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Institute of Urban Studies and P\lblic Administration • (804) 440-3961 ~ i'J':)rfl)ik. VA 23508 

September 18, 1981 

' . 

Lt. R. Gaddis 
ICAP Coordinator 
Portsmouth Police Department 
711 Crawford Street 
Portsmouth, VA 23704 

Dear Lt. Gaddis: 

I am herewith transmitting the final evaluation report on the Management of 
Criminal Investigations component of the Portsmouth Police Department Inte
grated Criminal Apprehension Program. Th: final report.is co~preh:n~ive in 
content and incorporates all of the mater1al presented 1n the ~rel1m1nary 
Report of August 1980 and the P~ogress Report of February 1981. 

The Detective Division was highly successful in the efforts to upgrade pro
cedures for case management and performance monitoring of units and individuals. 
I attribute this success to: (1) the commitment of top management both at the 
departmental .and detective divisional levels to the ICAP program in ~eryeral .and 
to its specific component dealing with the improved management of crlm1nal 1nvest
igations; (2) the highly cooperative attitude and willingness to innovate which 
characterized·the approach of detective division managers to the program; (3) the 
experience and competence of the squad sergeants in the unit; and (4) ~he coope~a
tion and positive response of the individual investigators who became 1nvolved 1n 
the research of past performance and the implementation of recommended changes . 

I WQuld like to highlight the fact that all of the proposed changes.in the ~on~eryt 
of monthly reports, in the performance measures used to evaluate un1ts and 1nd1v1-
duals and in the methods used to equalize and optimize caseloads were brought about 
by the joint efforts of the Evaluation Team and members of Detective Divi~ion. ~y 
their informed and active participation a number of sworn personnel funct10ned, 1n 
effect, as part of the research and evaluation team. 

Significant improvements have been made in: (1) t~e con~eryt of month~y repor~s 
which now set forth workload and performance data 1n add1t10n to UCR ~nf?~at10n; 
(2) the equity and accuracy of performance measures used to evaluate 1nd1v1~uals 
and units; (3) the distribution of inves~igation~ ~e~ween patrol and detect1v: 
division, specifically the assignment of respons1b111ty for property destruct10n 
cases to patrol divi sio,n; (4) .the equal ization of cas:loads among in~ividual 
investigators; and (5) the accurate estimation of opt1mum caseloads 1n burglary 
and larceny squads. 

Old Dominion University is an affirmative actioll/equal opportunity institution. 
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September 18, 1981 
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The.e~a1uation research has further established: (1) estimates of optimum 
1nd1v1QUal caseloads in burglary (19-20 cases per month) and larceny (23-29 
cases p:r month); (2) reasonable expectations of the proportion of reported 
burglar1es and ~arcenies ~hich will be cleared - burglary 35%, larceny 30%; 
(3). the p~oport10n of ass.1gned burglary and larceny cases which will be solved 
by 1nvest1gators - burglary 50%, larceny 40%; (4) a means to determine the 
staffing leve~ required.in burglary and larceny squads; and (5) that the 
current stafflng level 1n burglary and larceny squads is adequate. 

Pe~forman~e monitoring of all of these changes should be continued so that appro
prlate adJustments can be made to changes in crime trends and the characteristics 
of the Portsmouth social environment. 

Althou~h considerable. improvement in t~e quality of the initial offense reports was 
n?ted In.t~e early part of the evaluatlon research, the proportion of unfounded and 
mls~la~slfled reports ~eferred to burglary squad has recently ihcreased. This is . 
ary lndlcator th~t the lSSU: ?f.the preliminary investigation requires further atten
~l?n~ The qua~lty of the lnltlal report obviously involves the extent to which the 
lnl~lal rep?rtln~ officer pursues, or is allowed to pursue, the preliminary investi
~atlon~ T~lS ralses ~h~ question of priorities between patrol responsibilities and 
lnvestlgatlve responslblllties. 

Eva~u~tion research thus far has not addressed the matter of optimum caseloads in 
Homlclde and Robbery, Sex Crimes and General ASSignment type cases. Efforts are 
now underwa~ to extend the performance measures and report formats to Youth and 
General Asslgnment cases and these efforts will require careful monitoring. 

Iry ~o~clusion, it.is cl:ar that the Portsmouth Police Department and Detective 
~lvlslon have derlved slgnificant benefits from the quality of their participation 
1n the M~I componen~ ?f ICAP: Acco~pl~shments.s? ~ar indicate that the expertise, 
cooperatlon and poslt1ve attltude wlthln the dlv1s10n will actively support further 
efforts to enhance the investigative function. 

;Jl!utw 
Wolfgang Pindur 
Princi~al Investigator 

WP:bh 
Enclosure 

U.S. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the 
person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated 
in this document are those of the authors and do not net;essarily 
represent the official position or policies of the National Institute of 
Justice. 

Permission to reproduce this topy, i91 tied material has been 
granted by 

Public Domain, LEAA 
Portsmouth Police Department 

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS). 
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sIOn of the ~t owner. 
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PART I: INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to present the results of the evaluation 

studies conducted in the Detective Division of the Portsmouth, Virginia 

Police Department dur~ng June 1980 to July 1981. This research was done 

as a component of the In~egratedCriminal Apprehension Program. 

Background 

The Portsmouth Police Department's concern with evaluating investigative 

productivi~y is demonstrated in a departmental memorandum dated July 9, 1979 

in which Chief Boone Wl~ote, "there is a lack of any instrument with which 

data may be captured to effectively evaluate and measure investigative unit 

and individual productivity. Also non-existent are mechanisms for capturing 

elements for measuring performance or accountability to commanding officers." 

Based on Chief Boone's memorandum evaluation studies were conducted in 

Portsmouth to: 

A. Develop productivity measures for individual investigators and 

investigative units, 

B. Determine the relationships among the various case outcomes of 

investigations. The various terms used in describing case outcomes 

are discussed in the Glossary of Terms (Appendix A). 

C. Estimate the optimum case10ads for investigators in terms of agency 

goals. 

D. Provide a means whereby resource allocation decisions in the 

investigative function can be made on a better informed basis. 

Initial research was conducted in the property crimes section of the 

Detective Division during June-August 1980. This was followed by perfo~t'lDance 

monitor~ng in January-February 1981 and during June-July 1981. Initial 

research in the Crimes Against Persons section was accomplished during 

January-February 1981 and June-July 1981. Data was collected and monitorr.~d 

-1-
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over time in order to assess the impact of changes introduced as a result 

of the ongoing research findings. Data sources were departmental records, 

case assignment. logs, monthly activity reports, monthly Uniform Crime 

Reports, time sheets, offense reports, supplemental investigation reports 

and in-depth personal interviews with key personnel. 

Productivity in the Investigative Function 

The discussion of the literature 'on investigative activity is organized 

into five categories: (1) general studies; (2) the Managing Criminal 

Investigations Program; (3) UCR rates as productivity indicators; (4) the 

use of outcome rates as productivity indicators; and (5) performance goals. 

Selected key studies are reviewed in each area and the relationship of past 

studies to the current evaluation effort is discussed. 

General Studies 

The milestone study of the investigative function is considered to be 

the two year study of police investigation conducted by the Rand Corpora-

t
. 1 l.on .. Some of the key findings of the Rand study relative to investigative 

productivity are: 

1. Differences in training, staffing workload and procedures appear 

to have no appreciable effect on crime, clearance or arrest rates. 

2. The method by which police investigators are organized cannot be 

related to variations in crime arrest and clearance rates. 

3. Substantially more than half of all serious reported crimes receive 

no more than superficial attention from investigators. 

4. For cases that are solved, an investigator spends more time in post 

clearance process~ng than he does in identifying the perpetrator. 

-2-
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5, The information gathered at the crime scene is more critical to 

solution than that subsequently developed by investigation. 

6. Of cases ultimately cleared in which the offender was not known 

at the time of the incident, almost all are cleared as a result of 

routine police work. 

7. A secondary finding was that 29% of investigators' time was 

unaccounted for by the data collected for the study. 

In a general study focusing on unproductive and highly solvable cases, 

Bernard Greenberg, et. al. 2 developed felony case decision models based on 

weighted solvability factors. These models provide an estimate of the 

probability of case solution whereby an educated decision can be made 

regarding early inactivation or continuation of the case. 

The K:I Program 

The results of the research by Rand and SRI were incorporated into 

LEAA's Managing Criminal Investigations (Mel) program3 which has as its 

stated goal "to increase arrests for crimes that are prosecutable which 

will increase the rate of conviction." The Mel Program is designed to: 

1. Enhance the role of patrol officers by charging them with the 

responsibility of conducting preliminary investigations. 

2. Install a Case Screeni,ng function which will immediately inactivate 

cases with small hope of successful conclusion and assign those 

cases which have expectation of solution. 

3. Install management procedures for the continuing investigation to 

lead to more effective case assignment, improved case investigation 

and quality, progress monitoring and evaluation of results based on 

outcomes. 

-3-
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4. Improve police prosecutor relations to enhance the probability of 

conviction. 

5. Install a monitoring system to provide police administrators the 

statistical data on investigative performance. 

The setting of goals and the ability to measure productivity in terms 

of performance against those goals is the basis of sound management. Mel 

defines investigative productivity as "the number of investigative outcomes 

or activities per person hour or day • . • the greater the ratio of outcome 

per period of time worked, the higher the productivity of the unit or the 

individual investigator.,,4 

The aspect of productivity which relates directly to questions of 

organization and resource allocation can be posed as the question, "at what 

level of commitment (caseload) is a detective most productive (clearances/ 

convictions)?" If the answer to this question is known and if the rate of 

reported crime referred to the investigative division is known, then informed 

decisions can be made regarding the staffing reqUirements of the investigative 

function. Therefore, the abil~ty to measure and evaluate productivity is the 

basic requirement in Managing Criminal Investigations. 

Measuring Productivity: UCR Rates 

The F.B.I. Uniform Crime Report has long been used by public officials 

and police administrators to evaluate police jurisdictions in general and 

the investigative function in particular. S The National Crime Panel of the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Agency learned through its national victimization 

survey that not only is a s.ignificant incidence of crime unreported, but 

that the amount of unreported crime varies c~nsiderably among jurisdictions. 

Harry Hatry of the Urban Institute6 has several reservations about the 

-4-

- .' .. ' 

..• 

,JJ. J • 
(J~ , 

//' 

validity of UCR statistics. Clearance of a case when only one of two or 

more offenders is arrested,' . d' . 
Jur~s ~ct~onal variance in criteria for unfoundj 

or exceptional clearance of cases, arrest of an offender who has committed 

multiple offenses of which the police are unaware and the fact that the 

arrest and charge may not survive the initial judiCial screening are all ~ 
factors which dictate against the unqualified use of UCR clearance rates 

I as 

a performance measure. Patrick Murphy points out, "it is a misuse of UCR 

figures to draw from them implications about the productivity of a police 
7 

department." Even though the F.B.I. itself warns against using UCR rates 

'I to make operational decisions , "the use of crime rates as evaluators still 
J hangs like an albatross around the neck of pOlice administrators. ,,8 

All of these foregoing problems are germane to productivity measurement! 
l. 

in the investigative function. 

Measuring Productivity: Outcome Rates 

Since individual detectives have I no contro over the proportion of 

reported offenses inactivated by the initial screening function, outcome 

rates sho~ld be computed using assigned cases, minus unfounded cases, as 

the total caseload from which arrests, exceptional clearances and inacti-

vation rates are derived. Th t ese ra es, as well as case quality measures 

(i.e. cases surviving the initial judicial screening), provide a more 

i. 

Ii 
! 

accurate indicator of unit and individual performance and are consistent 

with the Mel P~ogram. However, research should also address the difference 

between offense arrests and person arrests. r.n. • J nuO ~s more productive, theyl ,.-

detective who is credited With. multiple arrests by apprehension of a personA' 

who has committed several crimes, or the detective who makes a single offeJ4 

clearance by the axrest of several persons? Thus, the ratio of offense 
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clearan~e to persons apprehended needs to be studied in terms of productivity. 

Another area not addressed by the literature is the relationship between 

kinds of clearances. Questions yet to be addressed are: 

1. Will increased levels of inactivation by initial screening operate 

to increase outcome arrest rate for assigned cases, but at the 

same time operate to depress the OCR. clearance rate? 

2. If experienced investigators tend to unfound more cases than their 

less experienced peers, they will have a larger rate of arrest in 

both UCR and outcome t'erms. In this context, an unfounded case may 

be more "productive" than inactivation or exceptional clearance. 

3. What is the relationship between arrest clearances and exceptional 

clearances? An exceptional clearance means that a perpetrator was -

identified but not arrested. Again, a question of r~lative product

ivity can arise when one detective, by having to inactivate a large 

proportion of ass,igned cases throug~ legitimate exhaustion of leads, 

could have a low arrest rate. But, this low arrest rate could be 

double his exceptional clearance rate. Another detective could 

produce a higher arrest rate and at the same time have an except-

ional clearance rate equal to or higher than the arrest rate. 

Measuring Productivity: Performance Goals 

The performance goal of increasing arrests for prosecutable crimes could 

create inconsistency between the obj ectives of the agency as .a whole and the 

operational objectives of investigators in the field. An organizational 

objective would be to remove as many criminals as possible from the community, 

but a detective caniucrease the clearance rate by seeking to unfound as many 

reported offenses as possible or by concentrating on individuals or cases 

""--""""'=---:-,--: ...... ..,,~~,.------
" .. i, .-
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which experience tells him are most 
likely to result in mUltiple offens~ 

cl earances . Th b J! us, e~ore eff, ective performance 
. . goals for an agency can be 

spec~f~ed and measures of aoh' levement developed, conside~able inSight into 

behaVior and indiVidual motives and the activities , 

must be gained. 
goals of investigators 

Research into the behaVior and 
activities of investigators can be 

frustrated by several factors. 
These factors include the "mystique" about 

detecti1Tes9 th t 
, e na ure oi detective work, the detect~ve's 

... control over 
information and i:the power of knowledge 

and expertise which comes into play 
where specialized employees are the sole 

authorities on their jobs and the 
measurement of efficiency of the d 

proce ures which they follow. lO The 
combination of these factors creates 

a situation where management is 

its~lf unless special or crisis situations 
reluctant to actively interject 

make intervention imperative. 

-7-
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PART II: PROPERTY CRIMES 

Introduction 

The research methodology for the study of Property Crimes involved 

extensive ~,alysis of case management records, case track~ng of a sample 

of burglary cases and concurrent interviews and discussions of preliminary 

and interim findings with the Officer-in-charge of the Property Crimes 

section and the sergeants in ch~rge of the B~rglary and Larceny Squads. 

Several procedural and o,rganizational changes were implemented during the 

study which were monitored in order to assess their impact. The initial 

resear,ch was conduct,ed during June-August 1980 and concentrated on data for 

calendar year 1979 and January-June 1980. Performance monitoring and 

additional caseload analysis was accomplished in February 1981 and June 

1981'. Data was collected for the period June-December 1~80 and January-May 

1980. This allowed for comparison of performance indicators for the various 

periods before and after the implementation of changes. 

Methodo~ 

Data Sources: Case Management Records 

Primary data sources were the Case Assignment Logs, Monthly Status 

Reports and Offense and Supplemental Report files maintained in the Burglary 

and Lar~eny Squads. The initial research analyzed data collected for 1979 

and January-June 1980. Subsequent performance monitoring utilized data 

collected for July-December 1980 and January-June 1981. The case aSSignment 

l,ogs are a record of each detective's caseload by month and the specific 

outcome of each case in terms of arrest, exceptional clearance, unfounding 

or inactivation. The Monthly Status Reports reflect the total offenses 

reported duri~g the month, the number of cases as~igned to specific investi-
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gators and the outcomes of the assigned cases. The UCR clearance rate for 

the il);:<nth is also included in the Monthly Status Report. The Offense and 

Supplemental Report files are a monthly chronological file of the repor~s 

filed ~y detectives. These reports provide investigative information and 

the basis upon which cases were unfounded, cleared by exception or inactivated. 

Research Tasks 

The first research task was to gather aggregate monthly data for each 

of the two time frames (1979 and Januarf-June 1980) in both Burglary and 

Larceny Squads. This data covered reported offenses, cases processed, case 

outcomes, outcome rates, inactivation rates and clearance rates. 

The second research task was to gather individual data on each detective 

for each month in the two time frames. 

The third task involved~gg~egati,ng the data at the squad level for 

the two time frames and computing the various rates of arrest, exception, 

unfounding and inactivation. 

The fourth ~ask was to aggregate data for each detective for the two 

time frames and derive total caseloads, total hours worked and the various 

'individual outcome rates of arrest, exception, unfounded and inactivation. 

Once these tasks were completed, source data tables were developed that 

presented the needed information to answer the research questions. 

Interviews and Consultation 

Infozmal interviews with the Officer-in-charge and the squad sergeants 

were concurrent with data collection and encompassed such matters as differ-

ences in outcome rates amo,ng crime categories, the relationship between 

clearance and inactivation rates and the validity of productivity measures. 

Twice dur~ng the initial study, working conferences were held with the Officer-
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in-charge and the squad sergeants. Preliminary findings were reviewed and 

consensus reached for the path of continued research. The interviews~ 

consultations and meetings made a major contribution to the development of 

the specific research questions to be employed in B~rglary and Larceny Squads. 

Section Al Burglary Squad 

Research Questions 

The research questions set forth below were derived from specific 

memoranda promulgated by the Chief of Police~ the literature search and 

consultation with members of the Portsmouth Detective Division. 

