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ABSTRACT

The majority of modern police agencies have accepted community policing as a better

approach to law enforcement. This acceptance demands that traditional police 

responses to calls for service be handled in the most efficient manner possible to free

up resources for community policing activities. Differential police response (DPR) 

addresses this problem without substantial costs and is an integral part of any 

community policing program. 

This article examined the history of DPR including attempts at implementation and

successes in Garden Grove, California; Greensboro, North Carolina; and Toledo, Ohio. 

It discussed pitfalls of DPR including utilization problems, equity issues, the traditional

police role as a community stabilizer, and selling the program to the public. Ideas for 

overcoming these pitfalls were then presented. Surveys were conducted regarding

dispatch policies of Texas cities with populations between 63,000 and 330,000. The

results were then summarized and conclusions drawn. Conclusions included 

observations that most departments were utilizing some form of DPR and that the roles

of non-sworn personnel in law enforcement were expanding.

Finally, specific DPR practices were suggested including a complete change in 

philosophy regarding non-emergency call dispatching. The article concluded that DPR

is a workable method to increase police resources without significant cost and that DPR

is an essential part of any community policing program.
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Introduction 

In the twenty-first century, law enforcement organizations face continued 

stringent budgets and an ever-increasing demand for their scarce resources (Kennedy,

1993). In order to survive in this environment, agencies must continually look for ways 

to improve their efficiency and responses to crime and calls for service. Large budget 

increases are a thing of the past. Agencies have been told to produce more with less 

resources (Kennedy, 1993). Most have embraced the idea of, and taken steps to 

incorporate, community policing into their organizations. Community policing has been 

accepted as an improved method of dealing with crime and other law enforcement 

issues (Kelling & Moore, 1988). This new approach to policing further strains already 

limited resources. Therefore, agencies must use their available resources efficiently and 

develop ways of freeing up existing assets.

Law enforcement administrators would be ecstatic to see an increase in 

manpower and a decrease in calls for service, by up to 46 percent with little or no 

additional cost. Differential police response (DPR) can produce these changes 

(McEwen, Connors & Cohen, 1986). Since the early 1980's, DPR strategies have been a

subject of discussion and analysis. What has not been discussed fully is the inclusion of 

DPR in a community policing strategy.

This paper will have several objectives. First, it will define DPR and examine its 

history from the early 1980's until today, including attempts at implementation and 

some historical department policies. Successes, failures and modifications of DPR will

also be reviewed including previous case studies. Second, pitfalls of DPR will be 
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investigated and discussed. The pitfalls of DPR include historical bias, utilization 

problems, and equity issues (Bracey, 1996). Both citizens and law enforcement have

held several historical biases, including the bias that each call for service requires an 

officer being dispatched; that law enforcement cannot control calls for service; that 

current methods of law enforcement are the best; and that community policing is 

simply an addition to traditional policing and not a new system of policing. Utilization 

problems include the fear of liability associated with DPR, often referred to as under

utilization, and the departmental cost of unnecessarily dispatching officers causing over

utilization. Equity issues deal with who calls law enforcement most often and focus on 

the impact of DPR on persons of differing socioeconomic groups. This paper will 

present suggestions on overcoming DPR pitfalls. 

In addition, police calls for service for the City of Abilene (a Midwest Texas city of

approximately 120,000 people and 180 sworn officers) will be examined. Also, other 

Texas cities, of similar size to Abilene, will be surveyed regarding call types and 

departmental response policies. Finally, after analysis of the data, alternative methods 

of dispatching will be discussed and specific suggestions for implementation presented.

These suggestions will take into consideration budget restraints and DPR pitfalls. It is 

hypothesized that DPR is an essential element in the implementation of any true 

community policing policy and that police departments, including Abilene, can 

implement DPR without significant costs to the city and without compromising police

service to its citizens. In conclusion, it will be suggested that all departments practicing 

community policing must have clear DPR policies. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Differential Police Response is not a new concept in policing. In fact, it has been 

researched and explored since the late 1970's. DPR is defined as police responses for

calls for service from the public other than the traditional response of immediately 

dispatching a sworn police officer. DPR alternatives include delayed officer response,

telephone reporting, referral to other agencies, mail-in and internet crime reporting, 

referral to specialized divisions, citizens reporting in person to the police station, and

declining a response all together. DPR came from a combination of decreased funding

and increased call load in the late 1970's and early 1980's as well as a realization that

rapid response by police did not always translate into a successful resolution of the

incident prompting the call (McEwen, Connors & Cohen, 1986; Bracey, 1996). In order 

to fully understand DPR, one needs to examine some historical research into theories in

policing. 

