekends, February 
2010 
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Figure 44. Deployment and Main Workload, Weekdays, August 2010 
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Figure 45. Deployment and Main Workload, Weekends, August 2010 
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Methodology: 

These figures include deployment along with workload from other-initiated, 

police-initiated, and out-of-service activities. 

 

Observations:  

• For February 2010:  

o Average workload was 4.7 officers per hour during the week and 

3.6 officers per hour on weekends. This was approximately 32 

percent of hourly deployment during the week and 30 percent on 

weekends.  

o During the week, workload reached a maximum of 55 percent of 

deployment between 10 a.m. and 11 a.m.  

o On weekends, workload reached a maximum of 50 percent of 

deployment between 1 p.m. and 2 p.m.  

• For August 2010:  

o Average workload was 4.7 officers per hour during the week and 

4.0 officers per hour on weekends. This was approximately 36.5 

percent of hourly deployment during the week and 37.5 percent on 

weekends.  

o During the week, workload reached a maximum of 60 percent of 

deployment between 11 a.m. and noon.  

o On weekends, workload reached a maximum of 70 percent of 

deployment between 10 a.m. and 11 a.m.  

 

 

 
 
 



Figure 46. Deployment and All Workload, Weekdays, February 2010 

Hour 2321191715131197531

25

20

15

10

5

0

P
e

rs
o

n
n

e
l

Added patrol
Patrol
Directed patrol work
Out-of-service work
Police-initiated work
Other-initiated work

 

Figure 47. Deployment and All Workload, Weekends, February 2010 
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Figure 48. Deployment and All Workload, Weekdays, August 2010 
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Figure 49. Deployment and All Workload, Weekends, August 2010 
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Methodology: 

These figures include deployment along with all workload from other-

initiated, police-initiated, out-of-service, and directed-patrol activities. While 

some additional directed-patrol work is shown, most is not recorded 

electronically. 

 

Observations:  

• For February 2010:  

o Average workload was 4.8 officers per hour during the week and 

3.7 officers per hour on weekends. This was approximately 32 

percent of hourly deployment during the week and 30 percent on 

weekends.  

o During the week, workload reached a maximum of 55 percent of 

deployment between 10 a.m. and 11 a.m.  

o On weekends, workload reached a maximum of 51 percent of 

deployment between 1 p.m. and 2p.m.  

• For August 2010:  

o Average workload was 4.7 officers per hour during the week and 4 

officers per hour on weekends. This was approximately 37 percent 

of hourly deployment during the week and 38 percent on weekends.  

o During the week, workload reached a maximum of 60 percent of 

deployment between 11 a.m. and noon.  

o On weekends, workload reached a maximum of 70 percent of 

deployment between 10 a.m. and 11 a.m.  

  

 

 



IV. Response Times 

We analyzed the response times to various types of calls, separating the 

duration into dispatch and travel times. We begin the discussion with 

statistics that include all calls combined. We analyzed several types of calls 

to determine whether response times varied by call type.  

Before presenting the specific figures and tables, we summarize all the 

observations. We started with 4,474 events for winter (February 2010) and 

4,764 events for summer (August 2010). We limited our analysis to other-

initiated calls. We also encountered some calls without arrival times that we 

were forced to exclude from our analysis due to lack of information. This left 

1,094 calls in February and 1,760 calls in August.  

Our initial analysis does not distinguish calls based on their priority. Instead, 

it examines the difference in response by time of day and compares summer 

and winter periods. After the overall statistics, we present an analysis of 

response time based on a call’s priority. We focus on high-priority calls for 

the entire year, which shows that the response times for high-priority calls 

are significantly shorter than the overall average. 

Response time is measured as the difference between when a call is received 

and when the first unit arrives on scene. This is separated into dispatch 

delay and travel time. Dispatch delay is the time from when a call is received 

until a unit is dispatched. Travel time is the time from when the first unit is 

dispatched until the first unit arrives.  

A. All Calls 

This section looks at all calls received, regardless of priority, to examine the 

differences in response by both time of day and season (summer versus 

winter). 

 



Figure 50. Average Response Times, by Hour of Day, for February 
and August 2010 
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Observations: 

• Average response times varied significantly by hour of day. 

• The overall average was slightly lower in February than it was in 

August.  