A. Burglary Squad Operations 

1 . What was the effect of the policy deci~ion to carefully 

review unfounded and inactivated burglary reports? 

2. "What were the l'easons for the unfoundi.ng of burglary reports? 

3. Was there a relationship between the UCR clearance rate and the 

rate at which reports were unfounded? 

4. What was the relationship between inactivation rates~ UCR 

clearance rates and the rate at which detectives clear cases 

by arrest? Did the UCR clearance rate reflect how effect

iyely detectives processed assigned cases? 

s. What was the relationship between clearance rates, the rate 

at which cases are inactivated by initial ~creening and the 

rate at which cases were inactivated after investigation? 

B. B~rglary Squad Caseload 

1. What were the caseloads and case-disposition rates for burglary 

_detectives for 1979 and January-June 1980? 
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2. Was there any relationship between a burglary detective's 

caseload and inactivation rate? 

3. What was the current monthly caseload for burglary detectives? 

4. Was there a relationship between monthly caseloads and the 

rate at which reports were Unfounded by burglary detectives? 

S. Was there a relationship between caseloads and assigned case 

clearance rates? 

Presentation of Burglary Squad Data 

Data is presented by restating each research question followed by 

the detailed research findi.ngs. 

A. Burglary Squad Operations 

WHAT WAS THE EFFECT OF THE POLICY DECISION TO CAREFULLY REVIEW 
UNFOUNDED BURGLARY REPORTS? 

Jan-Dec 1979 

Jan-June 1980 

Table 1 

BURGLARY 

Case Disposition Rates 
(Assigned Cases) 

January-December 1979 and January-June 1980 

Arrest % Exception % Unfounded % Inactivation % 

27 17 13 43 

28 16 29 27 

Table 1 indicates the impact of the Chief's policy decision to pay 

closer attention to unfounded cases. The percentage of unfounded cases 

increased from 13% in 1979 to 29% in 1980. A corresponding decrease 

of 16% was reflected in the inactivation rate: 43% in 1979, 27% in 1980. 
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To allay any concern that actual offenses were being purged as un

found~d, all unfounded reports for January-June 1980 were reviewed to 

verify.the reasons for unfounding the report. In all cases, specific 

information was presented in the supplemental report which established 

that either no crime was committed or that the reported offense was not 

a burglary. It is interesting to note that regardless of the variation 

in unfounded and inactivation rates for the two time periods the 

percentage of assigned cases which were solved (cleared by arrest or 

exception) was 44% for both periods. Thus, for the 18 month period, we 

can say that burglary detectives, on the average, solved 44% of their 

assigned cases. 

'WHAT WERE THE REASONS FOR THE UNFOUNDING OF BURGLARY REPORTS? 

Table 2 

BURGLARY 

Basis of the Unfounding of Cases 
January-June 1980 

One hundred and fifty-six unfounded cases/offenses of initially 
reported burglaries were reviewed to determine the most frequent reason 
for unfounding or reclassifying the offense. 

Reasons 
1. No evidence of attempted/forced entry; 

nothing taken 

2. Vandalism or property ~~struction; no 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

forced entry, nothing taken 

Trespassing, nothing taken 

Larceny; no forced entry-public place 

Prowler, no forced entry, nothing taken 

False report for personal gain 

Mistaken report; retracted by complainant 

Civil property dispute 

-12-

Number of Cases 
% ( %) 

44 (28) 

32 (21) 

29 (18) 

25 (16) 

4 ( 3) 

7 ( 4) 

12 ( 8) 

3 ( 2) 
156 (100) 
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In 44 instances it was established that no crime was committed ~nd in 

90 cases the crime committed was not a burglary. These 134 cases represented 

86% of the unfounded burglary reports for the period of January-June 1980 

and also constituted 14% of the total reported burglary offenses and 29% 

of the cases assigned to burglary detectives. Four questions were raised in 

consideri.ng this data: 

1. Were reporting officers and their supervisors making an adequate 

effort to ensure collection of all available information at the 

scene? 

2. How well did reporting officers and their supervisors understand 

the elements of the offenses of burglary, larceny, vandalism, 

property destruction and prowling? 

3. How well were preliminary investigations being conducted by patrol 

officers? 

4. Was the supervisory review of preliminary investigations adequate? 

WAS THERE A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE UCR CLEARANCE RATE AND THE 
RATE A1' WHICH REPORTS WERE UNFOUNDED? 

Clearance Rate 

Unfounded Rate 

Table 3 

BURGLARY 

Unfounded and UCR Clearance Rates 
January-June 1980 

Jan 
% 

22 

7 

Feb 
% 

43 

17 

March 
% 

34 

16 

April 
% 

40 

25 

NOTES: 1. Clearance rate is the monthly UCR statistic. 

May 
% 

34 

23 

June 
% 

46 

19 

2. Unfounded rate is the monthly percen~age of reported offenses 

determined by investigation to be unfounded. 
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The two rates appeared to vary together, but this should be interpreted 

only to mean that, based on this data, higher 'unfounded rates were associated 

with higher clearance rates, it does not mean that the higher unfounded rate 

caused the higher clearance rate. 

Jan 

Feb 

March 

April 

May 

June 

WHAT WAS TIlE RELATIONSHIP BE'IWEEN INACTIVATION RATES, CLEARANCE RATES 
AND TIlE RATE AT WHICH DETECTIVES CLEAR CASES BY ARREST. DID nIE CLEAR
ANCE RATE REFLECT HOW EFFECTIVELY DETECTIVES ARE PROCESSING ASSIGNED 
CASES? 

Table 4 

BURGLARY 
January-June 1980 

Inactivation, Clearance and Outcome Rates 

Inactivation Rate Clearance Rate 
% % 

80 22 

65 43 

72 34 

57 40 

67 34 

68 36 

Outcome 
Arrest Rate % 

39 

44 

48 

48 

39 

34 

NOTES: 

1. The inactivation rate is computed by dividing the total cases 

inactivated by initial screening ~ investigators by the total 

cases processed (minus unfounded cases). 

2. The clearance rate is the monthly UCR statistic. 

3. The outcome arrest rate is the percentag~ of investigated cases 

(minus unfounded cases) cleared by arrest during the month. 

A high rate of inactivation appeared to be associated with lower UCR 

clearance rates. However, in anr given period of time, a ~igh rate of 
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inactivation, caused by a large number of offense reports which offe~ 

little hope of solution, would generate a lower UCR clearance rate regard

less of how effectively investigators process their ass~gned caseload. 

Inasmuch as the facts of the offenses remain th,e same, imposing a lower 

rate of inactivation would not necessarily produce a higher UCR clearance 

rate. 

By comparing the UCR clearance rate and the outcome arrest rate in 

Table 4 it was seen that the UCR clearance rate did not give an accurate 

picture of how successfully detectives processed their assigned cases. 

In 'January with the low clearance rate of 22%, burglary detectives resolved 

39% of their assigned cases by arrest. In March and May the UCR clearance 

rate was 34% for both months but the outcome arrest rates were 48% and 39%, 

respectively. 

Month 

Jan 

Feb 

Mar 

Apr 

May· 

June 

WHAT WAS THE RELATIONSHIP BE'IWEEN CLEARANCE RATES, THE RATE AT WHICH 
CASES ARE INACTIVATED BY INITIAL SCREENING AND, THE RATE AT WHICH CASES 
WERE INACTIVATED AFTER INVESTIGATION? 

Table 5 

BURGLARY 

Clearance Rates, Inactivation Rates, and Outc()me Arrest Rates 

Monthly Outcome % Inactive: % Inactivated: Inactivation UCR Arrest Screening Detectives Rate Rate Rate 
76 24 80 22 39 
77 23 65 43 44 
76 24 72 34 48 
66 34 57 40 48 
82 18 67 34 39 
69 31 68 36 34 

There appeared to be no consistent relationship between the distribution 

of inactivations c.Uld the UCR and outcome arrest rates. For Jan-Mar, the 
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split between screening and detectives was stable but the UCR rates range 

from 22-43 percent and the outcome arrest rates ~anged from 39-48 percent. 

Apri11 with a larger proportion of detective inactivations I did have the 

highest arrest rates. MaYI with the lowest proportion of detective 

inactivations had lower arrest rates. However l May was characterized by 

a high number of exceptional clearances. 

It was recommended that inactivations be monitored on a monthly basis to 

provide more data on the relationship between the proportion of cases 

inactivated by detectives and clearance rates. 

B. Burglary Squad Case10ads 

Detective 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F (7 mos) 

Average 

WHAT WERE THE CASELOADS AND CASE DISPOSITION RATES FOR 
BURGLARY DETECTIVES FOR 1979 AND JANUARY-JUNE 1980? 

Table 6 shows the relationship between case10ads and 

case disposition for the individual detectiv~s in the 

Burglary Squad 

Table 6 

BURGLARY DETECTIVES-ASSIGNED CASE DISPOSITION 

Jan-Dec 79 - Jan-Jun 80 

Jan-Dec 

Arrest Exc 

74 (32%) 49(21%) 

41 (24%) 25(15%) 

49(29%) 24(14%) 

21(21%) 26(26%) 

24(29%) 13(16%) 

16(24%) 8 (11%) 

27% 17% 
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1979 

Unf 

33(14%) 

15( 9%) 

36(22%) 

16(16%) 

3( 4%) 

11(15%) 

13% 

.. . \' 

Inact 

76(33%) 

89(52%) 

58(35%) 

37(37%) 

43(51%) 

35 (50%) 

43% 

Total 

232 

170 

167 

100 

83 

70 

822 
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Detective 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F (7 mos) 

Average 

Arrest 

39(25%) 

24(22%) 

38( 42%) 

22(29%) 

15(25%) 

14(29%) 

28% 

Jan-Jun 

Exc 

36(23%) 

12(11%) 

17(19%) 

8(11%) 

10(16%) 

5(10%) 

16% 

1980 

Unf Inact Total 
43(28%) 38(24%) 156 
50(46%) 23(21%) 109 
14(15%) 22(24%) 91 
26(34%) 20(26%) 76 
14(23%) 22(36%) 61 
8(17%) 21 (44%) 48 

29% 27% 541 

(',2) W' AS THERE ANY RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A DETECTIVE'S CASELOAD 
AND INACTIVATION RATE? ' 

Detective 

A 

B 

C 

o 
E 

Table 7 

BURGLARY 

Case10ads and Inactivation Rates 
January-June 1980 

Cases Cases 
Processed Inactivated 

156 38 
109 23 

91 22 
76 20 
61 22 

% 
Inactivated 

24 

21 

22 

26 

36 

There was no apparent relationship between case10ads and inactivation 

rates. In some instances I detectives with lower case10ads had higher 

inactivation rates. In other instances I detectives with relatively higher 

case10ads had relatively low inactivation rates. 
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WHAT WAS THE CURRENT MONTHLY CASELOAD FOR BURGLARY DETECTIVES? 

Table 8 

BURGLARY 

Individual Caseload Recapitulation 
January-June 1980 

Hours Cases Hours on Duty Cases 
Detective Worked Processed Per Case Per Month 

A 1008 156 6.5 25 

B 968 109 8.8 18 

C 1000 91 10.9 15 

D 1040 76 13.6 12 

E 1052 61 17.2 9 

79 

OVERALL AVERAGE MONTHLY CASELOAD PER MONTH = 13 

NOTE: It is important to note.that "hours on duty per case" includes all 

administrative and miscellaneous time not necessarily devoted to casework; 

therefore, the number of directly applied hours required to process a case 

could not be determined. 

Table 8 shows that the individual caseload varied greatly from an 

average of 25 cases per month to 9 cases per month. It w'as recommended 

that the reasons for this great yariation in caseload be examined. 

Detective 

A 
B 
C 
D* 
E 
~F 

WAS THERE A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MONTHLY CASELOADS AND THE 
RATE AT WHICH REPORTS ARE UNFOUNDED BY PCTECTIVES? 

Table 9 

Caseloads and Unfounded Rates 
Burglary - JanUary··June 1980 

Caseload 

124 
98 -.-
64 
60 
SO 
48 

Unfounded Rate 

26 
45 
19 
37 
24 
17 

*;{ssigned for only four months. 
j) -
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The unfounded rate did not vary in any consistent ,way with the caseload. 

Detective 

A 
B 
C 
D* 
E 
F 

• 

WAS THERE A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CASE LOADS AND ASSIGNED 
CASE CLEARANCE RATES? 

Table 10 

Caseloads and Clearance Rates 
Burglary Squad 

January-June 1980 

Caseload 

124 
98 
64 
60 
SO 
48 

Clearance Rate 

60 
35 
61 
41 

,40 
39 

*Assigned for only four months. 

The differences in the clearance rates did not appear to be associated 

with caseloads. 

Researsh Findings (January 1979-June 1980) 

A. Operations 

1. The high rate of cases unfounded after investigation was the most 

significant finding in this portion of the study. If this work-

load could be . reduced -it. would allow for ass.ignment of cases which 

would normally be"screened out by the squad sergeant and provide 

more insight into 'che relationship between clearances and inacti-

vations after investigation. 

2. UCR clearance rates and ~ggregate data about offenses which 

were submitted to the command staff did not accurately reflect the 

performance of detectives in processing their assigned cases. 

Figure 1 was the initial recommended format for a monthly internal 

report which would provide the UCR data, workload and performance 

~l9-
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1. Reported Offenses 

a. Assigned for 
investigation 

b. Inactivated by 
screening 

Figure 1 

Burglary Squad Report (Month) 

UCR DATA 

2. UCR Clearance Rate 

a. Arrest 

b. Exception 

WORKLOAD/PERFORMANCE DATA 
(Cases Assigned for Investigation) 

3. Assigned Cases Processed 4. Cases Unfounded 

a. Carried over S. Outcome: Processed Cases 

b. New cases a. Arrest 

c. Reactivated b. Exception 

d. Sub-total c. Inactivation __ _ 

e. Cal.'l'ied fwd(-) __ 

Total 

6. Total Offenses 
(minus unfounded) 

a. Inactivated by 
screening 

b. Inactivated·after 
investigation 

c. Inactivation Rate 

INACTIVATION SUMMARY 
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data on assigned,cases and a breakdown on the inactivation 

process. 

3. The research thus far indicated that UCR data for burglary was 

frequently more reactive to inactivation rates than to the 

outcomes produced by detectives. Therefore, it was difficult 

to determine a reasonable expectation of what percentage of 

burglaries would be solved. For the first six months of 1980 

the clearance rate ranged from 22-43%. However, the consistency 

with which burglary squad clears 44% of assigned cases did 

provide a reasonable expectation of how many assigned cases 

would be solved. It can also be anticipated that there will be 

1.7 arrests for each exceptional clearance, but a high degree 

of variance could be introduced by a number of cases in which 

the victim refused to prosecute or instances where the prosecutor 

decided to go to trial on less than the total of solved offenses. 

B. Caseloads 

Research indicated that the aV~i\ragt'1 monthly caseload for 

burglary detectives was approximately 13 ca$~S a month. The fact 

that there has been no measurable impact on clearance and inactivation 

rates by the range of caseloads during the period of analysis (January-

June 1980) indicates that caseloads were not excessive. But this 

does not mean that caseloads had been optimum: (the point where the 

as'signed case clearances are maximized and assigned case inactivations 

are minimized). A more detailed analysis of burglary caseloads is 

presented later in this report. 
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c. Performance Measures for B~rglary 

1. • The performance measures discu$sed".and presented here can be 

viewed from several perspectives. They can be applied to units 

and individuals; they can be regarded as the average of past 

performance compared to current performance, they may pe 

considered to be a goal statement for investigative units, 

and finally, they provide performance indicators for the 

monitor~ng of changes brought about by policy changes or 

organizational and procedural innovations. Based on past 

performance it is reasonable to mlticipate: a monthly clearance 

rate of 35%; a clearance rate for assigned cases of 44% (Arrest -

28%; Exception - 16%) and; a ratio of arrest to exceptional 

clearance of 1.7:1. 

2. In applying these measures to individual detectives the special 

circumstances involved in exceptional clearance must be considered. 

A higher ratio of exceptional clearances in any given month may 

be caused by victims' refusal to prosecute or by a prosecutor's 

decision to prosecute less than the total offenses. Allowances 

must also be made for the geographic assignment of investigators. 

Lower socio-economic residential and business areas tend to 

~enerate a ~igher rate of exceptional clearances. 

3. In addition to the application of measures to units and individuals, 

it was also recommended that the unfounded rate of assigned burglary 

cases be monitored in conjunction with an effort to reduce the 

frequency with which the initial report proves to be unfounded 

or misclassified. 
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Performance MOnitoring: Burglarr 

A. As a result of1:he initial research findings" three signi£i

cant changes were brought about in Burglary Squad during the 

period July-September 1980'. 

1. Detectives from burglary squad briefed ongoing watches of 

the patrol force on a scheduled basis regarding the elements 

of the offenses of burglary, vandalism, property destruction 

and prowling. This was done in an attempt to reduce the 

rate of unfounded and/or misclassified offense reports. 

2. The previous caseload research reflected· substantial variance 

3. 

in the workload ass,igned to burglary detectives. One of 

the factors causing this was a logical policy of the 

Squad s~rgeant to assign new, inexperienced detectives 

a lighter caseload than their peers. However, the case 

dispOSition rates indicated that the newef detectives 

were .clearing cases at substantially the same rate as the 

others. Therefore, this policy was t~rminated and an 

effort was made to equalize caseloads. 

The MIS report formats (Section A, Figure 1) were 

implemented as a monthly procedure. The content of the 

forms underwent several revisions as a result of input 

from the Squad sergeant and individual detectives. 