In 1974, the first important foundational research of DPR was conducted in

Kansas City by the Police Foundation. The Kansas City Preventative Patrol Experiment 

project is documented in a report by Kelling, Pate & Brown (1974) titled The Kansas

City Preventative Patrol Experiment: A Technical Report. In the yearlong experiment, 

three similar combinations of patrol districts in Kansas were identified. Each then 

received differing amounts of patrol attention. One area had preventative patrol 

removed. The second and third areas, respectively, doubled and tripled preventative 

patrol. Observations of the impact on crime, fear and perception of crime, and citizens' 

attitudes and satisfaction were reviewed. To the researchers' surprise, the differences 
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in the three patrol areas were minimal. There were no apparent changes in crime 

rates, the citizens' fear of crime, or citizen satisfaction. The results of this research 

indicated that preventative/random patrol was ineffective (Kelling, Pate & Pate, 1974). 

This research spawned the move in policing from random patrol to community and 

problem oriented policing. 

In 1977, the next important DPR related research also took place in Kansas City.

Named The 1977 Kansas City Response Time Study, this project examined the 

connection of rapid response with its effects on call outcome. In many instances, what 

the study revealed was that the speed of response had no effect on the outcome of the 

incident prompting the call (Kansas City Police Department, 1978). Other similar 

reviews of the same data in this research revealed that rapid response led to arrests in

only three to five percent of the cases (Caron, 1980; Eck & Spelman, 1987). One other 

DPR factor addressed in this response time study was that citizen satisfaction with call

response was directly related to citizens' expected response times rather than actual

response times. Citizens were satisfied with response time as long as the time was

within their expectations or, more importantly, the amount of time they were told by 

call takers to expect (Worden & Mastrofski, 1998).

This relevance of the relationship between satisfaction and expectation was

mirrored by another study conducted in 1977 in Wilmington, Delaware, called the Split 

Force Experiment (Tien, Simon & Larson, 1978). The Wilmington program was the first 

effort at true DPR. Callers to the police department were given DPR options based on

the nature of the call. The patrol department was split in half with one .half responding 
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to calls for service and the other half dedicated to random patrol. Evaluation of this 

program indicated that citizen satisfaction remained constant and that up to 40 percent 

of calls could have been designated for DPR (Tien, Simon, & Larson, 1978). The only

downside of the program was conflict between officers assigned to response and the

officers assigned to preventative patrol. This conflict arose when traditionally assigned 

patrol officers perceived that the officers engaged in DPR freed duties were not sharing

the workload equally. Moreover, the experiment didn't address the shortcomings of 

preventative patrol addressed in the earlier Kansas City study.

In 1980, probably the largest study of DPR was conducted by the National 

Institute of Justice. This study used the cities of Garden Grove, California; Greensboro,

North Carolina; and Toledo, Ohio, as test sites for fully implemented DPR programs

(McEwen, Conners & Cohen, 1986). Objectives of the programs were to increase the

efficiency of the management of calls for service and to maintain or improve citizen

satisfaction. In obtaining the first objective, the program sought to: 

•  Reduce the number of non-emergency calls for service handled by immediate 

mobile response; 

• Increase the number of non-emergency calls for service handled by a 

telephone report unit, by delayed mobile responses, or by other alternative 

responses; 

• Decrease the amount of time patrol units spent answering calls for service, 

and increase the amount of time available for crime prevention or other 

activities; and 



6 

• Increase the availability of patrol units to respond rapidly to emergency calls. 
 

The second objective included: 

• Providing satisfactory explanations to citizens at call intake on the nature of 

the police response to their calls; and

• Providing satisfactory responses to citizens for resolving their calls for service. 

Part of the program implementation process required that new call classifications be

designed and implemented. Also, call classification codes and call intake procedures

needed to be changed and training undertaken to facilitate these changes. 

Most of the detailed documentation readily available comes from the Garden

Grove department. That department instituted a new unit called the "expeditor" unit. 

This unit was designed primarily to take phone and walk-in police reports. In addition, 

some limited field use of the unit was implemented. The unit was staffed with police 

cadets. Some problems were observed relating directly to the inexperience of the 

cadets in report writing. Evaluators of the program concluded that this limitation could 

be overcome with additional training for the cadets. Overall, the program was deemed 

a success (Knee & Heywood, 1983).

