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THE ASSOCIATION & THE COMPANY 

The International City/County Management Association (ICMA) is a 100 -year -old, nonprofit 

professional association of local government administrators and managers, with approximately 

9,000 members spanning  thirty -two  countries.  

Since its inception in 1914, ICMA has been dedicated to assisting local governments in providing 

services to their citizens in an efficient and effective manner. Our work spans all of the activities 

of local government ñ parks, libraries, recreation, publ ic works, economic development, code 

enforcement, Brownfields, public safety, etc.  

ICMA advances the knowledge of local government best practices across a wide range of 

platforms including publications, research, training, and technical assistance. Its wor k includes 

both domestic and international activities in partnership with local, state, and federal 

governments as well as private foundations. For example, it is involved in a major library research 

project funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and is providing community policing 

training in Panama working with the U.S. State Department. It has personnel in Afghanistan 

assisting with building wastewater treatment plants and has had teams in Central America 

providing training in disaster relief wo rking with SOUTHCOM.  

The ICMA Center for Public Safety Management ( ICMA/CPSM ) was one of four Centers within 

the Information and Assistance Division of ICMA providing support to local governments in the 

areas of police, fire, EMS, emergency management, and  homeland security. In addition to 

providing technical assistance in these areas we also represent local governments at the federal 

level and are involved in numerous projects with the Department of Justice and the Department 

of Homeland Security. In each of these Centers, ICMA has selected to partner with nationally 

recognized individuals or companies to provide services that ICMA has previously provided 

directly. Doing so will provide a higher level of services, greater flexibility, and reduced costs in 

meeting membersõ needs as ICMA will be expanding the services that it can offer to local 

governments. For example, The Center for Productivity Management (CPM) is now working 

exclusively with SAS, one of the worldõs leaders in data management and analysis. And the 

Center for Strategic Management (CSM) is now partnering with nationally recognized experts 

and academics in local government management and finance.  

Center for Public Safety Management, LLC (CPSM ) is now the exclusive provider of public safety 

tech nical assistance for ICMA. CPSM provides training and research for the Associationõs 

members and represents ICMA in its dealings with the federal government and other public 

safety professional associations such as CALEA. The Center for Public Safety Manag ement, LLC 

maintains the same team of individuals performing the same level of service that it has for the 

past seven years for ICMA.  

CPSMõs local government technical assistance experience includes workload and deployment 

analysis using our unique method ology and subject matter experts to examine department 

organizational structure and culture, identify workload and staffing needs, and identify and 

disseminate industry best practices. We have conducted more than 2 69 such studies in 3 7 states 

and 204 commu nities ranging in size from 8,000 population (Boone, Iowa) to 800,000 population 

(Indianapolis, Ind.).  

Thomas Wieczorek is the Director of the Center for Public Safety Management. Leonard 

Matarese serves as the Director of Research & Program Development. D r. Dov Chelst is the 

Director of Quantitative Analysis.  
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INTRODUCTION 

This is the preliminary data analysis report on police patrol operations for the Cocoa , Florida , 

Police Department, which was conducted by the Center for Public Safety Management, LLC 

(CPSM). This analysis focuses on three main areas: workload, deployment, and response times. 

These three areas are related almost exclusively to patrol operations, which constitute a 

significant portion of the polic e departmentõs personnel and financial commitment. 

All information in this preliminary report was developed using the data provided by the 

department from its computer -aided dispatch (CAD) system. The purposes of this report are to 

provide the city of Coco a  with CPSMõs preliminary findings and to allow the police department 

to review and bring to our attention any dispatch information that may be inconsistent with 

other internal records of the agency.  

CPSM collected data for the one -year period of May  1, 2016 through April 30 , 2017. The majority 

of the first section of the report, concluding with Table 8, uses call data for this one -year period. 

For the detailed workload analysi s, we use two  eight -week sample periods. The first period is from 

July 7 through August 31 , 2016, or summer , and the second period is from  January 4  through 

February 28 , 2017, or winter .  
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WORKLOAD ANALYSIS 

When CPSM analyze s a set of dispatch records, we go through a series of steps : 

1. We first process the data to improve accuracy. For  example, we remove duplicate patrol units 

recorded on a single event as well as  records that do not indicate an actual activity. We also 

remove incomplete data, as found in situations where there is not enough time information to 

evaluate the record.  