• In February, the longest response times were an average of 21.8 

minutes during the afternoon shift change between 4 p.m. and 5 p.m. 

• In February, the shortest response times were between 1 a.m. and 2 

a.m., with an average of 8.7 minutes.  

• In August, the longest response times were an average of 25.2 

minutes right before the noon shift change, between 11 a.m. and 

noon.  

• In August, the shortest response times were between midnight and 1 

a.m., with an average of 9.8 minutes.  

 



Figure 51. Average Response Times, February 2010 
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Figure 52. Average Response Times, August 2010 
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Figure 53. Average Response Time Components, by Category 

Category 
February 2010 August 2010 

Dispatch Travel Response Dispatch Travel Response 

Arrest—
warrant/transport  31.5 16.4 47.9 38.7 26.6 65.3 
Assist other agency 10.9 9.2 20.2 11.0 8.2 19.2 
Crime—reports and 
arrests  14.4 8.8 23.2 16.1 9.2 25.4 
General 9.6 7.2 16.8 9.8 7.5 17.3 
Investigations 5.7 6.2 11.9 9.0 7.3 16.3 
Juvenile 11.3 9.1 20.3 10.9 10.4 21.3 
Request for ambulance 1.8 6.2 8.0 1.8 6.5 8.3 
Suspicious 7.6 5.7 13.3 10.7 7.3 18.0 
Traffic 6.2 7.1 13.4 6.8 7.2 14.1 
Total 7.9 7.2 15.1 9.7 7.9 17.5 
Note: The total average is weighted according to the number of calls per category. 

Observations: 

• Response times varied significantly by call category. 

• In February, average response times were as short as 8.0 minutes (for 

ambulance requests) and as long as 47.9 minutes (for arrests). 

• In August, average response times were as short as 8.3 minutes (for 

ambulance requests) and as long as 65.3 minutes (for arrests). 

• Average response times for crimes were 23.2 minutes during February 

and 25.4 minutes during August. 

• In February, average dispatch delays varied between 1.8 minutes (for 

ambulance requests) and 31.5 minutes (for arrests). 

• In August, average dispatch delays varied between 1.8 minutes (for 

ambulance requests) and 38.7 minutes (for arrests). 

  



Figure 54. 90th Percentiles for Response Time Components, by 
Category 

Category 

February 2010 August 2010 

Dispatch Travel Response Dispatch Travel Response 

Arrest—
warrant/transport  168.6 200.0 299.1 311.8 84.3 318.0 
Assist other agency 40.7 22.3 49.4 44.4 19.7 54.0 
Crime—reports and 
arrests  55.3 16.0 71.2 59.7 18.5 70.8 
General 33.8 14.8 45.1 33.7 14.9 45.7 
Investigations 16.1 11.9 25.3 24.6 14.2 32.8 
Juvenile 37.0 37.3 72.8 36.4 22.0 45.8 
Request for ambulance 3.2 11.2 12.8 2.8 11.3 12.9 
Suspicious 22.0 11.3 28.4 27.3 12.6 39.6 
Traffic 15.3 14.3 24.9 18.4 15.8 29.6 
Total 22.4 13.4 32.8 29.7 15.3 43.6 

Note: A 90th-percentile value of 33.0 minutes means that 90 percent of all calls 
were responded to in fewer than 12 minutes. For this reason, the columns for 
dispatch delay and travel time do not add to total response time.  

Observations: 

• In February, 90th-percentile values for response times were as short as 

13 minutes (for ambulance requests) and nearly 5 hours (for arrests).  

• In August, 90th-percentile values for response times were as short as 

13 minutes (for ambulance requests) and exceeded 5 hours (for 

arrests). 

 



B. High-Priority Calls 

A priority code is assigned to each event type in the CAD system’s tables. 

This places the call in the dispatch pending events list by priority, with 0 as 

the highest priority and 9 as the lowest priority. The CAD system makes no 

distinction of in-progress crimes, incidents or report runs. Priorities are 

general groupings and should be viewed as such. Dispatches are made 

based on all available information at the time of the call.  

Figure 55 shows average response times by priority. Calls assigned to 

priority codes 0 through 2 were classified as high priority calls. These 

averages included nonzero-on-scene other-initiated calls throughout the 

year from September 2009 to August 2010. There were 16,554 other-

initiated calls with valid response times. All these calls were assigned a 

priority. There were no priority 7 calls. 