There was general consensus that the various rates, 

(i.e., clearance, disposition and resolution) accurately 

reflected individual and squad performance. The revised 

forms are attached as Appendices B and C. 
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B. Monitor~ng Methodol,ogy. Performance monitor~ng was accomplished by 

comparison of case disposition and UCR clearance rates for different 

periods of time prior and subsequent to the introduction of change~ 

discussed above. 

Prior to Implementation 

January-December 1979 
January-June 1980 

Subsequent to Implementation 

July-December 1980 
Janu~ry-May 1981 

C. Disposition of assigned cases: comparative data. 
\ 

Table 11 reflects the average rates of the disposition of assigned 

cases during the selected time frames. 

Table 11 

BURGLARY 

Case Disposition Rates 
(Assigned Cases) 

Jan-Dec 1979 Jan-Jun 1980 Jul-Dec 1980 

Jan-Dec 79 

Jan-Jun80 

Jul-Dec 80 

Jan-May 81 

Arrest 

27 

28 

29 

28 

% 

Clearance of Assigned Cases 

Jan-Dec 1979 44% 

Jan-Jun 1980 44% 

Jul-Dec 1980 56% 

Jan-May 1981 48% 

ExceEtion 

17 

16 

27 

20 

Resolution of Assigned Cases 

Jan-Dec 1979 57% 

Jan-Jun 1980 73% 

Jun-Dec 1980 73% 

Jan-May 1981 72% 
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% Unfounded 

13 

29 

17 

23 

% 

Jan-May 1980 

Inactivation % 

43 

27 

27 

29 
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D. Discussion of the Comparative Performance Data 

1. There was a marked decrease (12%) in the unfounded rate during 

July-December 1980 as compared to January-June 1980. However, 

during January-May 1981 this rate increased by 6%. 

2. The exceptional clearance rate rose substantially (11%) during 

July-December 1980 and then fell back by 7% during January-May 

1981. 

3. The inactivation rate dropped substantially during 1980 and has 

rema,ined stable. 

4. The rate at which cases are cleared by arrest is stable over 

the ,entire period. 

5. TIle rate at which cases are resolved (cleared or unfounded) rose 

sub~ztantiaJ.ly during 1980 (16%) and has remained stable. 

6. Thel.m~ounded rate and the exceptional clearance rate vary 

inversely with each other: as one rises the. other falls. This 

relationship is shown graphically in Table 12. 
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Table 12 

BURGLARY 

Unfounded and Exceptional Clearance Rates 
January 1979-May 1981 

o ______ ~ __________ ~ __________ ~~ ________ ~ ____ __ 

JAN-DEC 79 JAN-JUN 80 JUL-DEC 80 JAN-MAY 81 

Time Frames 

Unfounded rate: 

Exceptional clearance rate: ... ":lcrt""""" 
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Jan 

22 
*(185) 

Jul 

57 
*(121) 

Jan 

44 
(93) 

UCR clearance rates. Table 13 presents this data for three time 

frames Jan-Jun 1980 Jun-Dec 1980 and Jan-May 1981. 

Feb Mar 

43 34 
(105) (174) 

Aug Sep 

68 65 
(134) (99) 

Feb Mar 

31 40 
(109) (112) 

Table 13 

BURGLARY 

UCR Clearance Rates 

Jan-Jun 1980 

Apr May 

·40 34 
(83) (114) 

Jul-Dec 1980 

Oct Nov 

SS 54 
(118) (118) 

Jan-May 1981 

Apr May 

34 2S 
(91) (146) 

Jun AVG 

36 34% 
(128) 

Dec AVG 

47 58% 
(113) 

AVG 

*Numbers in parentheses are the total reported burgl.aries for the month. 

F. UCR clea~ance rates and the inactivation by initial screening 

inactivation rate. Table 14 presents this data graphically for 

the period Jan 79-May 81. The relatively high clearance rates during 

July-September 1980 are explained in part by a "Sting" operation 

conducted during that period. It is also noted that the UCR 

clearance rate varies inversely with the inactivation by screening 

rate. Two explanations are possible. (1) If a large number of cases 

are "screened out" as hav~ng insufficient leads to make assignment un

productive there will be a smaller proportion of offenses which can 

be cleared; or (2) cases which have a potential for clearance are 
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Table 14 

BURGLARY 

Inactivation by Screening and U~R Clearance Rates 
Jan 1979-May 1981 

J F M A M J J A SON D J F M A M J J A SON D J F M 'A M 
Inactivation by screening rate: ______ __ 

UCR clearance rate: be''''""", ... 
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being screened out because of inadequacies in the initiaf offense 

report/preliminary investigation. In other words information was 
:.\ 
I' 

available at the scene which was ommitted ~r not collected. 

Statistical Analysis of Caseloads (January 1979-May 1981). 

11 I 

A. Background. To analyze the caseload data it was necessary to find 

a way to measure the impact of caseload on investigative performance. 

Because the UCR clearance rate represents the proportion of reported 

burglary crimes which are solved, an attempt was made to determine 

the association between changes in this rate and changes in average 

caseloads and other explanatory variables. Explanato~y variables 

(factors which would be associated with changes in the UCR clearance 

rate) selected were the inactivation rate, the clearance rate of assigned 

cases, the unfounded rate and monthly average caseload as a percent 

of total reported burglaries. Data was initially collected for the 

period Jan 79 - March 1981 and a regression equation was formulated 

to measure the association between ch~ges in the UCR clearance 

rate and changes in the explanatory variables. 

B. Hypothesized Relationships 

1. The Inactivation Rate. A higher rate of initial inactivation 

would reduce the number of cases that could be cleared. There

fore~ high inactivation rates would have an inverse relationship 

with the UCR clearance rate. 

2. Clearance of assigned cases. The higher the percentage of cases 

assigned for investigation~ the greater the number that could 

'be solved and the higher would be the UCR clearance rate. 

3. The unfounded rate. The effect of the unfounded rate was not 

hyPothesized for direction. While unfounded cases reduce the 
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number of reported burglaries they also reduce the number of 

cases that could be cleared. It was assumed that this variable 

had an effect and it was included to determine whether that effect 

was positive or negative. 

4~ Ave~age caseload as a percentile of total reported crime. 

Previous research had indicated that average caseload had not 

"peaked" in terms of positive outcomesj it had not reached a 

level where the assigned case clearance rate started a 'down-
\ 

ward trend. A positive covariance was hypothesized. By using 

the average monthly caseload (Number. of assigned cases ) 
Number of burglary detectives 

as a percent of total reported burglaries for the month 

(Average caseload ) the effects of caselo~,d and the level 
Reported burglaries 

of reported burglaries were combined into one variable. 

C. Results. Detailed presentation of the regression outcomes is 

contained in Footnote 13. In general terms~ it was found that the 

caseload variable had the most impact on the UCR clearance rate. 

Increases in the ave:t:age monthly caseload were clearly associat'ed 

with increases in the UCR·:clearance rate. During the 29 month 

period for which data was collected the average monthly caseload 

as a percent of the total reported burglaries was 12.4%. Reported 

burglaries averaged 136 incidents a monthj therefore, average monthly 

caseload was 136 X .124 = 17 cases per detective. The statistical 

analysis estimated that a 1% increase in the caseload percentile would 

be associated with a 1.2% increase in the UCR clearance rate. However, 

the analysis cannot identify the caseload which is optimum in terms 

of maximiz~ng the UCR clearance rate. Logically the optimum point 
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would occur when the caseload level is no longer a~sociated with 

increases in the UCR clearance rate. This would mean that investi-

gators are approaching a workload thiat results in an increase in 
, . 

case inactivations because less time is available to pursue 

individual cases. Thus, regression analysis is estimating that 

caseloads should be increased but it does not provide an estimate 

of how much they should be increased. This information can only 

be gained by experience. It is recommended that average caseload 

be increased to 19-20 cases a month and the outcomes monitored. 

Based on the average incidence of burglary a caseload of 20 would 

compute to an ave~age caseload that is 14% of reported burglaries. 

Case Tracking: Investigative Activities: Burglary Crimes 

A. Background. Duri,ng the period March-May 1981 data was collected 

on how burglary investigators distribute their time among various 

investigative activities. Figure' 2 is the form used to collect 

this information. An initial ve:r;sion was pC'" ;:aed by the Principal 

Investigator and closely reviewed by detective division managers and 

the individual burglary detectives. After revision of the forms 

and a detailed briefi,ng with the burglary squad, a for'llI WCi.S attached 

to each offense report. After the case was processed, the completed 

forms with copies of the initial and supplementary reports were 

submitted to the evaluation team. One hundred fifty forms were 

collected between 1 May and 15 April- 1981 and represented all of 

the as~igned burglaries during the period. The code sheet in 

Appendix D was the instrument used by the evaluation team to collate 

the information. In addition to collect~ng data on time distributicu 

it was possible to also extract information about solvability factors 
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16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

2l. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

--------~--- ----- ----

Figure 2 

Investigative Activity Data Collection Form 

Assigned To: Offense Report It Date Assigned 

Response Time 

Evidence Collection (crime scene search) 

Interviewing complainant: Scene ----- Later --------
Interviewing witnesses: Scene ------ Later --------
Canvassing neighborhood 

Interrogation of suspects: Scene ----- Later -------
Field interview cards 

Locating witness, suspect 

Transporting victim, witness, suspect 

Checking pawn sheets, precious metal, scrap metal -------
Utility checks, P.R.H.A., phone co. etc. 

Crime analysis information 

Computer checks 

Informant contact 

Surveillance, stake-out 

Squad meeting discussing particular case 

Out-of-town investigation 

Search warrant 

Supplemental report taken 

Consultation with Commonwealth Attorney 

Securing warrant 

Extradition procedures 

Securing petitions 

Progress report 

Case file preparation 

Other (please be specific) 

Note:· If the investigation of this case led to the investigation of other cases, 
please note the offense report number(s) on this fOl~. 
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so that analysis could include the importan,:eof these information , , 

elements in r,egard to the clearance of burglaries in Portsmouth. 

Frequency of specific invest,igative activities. Table 15 breaks 

down the specific invest,igative activities and categorizes them 

by the proportion of burglary cases in which those activities occur. 

For example, interviewing the complainant later occurred in 94% 

(or 141) of the ISO cases examined. It is noted that the activities 

in more than 50% of the cases are, with the exception of the progress 

report, actions which are also part of the preliminary investigation. 

Thus, the most frequent investigative activities are those which 

replicate what shOUld have' been done when the initial report was 

taken. In discuss~ng this issue with detectives, this replication 

was defended on the grounds that relatively inexperienced patrol 

officers in some cases do not know the right questions to ask or 

that a complainant or witness will later recall information that 

was no~ given to the officer taking the initial report. It is also 

relevant that burglary detectives in Portsmouth are assigned to 

specific geographic ~egments of the city and it frequently happens 

that experience'with these areas provides avenues for investigation 

that are not apparent to patrol officers. These factorz aside, there 

was a consensus among the burglary detectives that a thorough and 

detailed preliminary investigation saves considerable time even 

tho,ugh some, ground may be covered twice. 
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Table 15 

Percentile Frequencies of Investigative Activities 

, 0 

I 
I 

N = 150 ' 

MOre than 50% of cases (50%-100%) 

Interviewing complainant later 

Progress Report 

Locating witness/suspect 

Interviewing witness later 

Canv~s neighborhood 

Less than 50% but more than 25% of cases (25%-49%) 
Interviewing suspects later 

Crime analysis information 

Evidence collection 

Consultation: CW Attorney 

Response time 

Computer checks 

Less than 25% of cases but more than 10% (10%-24%) 

Transporting victim/witnesses 
Squad meetings 

Other tasks 

Case file preparation 

Interview complainant: scene 

Check pawnsheets: prec. metals 
F.I. Cards 

Arrest warrant 

Interview witness: scene 

Informant contact 

Supplemental report 

Less than'lO% of cases 

Other reports processed 

Out of town investigation 

Surveillance 

Securi~g petition 

Search warrant 

Interview suspects (scene) 

Utility checks 

Extradition procedures 
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81% 

59%. 

55% 

53% 

43% 

35% 

29% 

28% 

26% 

26% 

24% 

24% 

24% 

19% 

17% 

17% 

15% 

14% 

13% 

13% 

11% 

9% 

9% 

6% 

4% 

3% 

2% 
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C. Time spent on specific activities. Tabl.e 16 lists the investi

gative activities and reflects the mean and standard deviations 

of the time spent on them •. The large standard deviations point 

up the great variation in time devoted to these activities among 

different cases. 

Table 16 

Time Spent on Specific Investigative Activities 
(In Minutes) 

Variable Mean Standard Deviation 
(Number of cases in parentheses) 

1. Response time (40) 

2. Evidence collection (44) 

3. Interview complainant 
(Scene) (25) 

4. Interview complainant 
(Later) (141) 

5. Witness at scene (19) 

6. Witness later (83) 

7. Canvass neighborhood (79) 

8. Suspect at scene (3) 

9. Suspect later (64) 

10. F. I. Cards (23) 

11. Locate witness~ suspect (88) 

12. Transport victim, 
witness~ suspect (36) 

13. Check pawn sheets~ prec. 
metal, etc. (25) 

14. Utility checks (2) 

15. Crime analysis info. (53) 

16. Computer checks (39) 
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6.6 

50.3 

83.4 

64.5 

88.4 

83.9 

65.0 

48.3 

105.7 

28.S 

216.7 

58.4 

97.6 

90.0 

33.6 

23.8 

4.8 

60.1 

192.1 

54.3 

219.0 

89.3 

80.5 

62.1 

63.7 

21.8 

367.7 

160.5 

132.2 

42.4 

18.5 

10.8 
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Table 16 (Continued) 

Variable 
(Number of cases in parentheses) 

17. Informant contact (19) 

18. Squad meetings (36) 

19. Out of town (14) 

20. Search warrant (5) 

21. Supplemental report (17) 

22. Consult C.W. Att. (42) 

23. Arrest warrant (21) 

24. Extradition (0) 

25. Secure petitions (6) 

26. Progress report (122) 

27. Case file prep. (29) 

28. Other tasks (14) 

29. Time spent (18) 
(Other tasks) 

30. Surveillance/ stake-out (9) 

Mean 

2.8.7 

22.1 

257.7 

58.0 

20.5 

59.6 

74.6 

80.3 

20.7 

253.2 

9.4 

132.3 

275.0 

Standard Deviation 

23.6 

12.1 

201.48 

24.9 

6.8 

79.0 

50.2 

32.6 

13.3 

269.07 

16.8 

202.1 

161.2 

D. Tim~ gap between offense occurrence and assignment of the case 

for investigation. It was logically assumed that the sooner a 

case was subject to a follow-up investigation the greater would 

be the probability of solution. However, the data in Table 17 

indicates that this may not be the case as far as burglary 

investigations are concerned, 
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Time 

Sam~ day 

Next day 

3 days 

4+ days 

----------=--=-~----.---

Table 17 

Time Gap Between Offense Occurrence and 
Case Assignment Related to Clearance 

# Cleared # Not Cleared Total 

20 (30%) 46 (70%) 66 (100%) 

8 (50%) 8 (50%) 16 (100%) 

12 (38%) 20 (62%) 32 (100%) 

10 (38%) 16 (62%) 26 (100%) 

50 (36%) 90 (64%) 140 (100%) 

The cases which were assigned the same day the offense occurred 

had the lowest proportion of clearances. It is important to 

remember~ however~ that assignment does not necessarily mean 

that active investigation took place immediately upon assignment. 

The data does indicate that the time devoted to a thorough 

initial screen~ng process will probably not adversely effect 

the results of the follow-up investigations. 

E. Man hours reqUired to process burglary cases. Table 18 reflects 

the number of cases which were processed in specified blocks of 

time. Time is expressed in terms of hours and it is not possible 

to translate the hours into the number of days required. The 

hours of effort devoted to one investigation could either be a 

concentrated period of time or could span several days. 
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Time 

8 hours 

9-24 hours 

25-56 hours 

57-102 hours 

Table 18 

Time Required to Process Cases 
(Man Hours) 

# Cases Processed 

8 

92 

45 

5 

150 

% Processed 

5.4 

61.4 

30.0 

3.3 -
100.0 

F. Time required for case dispositions. Table 19 provides case 

disposition in£ormation for the time blocks previously specified. 

Table 19 

Time RE~quired for Case Dispositions 

DiSposition (D of Cases) (%) 

Time (hours) Arre~st Exceptioll Inactive 
Unfound: 

8 

9-24 

25-56 

57-102 

-- Unfound Misclass Total 
1(12.,5) 1(12.5) 5(62.5) 1(12.5) 8(100%) 

14(15) 15(16) 33(36) 19(21) 92(100%) 
18(40) 6(14) 17(38) 

11 (12) 

2( 4) 2( 4) 45(100%) 
,2.( 40) ,2.(20) ,2.(20) ,2.(20) 2(100%) 
35 23 56 23 150(100%) 13 

The proportion of cases cleared increases as more time is devoted 

to inves~igation w~d most inactivations (89%) occur in the 9-56 

hour, time frame. 1\1lis is a logical progression whereby the least 

productive cases ar.:e phased out early in the investigative process 

and .more time is al;tocated to those with a higher probability of 

solution. 
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G. Analysis of Solvability Factors,. 

1. Linear Probability Model. 

In an attempt.to determine the relationship between the presence 

of selected solvability factors and the probability of case 

clearance, regression analysis was performed utilizing a linear 

probability model. ll The model was constructed with the following 

qualitative (dummy) variables. 