2. At this point, we have a series of records that we call òevents.ó We identify these events in 

three ways:  

Ɗ We distinguish between patrol and nonpatrol units.  

Ɗ We assign a category to each event based upon its description.  

Ɗ We indicate whether the call is òzero t ime on scene ó (i.e., patrol units spent less than 30 

seconds  on scene),  òpolice -initiated, ó or òother -initiated .ó  

3. We then remove all records that do not involve a patrol unit to get a total number of patrol -

related events.  

4. At important points during our a nalysis, we focus on a smaller group of events designed to 

represent actual calls for service. This excludes events with no officer time spent on scene  and 

directed patrol activities . 

In this way, we first identify a total number of records, then limit our selves to patrol events, and 

finally focus on calls for service.  

As with similar cases around the country, we encountered a number of issues when analyzing 

the dispatch data from Cocoa . We made assumptions and decisions to address these issues.  

 ˂ 2,108 even ts (about 4.7 percent) involved patrol units spending zero time on scene.  

 ˂ Three call s lacked an accurate  busy time. We excluded these  call s when evaluating busy time 

and work hour s. 

 ˂ The computer -aided dispatch (CAD) system used approximately 50 different event 

descriptions, which we condensed to 14 categories for our tables and 7 categories for our 

figures (shown in Chart 1). Table 20 in the appendix shows how each call description was 

categorized.  

Between May  1, 2016 and  April 30 , 2017, the comm unications center recorded approximately 

45,069 events that were assigned call numbers and which included an adequate record of a 

responding patrol unit as either the primary or secondary unit. When measured daily, the 

department reported an average of 123.5 patrol -related events per day, approximately  

4.7 percent of which ( 5.8 per day) had fewer than 30 seconds spent on the call.  
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In the following pages , we show two types of data: activity and workload. The activity levels are 

measured by the average number of calls per day, broken down by the type and origin of the 

calls , and categorized by the nature of the calls (crime, traffic, etc.). Workloads are me asured in 

average work  hours per day.  

CHART 1: Event Descriptions for Tables and Figures  

Table Category  Figure Category  

Assist other agency  Assist other agency  

Crimeðproperty  
Crime  

Crimeðperson  

Directed patrol  Directed patrol  

Juvenile  

General noncriminal  
Miscellaneous  

Animal call  

Medical  

Check/investigation  
Investigations  

Alarm  

Suspicious person/vehicle  
Suspicious incident  

Disturbance  

Traffic enforcement  
Traffic  

Accidents  
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FIGURE 1: Percentage Events per Day, by Initiator  

 

Note:  Percentages are based on a total of 45,069 events.  

TABLE 1: Events per Day, by Initiator  

Initiator  No. of Events  Events per Day  

Other -initiated  23,389 64.1 

Police -initiated  19,572 53.6 

Zero on scene  2,108 5.8 

Total 45,069 123.5 

Observations:  

 ˂ 52 percent of all events were other -initiated.  

 ˂ 43 percent of all events were police -initiated.  

 ˂ 5 percent of the events had zero time on scene.  

 ˂ On average, there were 123 events per day, or 5.1  per hour.  
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FIGURE 2: Percentage Events per Day, by Category  

 

Note : The figure combines categories in the following table according to the description in Chart 1.  
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TABLE 2: Events per Day, by Category  

Category  No. of Calls  Calls per Day  

Accidents  1,426 3.9 

Alarm  1,004 2.8 

Animal call  412 1.1 

Assist other agency  2,062 5.6 

Check/investigation  16,533 45.3 

Crimeðperson  1,154 3.2 

Crimeðproperty  1,963 5.4 

Directed patrol  983 2.7 

Disturbance  3,880 10.6 

Juvenile  613 1.7 

Medical  27 0.1 

Miscellaneous  2,812 7.7 

Suspicious person/vehicle  6,461 17.7 

Traffic enforcement  5,739 15.7 

Total 45,069 123.5 

Note: Observations below refer to events  shown within th e figure rather than the table.   

Observations:  

 ˂ The top three  categories accounted for 78 percent of events : 

Ɗ 39 percent of events were investigations . 

Ɗ 23 percent of events were suspicious incident . 