 

Figure 55. Average Dispatch, Travel, and Response Times, by Priority 
Priority Dispatch Travel Response Total Calls 
High 4.3 6.2 10.5 5,828 
Low 12.0 7.8 19.8 10,726 
All 9.3 7.2 16.6 16,554 
Accidents with injury 2.7 7.2 10.0 230 

Note: The total average is weighted according to the number of calls within each 
priority level. 

 

 
 



Figure 56. Average Response Times and Dispatch Delays for High-
Priority Calls, by Hour 
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Observations: 

• High-priority calls (priorities 0-2) had a shorter average response time 

of 10.5 minutes compared with the overall yearly average of 16.6 

minutes.  

• Average dispatch delay was 4.3 minutes for high-priority calls and 9.3 

minutes overall.  

• The shortest average response time for high-priority calls was 7.2 

minutes, between 1 a.m. and 2 a.m.  

• The longest average response time for high-priority calls was 

approximately 14.6 minutes, between 7 a.m. and 8 a.m.  

• Average dispatch delay for high-priority calls was 5 minutes or less, 

except between 7 a.m. and 8 a.m., when it was 7.5 minutes and 

between 9 a.m. and 10 a.m., when it was 5.6 minutes. 



Appendix 1. Organizational Chart: ICMA Recommendations 

 

1 Office Coordinator
4 Secretaries

 Change Agent
1 Captain

Criminal Investigations
1 Sergeant

8 Police Officers

Special Investingation Unit & Criminal Intelligence Unit
1 Sergeant

5 Police Officers

Directed Patrol
1 Sergeant

5 Police Officers

Investigative Services
1 Lieutenant

Professional Standards
1 Sergeant

1 Police Officer

Training Section
1 Sergeant

1 Police Officer

Lockup Unit
1 Sergeant

1 Police Officer
12 P.S.A.'s

Records Section
1 Records Supervisor

4 Records Clerks

Property Unit
1 P.S.A.

Research & Technology Section
3 Civilians

Professional Standards/Administration
1 Lieutenant

Communications
1 Communications Manager

8 Communication Supervisors
12 P.S.A.'s

Investigative/Administration Division
1 Captain

Shift 1
1 Lieutenant, 2 Sergeants

16 Police Officers,
2 P.S.A.'s

Shift 2
2 Sergeants

10 Police Officers

Shift 3
2 Sergeants

10 Police Officers

Shift 4
1 Lieutenant, 2 Sergeants

14 Police Officers

Community Services
1 Sergeant

3 Police Officers

Operations Division
1 Captain

1 Chief of Police



Appendix 2. Call Categories and Classes 

Call Category Class 
C3170 PRIVATE PROPERTY TRAFFIC CRASH 

Accidents, Private Property 
C3175 PRIVATE PROPERTY H&R TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3177 FATAL PRIVATE PROPERTY TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3743 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/PPDA/POLICE VEHICLE 
C3242 MEDICAL ALARM 

Alarm 
 

C3902 BURGLARY ALARM 
C3904 OPEN ALARM 
C3906 ROBBERY ALARM 
C3907 PANIC ALARM 
C3908 MEDICAL ALARM 
C3909 DURESS ALARM 
C3910 VEHICLE ALARM 
C3999 ALARMS ALL OTHER 
5561 ANIMALS AT LARGE 

Animal Calls 
 

5586 ANIMALS—CRUELTY TO 
7301 ANIMAL ORD—BARKING DOG 
7303 ANIMAL ORD—TOO MANY 
7306 ANIMAL ORD—DANGEROUS ANIMAL AT LARGE 
7310 ANIMAL ORD—OTHER VIOLATION 
C3802 ANIMAL PATROL 
C3803 ANIMAL BARKING DOG 
C3804 ANIMAL COMPLAINT 
C3806 ANIMAL ALIVE—PUT TO SLEEP 
C3808 ANIMAL BITE/SCRATCH 
C3810 ANIMAL DEAD—CREMATION 
C3812 ANIMAL PICK-UP—ALIVE 
C3814 ANIMAL PICK-UP—DEAD 
C3816 ANIMAL TRAP REQUEST/SET 
C3330 ASSIST OTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY 