Y = Case Clearances (Cleared: 1, Not Cleared: 0) 

Xl = Witness (Present: 1, N~t Present: 0) 

X = Suspect named, described or location known (Y~s: 1, No: 0) 
2 

X = Vehicle identification, description (Yes: 1, No: 0) 
3 

X = Traceable property (Yes: 1, No: 0) 
4 

X5 = Fingerprints lifted (Yes: 1, No: 0) 

2 • Methodology • 

The obserVations taken were from 150 burglary cases which 

represente~ the total asSigned cases in portsmouth's burglary 

squad from 1 April 1981 to 15 May 1981. To correct for the 

possible violations of the standard linear model (particularly 

heteroskedasticity) the regression was run using Generalized 

(we,ighted) least squares. 

3. Resul ts. The results of the regression were: 

Y = .25 + .093X1 + .204X2 

s,ig .001 not sig. sig .01 

R2 = .08 Rho .008 
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4. Discussion • The regression results, if significant, would be 

interpreted'in the following manner: the probability of a case 

clearance (if there were a witness to the crime, there was 

suspect information, vehicle information, traceable property 

and fingerprints lifted) would be: 

.25 + .093 + .204 - .103 - .036 + .13 = 53.8% 

However, in this case, the regression explained only 8% of the 

variance in case clearance and only the intercept and suspect 

information were statistically significant. It is also noted 

that X3 (Vehicle Info) and X4 (Traceable Property) had negative 

parameter estimates, even though those estimates were insignifi-

cant. Xs (Fingerprints Lifted) had a positive estimate but was 

still insignificant. 

5. Conclusions, 

a. A ~igh1y tentative estimate can be made that 25% of the 

ass,igned burglary cases would be cleared without the presence 

of any of the selected solvability factors. This must be 

qualified by the presence of other insignificant variables 

and the low R2 (8%). 

b. Suspect information is the strongest and only significant 

variable affecting case clearance. This is consistent with 

other studies. 2 However, the weakness of the overall 

regression precludes a firm estimate that suspect information 

would increase the probability of clearance by 20%. 

-40-

, 



c. The negative estimates for the contribution of vehicle 

infomation and traceable property and the insignificance 

of fingerprints are inconsistent with empirical experience 

and common sense. Visual inspection of the data revealed 

a substantial number of inactivated cases where vehicle 

and traceable property information was present. This 

could lead to a mathematical negative association that is 

inconsistent over time. The same circumstances could also 

apply to the ins.ignificant parameter estimate for finger-

prints. 

Summary and Conclusions: Burglary Squad 

A. Operations. 

1. There has been substantial improvement in the disposition of 

burglary cases since 1979. The resolution of cases has increased 

from 57% and stabilized at a level of about 73%. Case inacti

vations have dropped from 43% in 1979 to 29% in 1981. 

2. The ratio of arrests to exceptional clearance has consistently 

been greater than one. 

3. The rate at which cases are unfounded/misclassified dropped 

dramatically in 1980 (from 29% to 17%) but has increased 

somewhat thus far in 1981 (17% to 23%). This increase appears 

to be associated with variation in the exceptional clearance 

rate which dropped from 27% to 20% while the arrest and 

inactivation rate remained stable. 

4. The UCR clearance rate for 1981 currently averages 35% while 

in 1980 it averaged 58%. However, impact of the Sting Oper.ation 

on the 1980 UCR clearance rate must be considered. The relationship 
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between the inactivation by initial screening rate and the 

UCR clearance rate discussed on pages 27 and 28 is also 

germane here. The drop in the UCR clearance rate has not been 

associated with any decrease in the assigned case clearance 

rate (Jan-June 80: 44% -- Jan-May 81: 48%). 

5. The preliminary invest,igation by the first officer at the scene 

is a critical element that has not yet been directly evaluated. 

Increased productivity of investigators and better management 

information can onl~ go so far in improving effectiveness; 

specifically the administration and resolution of assigned 

cases. The dimension that has not been addressed concerns the 

potential solvability of cases initially screened out and not 

assigned. If those screened out reports in fact contain all 

the information available at the scene then the system is 

approaching the optimum in dealing with total reported bur-

glaries. However, if the initial report is cursory and 

overlooks important elements of information a potentially 

productive case will be screened out in error. 

B • Caseloads. I 

1. Statistical analysis indicates that burglary detectives can 

handle more than 12-13% of the monthly reported burglaries 

as an ave~age monthly caseload. The analysis does not 

forecast how much this percentile can be increased before it 

b~gins to depress the UCR clearance rate. This can only be 

determined by monitor~g the impact of various caseloads on 

the ass.igned case clearance rate, the number of cases carried 

over into the next month and the incidence of overtime. Based 
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on this data it is recommended that an attempt be made to 

stabilize caseloads at 19-20 cases a month per detective. 

2. The caseload analysis also indicated that the current staffing 

level in the burglary squad (one sergeant and six detectives) 

is adequate and consistent with the frequency of burglary 

crimes. 

C. Case Tracking: Investigative Activities. 

• -'!'I 

1. Those activities which occur most frequently in the conduct 

of burglary investigations are those which eventually replicate 

the preliminary investigation. Complete and thorough preliminary 

investigations will operate to decrease the amount of detectives 

time devoted to these activities. 

2. The circumstances of each case investigated are sufficiently 

different to cause a wide variation in the amount of time 

devoted to specific activities. 

3. The fact that a great proportion of cases are inactivated in 

9-56 man hours supports the current procedure whereby cases 

are closed in 10 working days unless ther~>is a specific 

justification to continue the investigation. 
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SECTION B. LARCENY 

Research Questions 

The specific research questions developed for larceny squad are listed 
below. 

A. Larceny Squad Operations 

1. What was the distribution of larceny clearances between patrol 

and detective division? Did this distribution have any 

impact on the UCR clearance rate? 

2. What were the case disposition rates (Arrest, Exception, 

Unfounded, Inactivation) for larceny/property destruction 

for 1979 and for January-June 1980? 

3. What was the relationship between inactivation rates, 

clearance rates and the rate at which detectives clear 

cases by arrest. Did the UCR clearance rate reflect how 

effectively detectives were processing assigned cases? 

B. Larceny Squad Caseloads 

1. What were the Larceny and Property Destruction caseloads and 

case dispOSition rates for Larceny detectives during January

June 1980? 

2. Was there a relationship between caseloads and inactivation 

rates in larceny? 

3. Was. there any relationship between larceny caseloads, clearance 

rates and unfounded rates? 

Operational Differences: Larceny and Burglary 

Two factors which differentiated Larceny squad operations from the 

Burglary squad were that patrol cleared as many larcenies as did detectives 

and larceny detectivas alsoproC6556d property destruction cases. During 
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the period January-Jun~ 1980 detectives cleared, on the average, 15% of 

reported larcenies, while patrol cleared 16%. In many cases a patrol 

clearance involves taking custody of persons apprehendea by retail 

business management or'security personnel. During the sam~ period appro x-

. imately one third of the individual caseload was property destruction cases. 

Presentation of Larceny Squad Data 

A. Larceny Squad Operations 

',Month 

January 

Data is presented by restating each research question followed 

by the detailed research findings. Data was collected for two time 

frames: January-December 1979 and January-June 1980. 

WHAT WAS THE DISTRIBUTION OF LARCENY CLEARANCES BETWEEN PATROL 
AND DETECTIVE DIVISION. DID THIS DISTRIBUTION HAVE ANY IMPACT 
ON THE UCR CLEARANCE RATE? 

Table 20 

LARCENY 

January 1980 - June 1980 
Clearances by Detective and Patrol Division 

Cleared by Cleared by UCR 
Detectives % Patrol % Clearance Rate 

16 7 23 

% 

February 23 18 41 

March 16 15 31 

April 9 21 30 

May 14 16 30 

June 11 19 30 

Numbers are the percent of the total reported offenses (minus.unfounded 
reports) cleared by arrest or exception. The total of detect1ve and patrol 
clearance rates -equal the UCR clearance rate. 

The UCR·:clearance rate for larceny did not react in any 

consistent way with the distribution of clearances between 

detectives and patrol. During April-June patrol cleared more 

-45-

1 I. "'" . \' 
'" .. ' ~ 

--~"..-----.,.--- ---- ~.~ .. -~-. --~ ---------

'-.-': 

.? I • 

.::'" 
.: 

larcenies than detectives with a total UCR clearance rate of 

30% for the three months. In January and February detectives 

cleared more cases than patrol and the UCR clearance rate was 

23% and 41%, respectively • 

WHAT WERE THE CASE DISPOSITION RATES (ARREST, EXCEPTION, UNFOUNDED, 
INACTIVATION) FOR LARCENY/PROPERTY DESTRUCTION FOR 1979 AND FOR 
JANUARY-JUNE 1980? 

Table 21 

LARCENY/PROPERTY DESTRUCTION 

Case Disposition Rates 
(Assigned Cases) 

January-December 1979 and January-June 1980 

Arrest % Exception % Unfounded % Inactivation % 

Jan-Dec 1979 27 25 13 35 

Jan-Jun 1980 20 32 15 33 

----------------------------------------------~----------------------------

Larceny 

Table 22 

LARCENY/PROPERTY DESTRUCTION 

Case Disposition Rates 
January-June 1980 

Arr~st % Exception % 

22 31 

Unfounded % 

16 

Inactivation % 

31 

Property Dest. 13 39 9 39 

Table 21 shows that the essential difference between 1979 and 

the January-June 1980 disposition rat~s is that the latter 

period is characterized by a 7% drop in arrests and a 7% 

increase in exceptional clearances, while the unfounded and 

inactivation rates remained essentially stable. Table 22 

separates larceny and property destruction "and shows that the 
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Jan 

Feb 

March 

April 

May 

June 

NOTES: 

·------------. 

ratio of arrests to exceptional clearances is much ~igher for . 

larceny than property destruction. These ratios compute to 

.7 for larceny and .3 for property destruction. These rates 

are also significantly different from the arrest ratio of 1.7 

for burglary. A sampl~ng of offense reports and interviews 

with squad personnel indicate that the high proportion of 

juvenile offenders involved in petty larceny and property 

destruction crimes generates a higher rate of exceptional I 

clearance. Accommodations between the parents of the offender 

and the victim are often made, or restitution of some sort is 

effected. 

WHAT WERE THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN INACTIVATION RATES, CLEARANCE 
RATES AND nIE RATE AT WHICH DETECTIVES CLEAR CASES BY ARREST. 
DID mE CLEARANCE RATE REFLECT HOW EFFECTIVELY DETECTIVES 
PROCESSING ASSIGNED CASES? 

Table 23 

LARCENY 

Inactivation, Clearance and Outcome Rates 
January-June 1980 

Inactivation UCR 
Rate. Clearance Rate 

86 23.5 

81 41 

86 31 

86 30 

85 30 

89 30 

OutcoJl1e 
Arrest Rate 

28 

13 

31 

34 

40 

24 

1. The inactivation rate is computed by .divid~ng the total cases inacti-

vated by initial screen~ng and investigators by the total cases 
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. processed (minus unfounded cases) • 

2. The ~earance rate is the monthly UCR statistic. 

3. The outcome arrest rate is the percentage of the total caseload 

assigned to detectives which was cleared by arrest. 

As was the case with burglary, the UCR clearance rate did not 

give an accurate picture of investigative performance. February, 

which had the ~ighest clearance rate (41%) also saw the lowest 

number of cases cleared by arrest (13%). The highest percentages 

of arrests took place during.Aprjl and May (34% and 40%, respect

ively), but the UCR clearance rate was at an average level of 

30%. As with burglary there was some indication that higher 

inactivation rates may be associated with lower clearance rates. 

The higher inactivation rat~s of 86 and 89 percent were associated 

with the lower clearance rates of 23, 30 and 31 percent, while 

the lowest inactivation rate of 81% was associated with the 

highest clearance rate (41%). 

B. Larceny Squad Caseloads 

WHAT WERE THE LARCENY AND PROPERTY DESTRUCTION CASELOADS AND 
CASE DISPOSITION RATES FOR LARCENY' DETECTIVES DURING JANUARY
JUNE 1980? 
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Table 24 
1\; , .. 

LARCENY AND PROPERTY DESTRUCTION 
j 

Assigned Case Dispositions 
, J January-June 1980 

Detective Cases Arrest ExceEtion Unfounded Inactivated 

A Larceny(76%) 79 18(23%) 22(28%) 17(22%) 22 (27%) 

ACLD(Mo) Prop Dest(24%)~ 2( 8%) 11(14%) 3(12%) 9(36%) 

17 Total Cases 104 20(19%) 33(32%) 20(19%) 31 (30%) 

B Larceny (73%) 61 24(39%) 13(21%) 4( 7%) 20(33%) 

ACLD Prop Dest(27%)~ 4(17%) 5(22%) O( 0%) 14(61%) 

14 (too) Total Cases 84 28(33%) 18(21%) S( 6%) 34(40%) 

C Larceny (76%) 97 16(16%) 42(43%) 16(16%) 23(25%) 

ACLD Prop Dest(24%)~ 4(13%) 17(57%) 4(13%) 5(17%) 

21 (Mo) Total Cases 127 20(16%) 59(46%) 20(16%) 28(22%) 

0 Larceny (83%) 59 18(31%) 17(29%) 13(22%) 11 (18%) 

ACLD Prop Dest(17%) 1l 2(17%) 4(33%) O( 0%) 6(50%) 

12 (Mo) Total Cases 71 20(28%) 21 (30%) 13 ( 8%) 17(24%) 

E* Larceny (65%) 34 , 3( 9%) 9(27%) 11 (32%) 11(32%) 

(3) ACLD Prop Dest(35%) 19 1( 5%) 4(21%) 2(11%) 12(63%) 

18 (Mo) Total Cases 53 4( 8%) 13(25%) 13 (25%) 23(42%) 

F* Larceny (79%) 34 6(18%) 9(26%) 3( 9%) 16(47%) 

(4) :ACW Prop Dest(21%) 9 1 (11%) 6(67%) 1(11%) 1{11%) 

11 (Mo) Total Cases 43 7(16%) 15(35%) 4( 9%) 17( 40%) 

Average case10ad per month = ~ 
Larceny = 11 

Prop Dest = 4 

*Data on E and F is for 3 and 4 months, respectively. 

- Once ~gain, as with burglary, there was no apparent relationship 

between case10ads and inactivation, unfounded or clearance rates. 

With only minor exceptions, the case assignment ratio of Larceny 

to Property Des.truction was 4 to 1 ~ and a higher rate of cl earance 
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by arrest for larceny was apparent. The average monthly 

case10ad was 15 cases per month. 

WAS TIiERE A RELATIONSHIP BE1WEEN CASELOADS AND INACTIVATION RATES 
IN LARCENY AND PROPERTY DESTRUCTION? 

Table 25 

Case10ads and Inactivation Rates 
January-June 1980 

LARCENY 
"> .-\ 

! .. .;, Cases Cases % 
Detective Processed Inactivated Inactivated 

/ 
A 97 23 24 

B 79 22 28 

C 61 20 33 

D 59 11 19 

PROPERTY DESTRUCTION 

Cases Cases % 
Detective Processed Inactivated Inactivated 

A 30 3 17 

B 25 9 36 

C 23 14 61 

D 12 6 50 

NOTE: An important qualification in considering this data is that the 

amount of time spent by individuals on casework was not known. There was 

no apparent relationship between case10ads and inactivation rates. 
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WAS TIlERE ANiRELATIONSRIP BETWEEN LARGENY CASE LOADS ,. ASSIGNED 
CASE CLEARANCE RATES AND UNFOUNDED RATES? 

Table 26 

Caseloads and Clearance and Unfounded Rates 
January-June 1980 

LARCENY 

Assigned Case 

Detective Caseload Clearance Rate Unfounded Rate 

A 97 59 16 

B 79 51 22 

61 60 7 c 
59 60 22 

D 

There is no apparent relationship between caseloads, clearance 

rates and unfounded rates. 

Research Findings (January 1979-June 1980) 

A. Larceny Squad Operations 

1. There.were several problems involved in the procedure of assigning 

.. ' 

both larcenies and prope~y destruction cases to the same squad. 

First, property destruction is not reportable under UCR, there-

fore, detectives had a split case10ad - part of which will have 

highly visible outcomes (larcenies) and another part (property 

destruction) which received substantially less attention. This 
~ 

produced a cross effect where there was greater motivation to 

actively pursue larceny cases and devote less effort to property 

destruction. Second, there-are different expectations regarding 

these two crimes. Even though detectives were clearing 53% of 
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3. 

assigned larceny and 52% of assigned property destruction, the 

proportion'of arrests were significantly lower for property 

destruction (13%) than larceny (22%). A detective who received 

a larger proportion of property destruction cases made less 

arrests. Apparently recognizing this difference the larceny 

squad s~rgeant consistently assigned cases so that each detective 

was carrying a caseload which is 75% larceny and 25% property 

destruction cases. Obviously case assignment procedures in 

larceny squad re~uired more administrative time and effort than 

in burglary squad. 

Based on the foregoing it was recommended that the property 

destruction cases not be assigned to larceny squad. 

The stability of the monthly inactivation rate in larceny with 

an 8% range (81-89%) makes it possible to make estimates as to 

expected outcomes in relation to reported offenses. 

a. It is reasonable to expect that 30% of reported larcenies 

will be solved (cleared). 

b. It is reasonable to expect that 50% of larceny cases 

assigned for follow-up investigations will be solved 

(cleared). 