Ɗ 16 percent of events were traffic . 

 ˂ 7 percent of events  were crime s. 
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FIGURE 3: Percentage Calls per Day, by Category  

 

Note : The figure combines categories in the following table according to the description in Chart 1.  
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TABLE 3: Calls per Day, by Category  

Category  No. of Calls  Calls per Day  

Accidents  1,388 3.8 

Alarm  995 2.7 

Animal call  405 1.1 

Assist other agency  2,017 5.5 

Check/investigation  15,243 41.8 

Crimeðperson  1,145 3.1 

Crimeðproperty  1,942 5.3 

Disturbance  3,801 10.4 

Juvenile  609 1.7 

Medical  10 0.0 

Miscellaneous  2,700 7.4 

Suspicious person/vehicle  6,227 17.1 

Traffic enforcement  5,584 15.3 

Total 42,066 115.2 

Note: The focus here is on recorded calls rather t han recorded events. We removed  983 directed patrol 

event s and  2,020 additional  events with zero time on scene.  

Observations:  

 ˂ On average, there were 115.2 calls per day, or 4.8  per hour.  

 ˂ The top three  categories accounted for 79 percent of calls:  

Ɗ 39 percent of calls were investigations . 

Ɗ 24 percent of calls were suspicious incident s. 

Ɗ 17 percent of calls were traffic -related .  

 ˂ 7 percent of calls were crime s. 
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FIGURE 4: Calls per Day , by Initiator and Months  

 
 

TABLE 4: Calls per Day, by Initiator and Months  

Initiator  May  Jun Jul Aug  Sep Oct  Nov  Dec  Jan  Feb Mar  Apr  

Other -initiated  59.2 64.9 68.4 66.6 71.9 67.7 63.4 69.5 58.0 57.3 62.2 59.3 

Police -initiated  52.7 47.3 43.0 51.4 49.5 46.1 39.2 57.1 58.3 55.9 51.0 63.0 

Total 111.9 112.2 111.3 118.0 121.3 113.8 102.6 126.6 116.2 113.2 113.2 122.3 

Observations:  

 ˂ The number of calls per day was lowest in November . 

 ˂ The number of calls per day was highest in December . 

 ˂ The month  with the most calls had 23 percent more calls than the month with the fewest calls.  

 ˂ September had the most other -initiated calls, with 25 percent more than February , which had 

the fewest . 

 ˂ April had the most police -initiated calls, with 61 percent more than November , which had the 

fewest . 
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FIGURE 5: Calls per Day, by Category and Months  

  

Note : The figure com bines categories in the following table according to the description in Chart 1.  
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TABLE 5: Calls per Day, by Category and Months  

Category  May  Jun Jul Aug  Sep Oct  Nov  Dec  Jan  Feb Mar  Apr  

Accidents  3.4 3.7 4.5 4.1 4.3 4.7 3.2 3.0 3.7 3.4 4.3 3.4 

Alarm  2.8 2.9 2.7 2.3 2.9 4.2 2.2 2.8 2.7 2.3 2.5 2.3 

Animal call  1.2 1.0 0.9 0.7 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.1 

Assist other agency  5.6 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.2 5.6 5.3 5.3 4.9 4.6 6.3 6.1 

Check/investigation  43.2 43.7 42.0 49.8 48.3 41.2 34.2 51.7 41.0 40.1 31.9 33.8 

Crimeðperson  3.6 3.1 3.3 3.1 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 2.8 2.8 2.8 3.1 

Crimeðproperty  4.5 5.1 4.6 5.6 6.0 6.1 6.1 5.9 4.3 5.5 5.0 5.1 

Disturbance  10.4 11.1 12.6 9.8 11.0 10.7 10.0 9.9 9.9 9.8 9.5 10.1 

Juvenile  1.2 1.0 0.7 1.2 1.9 1.7 2.0 2.9 1.7 2.5 1.3 1.9 

Medical  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Miscellaneous  7.8 7.2 6.5 7.3 6.5 10.1 7.6 6.9 6.4 6.9 8.2 7.4 

Suspicious person/vehicle  13.9 17.4 18.3 17.8 16.9 15.4 15.5 17.9 20.4 15.8 18.6 16.7 

Traffic enforcement  14.1 10.2 9.6 10.5 13.0 10.0 12.3 16.1 17.3 18.2 21.5 31.3 

Total 111.9 112.2 111.3 118.0 121.3 113.8 102.6 126.6 116.2 113.2 113.2 122.3 

Note: Calculations were limited to calls rather than events.  