Assist Other Government 
Agency/Jurisdiction 

C3331 ASSIST MEDICAL 
C3332 ASSIST FIRE DEPARTMENT 
C3334 ASSIST OTHER GOVT AGENCY 
C3338 ARREST ASSIST—OTHER AGENCY 
C3750 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/AIRCRAFT ACCIDENT 
L3518 CLAWSON—AOD—TR 
L3519 CLAWSON MEDICAL—TR 
L5035 FIRE, BRUSH, GRASS, OUTSIDE—TR 
L5054 WIRES DOWN—TR 
L5055 SMOKE INVESTIGATION—TR 
4803 MAKING FALSE REPORT 

Check/Investigation 

4873 FALSE PERSONATION OF POLICE OFFICER 
4899 OBSTRUCT POLICE (OTHER) 
5005 CONTEMPT OF COURT (PPO VIOLATION, ETC.) 
5007 OBSTRUCTING COURT ORDER 
5008 JUDICIAL OFFICER MISCONDUCT 
5012 PROBATION VIOLATION 
5015 FAILURE TO APPEAR 
5070 VIOLATION OF PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIVE ORDER (PEACE 
BOND) 
5089 FAILURE TO REGISTER (SEX OFFENDER) 
5090 FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH REPORTING DUTIES (SEX 
OFFENDER) 
5215 INTIMIDATION—THREAT TO BOMB 



Call Category Class 
BUILDING CHECK 

Check/Investigation 

C3208 DEATH INVESTIGATION—CAUSE UNKNOWN 
C3313 CONFISCATED PROPERTY 
C3314 MISSING PERSONS 
C3316 LOST PROPERTY 
C3318 FOUND PROPERTY 
C3319 FOUND BICYCLE 
C3320 OPEN BUILDINGS 
C3342 RECOVERED STOLEN PROPERTY—OTHER JURISDICTION 
C3344 RECOVERED STOLEN VEHICLE—OTHER JURISDICTION 
C3345 ACCIDENTAL PROPERTY DAMAGE 
C3351 CIVIL—LANDLORD/TENANT 
C3352 CIVIL—VEHICLE TAKEN WITHOUT PERMISSION 
C3354 CIVIL—FAIL TO RETURN BORROWED VEHICLE 
C3355 CIVIL MATTER—OTHER 
C3360 DISCHARGE OF WEAPON BY OFFICER 
C3391 EMPLOYEE TROUBLE 
C3746 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/DAMAGE TO POLICE VEHICLE 
INCIDENT ASSIST/BACKUP 
L3514 SEX OFFENDER ADDRESS VERIFICATION—TR 
L3591 UNKNOWN NOISE INVESTIGATION—TR 
L3597 FRAUD ID INVESTIGATION—TR 
SUBDIVISION CHECK 
C3333 ASSIST MOTORIST 

Citizen Assist 
C3335 ASSIST CITIZEN—PUSH BUMPER 
C3336 ASSIST CITIZEN 
C3337 ASSIST CITIZEN—VEHICLE LOCKOUT 
C3101 ACC, SINGLE MOTOR VEHICLE 

Crashes—Reportable 

C3112 ACC, INJURY TYPE A 
C3113 ACC, INJURY TYPE B 
C3114 ACC, INJURY TYPE C 
C3145 PROPERTY DAMAGE TRAFFIC CRASH PDA 
C3146 PROPERTY DAMAGE—HBD TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3148 MOTOR VEHICLE—ANIMAL TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3150 PROPERTY DAMAGE H&R TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3155 PERSONAL INJURY TRAFFIC CRASH PIA 
C3156 PERSONAL INJURY—HBD TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3157 PEDESTRIAN—NO INJURY TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3158 PEDESTRIAN—PERSONAL INJURY TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3159 BICYCLE—PERSONAL INJURY TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3160 PERSONAL INJURY—H&R TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3165 FATAL TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3171 PRIVATE PROPERTY—PERSONAL INJURY TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3172 PRIVATE PROPERTY—PEDESTRIAN—PERSONAL INJURY 
TRAFFIC CRASH 
C3199 ALL OTHER TRAFFIC CRASHES 
0901 MURDER—WILLFUL KILLING—FAMILY—GUN 