As was the case in Burglary Squad, the internal monthly report 

of squad operations pT.Ovides ~ggregate data and UCR clearance 

rates but does not provide management with sufficient informa-

tion about the disposition of as~igned cases or ina~tivation 

rates. It is recommended that the monthly reporting format in 

Figure 1 be employed in the Larceny Squad as well as in the Burglary 

Squad. 
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B. Larceny Squad Caseloads. Research showed that the average monthly 

caseload for larceny detectives had been 15 cases a month. But, 

as with burglary, the range of caseloads over time and among 

detectives had no measureable impact on clearance, inactivation and 

unfounded rates. Again, this does not mean caseloads have reached 

an optimum in terms of the desired outcomes and the heaviest 

possible caseload. Caseload analysis in Larceny Squad was further 

hampered by the mixed assignment of Larceny and Property Destruction 

cases. 

C. Performance Measures for Larceny Squad 

1. Monthly clearance rate - 30% 

2. Clearance rate for assigned cases - 53% 

Arrest 22% 
Exception - 31% 

3. Ratio of arrests to exceptional clearance - .7:1 

D. Performance Measures for Assigned Property Destruction Cases 

1. Clearance of assigned cases - 52% 

Arrest - 13% 
Exception - 39% 

2. Ratio of arrests to exceptional clearance - .3:1 

Performance ~ni toring: Larceny 

A. As a result of the previous research, two significant changes were 

implemented in Larceny Squad durip,.g July-October 1980: 

1. The reporting formats developed for Burglary Squad (Appendices 

B and C) were found to be compatible with Larceny Squad operations 

and were implemented as the squad reporting system in July 1980. 

2. Effective October 1, 1980 property destruction crimes were 

assigned to Patrol Division and the Larceny Squad was committed 
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solely to larcenies (except grand larceny-auto). 

B. ~nitoring Methodology. 

To assess the impact of these changes, operational data were 

compared for the period January-June 1980 (prior to implementation) 

and two periods subsequent to implementation (July-December 1980 

and January-May 1981). 

1. 

Jan-Jun 80 

Jul-Dec 80 

Jan-May 81 

2. 

Table 27 presents the comparable data for assigned case 

dispositions: 

Table 27 

LARCENY 

Assigned Case Dispositions 

Jan-Jun 1980 Ju1-Dec 1980 Jan-May 1981 

Arrest % Exception % Inactivated. % Unfounded 

22 31 31 16 

15 25 35 25 

15 25 35 25 

It is noted that the data for the two periods subsequent to 

implementation is identical. There has been an increase in 

the inactivation and unfounded rates and a decrease in the 

clearance rates by a~~st and exception. These trends will 

% 

be discussed after presentation of data concerning inactivation 

by screen~ng and UCR clearance rates. 

Table 28 shows the results in ass.igned case outcomes for the 

three perioQs. (Unfounded cases are not considered.) 
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Jan-Jun 80 

Ju1-Dec 80 

Jan-May 81 

Table 28 

LARCENY 

Assigned Case Outcomes 
(Arrest Exception : Inactivation) 

Jan-Jun 1980 Jul-Dec 1980 Jan-May 1981 

Arrest % Exception % 

28 37 

20 31 

20 33 

Assigned Case Clearance Rates 

. Jan-Jun 80 65% 

Ju1-Dec 80 - 51% 

Jan-May 81 - 53% 

Inactivation % 

35 

49 

47 

As with case dispositions, the data on case outcomes reflects 

a decrease in case clearances and an increase in inactivations. 

However, as the subsequent tabular presentations will show, 

this trend does not represent a deterioration in investigative 

effectiveness. 

3. Table 29 presents Larceny Case Trends for the period July 1980-

May 1981 in graphic form. The monthly percentiles of the 

inactivation by screeni,ng rate, the assigned case clearance 

rate and the UCR clearance rates have been plotted and trend 

lines drawn for each rate. 
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Table 29 

LARCENY RATE TRENDS JUL 80-MAY 81 

Inactivation by Screening Rate 
Assigned Case Clearance Rate 

UCR Clearance Rate 

JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY 

Months 
Jul SO-May 81 

Inactivation by Screening rate: ----

Assigned case clearance rate: .'Ih"'''''''L 

UCR clearance rate: ...... "''''Ky·, 
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The trend lines show that dur~ng August-December the inacti-

vation by screening rate and the ass,igned case clearance rate 

were decreasing. During the same period the UCR clearance 

rate steadily rose. Thus, as a smaller proportion of reported 

larcenies were inactivated by initial screening, detectives 

were apparently receiv~ng more cases of low solvability 

potential and this operated to lower the ass,igned case clear-

ance rate. However, the ~oncurrent increase in the UCR clear-

ance rate indicates that a larger proportion of reported crime 

was bei,ng cleared each month. In January and February both 

the inactivation by screeni,ng and assigned case clearance 

rates rose while the. UCR clear.ance rate dropped. The graph 

shows an inverse relationship between the inactivation by 

screen~g and assigned case clearance rates on one hand and 

the UCR clearance rate on the other. It appears that screening. 

out fewer cases does cause assignment of more unsolvable cases 

but at the same time it is associated with higher UCR clearance 

rates. 

4. Table 40 shows just the UCR clearance rate and the inactivation 

by initial screening rate for January 1980-May 1981. The 

inverse relationship between the two rates is clearly 

apparent. 
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Table 30 

LARCENY 

Inactivation by Screening and UCR Clearance Rates 
Jan 1980-May 1981 

M A M J A S 

Jan 1980-May 1981 

Inactivation by screening rate: -------

UCR cl ea:rance rate: "'M","." 
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Caseload Analysis: Larceny 

A. Regression Analysis. 

B. 

C. 

Analysis of the data collected showed that the average monthly caseload 

for a larceny detective were: 

January-June 1980: 15 
July-September 1980: 17.5 

October 1980-June 1981: 20.3 

However, there appeared to be no direct relationship between 

investigators case10ads and assigned case clearance rates. To 

examine the possible relationship between caseloads find the UCR 

clearance rate a univariate regression equation was set up with the 

average monthlycaseload as a percentage of total mo~thly reported . 

larcenies (AC%L) as the explanatory variable. Data for the 

period July 198Q~June 1981 was the observation base. 

UCR Clearance Rate = Constant Term + Average monthly caseload 
Total reported larcenies 

Regression results: 

UCR Clearance rate = 18.2 + 1.9 

Standard errors (3.727) ( .5465) 

t ratios 4.906 3.462 

Significance .002 .01 

2 R = .55 P (Critical) = 6.93 F (Estimate) = 11.987 

Both the constant term and the parameter estimate were highly 

significant as was the F statistic for the regression. The R2 

value indicates that 55% of the variance in the UCR clearance rate 

is explained by the regression. 

AnalysiS of results. 

1. The estimate indicates that the UCR clearance rate will be 

18.2% + 1.9 X AC%L.Examp1e: The mean value for AC%L was 6.5% 
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2. 

and the mean UCR clearance rate was 30.58%. Using the 

regression formul~ to estimate the mean clearance rate gives 

the result 18.2% + (6.5% X 1.9) = 30.55%. This estimate is 

very close to the true mean of 30.58%. 

Estimation of the mean provides a point estimate of the average. 

In actual practice it is frequently more useful to know the 

estimated r~ge of the UCR clearance rate between two percentiles. 

III other words, if AC%L increases to 9% the UCR clearance rate 

will be somewhere between t~o percentiles with some degree of prob

ability. Statistically this is called a confidence interval or 

confidence band for an individual prediction (the specific 

instance where AC%L is 9%). 

a. 95% Confidence interval for UCR clearance rate given an 

AC%L of 9%: 

Standard Error of the estimate = 3.9029 

t .025 10 Degrees of Freedom = 2.228 

UCR% = 18.2 + (1.9 X 9) = 35.3% 

35.3 - 2.228 (3.9029) < E (¥olX = 9) < 35.3 + 2.228 (3.9029) 

26.604 43.99 

Result. If AC%L is 9% there is a 95% probability that the 

UCR clearance rate will be between 27% and 43%. 

b. Confidence intervals and mean point estimate for various 

levels of AC%L. 

AC%L Mean Point Estimate 95% Confidence Interval 
6% 29.6 20.9 38.3 
7% 31.5· 22.8 - 40.2 
8% 33.4 24.7 - 42.1 
9% 35.3 26.6 43.9 

10% 37.2 28.5 45.9 
11% 39.1 30.4 47.8 
12% 41.0 32.3 - 49.7 
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c. AC%L is a usable v~riab1e for after-the-fact analysis, but 

because the number of reported larcenies is not kndwn 

until the end of a given month it is not directly useful 

to operational managers. An estimate of monthly average 

caseload is needed. During the period October 1980-May 
I 

1981 the mean reported larcenies per month was 286. By 

using this figure as the average frequency of reported-

larcenies, the AC%L can be applied to estimate average 

monthly case1oads. 

Average Reported Larcenies 
286 
286 
286 
286 
286 
286 
286 

AC%L 
~ 

7% 
8% 
9% 

10% 
11% 
12% 

Average Monthly Case10ad 
17 
20 
23 
26 
29 
31 
34 

d. This analysis indicates that the point of diminishing 

returns in terms of case10ads has not been reached in 

Larceny ~quad, i.e., that point where AC%L is no longer 

associated with increases in the UCR clearance rate or is 

negatively associated. However, as was noted in connection 

with burg1aries~ there is~ogical1y a pO'int where increased 

case10ads would result in ai;\increasing proportion of post

investigation inactivations ~1s the workload allows less 

time to pursue cases. 

Summary and Conclusions: Larceny Squad 
[! 

A. Inactivation by Screening Rates. :\1 
It 
l\ 

Inactivation by initial screening ratF'js in excess of 40% to 50% are 

associated with a decline in the UCR clearance rate. Therefore, in 

addition to applying solvability and experiential factors in the 
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case screening process, the proportion of cases screened out 

should be monitored. 

B. Closely related to the inactivation by screening rate is the 

average monthly caseload as a percent of total month]:,;!) reported 

larcenies (AC%L). _ Obviously for this rate to go up the inacti

vation by screening rate must go down. At this point in time 

AC%L should be increased and an effort made to increase the 

average monthly caseload for larceny detectives to the 23-29 

range. 

C. The caseload analysis also indicated that the current staffing 

level in the larceny squad (one sergeant and six detectives) is 

adequate and consistent with the frequency of larceny crimes. 
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, PART III: CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS 

Introduction 

Research in the Crimes Against Persons section of Criminal Investi-

gat ion Division initially focused on caseloads and case outcomes among 

units and individuals and on development of reporting formats for the 

section similar to those developed for the Property Crimes Section. The 

data for this research was drawn from the time frame May-December 1980 

and study was completed in February 1981. Performance monitoring and 

analysis of data for the period January-June 1981 was accomplished during 

July 1981. 

Methodology 

Case assignment l,ogs, case files, offense reports and monthly activity 

reports for the period 1 May - 31 December ~980 and 1 January-30 June 1981 

were researched to provide the necessary data to compute caseloads and case 

outcomes on a monthly basis for the Homicide and Robbery and Sex Crimes 

squads and the individual teams and detectives assigned to those squads. 

SECTION A: Caseloads and Case Outcomes (1 May-3l December 1980) 

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to present the results of 

the analysis of caseloads and case outcomes in the Crimes Against 

Persons section of the Criminal Investigation Division, Portsmouth 

Police Department. For a number of reasons comparative analysis was 

constrained in this section due to changes in record keeping procedures 

and case assignment policy in the Homicide and Robbery Squad which took 

place after January 1980. In order to provide accurate insight into 
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operations and case outcomes, the period 1 May - 31 December 1980 

was chosen for examination. 

Qualifications on Caseload Data 

A. Inactivations. The matter of case inactivations in the Crimes Against 

Persons section was not as clearly specified as in the Crimes Against 

Property section. In many instances cases were administratively 

inactivated due to a lack of evidence and/or exhaustion of leads, 

but due to the seriousness of the crime and the possibility of new 

information, an inactivated case may still be informally assigned 

to a team or individual detective. The case might not be pursued 

on the same basis as the current caseload, but the associated facts 

and leads are periodically checked by the investigator/so Thus, 

actual caseload may be slightly higher than the formal record keeping 

system would indicate. 

B. Special incidents. Another factor which makes specification of true 

workload difficult in this section is the processing or monitoring 

of incidents such as missing persons and dead bodies. Because these 

incidents have the potential to be reclassified as a crime against 

a person they are referred to the Squad Sergeant of Homicide and 

Robbery Squad (who also acts as the supervisor for the Sex Crimes 

Unit). Frequently these incidents involve active investigation and 

follow-up even tho,ugh they may never be reclassifi1ed as a crime. 

It is difficult to quantify and systematically aggregate this 

workload with theUCR reportable cases. 

c. Workload. The caseload and outcome rates contained in this section 

reflect the actual performance of units and individual detectives in pro-

cess~ng their ass,igned caseloads. However, for the reasons stated above, 

-64-

. --:~"'M_""'.""""" ______ '_--· 
/ . 

/ 

, 



• d 

-----,----.."....---~----~-~~--- ~--------

case10ad may not be as accurate an ~ndicator of true workload in . 
the crimes Against Persons section as was the case in the Property 

Crimes section. 

Homicide and RobbeEY Squad: Outcome Rates 

A. Cases are assigned to two-man investigative teams in Homicide and 

Robbery Squad. Therefore, all data is presented in a way that is 

consistent with this procedure. Table 31 presents case outcomes 

by team for the period 1 May - 31 December 1980. Case outcomes 

are: arrest, exceptional clearance or inactivation. 

TEAM: A 

TOTAL CASES: 

UNFOUNDED: 

TEAM: B 

TOTAL CASES: 

UNFOUNDED: 

!Wi: C 

TOTAL CASES: 

UNFOUNDED: 

61 

9 

52 
-~ 

86 

2 

84 

113 

13 

100 

Table 31 

CASE OUTCOMES 

Homicide-Robbery-Assault 
1 May ~ 31 December 1980 

Cate~0!:l 

Arr'est 

Homicide 3('75%) 

Robbery 6(25%) 

Assault 4(18%) 

Misc. 1(50%) 
-~ 14(27'0) 

Cates()rr 
Arrest 

Homicide 8(80%) 

Robbery 7.0(41%) 

Assault 12(50%) 

Misc. 
40(48%) 

Cateso!:l 
Arrest 

Homicide 4(80%) 

Robbery 6(19%) 

Assault 22(35%) 

Misc. 1 (100%) 
33(33%) 

-65,.. 

Outcome 

Except Inact 

1(25%) 

3(13%) . 15(62%) 

12(54%) 6(28%) 

1 (50%) 
17(33%) 21(40%) 

Outcome 

Except Inact 

1 (10%) 1(10%) 

9(18%) 20(41%) 

7(29%) 5(21%) 

1 (100%) 
18(21%) 26(31%) 

Outcome 

Except Inact 

1 (20%) 

7(22%) 19(59%) 

32(52%) 8(13%) 

39(39%) 28(28%) 

Total 

4 (100%) 

24 (100%) 

22 (100%) 

2 (100%) 
52 (100%) 

Total 

10 (100%) 

49 (100%) 

24 (100%) 

1 (100%) 
84 (100%) 

Total 

5 (100%) 

32 (100%) 

62 (100%) 

1 (100%) 
100 (100%) 

'" 

.' 

.Q. 

# I • .. 

o ' .• j 
'I 
I 

Team 

B 

A 

C 

"_o ... _ ......... _____ ·._#q_~ ______ .. ... 

B. The data reflects some significant differences in case10ads and 

outcomes as related to the type of crime. 

C. 

1. Case10ad distribution: 

a. .Team C processed more assaults "(62) than Team B (24) and 

A (22). 

b. Team B processed more homicides (10) than the other two " 

teams (4 and 5 respectively). 

c. Robbery case10ads are unevenly distributed, 24, 49 and 32 

cases pe~ team, respectively. 

2. Relative outcomes: 

a. Robbery was associated with a high rate of inactivation; 62%, 

41% and 59%. 

b. Assault was associated with high rate of exceptional cle~ance; 

54%, 29% and 52%. 

c. Higher ho~icide case10ads were associated with higher arrest 

rates for overall assigned cases. 

Thus, outcome rates generated by the three teams may be more a result 

of the distribution of crime categories in their assigned case10ad 

than any factors relating to relative performance. The following 

tables show how team outcomes conformed to the outcomes associated 

with crime categories. 

1. Homicide: 

Table 32 

Homicide (Highest Rate of Arrest) 

% Homicide Cas es 

12 

7 

5 

-66-

Arrest Outcome Rate % 

48 

27 

33 
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Team 

C 

A 

B 

Team 

A 

B 

C 

The team assigned the most homicides had the highest arrest 

rate. The fact that Team A processed a higher percentage of 

homicides than Team C is caused by the fact that they processed 

the smallest number of total cases. In terms of numbers, Team 

A had one less homicide case (4), than Team C (5). 

2. Assault: 

3. 

Table 33 

ft~sault (Highest Rate of Exceptional Clearance) 

% Assault Cases 

62 

43 

28 

Exceptional Outcome Rate % 
(Total Caseload) 

39 

31 

21 

A higher proportion of assault cases was associated with a 

higher exceptional outcome rate. 