Observations:  

 ˂ The top three  categories averaged between 75 and 82  percent of calls throughout the year:  

Ɗ Investigations  averaged between 34.5 and 54.5 calls per day throughout the year . 

Ɗ Suspicious incident s averaged between 24.4 and 30.9  calls per day throughout the year.  

Ɗ Traffic calls averaged between 13.8 and 34.7  calls  per day througho ut the year.  

 ˂ Crime s averaged between 7.1 and 10.0  calls per day throughout the year  and accounted for 

from 6 to 9  percent of total calls  by month . 
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FIGURE 6: Primary Unitõs Average Occupied Times, by Category and Initiator  

 

Note : The figure combines categories using weighted averages from the following table according to the 

description in Chart 1.  For this graph  and the following Table 6 , we  removed three  call s with  an inaccurate 

busy time.  
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TABLE 6: Primary Unitõs Average Occupied Times, by Category and Initiator  

Category  

Other -Initiated  Police -Initiated  

Minutes  Calls  Minutes  Calls  

Accidents  55.8 1,306 46.7 80 

Alarm  17.6 978 14.3 17 

Animal call  27.7 377 18.5 28 

Assist other agency  40.3 1,731 20.9 286 

Check/investigation  21.6 3,707 11.7 11,536 

Crimeðperson  72.5 1,113 49.1 32 

Crimeðproperty  55.6 1,869 43.5 73 

Disturbance  28.6 3,704 22.6 97 

Juvenile  63.8 568 32.9 41 

Medical  2.4 10 NA 0 

Miscellaneous  32.1 2,104 18.7 595 

Suspicious person/vehicle  25.0 4,786 20.2 1,441 

Traffic enforcement  17.9 1,133 17.9 4,451 

Weighted Average/Total Calls  33.5 23,386 14.6 18,677 

Note:  The information in Figure 6 and Table 6 is limited to calls and excludes all events that show zero time 

on scene. A unitõs occupied time is measured as the time from when the unit  was dispatched  until the unit 

becomes available  again . The times shown are the average occupied minutes  per call for  the primary unit, 

rather than the total occupied minutes  for all units assigned to a call. Observations below refer to times 

shown within the figure rather than the table.  

Observations:  

 ˂ A unit's average time spent on a call ranged from 12 to 62  minutes ov erall.  

 ˂ The longest average times were for other -initiated crime  call s.  

 ˂ The average time spent on crime s was 62 minutes for other -initiated calls and 45  minutes for 

police -initiated calls.  
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FIGURE 7: Number of Responding Units, by Initiator and Category  

 

Note:  The figure combines categories using weighted averages from the following table according to the 

description in Chart 1.  
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TABLE 7: Average Number of Responding Units, by Initiator and Category  

Category  

Other -Initiated  Police -Initiated  

No. Units Calls  No. Units Calls  

Accidents  1.8 1,308 2.0 80 

Alarm  2.4 978 1.6 17 

Animal call  1.4 377 1.1 28 

Assist other agency  1.8 1,731 1.3 286 

Check/investigation  1.5 3,707 1.1 11,536 

Crimeðperson  2.7 1,113 1.8 32 

Crimeðproperty  1.8 1,869 1.5 73 

Disturbance  2.1 3,704 2.0 97 

Juvenile  2.1 568 1.5 41 

Medical  1.2 10 NA 0 

Miscellaneous  1.4 2,105 1.5 595 

Suspicious person/vehicle  1.9 4,786 1.9 1,441 

Traffic enforcement  1.4 1,133 1.5 4,451 

Weighted Average/Total Calls  1.8 23,389 1.3 18,677 

Note:  The information in Figure 7 and Table 7 is limited to calls and excludes all events that show zero t ime 

on scene. Observations  refer to number of responding unit s shown within the figure rather than the table.  
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FIGURE 8: Number of Responding Units, by Ca tegory, Other -initiated Calls  

 

Note : The figure combines categories using weighted averages from the following table according to the 

description in Chart 1.  