Many other papers on DPR focus on reviewing previous groundbreaking cases

and acknowledge that police can change the demand of calls for service. Some papers

focus on the use of DPR in implementing community policing strategies. These writings 

explore the use of additional patrol resources freed by the implementation of DPR. 

DPR and call management debunk four common ideas held by many in the police

field. Kennedy (1993) best described four of these ideas in Strategic Management of 
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Police Resources. The four ideas are as follows: calls for police services are out of the

control of the police; police resources are already deployed in the most effective 

manner; community policing is an add-on to traditional policing; and police budgets are 

static. Kennedy refutes these ideas and asserts that police can manage calls for service

and that the old way, called historical bias by Bracey (1996), isn't always the best way 

of policing. In addition, community policing is not an add-on but a complete change of 

philosophy in policing. Police budgets are also subject to new resources if the 

community is convinced that the new resources can make an impact in crime. 

Research into the pitfalls of DPR reveals utilization problems (both call 

takers/dispatch and patrol), equity issues, the traditional police role as a community 

stabilizer, and selling the program to the public. Police call takers are sometimes 

referred to as gatekeepers (Scott & Percy, 1983) and triage agents (Larson, 1990).

They are truly a significant determinate of the success of any DPR program as two

possible pitfalls begin with them. These mistakes are called utilization errors. Dispatch 

utilization errors are either under prioritization or over prioritization. Under prioritization 

occurs when the call receives too low of a priority and is delayed, possibly resulting in

harm to the person requesting the service. This pitfall is feared most by police 

administrators as it can result in liability from injuries, loss of life, or loss of property. 

Over prioritization results when the call is given too high a priority which results in a 

cost of unnecessary delays in answering other calls for service and reduced specialized 

patrol duties related to community policing (Larson, 1990). Call taking/dispatching 

policies should be structured so as to minimize these problems. Utilization problems 
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regarding patrol arise when the additional time resources freed by DPR are not used

effectively in solving police problems. Management and individual officers need to be 

working in tandem with a clear understanding of department goals to ensure that this 

additional time is not wasted. 

Equity issues involving DPR come from some researcher's beliefs that not all 

persons of differing socioeconomic groups will be treated the same and receive the

same level of police service. Because, under DPR, call handling is based on the 

information provided by the calling party, some believe the call and response may be

influenced by the caller's personal or demographic characteristics (Worden & Mastrofski,

1998). Further research needs to be done in this area and call taking/dispatching 

guidelines should take this concern into account.

The traditional role of police as community stabilizers who bring calm out of 

chaos and disorder is best described by one author as the ability of the police to 

"reestablish the order of things" (Maguire, 1982). Even given the best DPR policies, it 

may be necessary to dispatch an officer to provide this symbolic function simply 

because the citizen wants the calming presence of a uniformed officer even though the

call would otherwise not necessitate the dispatching of an officer. To counter this, 

dispatchers will need to sell the DPR alternative to the caller whenever possible. In 

addition to this individual sales job, the department would be benefited with a public 

service campaign to tout the benefits of DPR to the community as a whole. This 

campaign would include publicizing the likely impact of additional resources going 

toward community policing. DPR units could be given positive names similar to the DPR



 9

unit in Garden Grove, California, which is called the "expediter" unit that implies faster 

service. 

In the fall of 2000, the Abilene Police Department instituted a calls for service 

committee, which reviewed responses to calls for service and presented limited ideas

regarding DPR implementation. These ideas were documented in an internal, 

unpublished booklet titled Calls for Service Committee (Vickers, 2001). The committee 

was tasked with four duties. These were to restructure existing activity (dispatch) 

codes, restructure the existing call priority system, research DPR in other departments

and to suggest changes in the current dispatching of calls for service to the Abilene

Police Department. The committee recommended numerous changes. Some of the 

changes went into effect in the fall of 2001 and became part of Abilene's DPR system.

During the course of their investigation, the committee learned of a recent (Summer 

2000) survey by the Waco, Texas, police department that dealt with DPR issues. 

Rather than conducting an additional survey as planned, the data from the Waco survey

was used. This survey was also reviewed during the preparation of this paper. 

METHODOLOGY 

The primary purpose of this paper is to determine if DPR is required as part of an

overall community policing/problem oriented policing departmental plan. It is 

hypothesized that this is the case and that the only way to free up resources to 

implement these plans is by engaging in an aggressive DPR policy. As a result of DPR, 

all police agencies can benefit from the increase in officers' available time without any

significant cost to the agency. 
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A secondary purpose of this paper is to review current dispatch policies for the 

City of Abilene. Alternative methods of dispatching will be discussed and specific 

suggestions for implementation presented. If adopted, these suggestions should allow 

the department to free up officers to focus on community policing issues. 