Robbery: 

Table 34 

Robbery (~ighest Rate of Inactivation) 

% Robbery Cases Inactivation Outcome Rate % 

47 

58 

32 

(Total Caseload) 

47 

31 

28 

Differences here reflect an association between robbery and 

inactivations even though Team B has the most robbe~~~~ PMt 

not the highest inactivation rate. After average &ssignment 

of 5 robbery cases a month for seven months (May-Nov), this 

team was assigned 13 robberies in December -- all of which 

were cleared (11 by arrest; 2 by exception). This explains 

why the relationship between robbery caseload and the inacti-

vation rate was atypical in this instance. 
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Homicide and Robbery: Resolution Rates 

A. Inasmuch as unfounded cases are the result of investigation, they 

must be considered as workload in any analysis of performance. 

Therefore, the resolution rate was' developed to reflect the rate 

at which detectives resolve cases by arrest, exceptional clearance 

or a determination of unfounded. Table 35 presents the resolution 

rates for the three investigative teams in Homicide and Robbery 

Squad. 

Table 35 

HOMICIDE AND ROBBERY 

Resolution Rates 
1 May - 31 October 1980 

NOTE: Percent of total processed cases resolved by arrest, exceptional 
clearance or a determination of unfounded. 

TEAM: A Case Resolutions 

Total cases 61 Arrest 14 23% 

Exception 17 28% 

Unfounded 9 15% 

Resolution Summary: 40 60% 

Arrest/Exception: 31(78%) Unfounded: 9(22:%) 

TEAM: B Case Resollutions 

Total cases 86 Arrest 40 47% 

Exception 18 20% 

Unfounded 2 2% 

Resolution Summary: 60 69% 

Arrest/Exception: ~i8 (97%) Unfounded: 2(3%) 

TEAM: C Case Resolutions 

Total cases 100 Arrest 33 33% 

Exception 39 39% -
Unfounded" 13 13% 

Resolution Summary: 85 89% 

Arrest/Exception: 72(85%) Unfounded: 13(15%) 
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B. The rate at which the teams resolve assigned cases has a range 

of 29% (60%-89%) •. The high rate of resolution by Team C may be 

partially attributed to the fact that they handled more assault 

cases which,tend to result in a higher rate of exceptional clearance 

rather than inactivation. There was no association between t'he 

relative unfounded rates and caseloads, i. e., heavier caseloads 

did not necessarily result in higher up£ounded rates. 

Sex Crimes: Case Outcomes 

A. Case outcomes for the three detectives in the Sex Crimes unit is 

presented in Table 36. 

Detective A 

Total Cases: 54 

Unfounded: 7 

TOTAL: 47 

Detective B 
Total Cases: 46 

Unfounded: 3 

TOTAL: 43 

.. 

Table 36 

CASE OUTCa.ms 

SEX CRIMES 

1 May - 31 December 1980 

CateS°!l 
Rape 

Sex Assault 

Other Sex 
Crimes 

Mail/Phone 
Calls 

CateS°!l 
Rape 

Sex Assault 

Other Sex 
Crimes 

Mail/Phone 
Calls 

Arrest 

3(21%) 

4(50%) 

10(59%) 

2(25%) 

19(40%) 

Arrest 

12(70%) 

Hg~) 

3(30%) 

J,(25%) 

18(42%) 
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ExceEt 

8(57%) 

4(50%) 

5(29%) 

5(63%) 

22(47%) 

ExceEt 

3(l8~) 

1 (10%) 

1(12%) 

5(12%) 

Inact 

3(22%) 

2(12%) 

1 (12%) 

6(13%) 

Inact 

2(12%) 

1(88%) 

6(60%) 

5(63%) 

20(46%) 

Total 

14 (100%) 

8 (100%) 

17 (100%) 

8 (100%) 

47 (100%) 

Total 

17 (100%) 
0 " nnCl.'\ <> I..LVV"J 

10 (100%) 

8 (100%) 

43 (100%) 

f 

{) 
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Table 36 (Continued) 

Detective C Category Arrest ExceEt Inact Total --
Total Cases: 41 Rape 6(50%) 5(42%) l( 8%) 12 (100%) 

Unfounded: 4 Sex Assault 8(80%) 1 (10%) 1(10%) 10 (100%) 

TOTAL: 37 Other Sex 
Crimes 4(40%) 3(30%) 3(30%) 10 (100%) 

Mail/Phone 
Calls 2(40%) 2(40%) 1(20%) 5 (100%) 

20(54%) 11(30%) 6(16%) 37 (100%) 

B. Analysis of Data. Case assignments are evenly distributed when it is 

considered that Detective C had been assigned special administrative 

projects during the period in addition to investigative work. There 

appeared to be no specific relationship between types of sex crimes 

and outcomes; and no sharp differences in the distribution of types 

of crimes a1th~ugh Detective B was assigned 17 rapes while 14 and 12, 

respectively, were assigned to the other two detectives. 

C. In aggregate outcome rates there is a difference among the three 

detectives as shown in Table 37. 

Table 37 

SEX CRIMES DETECTIVES 

Aggregate Case Outcome Rates % 

Detective Arrest ExceEtion 

47 

Inactivation 

A 

B 

C 

d. 

40 

42 

54 

12 

30 

13 

46 

14 

In the relationship between exception and inactivation, Detective 

B's outcome rates are the inverse of the-other two detectives with 

a 46% inactivation rate. This high inactiyation rate was derived 

almost exclusively from crimes other than rape inasmuch as his 

inactivation rate for rape was only 12%. This could be caused by 
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the circumstances of the particular cases assigned or may be . 
associated with the greater number of rape cases assigned. 

Case Resolutions: Sex Crimes 

A. Table 38 shows the case resolution rates for detectives assigned 

to "sex crimes. 

Table 38 

SEX CRIMES 

Resoiution Rates 
1 May - 31 December 1980 

NOTE: Percent of total assigned cases resolved bv arrest:, exceptional 
clearance or a determtnation of un£ounded.~ 

l. 

2. 

3. 

Detective A 

TOTAL CASES: 

Detective B 

TOTAL CASES: 

Detective C 
/' '\, 

54 

46 

\ ! "'} TOTAL CASES: 41 

Case 

Arrest 

Exception 

Unfounded 

Case 

Arrest 

Exception 

Unfounded 

Case 

Arrest 

Exception 

Unfotinded 

Resolutions 

19 39% -
22 46% 

7 13% 

48 88% 

Resolutions 

18 39% 

5 11% -
3 6% -

26 56% 

Resolutions 

20 49% 

11 27% 

4 9% --
35 85% 

B. ,Again, th~Te is'a substantial resolution rate variation among 
o I !; , /1,/ 

!'j~tectives with,two at:88% and 85% and one at 56%. This is 
,~ ',-

explained py the htgher inactivation rate of Detective B's cases 

which was discussed earlier. 
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~axy of Findings 

A. The three crime categories of homicide, i~bbery and assault were 

associated with certain specific outcome rates. Homicide was 
i. 

characterized by a ~igh ;ate of arrest, a high proportion of 

robberies resulted in inactivation and assault was associated with 

a high rate of exceptional clearance. 

B. The various outcome rates generated by the investigative teams in 

Homicide/Robbery were more a result of the distribution of assigned 

cases among the crime categories of homicide, robbery and assault 

than a result of relative effectiveness, of the teams. 

C. The variance in the proportions of type of crimes among the caseloads 

of the teams makes any comparisons of relative effectiveness of the 

teams extremely difficult. 

D. Sex crim~s were characterized by fairly uniform distribution of 

caseloads but there is substantial variation in outcome rates, with 

one of the investigators generat~ng a significantly highet," inactivation 

rate than his two, peers. 

SECTION B. Mmfi'HLY ~P.ORTS; CRIMES AGAINSl'PERSONS 

Background 

Research conducted in the Crimes Against Persons section revealed 

problems similar to those initially found in the Property Crimes. 

,Again, the rate at which cases were inactivated by screening had more 

impact on UCR clearance rates than did the outcomes of cases aSSigned 

for investigation and the monthly report did not highl.ight these out-

come rates. Th§',1-bility'to track case outcomes by crime:c9t.ltegory was 
~- ,( 

complicated somewhat by the multiple crime cat;egories ass~gned to the 

functional squads in the section. Homicide and Rob~ery detectives also 
,f 
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investigate felony and si)'1ple assaults, missing persons and threat

ening phone calls or' correspondenc~. The sex crimes unit handles 

various types of sex crimes, and depending on workload also assists 

with missi.ng persons investigations and threatening phone calls and 

correspondence. 

Report Fo~~ 

For the above reasons, development of reporting formats for the 

Crimes Against Persons section was an involved process which involved 

several revisions in order to capture the necessary information and 

still have an instrument that Mas not. administratively burdensome. 

The formats developed are attached as Appendices E throughH. The 

need to monitor the various types of crimes handled by individuals 

and units resulted in a report which is considerably more complex. than 

that employed in the Property Crimes section. 
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SECTION C: PERFORMANCE MONITORING, CRIMES AGAINST PERSCNS 

Homicide and Robbexy 

A. In addition to the implementation of the monthly reporting system 

in February 1981, a case assignment policy was introduced which 

attempted to equalize the assault, robbery and homicide caseloads 

among the investigative teams in Homicide and Robbery Squad. To 

assess the impact of these changes additional data was collected 

for the time frame January~June 1981 and compared to the previous 

data. 

B. Caseload Distribution: Homicide, Robbery and Assault. 

1. Table 39 shows the percentile distribution of assigned cases by 

crime category for each of the three investigative teams. 

Table 39 

DIS'~' lUBUTION OF CASELOAD AMONG CRIME CATEGORIES 

Homicide and Robbery Squad 
1 Jan-30 June 1981 

Homicide % Robbe!i: % Assault % Mis. % 

Team A 6% Za% 56% 4% 100% 

Team B 6% 29% 56% 9% 100% 

Team C 4% 35% 61% 100% 

2. Data Analysis. 

It is clear that the effort to TJore evenly distribute the types of 
l! 

cases has been successful. There is very little variance among the 

three teams ancit.i.ere is a substantial difference between this data 

~r that shoWn in Table 40 for the previous period of 1 May-31 

D~~~mber 1980, which reflects very uneven caseloads in terms of 
'\ 

crime'\ategories. 
\! 
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TaQle 40 

DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD AMONG CRIME CATEGORIES 

Homicide and Robbery Squad 
1 May-31 December 1980 

Homicide Robbery Assault Misc. Total 

Team A 8% 46% 42% 4% 100% 

Team B 12% 58% 28% 2% 100% 

Team C 5% 32% 62% 1% 100% 

C. Clase Outcomes. Table 41 compares the overall case outcomes produced 
. 

for the three investigative teams for the two time periods May-December 

1980 and January-June 1981. 

Team A 

May-Dec 80 

Jan-Jun 81 

Team B 

May-Dec 80 

Jan~Jun 81 

Team C 

May-Dec 80 

Jan-Jun 81 

Table 41 

CASE OUTCOMES: HOMICIDE AND ROBBERY 

May-Dec 1980 Jan-Jun 1981 

Arrest ~eption 

27% 33% 

26% 22% 

48% 21% 

37% 20% 

33% 39% 

38% 22% 

Inactivation 

40% 

52% 

31% 

43% 

28% 

40% 

.All three, teams have experienced an increase in the proportion of 

cases inactivated and, conversely, a decrease in overall clearances. 
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Team C has made a greater proportion of arrests as opposed to 

exceptional clearance in the latter period (Jan-Jun 81) and their 

results are very close to the results produced by Team B. Team C 

arrest rate is stab~e for the two periods, but the Jan-June 1981 time 

frame saw a substantial increase in their inactivation rate and a 

proportionate reduction in the exception clearance rate. Inasmuch 

as case10ads have been equalized to a great extent, the differences 

in outcomes among the teams cannot be attributed to caseload 

characteristics. 

D. Case Outcomes and Crime Categories. The previous research noted . 
that homicide was a.ssociated with a high rate of arrest, robbery with 

a high inactivation rate and assault with a high rate of exception 

clearance. 

1. The data for Jan-June 1981 was analyzed to see if these relationships 

were still apparent. Table 42 presents the data. 

2. Analysis of Data. 

There is a substantial difference in regard to assaUlt. The average 

exceptional clearance rate for this crime was 45% and the arrest rate 
)r 

was 34% duri,ng May-December "1980. Thus, these two JJrates have under-

. gone a reversal during January-June 1981 and assault is presently 

characterized bya ~igh rate of arrest. 
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E. UCR Clearance Rates: Robbery and Assault. To provide a long term 

view of the trend in the·UCR clearance for these two crimes, data 

was collected for the Ht month period Jan 1980-June 1981. 

100 
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40 

30 

20 

10 

1. Table 43 presents the data in graphic form. 

Table 43 

UCR CLEARANCE RATES: ASSAULT AND ROBBERY 

1 Jan 80 - 30 June 81 

J F M A M J J A S 
1980 
Assaul t: __ _ 

Robbery: VI"",., 
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2. Analysis of Data. 

a. Assault 

(1) Assault had a relatively stable clearance rate from February 

1980 to September 1980 and then varied substantially for 

the rest of the period as the data below reflects. 

Feb-Sep 80 Average UCR Clearance Rate 74% 

Standard Deviation 3.3 

Variance 10.8 

Oct 80-Jun 81 Average UCR Clearance R.ate 65% 

Standard Deviation 14.5 

Variance 209.2 

(2) In attempt to explain the increased variance during the latter 

period the relative frequency of assaults durin.g the two 

periods was examined. 

Feb-Sep 80 Average number of assaults 
per month 78 

Standard deviation 16.0 

Variance 269 

Sep 80-Jun 81 Average number of assaults 
per month 63 

Standard deviation 9.7 

Variance 94.8 

Varianc~;in the number of ,assaults was actually greater /'( 

during the period when the UCR clearance rates were relatively 

stable: 269 as compared, to 94.8. The relative frequency of 

assaul ts does not expla,in the variance in the UCR clearance 

rate. 

(3) Data was available on the inactivation by initial screening 
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rate for the period February-June 1981 and this information 

was analyzed to see if this rate had any bearing on the 

variance in the UCR clearance rate. 

Average rate 38.6 

Standard deviation 8.3 

Variance 70.24 

The standard d:eviation is not particularly large; 67% of 

observations ",ould fall between 38.6 .:!:. 8.3 (46.9 to 30.3). 

Therefore, thl~ inactivation by initial screening rate does 

not appear to explain the substantial variance in theUCR 

'clearance rate. 

b. Robbery 

(1) Robbery has a lower overall clearance rate than assault and a 

decreasing variance in the first six months of 1980: 

1979: Average UCR Clear~~ce rate. 30.4 

Standa:rd deviation 14.7 

Variance 216 

1980: Average UCR Clearance rate: 34.8 

Standard deviation 19.9 
y;:;~ 

/1 

Variance ;/ 396 

1981: Average UCR ClearaQ,ce rate!.l 19.6 
~ ,~/ 

Standard deviation 8.2 

Variance 67 

(2) This data also reflects a decline during January-June 1980 
;, 

in the average monthly clearance rate (from 34.8 in 1980 to 

19.6) • 

-79-

! . 

o 

Impact of Homicide frequency on the Robbery clearance rate 

P.ast experience in the Homicide and Robbery Squad had led the officer-

in-charge to believe that a heavy homicide caseload impacted negatively 

on the robbery clearance :rate. It is reasonable to assume that a high 

visibility crime such as homicide would automatically take priority 

for a number of reasons and in many cases involve more than one 

detective team. Therefore, it was logical to theorize that a high 

incidence of homicide could pre-empt robbery investigations in an 

~rganization where the same inves~igative teams handle both crimes. 

A. To test the hypothesis that a high frequency of homicide impat:ts 

B. 

negatively on th~ ~bbery clearance rate a univariate regression 

equation was developed which tested the relationship between the 

following variables: 

y 

UCR Clearance Rate 
(Robbery) 

1. UCR Clearance Rate = 
(Robbery) 

= B - BlXl 

= B - I~cidence of Homicide 

the monthly statistic reported for Jan 

1979-May 1981 (29 observations) 

2. B = the estimate of the monthly robbery clearance rate if no 

homicides were being investigated. 

3. Incidence of Homicide = the number of homicides worked on each 

month: Jan 79-May 81. 

~egression Results. 

UCR Clearance Rate = 41.9 3.7 
(Robbery) 

Standard errors (6.25) (1.69) 

t rati~s 6.70 2.18 

Significance .001 .05 
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R2 = 15 . F (Critical) = 3.34 F (Estimate) = 4.75 

Significance .05 

C. Analysis of Results 

1. Significance. The estimate for the intercept (8) and the 

parameter estimate for the incidence of homicide are statisti-

cally significant, as is the F statistic for the regression. 

2 However, the R of .15 means that only 15% of the variation 

in the clearance rate for robbery is explained by the incidence 

of homicide. Thus, use of the regression results to predict 

the effect of homicide frequency on the robbery clearance rate 

would result in a wide range of possible results - this will 

be discussed in detail below. 

2. Test of Results. 11J.e mean (average) number of homicides is 3.2 

and inspection of the data showed that in seven of the 29 months 

the n~ber of homicides investigated was 3,., The average UCR 

clearance . rate for robbery for these seven months was ~" 

Estimati.ng this result by us:i.ng the regression equation results 

in a..'lestimate of: 41.9 - (3 X 3.7) = 30 .. 8. Thus, the error 

in the estimate is orily 1.1%. But it must be remembered that 

this tests the equation on the data which produced it. The 

.equation measures what hashappen~d with substantial accllracy. 