  



 
17  

TABLE 8: Number of Responding Units, by Category, Other -initiated  Calls  

Category  

Responding Units 

One  Two Three or More  

Accidents  710 350 248 

Alarm  129 547 302 

Animal call  260 84 33 

Assist other agency  967 434 330 

Check/investigation  2,723 689 295 

Crimeðperson  246 394 473 

Crimeðproperty  1,075 458 336 

Disturbance  1,188 1,617 899 

Juvenile  237 184 147 

Medical  8 2 0 

Miscellaneous  1,501 445 159 

Suspicious person/vehicle  2,090 1,758 938 

Traffic enforcement  768 288 77 

Total 11,902 7,250 4,237 

Observations:  

 ˂ The overall mean number of responding units was 1 .8 for other -initiated calls and 1.3  for 

police -initiated calls.  

 ˂ The mean number of responding units was as high as 2.1 for crime calls that were other -

initiated.  

 ˂ 51 percent of other -initiated calls involved one responding unit.  

 ˂ 31 percent of other -initiated calls involved two r esponding units.  

 ˂ 18 percent of other -initiated calls involved three or more responding units.  

 ˂ The largest group of calls with three or more responding units involved suspicious incident s. 
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FIGURE 9: Percentage Calls and Work Hours, by  District  

  

Note:  Council district 1, 2, 3, 4 , and default district correspond  to area s ID 48, 47, 46, 45, and 23, 

respectively .  
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TABLE 9: Calls and Work Hours by District , per Day  

District  

Per Day  

Population  Calls  Work Hours  

District 1 41.1 26.7 3,769 

District 2 31.5 20.7 4,287 

District 3 16.5 10.4 4,625 

District 4 20.6 14.7 4,477 

Default district  5.5 2.6 NA 

Total 115.2 75.0 17,158 

Note:  Population values  were provided by the cityõs planning  

department and  rely on data from the 2010 Census. 

Observations:  

 ˂ District 1 had the most calls  and workload . It accounted for 35.7 percent of total calls and 35.6 

percent of total workload.  

 ˂ Excluding the default district , an even dis tribution among districts would allot 27.4 calls and 

18.1 work hours per district . 
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FIGURE 10: Percentage Calls and Work Hours, by Category, Summer  2016 
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TABLE 10: Calls and Work Hours per Day, by Category, Summer  2016 

Category  

Per Day  

Calls  Work Hours  

Accidents  4.3 7.0 

Alarm  2.6 1.6 

Animal call  0.7 0.3 

Assist other agency  5.8 5.3 

Check/investigation  46.9 13.2 

Crimeðperson  3.2 7.3 

Crimeðproperty  5.2 7.8 

Disturbance  10.6 8.9 

Juvenile  0.9 1.2 

Medical  0.0 0.0 

Miscellaneous  6.9 4.7 

Suspicious person/vehicle  18.1 12.5 

Traffic enforcement  10.4 4.7 

Total 115.6 74.7 

Note: Workload calculations focused on calls rather than events.  

Observations, Summer :  

 ˂ The average number of calls per day was higher in summer than in wint er.  

 ˂ The ave rage daily workload was  higher in summer than in wint er. 

 ˂ On average, there were 116 calls  per day, or 4.8  per hour.  

 ˂ Total workload averaged 75 hours per day, meaning that on average 3.1  officers per hour 

were busy responding to calls.  

 ˂ Investigations constituted 43 percent of calls and 20  percent of workload.  

 ˂ Suspicious incident s constituted 25  percent of calls and 29  percent of workload.  

 ˂ Traffic calls constituted 13 percent of calls and 16  percent of workload . 

 ˂ These top three categories consti tuted 80 percent of calls and 64  percent of workload.  

 ˂ Crimes constituted 7 percent of calls and 20  perc ent of workload . 
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FIGURE 11: Percentage Calls and Work Hours, by Category, Winter  2017 
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TABLE 11: Calls and Work Hours per Day, by Category, Winter  2017 

Category  

Per Day  

Calls  Work Hours  

Accidents  3.5 5.3 

Alarm  2.6 1.7 

Animal call  1.1 0.7 

Assist other agency  4.8 4.8 

Check/investigation  40.0 11.4 

Crimeðperson  2.7 6.9 

Crimeðproperty  4.9 6.2 

Disturbance  9.8 9.1 

Juvenile  2.1 3.0 

Medical  0.0 0.0 

Miscellaneous  6.3 3.4 

Suspicious person/vehicle  18.4 12.0 

Traffic enforcement  18.1 7.9 

Total 114.4 72.4 

Note: Workload calculations focused on calls rather than events.  