Crime—Persons 

1171 CSC IST DEGREE—PENETRATION PENIS/VAGINA 
1172 CSC 3RD DEGREE—PENETRATION PENIS/VAGINA 
1174 CSC 3RD DEGREE—PENETRATION ORAL/ANAL 
1177 CSC 2ND DEGREE—FORCIBLE CONTACT 
1178 CSC 4TH DEGREE—FORCIBLE CONTACT 
1203 ROBBERY—BUSINESS—STRONG ARM 
1206 ROBBERY—STREET—STRONG ARM 
1207 ROBBERY—RESIDENCE—GUN 



Call Category Class 
1270 ROBBERY—MOTOR VEHICLE (CAR JACKING) 

Crime—Persons 
 

1298 ATTEMPTED ROBBERY—ARMED 
1299 ROBBERY (OTHER) 
1301 AGG/FEL ASSAULT—FAMILY—GUN—DOMESTIC 
1302 AGG/FEL ASSAULT—FAMILY—OTHER WEAPON—DOMESTIC 
1304 AGG/FEL ASSAULT—NON-FAMILY—GUN 
1305 AGG/FEL ASSAULT—NON-FAMILY—OTHER WEAPON 
1311 AGG/FEL ASSAULT—POLICE OFFICER—OTHER WEAPON 
1312 AGG/FEL ASSAULT—POLICE OFFICER  
1313 ASSAULT/BATTERY/SIMPLE (INCLUDES DOMESTIC AND 
POLICE OFFICER) 
1316 INTIMIDATION 
1380 TELEPHONE USED FOR HARASSMENT, THREATS 
1382 STALKING (MISDEMEANOR) 
1384 COMPUTER/INTERNET USED FOR HARASSMENT, THREATS 
1385 OTHER ELECTRONIC MEDIUM USED FOR HARASSMENT, 
THREATS 
1396 ASSAULT LESS THAN MURDER 
1399 ASSAULT (OTHER) 
2101 EXTORTION—THREAT TO INJURE PERSON 
3605 INDECENT EXPOSURE 
3611 PEEPING TOM 
3699 SEX OFFENSE (OTHER) 
3805 CONTRIBUTE TO DELINQUENCY OF MINOR (EXCEPT 
ALCOHOL) 
3806 NEGLECT CHILD 
3898 CRUELTY/NEGLECT (OTHER) 
3899 FAMILY OFFENSE (OTHER) 
4801 RESISTING OFFICER 
5309 HARASSING COMMUNICATIONS 
2099 ARSON (OTHER) 

Crime—Property 

2102 EXTORTION—THREAT TO DAMAGE PROPERTY 
2202 B&E—BURGLARY—FORCED ENTRY—RESIDENCE—HOME 
INVASION  
2203 B&E—BURGLARY—FORCED ENTRY—NON-RESIDENCE 
2204 B&E—BURGLARY—NO FORCED ENTRY—RESIDENCE—HOME 
INVASION 
2205 B&E—BURGLARY—NO FORCED ENTRY—NON-RESIDENCE 
2275 BURGLARY—UNOCCUPIED BUILDING OR OTHER 
STRUCTURE 
2298 BURGLARY—ENTERING WITHOUT PERMISSION 
2299 BURGLARY—OTHER FORCED ENTRY 
2301 LARCENY—POCKET PICKING 
2302 LARCENY—PURSE SNATCHING—NO FORCE 
2304 LARCENY—PARTS & ACCESSORIES FROM VEHICLE—LFA 
2305 LARCENY—PERSONAL PROPERTY FROM VEHICLE—LFA  
2307 LARCENY—FROM COIN MACHINES (INCLUDES TELEPHONE 
COIN BOX) 
2308 LARCENY—FROM BUILDING (INCLUDES LIBRARY, OFFICE 
USED BY PUBLIC, ETC.) 
2309 LARCENY—FROM YARDS (GROUNDS SURROUNDING A 
BUILDING) 
2310 LARCENY—FROM MAILS 
2313 LARCENY—OBSTRUCT CORRESPONDENCE (POSTAL 
VIOLATION) 
2399 LARCENY (OTHER) 