To estimate, or predict, what will happen involves a different 
C' 

procedure. 
(1 

3. Prediction. To predict results in a given situation it is 

." '" # 

possib~e to again compute a confidence interval with 95% 

probability. To estimate the interval (two figures within 
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which the UCR clearance rate will fall) for the incidence 

of 3 homicides in a given month in the future, the following 

mathematjcal procedUre is used: 

UCR = 41.9 3.7 = 38.2 

Standard error of the estimate = 16.539 

t.025 = 2.052 

Confidence Interval 95% = 38.2 + (2.052 X 16.539) 

= 38.2 + 33.94 

= 4.26 - 72 .14 

Thus, if no homicides were investigated in a given month the 

UCR clearance rate would be between 4% and 72%. This is not 

usable information. The large standard error of the estimate 

is a con commit ant of the low R2 (.15). 

4. Based on the data for the 29 months the frequency of homicides 

does have a ~egative effect on robbery clearance rate but many 

other factors are involved. The relationship is relatively 

weak and cannot be used for prediction or resource allocation 

with any accuracy. 
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Sex Crimes 

A. The research conducted for the period May-December 1980 did not 

result in any significant findings in regard to Sex Crimes. With 

an additional six months (January-June 1981) of data available it 

was possible to evaluate case loads and the outcomes associated 

with the various categories of se)~ c:r:imes as well to examine 

relative performance for the previous (1980) and current (1981) 

time frames. 

B. Average monthly caseloads: Sex Crimes Detectives 

Time Frame Time Frame 

May-December 1980 January-June 1981 

Detective Avg. Caseload Detective Avg. Caseload 

A 6.75 A 4.5 

B 5.75 B 6.5 

C 5.12 C 5.5 

Overall Avg. 5.8 Overall Avg. 5.5 

For the 14 months considered average caseload has been approx-

imate1y six cases a month • 

C. Aggregate Case Outcome Rates. Table 44 presents case outcome 

rates for the two periods examined: 
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Detective 

A 

May-Dec 80 
Jan-Jun 81 

B 

May-Dec 80 
Jan-Jun 81 

C 

May-Dec 80 
Jan-Jun 81 

Table 44 

SEX CRI~ffiS DETECTIVES 

Aggregate Case Outcome Rates 
May-December 1980 : January-June 1981 

Arrest 

40% 
37% 

42% 
34% 

54% 
48% 

Exception 

47% 
30% 

12% 
38% 

30% 
19% 

In.act ivat ion 

13% 
53% 

46% 
28% 

14% 
33% 

Two detectives (A&C) have had substantial increases in the 

as~igned case inactive rate and corresponding decreased in the 

assigned case clearance rate. Detective B has a lower inactiva

tion rate for the latter period and a substantial increase in the 

exceptional clearance rate. In the matter of ove,rall assigned 

case clearance rates there is little relative difference: 

Detective.A: 67% 

Detective B 72% 

Detective C 67% 

The data also shows that Detective C has a significantly higher 

arrest rate for the two periods (54 + 48/2 = 5l9.V than the other 

two detectives (38% for each). 

D. Distribution of Sex Crimes types am~ng detectiVE~s. Table 45 

shows the percentile distribution of sex crimes types for the 

total ass.igned case10ad for the two time frames. 
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Table 45 

SEX CRIMES DETECTIVES 

Distribution of Sex Crime Types Among Sex Crimes 
May-December 1980 : January-June 1981 

Detectives 

Sexual Other Mail/ Detective Rape Assault Sex Crimes Phone Calls 

A 

May-Dec 
Jan-Jun 

B 

May-Dec 
Jan-Jun 

C 

May-Dec 
Jan-Jun 

80 30% 17% 36% 17% 
81 26% 22% 37% 15% 

80 39% 19% 23% 19% 
81 30% 10% 37% 23% 

80 32% 27% 27% 14% 
81 15% 25% 36% 24% 

There are variations in the distribution of sex crimes types 

(the most noticeable is the 15% rape case10ad for detective C 

as opposed to 26% and 30% for detectives A and B during the period 

January-June 1981). However, these variations do not appear to be 

related to any differences in relative case outcomes. 

E. Outcome rates for Sex Crimes Types'. In order to shed more light 

. . 

on the possible relationship between case10ad composition and 

ca~e outcome rates, the outcome rates for each type of sex crime 

was computed for the two periods. This data is presented in 

Table 46. 
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Rape 

May-Dec 80 
Jan-Jun 81 

Table 46 

OUTCOME RATES FOR SEX CRIME TYPES 

Two Periods Compared 
May-December 1980 January-June 1981 

Arrest Exception 

49% 37% 
37% 26% 

Sexual Assault Arrest Exception 

May-Dec 80 50% 19% 
Jan-Jun 81 61% 28% 

Other Sex 
Crimes Arrest Exceptio.!!. 

May-Dec 80 46% 24% 
Jan-Jun 81 45% 8% 

MailLPhone 
Calls Arrest Exception 

May-Dec 80 29% 38% 
Jan-Jun 81 14% 72% 

Inactivation 

14% 
37% 

Inactivation 

31% 
11% 

Inactivation 

30% 
47% 

Inactivation 

33% 
14!!o 

1. Rape. For the period May-December 1980 this crime is clearly 

associated with a ~igh rate of arrest. There was a decrease 

in the arrest proportion (12%) between the two periods, but 

the arrest rate for January-June 1981 was higher than the 

exceptional clearance rate and equal to the inactivation rate. 

2. Sexual Assault. The association of this crime with a high 

proportion of arrest is even clearer than is the case with rape 

(50% and 61% for the two periods respectively). The fact that 

these crimes are not part of the UCR system is significant in 

~egard to evaluat~ng investigative productivity. The system 

does not reflect the effectiveness of investigative activity in 

~egard to a crime that can logically be expected to have a high 
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4. The statistical relationship between the incidence of homicide and 

degree of community concern. the clearance rate for robbery is relatively weak - but it does 

3. Other Sex Crimes and Mail/Phone Call Offenses. Although other 

sex crimes is associated in a relatively high rate of arrest, 

the variance between exceptional clearance and inactivation 

makes it questionable to associate these cri1es with any 

specific outcome. The variance of outcomes with regards ·to 

Mail and Phone Call offenses does not allow any inferences to 

be made. 

Summary of Findings: Crimes Against Persons 

A. Homicide and Robbery 

1. The more uniform caseload distribution allows for comparative 

2. 

3. 

performance evaluation among investigative teams. 

Homicide and robbery investigations continue to have characteristic 

outcomes with homicide resulting in a high rate of arrest and robbery 

as.sociated with a high rate of inactivation. Assault which had 

previously been associated with a high rate of exceptional clearance 

is currently characterized by high rates of arrest. It is question

able that the circumstances of assault crimes have undergone a 

consistent change therefore i~ is recommended that the reporting 

and classification procedures involved in assault cases be closely 

examined. 

The crimes of robbery and assault have an extreme variation in the 

monthly UCRclearance rate which frustrates the ability to 

make any prediction as to a reasonable expectation ~f clearance. 

It is further noted that, in general terms, the clearance rate for 

robbery is declining. 
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exist and it is negative. It can be said with some assurance that 

a heavy homicide caseload will pre-empt investigative activity 

that would normally be devoted to robbery cases. There is no 

apparent effect of the homicide caseload on assault clearances. 

B. Sex Crimes 

1. Rape and sexual assault are characterized by high rates of arrest. 

Even though sexual assault .is not reportable under the UCR system, 

it is a category that encompasses criminal acts which can attract a 

high level of community concern. This is another instance where 

UCR statistics fail to measure police effectiveness. 

2. The caseload in the sex crimes unit is distributed o'a a fairly even 

3. 

basis among the various categories of this crime. Caseload compo-

.sition does not appear to be related to the outcome rates achieved 

by the individual investigators and relative comparisons of perform

ance can be l.egitimately made. It is' noted that Detective C has a 

consistently higher rate of arrest than the other two detectives 

in the unit. 

Average monthly caseload in the sex crimes unit is six cases per 

month. However, there is no indication as to whether this is an 

optimum workload in terms of outcomes. 
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PART IV 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. Property Crimes 

1. Burglary 

a. Based on past performance the statistical estimate of the 

optimum caseload in burglary squad is 19-20 cases per month. 

It should be emphasized that the number of burglaries which 

will occur in a given month can only be estimated and the 

maintenance of individual caseloads at a specific level will 

not always be possible. However, the estimate of 19-20 cases 

a month can be used to identify full commitment and to make 

resource allocations based on the average frequency of burglary 

crimes. Based on this caseload estimate the current staffing 

ley,el in burglary is adequate. 

b. The unfounded/misc1assified rate has started to increase after 

the initial decrease achieved during 1980. This may indicate 

some deterioration in the quality of the initial reports and 

a need for more training in crime classification. 

c. The current UCR average clearance rate of 35% is considered to" 

be a reasonable estimate of the proportion of burglary cases 

which will be solved in Portsmouth. The average of 46.5% for 

1980 was strongly influenced by the Sting Operation conducted 

during that year and is an overly optimistic expectation. 

d. It is reasonable to expect that burglary investigators will, 

in the long run, clear approximately one-half of their assigned 

cases. 

" 

e. The analysis of burglary solvability factors clearly indicated 

that suspect information was the only sta,t~stically s,ignificant 

factor associated with case clearance. Our research thus far 

indicates that the experienced judgment of squad sergeants and 

detectives in evaluating the presence or absence of certain ele

ments of information (solvability factors) provides a sound basis: 

for case screening. The effectiveness of the case screening 

procedure should be the subject of continued monitoring and 

research. 

f. The most frequent investigative activities in the burglary 

squad replicate the actions which should be taken during the 

preliminary inves~igation. Thus, the qUality of the preliminary 

patrol investigation must be examined. In addition, the elements 

of a preliminary investigation must be' specified. 

2. Larceny 

a. Insofar as circumstances allow, the average monthly caseload for 

larceny detectives should be between 23-29 cases a month and 

as~igned case outcomes closely monitored. Based on the average 

frequency of larceny crimes the current staffing level of one 

sergeant and six investigators is considered adequate. 

b. There is a clear inverse relationship between the inactivation 

by screening rate and the UCR clearance rate. 

c. The inactivation by screening rate is an important indicator 

of trends in the UCR clearance rate. When initial inactivations 

approach the 40-50% range the assignment of more cases should be 

considered even though those cases have marginal solvability. 
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d. If larceny detectives are assigned to a larger proportion of 

larcenies their individual clearance rates will drop as they, 

receive a greater number of cases with marginal solvability. 

However, in terms of total reported larcenies, a l~ger 

proportion will be cleared~ because in terms of numbers more 

cases are solved. 

e. .It is reasonable to expect that larceny investigators will, 

in the long run, clear at least forty percent of their assigne4 

cases. 

f. The current UCR clearance rate of 30% is considered to be a 

reasonable estimate of the proportion of larceny cases which 

will be solved in Portsmouth. 

B. Crimes Against Persons 

1. Homicide~ Robbery and Assault 

a. Homicide cases are most frequently cleared by arrest, while 

robbery most frequently results in inactivation. Assault, 

which previous.ly was characterized by exceptional clearance 

is now most frequently Cleared by arrest. Th~ reason for this 

is not clear and may be the result of classification and pro-

cedural changes which should be checked for consistency with 

UCR report~ng criteria. 

b. Caseloads are now more evenly distributed among the teams in 

Homicide and Robbery squads which will allow for evaluation 

of comparative performance. 

c. The extreme variation in the monthly UCR clearance rates for 

assault and robbery makes it difficult to replicate the case-

load analysis done for property crimes. The substantial 
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unexplained variation presently frustrates the ability to make 

an association between caseloads and outcomes. 

d. Additional research will be reqUired in order to better approx-

imate the optimum caseload for Homicide and Robbery investigators. 

3.. Sex Crimes 

a. Rape and sexual assault are both characterized by high rates of 

arrest. This should be kept in mind when comparing the relative 

performance of investigators in the unit. 

b. Caseloads in the unit are quite evenly distributed among the 

categories of crime handled by the unit. 

c. A mixed caseload of six per month has been the past average but 

this does not necessarily establish the optimum caseload. Addi

tional research is needed to establish the optimum caseload 

for the sex crimes unit. 

-92-

" 

~ , 
14 

1\ 
11 · 
!\ 
'I-1\ 
1 } 
1 ' , 
) 'r' 



, I 

i 

. ~ 
. .l 

--"..----,------,.---------~------------- ---

PART V 

DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

A. Preliminary Investigations. Thus far, research in the investigative 

function has concentrated on Criminal Investigati~ns Division. The 

role of the patrol force in the investigative function has not been 

directly evaluated. Research thus far has revealed that the most 

frequent investigative activities are those which replicate the prelim

inary investigation and it is also relevant that the unfounded/misclass

ified rate for burglary an~ larceny is 23% and 25% respectively. These 

factors indicate a clea.r need to evaluate the preliminary investigative 

function and assess its conformity with the overall investigative mission. 

B. Caseloads. The recommendations regarding caselo~ds in the property 

crimes section should be monitored on a continuing basis to insure that 

C. 

D. 

maximum productivity is achi~ved. TIie caseloads in the ,Crimes Against 

Persons section reqUires more resea~ch to provide management with a 

usable estimate of what level of caseload represents a reasonable cornmit-

ment for investigators. 

Team Assignments. The team assignment policy in Homicide and Robbery 

Squad should be thoroughly examined to determine if this procedure is in 

fact more productive than case assignment to individuals. 

General Assignment Function. Crimes involving checks, auto theft and 

other miscellaneous offenses are not all UCR reportable but commit 

substantial investigative resources. Performance indicators and case

load analysis is required in order to provide effective management of 

these inves~igations. 
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13. Regression Analysis B~rglary Caseload. 

A. Equation #1 

Y - UCRClearance Rate 

Inactivation Rate (Initial Screening) 

X2 - Clearance Rate of Assigned Cases 

X3 - The Unfounded Rate 

X4 - Average Caseload as a Percentile of Total Reported Crime 

N = 27 (months: January 1979-March 1981) 

1. Analysis of Results 

Y 

UCR Clearance 
Rate 

Estimated 
Coefficients 

Standard 
Error 

t ratio 
22 DF 

Sig. P = 
Standardized 
Coefficient 

a. 

b. 

Xl X2 X3 X4 
Inactivation Assigned Unfounded Caseload % 
Rate Case Clear- Rate of total 

ance Rate Burglaries 

-.08 .35 -.28 3.8 

.099 .067 1.36 .62 

.81 5.2 2.02 6.2 

.45 .002 .07 .002 

.09' .51 .19 .66 

Significance of the regression: 2 R = .85 F = 30.837 

85% of the variation in Y is explained by the regression 

at a significance: level of at· least .01. 

Significance of the parameter estimates. 

(1) Screening Inactivation Rate. (Xl = -.08). The 

-------~~~~--------~~--------------------------~ 

2. 

estimate indicates that a 1% increase in the inacti-

vat ion rate would decrease the UCR clearanc~ rate by 

.08%. However, this estimate is not statistically 

significant. 

(2) TIle assigned case clearance rate. CX2 = .35). The 

estimate indicates that a 1% increase in assigned case 

clearances would be associated with a .35% increase in 

the UCR clearance rate. The coefficient is significant 

at the .002 level and the standardized coefficient of 

.51 is relatively high. 

(3) The unfounded rate. (X3 = .28). A 1% increase in the 

unfounded rate would be associated with a .28 decrease 

in the UCR clearance rate. The significance level of 

.07 is relatively high. It is noted, however, that 

both the estimate and the standardized coefficient are 

relatively small; the estimate may be significant 

statistically but it accounts for only small changes 

in the UCR clearance rate. 

(4) Average mon.thly caseload as a percentile of total 

reported burglaries. (X4 = 3.8). A 1% increase in 

this rate would be associated with a 3.8 increase in 

the UCR clearance rate. The estimate is significant 

at the .002 level. It is also noted that this is the 

largest parameter estimate and has the highest standard-

ized coefficient. 

Conclusions: Equation #1 

a. During the period analyzed the inactivation rate had no 

significant impact on the UCR clearance rate. However, 
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this is not to say that this is an irrelevant variable. 

Any extreme variation in this rate in the future might 

change both the significance and the effect of this 

parameter. 

b. The unfounded rate had no significant impact on the UCR 

clearance rate during the period of the study. However, 

the same qualifications placed on the. importance of the 

inactivation rate also apply here. 

c. 

d. 

The rate at Which detectives clear their assigned cases is 

significantly associated with the UCR clearance rate. This 
I 

is an obvious relationship which could be established without 

any statistical analysis. It should also be kept in mind that 

the circumstances of the case may have more to do with clear

ance than investigative performance. 

MOnthly caseload as a percent of the total reported burglaries 

for the month is clearly the most important variable in terms 

of ~ignificance and impact. It is much more critical than 

the a$signed case clearance rate for the simple reason that 

it ~ be changed by case assignment policy. The ,regression 

coefficient indicates that ~~ increase in average monthly 

caseload as a percent of monthly reported burglaries would 

be associated with an increase in the UCR clearance rate. 

Equation #2. The mean for the caseload statistic in the 

preceding analysis was 12.1 •. Because the caseload increased 

duri.ng the months of April and May 1981, caus~ng the new .mean 

for the 29 (vice 27) month period to be 12.4, an additional 

z:egression equation was run which included the additional tl!lO 

months data. 

" . 

----- .-=~~----------~------------~ 

a. 

y = 
UCR Clearance 
Rate 

Estimated 
Coefficients 

Standard 
Error 

t ratio 

Sig P = 
(one tail) 

" Standardized 
JCoefficient 

o 

.... ' ./ 

Analysis of Results: Equation 2 

Xl X2 
X4 

Inactivation Assigned Case 

X3 

Unfounded 
Rate 

.Avg. Caseload 
% of Total 
Burglaries 

Rate Clearance Rate 

-.27 .21 

.096 .093 

2.81 2.32 

.01 .025 

.49 .37 .022 .19 

(1) S,ignificance of the regression: R2 = .59. 50% of the 

variation in Y is explained by the regression at a 

~ignificance level of .01. 