Observations, Winter:  

 ˂ On average, there were 114 calls  per day, or 4.8  per hour.  

 ˂ Total workload averag ed 72 hours per day, meaning that on average 3.0  officers per hour 

were busy responding to calls.  

 ˂ Investigations constituted 37 percent of calls and 18  percent of workload.  

 ˂ Suspicious incident s constituted 25 percent of calls and 29  percent of workload.  

 ˂ Traffic calls constituted 19 percent of calls and 18 percent of workload.  

 ˂ These top  three categories constituted 81 percent of calls and 65  percent of workload.  

 ˂ Crimes constituted 7 percent of calls and 18  percent of workload.  
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NONCALL ACTIVITIES 

In the period from May  1, 2016 to April 30 , 2017, the dispatch center recorded activities that 

were not assigned a call number. We focused on those activities that involved a patrol unit. We 

also limited our analysis to noncall activities that occurred during shifts where the same patrol 

unit was also respond ing to calls for service. Each record only indicates one unit per activity. 

There were a few problems with the data provided and we made assumptions and decisions to 

address these issues:  

 ˂ We excluded activities that lasted less than 30 seconds. These are i rrelevant and contribute 

little to the overall workload.  

 ˂ Another portion of the recorded activities lasted more than eight hours. As an activity is 

unlikely to last more than eight hours, we assumed that these records were inaccurate.  

 ˂ After these exclusio ns, 15,607 activities remained. These activities had an average duration of 

37.8 minutes.  

In this section, we report noncall activities and workload by type of activity . In the next section, 

we include these activities in the overall workload when comparin g the total workload against 

available personnel in summer and  winter .  
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TABLE 12: Activities and Occupied Times by Type   

Description  Occupied Time  Count  

Break 23.9 437 

Lunch/dinner/breakfast  21.0 3,881 

Personal - Weighted Average/Total Calls  21.3 4,318 

Court  65.1 211 

Out of service * 33.9 6,430 

Repairs 19.6 226 

Report writing  61.4 770 

Special assignment  47.4 2,580 

Training 113.0 787 

Transport  13.1 285 

Administrative - Weighted Average/Total Calls  44.2 11,289 

Weighted Average/Total Calls  37.8 15,607 

Note: 6,430 òOut of serviceó activities were recorded  without any added detail . The majority of these 

activities occurred around shift chang es and we  categ orized  these as ad ministrative activities .  

Observations:  

 ˂ The most common activity description was òout of service .ó 

 ˂ The description with the longest average time was for òtraining .ó 

 ˂ The average time spent on  administrative activities was 44.2 minu tes and for personal activities  

it was 21.3 minutes.  
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FIGURE 12: Activities per Day, by Month  

 

 

TABLE 13: Activities per Day, by Month  

Activities  May  Jun Jul Aug  Sep Oct  Nov  Dec  Jan  Feb Mar  Apr  

Personal  13.3 11.7 10.5 13.1 12.7 11.3 10.1 9.6 12.6 13.0 12.5 11.7 

Administrative  26.6 32.6 28.7 31.0 28.6 28.7 26.4 32.6 33.7 36.5 36.5 29.6 

Total 39.8 44.3 39.1 44.1 41.3 40.0 36.5 42.3 46.3 49.5 49.0 41.3 

Observations:  

 ˂ The number of noncall activit ies per day was lowest in November . 

 ˂ The number of noncall activities per day wa s highest in February . 
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FIGURE 13: Activities per Day, by Day of Week  

 

 

TABLE 14: Activities per Day, by Day of Week  

Day of Week  Personal  Administrative  Activities per Day  

Sunday  9.2 25.0 34.2 

Monday  9.5 33.4 42.9 

Tuesday  8.9 32.4 41.4 

Wednesday  15.9 49.7 65.6 

Thursday 14.8 30.2 44.9 

Friday  13.2 22.4 35.6 

Saturday  11.4 23.5 34.9 

Weekly Average  11.8 30.9 42.8 

Observations:  

 ˂ The number of noncall activities per day was lowe st on Sundays . 