Call Category Class 
2404 VEHICLE THEFT UDAA 

Crime—Property 

2406 POSSESS/RECEIVE STOLEN VEHICLE 
2408 POSSESS STOLEN VEHICLE 
2411 MOTOR VEHICLE—UNAUTHORIZED USE 
2501 FORGERY OF CHECKS 
2503 COUNTERFEITING OF ANY OBJECT  
2505 PASS COUNTERFEITED—ANY OBJECT 
2589 FORGERY (OTHER) 
2599 COUNTERFEITING (OTHER) 
2602 FRAUD—SWINDLE 
2604 IMPERSONATION 
2605 FRAUD—ILLEGAL USE OF CREDIT CARD 
2606 NON-SUFFICIENT FUNDS CHECKS 
2609 IDENTITY THEFT 
2674 FRAUD (LARCENY) BY CONVERSION 
2676 NO-ACCOUNT CHECK 
2677 DEFRAUDING HOTELS, RESTAURANTS, INNKEEPER, ETC. 
2693 UTTERING AND PUBLISHING CHECK 
2699 FRAUD (OTHER) 
2701 EMBEZZLEMENT—BUSINESS PROPERTY 
2799 EMBEZZLEMENT (OTHER) 
2801 SALE OF STOLEN PROPERTY 
2803 STOLEN PROPERTY—RECEIVING 
2804 STOLEN PROPERTY—POSSESSING 
2805 STOLEN PROPERTY—CONCEALING 
2899 STOLEN PROPERTY (OTHER) 
2901 DAMAGE TO PROPERTY—BUSINESS PROPERTY—MDOP 
2902 DAMAGE TO PROPERTY—PRIVATE PROPERTY—MDOP 
2903 DAMAGE TO PROPERTY—PUBLIC PROPERTY—MDOP 
2905 DAMAGE TO PROPERTY—PRIVATE PROPERTY—MDOP WITH 
EXPLOSIVES 
2996 DAMAGE PROPERTY—MDOP—THROWING STONE, ETC., AT 
TRAIN OR MOTOR VEHICLE 
2998 DAMAGE PROPERTY—MDOP—DESTROY, INJURE PROPERTY 
OF POLICE/FIRE DEPARTMENTS 
2999 DAMAGE TO PROPERTY—MDOP (OTHER) 
3071 RETAIL FRAUD MISREPRESENTATION 1ST DEGREE 
3072 RETAIL FRAUD MISREPRESENTATION 2ND DEGREE 
3073 RETAIL FRAUD THEFT 1ST DEGREE 
3074 RETAIL FRAUD THEFT 2ND DEGREE 
3076 RETAIL FRAUD REFUND/EXCHANGE 2ND DEGREE 
3077 RETAIL FRAUD, MISREPRESENTATION 3RD DEGREE 
3078 RETAIL FRAUD, THEFT 3RD DEGREE 
3079 RETAIL FRAUD, REFUND/EXCHANGE 3RD DEGREE 
5202 CCW—CONCEALED WEAPONS—CARRYING CONCEALED 
5203 CONCEALED WEAPONS—CARRYING PROHIBITED 
5212 CONCEALED WEAPONS—POSSESSION OF WEAPON 
5299 WEAPONS OFFENSE (OTHER) 
3512 HEROIN—POSSESS 

Crime—Society 

3532 COCAINE—POSSESS 
3542 SYNTHETIC NARCOTIC—POSSESS 
3550 NARCOTIC EQUIPMENT—PARAPHERNALIA 
3560 MARIJUANA—SELL 
3561 MARIJUANA—SMUGGLE 
3562 MARIJUANA—POSSESS 



Call Category Class 
3563 MARIJUANA—PRODUCING 

Crime—Society 

3565 MARIJUANA—USE 
3592 CRACK—POSSESS 
3595 DRUGS, ILLEGAL USE OF 
3598 NARCOTIC DRUGS, FRAUDULENT PROCUREMENT OF 
4103 LIQUOR—TRANSPORT (OPEN CONTAINER, ETC.) 
41032 UNDERAGE 17–20 LIQUOR—OPEN/TRANSPORT 
4104 POSSESSION OF ALCOHOLIC LIQUOR IN A MOTOR 
VEHICLE 
4171 VIOLATION OF LIQUOR CONTROL LAWS 
4195 LIQUOR—MINOR IN POSSESSION IN M/V 
4196 LIQUOR—MINOR POSSESS/CONSUME/PURCHASE 
ATTEMPTS 
4199 LIQUOR VIOLATIONS (OTHER) 
41991 UNDERAGE 17–20 LIQUOR USE/POSSESS/CONSUME 
4299 DRUNKENNESS (ALL CRIMINAL) 
5503 DRUGS—(OTHER) PRESCRIPTION 
5591 INHALATION OF CHEMICAL AGENTS 
AIRPORT PATROL 