(2) Significance of the parameter estimates. 

(a) Screeni.ng inactivation rate. The estimate indicates 

that a 1.0% increase in the inactivation rate would 

be associated with .27% decrease in the UCR clearance 

rate. The estimate is now significant but accounts 

for a small change (approximately 1/4 of 1%) in the 

clearance rate. 

(b) Assigned case clearance rate. The estimate indicates 
'. 

tl~at a 1.0% increase in the assigned case clearance 

rate would be associated with a .21% increase in the 

UCR clearance rate. Again the estimate is significant 

but accounts for a relatively small change in the 

VCR clearance rate. 
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ec) The ~~ounded rate. The estimate indicates that 

a 1. 0% increase in the unfounded rat~}l,'Ould be 

associated with a negligible increase .0027% in . 
the UCR clearance rate. The estimate is now 

positive, wher~ before it was negative. It is also 

not significant where before it was significant at 

the .07 level. 

(d) Average monthly caseload as a percent of total monthly 

reported burglaries. The estimate' indicates that a 

1.0% increase in the caseload statistic would be 

associated with a 1.2% increase in the l!CR clearance 

rate. It is still the largest parameter estimate 

although the standardized coefficient is not as 

large as in the previous equation (.66). 

b. Conclusions 

(1) Increase in the inactivation rate is associated liith a 

small decrease in the UCR clearance rate. Examph~: a 

4% increase in the inactivation rate would be assolciated 

with a 1.08% decrease in the UCR clearance rate. There

fore, it can be anticipated that substantial increases 

in the inactivation rate (20%-30%) would have a notice

able impact on the UCR clearance rate (5.4%-8.1%). Ho'wever, 

the extent to which policy can influence increases in the 

UCR clearance rate by manipulation of the inactivation 

rate is limited. The facts of the case remain the same 

and ass.i~ent of more unsolvable cases will not by 

itself influence results. 
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(2) Assigned case clearance rate. As would be expected, 

an increase in the assigned case clearance rate is still 

significantly associated with increases in the UCR clea:r~\ 

ance rate. Example: a 4.7% increase in this rate is 

associated with a 1% increase in the UCR clearance rate. 

(3) The unfounded rate has a very small parameter estimate 

and is not significant. 

(4) Monthly average caseload as a percent of~total monthly 

~eported ,burglaries (AC%B) is still associated with the 

largest change in the UCR:clearance rate and is statisti

cally significant. Example: a 5% increase in AC%B is 

associated with a 6% increase in the UCR clearance rate. 

However, there is logically a point where AC%B could 

increase to a point where detectives would be over

committed and cleav.ance rates would be adversely affected. 

(5) The detailed results are not reported here but a separate 

regression equation was run to see if the average monthly 

burglary detectives caseload, by itself, had any associa

tion with the UCR clearance rate. Analysis indicated that 
, " 

it did not. Average l •• onthly caseload only became signifi-

cant where it is reflected as a percentage of total 

reported b~rglaries for the month. 

(6) The mean (or average) monthly AC%B for the period analyzed 

was 12.4%. The monthly average for reported burglaries 

was 136; therefore average monthly caseload for a burglary 

detective was 136 X .124 = 16.8, or about 17 ~ases a month. 

AC%B cannot be an exact statistic when used operationally. 

~ 

I 
I 



r · .. _-_._---... --

The number of b~rglaries that are going to occur in a 

given month is not known. However, knowing the average 

frequency will allow approximation. An AC%B of 14% would 

compute to an average monthly caseload of 19. Inasmuch 

as statistical.analysis indicates positive results to 

be obtained from increases in the AC%B,target monthly 

caseloads for individual detectives could be established 

at 19-20 cases and results monitored over time. 
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GLOSSARY OP"'TERMS 

UCR Clearari~e Rate: That percentage of reported crime for the given 

period which is cleared by arrest or exception in accordance with UCR 

criteria. 

Unfounded Rate: That percentage of assigned caseload which is determined 

to be unfounded or misclassified. A case is unfounded when investigation 

reveals that the reported crime did not occur or was unproperly categorized 

by crime type. 

Disposition Rates: These rates reflect the distribution of investigations 

among the various possible results of arrest, exception, inactivation and 

unfounded. 

Case Outcome Rates: These rates reflect the percentile distribution of 

investigative results among the possible outcomes of arrest, exceptional 

clearance and inactivation. Unfounded cases are not considered. 

Case Resolution Rate: This is the proportion of total caseload which 

culminates in arrest, exceptional clearance or a determination of unfounded. 
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CRIMI"AL INVESTIGATION DIVISION 

SQUAD ____ _ 

MONTH ____ _ 

UCR DATA 

1. Reported Offenses 
(Minus unfounded reports) 

a. Cleared by patrol/other_' ______ % 

b. - ',Inactivated by 
screening 

c. New cases assigned 
for investigation 

WORKLOAD/PERFORMANCE DATA 

1. 

2. 

Assigned Cases Processed 

a. New cases assigned for 
investigation 

h. Cases carried over 

c. Cases reactivated 

d. Cases transferred in 

Sub-total 

e. Cases carried fwd. (-) 

f. Cases transferred out 

Sub-total 

TOTAL 

Case Disl2ositions: 

a. Arrest 

b. Exception 

c. Inacf'ivated 

d. Unfounded 

TOTAL 

... ', 

% 

. % --

(-) 

APPENDIX B 

-1-

2. UCR Clearance Rate % 

a. Arrest % --
b. Exception % ---

TOTAL % ---

3. Case Resolutions: 

a. Arrest ---
,b. Exception ----
c. Unfounded ----

TOTAL 

4. Resolution Rate: 

% ---

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

() 
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Explanatory Note: 

This report format is used to sunmarize' the activities of the 

burglary and larceny squads. The first section, UCR data, provides 

supporting information on the UCR clearance data for the month and reflects 

the distribution of clearances between arrest and exception. It also refers 

to the proportion of cases inactivated by initial screening. The second 

section presents workload and performance data for the squad based on the 

aSSigned caseload (total reports minus those inactivated by initial 

screening). The workload data (assigned cases processed) breaks down the 

number of cases actually processed during the month and does not confine 

itself strictly to the number of cases assigned during the month. Case 

dispositions reflect the ultimate disposition of all cases processed during 

the month by showing the number and proportion of cases which fell into 

each possible outcome. Case resolutions show the distribution of the cases 

which were resolved by the squad for the month and the overall resolution 

rate reflects the squad caseload performance for the month. 

I 
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NAME 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION DIVISION 

INDIVIDUAL DETECTIVE DATA FORM 

------------------------------------
. 

Cases Processed 

Carri~d over 

New cases 

Reactivated 

Transferred in 

Sub-total 

Carried fwd. (-) 

Transferred out (- ) 

Sub-total 

TOTAL 

Case Dispositions 

Arrest 

Exception 

Inactivated 

Unfounded 

TOTAL 

Case Resolutions 

Arrest 

Exception 

Unfounded 

TOTAL 

Resolution rate 

.. ' 

, ---
\ ---

--- ---' , ---

------, 
,. ---

, ---, ------, ---
------, 

------, , ---, ---

APPENDIX 
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SQUAD _______________ __ 

MONTH 
------------~~--

Case Load -----------

" 

I • , 

/-

Explanatory Note: 

This ·fonn recapitulates monthly perfonnarlce data for the individual 

detectives in the burglary and larceny squads" Basically it replicates 

the workload and perfonnance data section of 1:he squad report for each 

detective. It breaks down the case10ad into the various crime categories 

and reflects the number of cases actually processed by the individual 

detective for the month. Individual data on dispositions, resolutions 

and resolution rates is presented so that comparisons among detectives 

can be made. The assigned case10ad (total number of assigned cases) is 

given at the upper right. 
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Column 

1-3 

4-13 

14-19 

20-25 

26-31 

32-34 

35-37 

38-40 

41-43 

44-46 

47-49 

50-52 

53-55 

56-58 

59-61 

62-65 

66-68 

69-71 

72-74 

75-77 

Variable 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Code-book 

Portsmouth ICAP 
Phase III 

Case Tracking Time Analysis 
1981 

Variable labels 

Case Number 

First name; last name of the detective 

Offense Report Number 

Date case was assigned 

Date the case was cleared 

1 Response time 

2 Evidence collection (crime scene search) 

3 Interviewing complainant at scene 

3 

4 

4 

5 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Interviewi.ng complainant later 

Interviewing witnesses at scene 

Interviewing witnesses later 

Canvassing neighborhood 

Interrogation of suspects at scene 

Interrogation of suspects later 

Field interview cards 

Locating witness, suspect 

Transporting victim, witness, suspect 

Checking pawn sheets, previous metal, 

Utility checks, P.R.H.A., phone co. etc. 

Crime analysis information 

APPENDIX D 
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in actual 
minutes 

8. N/A-
reactiva-
tion 
report 

9. N/R 

, . 
-. 

I . 
I , ,~ 

Column Variable 

78-80 20 

81-83 21 

84-87 22 

88-90 23 

91-94 24 

95-97 25 

98-100 26 

101-103 27 

104-107 28 

108-109 . 29 

110-112 30 

113-115- 31 

116-118 32 

119-120 33 

121 34 

Variable labels 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 
« 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Computer checks 

Informant contact 

Surveillance, stake-out 

Squad meeting discussions 

Out-of-town investigations 

Search warrant 

Supplemental report taken 

Consultation with commonwealth attorney 

Securing arrest warrant 

Extradition procedures 

Securing petitions 

Progress report 

Case file preparation 

Other tasks 

1 Led to another offense report 
2 Reactivating report 
3 Suspect gave written ,statement 
4 Talking to suspect's parents/wife 

in actual 
minutes 

5 Collecting fingerprint: info. & requesting 
I.D./comparison 

6 Collecting evidence an.d photo taken 
7 Fill out offense repoJ:'t/youth card 
8 Complaint would not pJ:'osecute 
9 Photo line-up 

10 Worked in conjunction with another report 
11 Checking pawn shop 
12 Check other l'eports with same MOs 
13 Interview poliCe officer 
14 Recovering stolen'.articles 
15 Juvenile conference 
16' Polygraph examination 

Number of other report$ processed 

actual number ---
2 " - - , 
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Column Variable 

122-124 35 

125 36 

126 37 

127 38 

128 39 

129 40 

130 41 

131 42 

132 43 

133 44 

134 45 

135 46 

136 47 

137 48 

138 49 

Variable labels 

Time spent on other tasks 

in actual minutes ---
Offense Report Information 

Witness 

Suspect named 

Suspect location known 

Suspect described 

Suspect identified 

Suspect vehicle identified 

Suspect vehicle described 

Stolen property traceable 

Stolen property described 

Physical evidence collected (at scene) 

Fingerprints lifted/found 

Photos taken 

Type of entry 

1 Forced 
2 Unforced 

~pplementa1 Report Information 

Case disposition 

1 Arrest 
2 Exceptionally cleared 
3 Inactive 
4 Unfounded 
5 Unfounded/misc1assified 
6 Other 

Changes made in the code-book later 

1 Yes 

2 No 

Card 1~ Column 13~ Variable 1 

Time lap between the case assigned and offense reported/occurr~d 

1. Same day (1) 
2. Next day (2) 

3. 3 days 
4. 4 days or more 
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CRIMINAL INVESTIGA~ION DIVISION 
HOMICIDE & ROBBERY SQUAD 

UCR DATA 

Department UCR Clearance Rates: 
Reports Received ________ _ 

Inactivated by screening 

Assigned for invest. 

WORKLOAD/PERFORMANCE DATA 

1. 

2. 

Assigned cases processed: 

New case~ assigned 

Carried over 

Reactivated cases 

Transferred in 

SUb-total 

Carried forward 

Tran,sferred out 

'l~OTAL 

Case Dispositions: 

Homicide 

Robbery 

Assault 

Misc. 

% 

% 

SUB-TOTAL 

TOTAL 

MONTH 

Homicide Robbery ---, 
Homicide Robbery 

Homicide Robbery Assault 

Arrest ExceRt. Inact. , % --, % 

% , 
% , --

Assault' 

l-li se. 

Unfounded 

% % 

% 

% 

% % 

Case Rosolutions: Arrest Exc'eRt. Unfounded 

Homicide 

Robbery 

Assault 

Misc. 

4. Resolution Rate: 

, 

SUB-TOTAL 

TOTAL 

--
--

APPENDIX E 

" -1-

, % % , % % 

% , % 

% , , --
--
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Explanatory Note: 

This form provides monthly summary data for the Homicide and 

Robbery Squad broken down by the categories of crime handled by the 

squad. UCR data provides UCR clearance data for the month and specifies 

the number and proportion of cases inactivated by initial screening or 

assigned for investigation. Workload performance data reflects the 

detailed caseload in terms of cases actually processed, the disposition 

of those cases among the possible outcomes and a data breakdown on 

cases resolved. 

~2-

__ ..---. _______ ---.,-.-(Detect ive ) 

It Cases Processed: . 

New Cases 

Carried OVer 

'Reactivated 

Transferred in 

Sub-total 

Carried fwd. 

Transferred out 

TOTAL 

2. Case Dispositions~ 

Homicide 

Robbery 

Assault. 

Misc. 

SUB-TOTAL 

TOTAL 

3. Case Rosolutions: 

Homicide 

Robbery 

Assault 

Misc. 

SUB-TOTAL 

TOTAL 

4. Resolution Rate: 

--_% 

HOMICIDE'& ROBBERY 

~10NTH 

Homicide 

Arrest 

% --
% --
% --
% --

Arrest 

% --
% --
% --
% --

Robbery 

Except. 

% --
% --
% --
% --

Exception 

--

--
--
---

APPENDIX F 

-1-

,:"""'--------~-~.----

/' 

Inact. Unfounded 

% % -- --
% % -- --
% % -- --
% % -- --

Unfounded 

% % --
% % ---
% % --
%, % --

I 
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Explanatory Note:' 

As was the case with the forms for burglary and larceny,' this form 

recapitulates the workload performance data for individual detectives 

in the homicide and robbery squad. In addition to the assigned caseload, 

the actual number of cases processed is given along with disposition and 

resolution information. 

-2-
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CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION DIVISION 

SEX CRIME UNIT 

~ :~:~::'l:::~ u • C • R • Cl ea~anc e Rate, MO:::e--., ____ % 

ti Reports Received 
\1 In act i v.;:; "'-"'-;:1-b-y-:;-c-r e e ri in g 

:.1 Assigned for investigation 

fl Workload/Performance Data, 
~l 
~i 
t.J 

I
!:;! 
.~ 

.~ 

'! f: 

r 

1. Assigned Cases Processed 

New Cases 

Carried Over 

Reactivated cases 

Transferred in 

Sub-total 

Carr:ied forward 

Transferred out 
TOTAL 

% 

% 

Sex 
Assault 

tl 2. Case Disposition: Arrest Exce12t. 

I'l 

1 
] 

1 
) 

Rape 

Sex Assault 

Other Sex Crimes 

l-lail/Phone Calls 

SUB-TOTAL 

TOTAL 

3. Case Resolutions: 

Rape 

Sex Assault 

Other Sex Crimes 

Mail/Phone Calls 

SUB-TOTAL 

TOTAL 

4. Resol~tion Rate: 

, ----

% ---- --, --- --
% --- --, ---- --
% ---- --

Arrest 

% --
% --
% --
% --
% --

APPENDIX G 

-1-

% 

% 

% , 
% 

Other 
Sex Crimes 

Inact. 
% --
% --
% --
% --, --

ExceEtion 

% 

% 

% --, --, --

·-~r 
't 

.~ 

t 
f. 
~. 

~ 
~ 
~ 

Mail/ 
Phone/Calls, 

Unfounded 
% 

Unfounded 

% - -
% - - , 

- -
% - -
% - -

% 

, 
, 
%, 
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Explanatory Note: 

As with Homicide and Robbery Squad the report format for sex 

crimes presents cases processed and disposition and resolution data 

broken down by the ccttegories of crime handled by the unit. The UCR 

data only covers rape, the other crimes handled by the unit are not 

reportable under that system. 

--------------------------------
] . 

2. 

Processed: 

New cases 

Carried over 

Reactivated 

Transferred in 

Sub-total 

carried forward 

Transferred out 

TOTAL 

Case Dispositions: 

Rape 

Sex Assault 

Other Sex Crimes 

Mail/Phone Calls 

SUB-TOTAL 

TOTAL 

SEX CRIMES 

MONTH 

(Detective) 

Arrest 

% 

% 

% 

% 

Sex 
Assault 

Except. 

% -
% -
% 

% --

3. Case Resolutions: Arrest Exception 

Rape % 

Sex Ass~ult % 

Other Sex Crimes % 

Mail/Phone Calls % 

SUB-TOTAL 

, TOTAL 

~. Resolution Rate: 

% ---

% --
--
--
--

APPENDIX H 

-1-

% 

% 

% 

Assigned Caseload ______ _ 

Other 
Sex Crim~s 

Inact. 

% --
% 

% 

% 

Unfounded 

% 

% 

% --
% --

Mail/ 
Phone Calls 

Unfounded 

% 

% 

% 

% 



,~- :::..---~- ------

~-- . 

Explanatory Note: 

This is the individual sex crimes detective workload performance 

report format. It is identical in content with formats used in the 

other units. 
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