 ˂ The number of noncall activities per day was highest on  Wednesday s. 
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FIGURE 14: Activities per  Day , by Hour of Day  
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TABLE 15: Activities per Day , by Hour of Day  

Hour Personal  Administrative  Activities per Day  

0 0.2 3.2 3.4 

1 0.3 0.3 0.6 

2 0.2 0.3 0.5 

3 0.2 0.4 0.6 

4 0.2 0.3 0.5 

5 0.1 3.0 3.0 

6 0.0 4.1 4.1 

7 0.1 0.8 0.9 

8 0.1 0.5 0.6 

9 0.1 1.0 1.1 

10 0.5 0.6 1.0 

11 0.5 0.4 0.9 

12 1.1 0.6 1.7 

13 0.8 2.8 3.6 

14 0.5 1.6 2.2 

15 0.2 1.5 1.7 

16 0.4 1.3 1.7 

17 0.6 0.6 1.1 

18 0.5 0.7 1.2 

19 0.9 2.0 2.9 

20 1.8 1.7 3.5 

21 1.4 1.2 2.5 

22 0.8 0.9 1.7 

23 0.3 1.0 1.3 

Hourly Average  0.5 1.3 1.8 

Observations:  

 ˂ The number of activities per hour was highest between 6:00 a .m. and 7:00 a .m. 

 ˂ The number of activities per hour was lowest between 2:00 a.m. and 3:00 a.m.  and between 

4:00 a.m. and 5:00 a.m . 
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DEPLOYMENT 

For this study, we examined deployment information f or eight  weeks in summer (July 7 through 

August 31, 2016) and eight  weeks in winter (January 4 through February 28, 2017) . The 

departmentõs main patrol force consists of patrol officers, patrol sergeants , and corporal patrol 

officers  operating on 1 0-hour shifts starting at 6:00 a.m. , 2:00 p.m. , and 8:00 p.m. This schedule  

leads to overlapping shifts from 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. and from 8:00 p.m. to midnight. The police 

department's main patrol f orce deployed an average of 7.8 officers per hour during the 24 -hour 

day in summ er 2016 and 8.4 officers per hour during the 24 -hour day in wint er 2017. When the 

added p atrol motor officers and K9 patrol officers  are  included , the department averaged  

8.9 officers per hour during the 24 -hour day in summ er 2016 and 9.4 officers per hour during the 

24-hour day in wint er 2017. 

In this section, we describe the deployment and workload in distinct steps, distinguishing 

between summ er and wint er and between weekdays (Monday through Friday) and weekends 

(Saturday and Sunday):  

 ˂ First, we focus on patrol deployment alone.  

 ˂ Next, we compare òalló workload, which includes other-initiated calls, police -initiated calls, 

directed patrol work , and out -of -service activities . 

 ˂ Finally, we compare workload against deployment by percentage .  

Comments follow each set of four figures, with separate discussions for summer and winter.  
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FIGURE 15: Deployed Officers, Weekdays, Summer 2016  

 
 

FIGURE 16: Deployed Officers, Weekends, Summer 2016 
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FIGURE 17: Deployed Officers, Weekdays, Winter 2017 

 
 

FIGURE 18: Deployed Officers, Weekends, Winter 2017 
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Observations:  

 ˂ For summer (July 7 through August 31, 2016 ): 

Ɗ The average deployment was 9.2 officers per hour during the week and 8.0  officers per hour 

on the weekend.  

Ɗ Average deployment varied from 5.6 to 13.9 officers per hour on weekdays and 4.9 to 11.8  

officers per hour on weekends.  

 ˂ For winter (January 4 through February 28, 2017 ): 

Ɗ The average deployment was 10.0 officers per hour during the week and 8.0  officers per 

hour on the weekend.  

Ɗ Average deployment varied from 6.2 to 15.0 officers per hour on weekdays and 5.1 to 11.9  

officers per hour on weekends .  

 

  



 
34  

FIGURE 19: Deployment and All  Workload, Weekdays, Summer 2016  

 

 

FIGURE 20: Deployment and All  Workload, Weekends, Summer 2016  

 

  