Directed Patrol 

APARTMENT PATROL 
BIKE PATROL 
CHURCH PATROL 
CRIME HAZARD 
EXTRA PATROL 
HOTEL/MOTEL PATROL 
INDUSTRIAL SUB PATROL 
MOTOR MALL PATROL 
OAKLAND MALL/PLAZA PATROL 
OFFICE COMPLEX PATROL 
PARK PATROL 
PARKING VIOLATIONS 
PLAZA MALL CHECK 
SCHOOL PATROL 
SCHOOL PROPERTY CHECK 
SOMERSET COLLECTION PATROL 
SPECIAL EVENT DETAIL 
SPECIAL WATCH 
5282 FIREWORKS—POSSESSION, SALE, USE, OR FURNISH 

Disturbance/Other Ordinance 

5311 DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
5312 DISTURBING THE PEACE 
5314 VAGRANCY—LOITERING 
5372 TELEPHONE USED FOR OBSCENE CALLS 
5393 DISORDERLY CONDUCT (OTHER) 
5399 PUBLIC PEACE (OTHER) 
5707 TRESPASS (OTHER) 
6274 LITTERING ON PUBLIC OR PRIVATE PROPERTY 
7356 SOLICITORS/PEDDLERS—NO PERMIT/LICENSE 
7380 NUISANCES ORD.—NOISE/PROHIBITED HOURS/AREA 
7385 NUISANCE ORD.—ILLEGAL DUMPING 
7395 ORD—BRANDISHING IMITATION GUN 
7399 ALL OTHER ORDINANCE VIOLATIONS 
7401 TAMPER WITH MOTOR VEHICLE 
7408 MAIL TAMPERING 
7571 SOLICITATION 
7771 CONSPIRACY 



Call Category Class 
C3310 FAMILY TROUBLE 

Disturbance/Other Ordinance 
 

C3311 CUSTOMER TROUBLE 
C3312 NEIGHBORHOOD TROUBLE 
C3341 PEACE OFFICER DUTIES 
L3509 PEACE OFFICER—TR 
C3309 LIQUOR INSPECTION 

Inspection C3760 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/COMMERCIAL VEHICLE INSPECTION 
L3511 VEHICLE INSPECTION DETAIL—TR 
7070 RUNAWAY 

Juvenile 
 

C2821 RECOVERED RUNAWAY JUVENILE 
C2822 LOST/MISSING JUVENILE 
C2825 JUVENILE—INCORRIGIBILITY 
C2832 MISCELLANEOUS SCHOOL COMPLAINT 
C2840 JUVENILE—MALICIOUS MISCHIEF 
C2899 JUVENILE—ALL OTHER 
9952 MISCELLANEOUS—PUBLIC RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 

Miscellaneous 
 

C3346 STORM DAMAGE 
C3389 ARCHIVED REPORT UPDATES 
C3399 MISCELLANEOUS ALL OTHER 
C3488 SCUBA MISC ACTIVITY 
L3508 MISCELLANEOUS DETAIL—TR 
L3515 SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION—TR 
L3580 BANK DETAIL—TR 
L3590 CANCELLED RUN—TR 
ADMINISTRATION 

Out of Service—Administrative 
 

AT STATION 
COMMUNITY POLICING 
COURT 
DESK DUTY 
DETAIL 
FOLLOW-UP 
FUEL 
K-9 TRAINING 
LAB WORK 
OUT OF SERVICE 
OUT OF VEHICLE 
POLICE TRAINING 
PUBLIC RELATIONS 
REPORT WRITING 
ROLL CALL 
STATION DETAIL 
UNION BUSINESS 
VEHICLE INSPECTION 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 
BREAK 

Out of Service–Personal 
MEAL BREAK 
C3245 SICK CARE FOR MEDICAL Request for Ambulance 
C3205 SUDDEN DEATH—NATURAL 

Sick/Injury 

C3207 SUDDEN DEATH—ACCIDENT 
C3215 ADULT SUICIDE 
C3217 ATTEMPT SUICIDE ADULT 
C3221 ATTEMPT SUICIDE—JUVENILE 
C3225 DRUG OVERDOSE 
C3235 INJURED PERSON 
C3250 MENTAL 



Call Category Class 
C3255 OCCUPATIONAL INJURIES 

Sick/Injury C3262 HOSPICE DEATH 
L3504 1ST RESPONDER NO OFFICER—TR 
C3299 WELFARE CHECK 

Suspicious 
Person/Vehicle/Incident 

C3324 SUSPICIOUS CIRCUMSTANCES 
C3326 SUSPICIOUS VEHICLES 
C3328 SUSPICIOUS PERSONS 
C3329 INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION 
L3503 MISCELLANEOUS FALSE 911 CALL—TR 
L3513 WELFARE CHECK—TR 
C3478 MISCELLANEOUS ORV. COMPLAINTS 

Traffic Complaint 

C3702 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/ROAD HAZARD 
C3704 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/ABANDONED AUTO 
C3706 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/VEHICLE IMPOUND 
C3710 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/VEHICLE OFF ROADWAY—CID 
C3728 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/PARKING COMPLAINT 
C3730 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/TRAFFIC MISCELLANEOUS A 
COMPLAINT 
C3732 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/TRAFFIC MISCELLANEOUS B 
COMPLAINT 
C3740 TRAFFIC OFFENSE/PROPERTY DAMAGE ACCIDENT/NO 
UD10 
C3748 TRAFFIC COMPLAINT/POLICE TOW 
C3799 MISCELLANEOUS TRAFFIC COMPLAINT 
L3534 TSU SELECTIVE ENFORCEMENT PROJECT—TR 
L3535 RADAR TRAILER—TR 
4877 FLEEING OR ELUDING POLICE (PENAL CODE) 

Traffic Enforcement 
 

8029 OPERATING WHILE IN THE PRESENCE OF DRUGS (OWPD) 
8031 OUID OPERATING UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF DRUGS 
8033 ABILITY IMPAIRED BY DRUGS, VOLUNTARY 
8041 OPERATING UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF ALCOHOL/LIQUOR 
OWI 
80412 OPERATING UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF 
ALCOHOL/LIQUOR OWI 2ND OFFENSE 
80413 OPERATING UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF 
ALCOHOL/LIQUOR OWI 3RD OFFENSE 
8050 BAC NOT LESS THAN .02% OR MORE THAN .07% PERSON 
UNDER 21 YOA—ZERO TOL 
C2921 FELONIOUS DRIVING 
C2925 RECKLESS DRIVING 
C2926 TRAFFIC FLEE/ELUDING 
C2928 FAIL TO STOP FOR BUS/CROSSING GUARD 
C2929 DRAG RACING 
C2931 DWLS OPS LICENSE SUSPENDED/REVOKED 
C2932 OPS VIOLATE RESTRICTED LICENSE 
C2935 DWLS 2ND OPS LICENSE SUSPENDED/REVOKED 
C2936 OPS–NEVER ACQUIRED—NOLEA 
C2937 NO OPS ON PERSON—NOP—NOLOP 
C2999 ALL OTHER TRAFFIC OFFENSES 
C4015 RECKLESS DRIVING CITATION 
C4061 DISOBEY POLICE OFFICERS SIGNAL 
C4306 DROVE W/O PROPER ENDORSEMENT 
C4308 VIOLATION OF RESTRICTED OPS 
C4312 NO-OPS ON PERSON CITATION 
L3570 TRAFFIC STOP—TR 



Call Category Class 
RADAR MOVING 

Traffic Enforcement RADAR STATIONARY 
SELECTIVE ENFORCEMENT 
ARREST ASSIST 

Warrant Arrest/Prisoner Transport 

C3010 FELONY ARREST WARRANT (ORIGINATING AGENCY) 
C3020 MISDEMEANOR ARREST WARRANT (ORIGINATING 
AGENCY) 
C3030 TRAFFIC ARREST WARRANT 
C3040 FELONY ARREST WARRANT—OTHER JURISDICTION  
C3045 EXTRADITION ARREST WARRANT 
C3050 MISDEMEANOR ARREST WARRANT—OTHER 
JURISDICTION 
C3060 TRAFFIC ARREST WARRANT—OTHER JURISDICTION 
C3070 CIVIL/FRIEND OF COURT ARREST WARRANT 
C3339 ARREST—OTHER AGENCY—NO WARRANT 
PRISONER BOOKING 
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