The methodology of this paper drew from several sources. The history of DPR 

including the prior research by the Abilene Police Department was considered and

reviewed. A survey of cities similar in population and staffing to Abilene was 

undertaken to determine their current DPR policies. Calls for service in Abilene in 2000 

were reviewed and categorized. In addition, information from the Internet was 

gathered regarding other police agencies utilizing DPR policies.

The history of DPR was gathered from available literature. This literature was 

primarily the result of government funding in the area of police responses to calls for 

service and the effectiveness of preventative patrol. The documents were generated 

beginning in the late 1970's and continuing to the present. Sources of information can 

be identified from the attached references.

The survey conducted in the preparation of this paper was carried out in the Fall 

of 2001. The actual survey used, as well as the summary of the responses is attached 

in the appendices. Twenty-nine cities in Texas (including Abilene) were sent the 

surveys. These cities were chosen as being similar to Abilene in size and staffing. The 

cities ranged in size from a population of 330,000 persons and a sworn staff of nearly 

600 to a population of 63,000 and a sworn staff of nearly 100 officers. Twenty-two of 

the surveys were returned and analyzed. Seven cities did not return the survey. 
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A summary of police calls for service in the city of Abilene for 2000 were 

tabulated. Calls were then classified by type of calls (primarily being old or in 

progress). The classifications were then examined to determine if an immediate 

response was necessary. From this data, the potential of resource savings by using

DPR can be estimated.

Finally, internet searches were conducted on DPR polices around the country. 

The returns on the searches were then reviewed to learn of other department's usage 

of DPR and, if possible, the types of calls referred to DPR. These different usages were

then incorporated in the suggestions for Abilene's DPR policies. 

FINDINGS 

Historical Findings 

Numerous studies and papers have been undertaken on the issues of DPR and 

associated police staffing/call handling issues. Review of these studies and papers have

shown repetitively that DPR can free up patrol resources and that citizens will accept

the use of DPR. Most, 85 to 95 percent, of calls to the police by the public do not 

necessitate an immediate police response (Larson, 1990). Response times and citizen

satisfaction with the police response are more a function of citizens' expectations rather 

than the actual response time (Tien, Simon & Larson, 1978). If citizens understand the 

likely response time and are told of any delays, then they are generally satisfied with 

the actual response time as long as it is in line with that understanding. 

Police agencies have come to realize that they cannot dispatch an officer to

every call for service. Doing so overburdens patrol manpower and takes away from 
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police managers the ability to focus on specific crime and community issues. DPR has

become an accepted way of managing citizen demands for police services. Examples of

DPR that departments have adopted include mail-in reporting, internet reporting, phone

reporting, scheduled reporting, delayed reporting, referral to outside agencies, as well

as declining to respond to some types of calls (motor vehicle accidents being one of the

most common example). 

DPR Survey 

In the fall of 2001, twenty-nine Texas cities were surveyed regarding their DPR

policies. The cities were selected as being somewhat similar in size to Abilene in 

population and sworn manpower. The largest city surveyed was Arlington with a 

population of over 330,000 and a sworn force of 589. The smallest city was Sugar Land 

with a population of 63,000 and 98 officers. For comparison, Abilene has a population 

of almost 116,000 and 180 officers. Twenty-two of these Cities returned the surveys 

and the survey as well as a summary of the responses are included in the appendices.

The survey clearly pointed out that most cities are involved in some type of DPR.

Only Laredo responded that they did not have any type of DPR policies. The other 

cities use DPR on a variety of calls. Many classified these calls as simply "minor calls"

(16). Others gave specific examples. The most common examples appear in the 

Figure 1. 
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igure 1. Uses of DPR 

ost of the departments utilize both walk-in and telephone reporting. The persons 

king these reports are an even mix of civilian and sworn employees.
igure 2. Alternative Reporting Methods 

any of the departments operated phone and walk-in report taking 24 hours a day, 

ven days a week. Of those not being available 24 hours, most were open from 8 to 

6 hours a day. Blank forms were used by 14 of the 22 agencies. The most common 

e of these forms was for gas drive-offs (11). Others are shown in Figure 3. 



 14

Figure 3. Mail-in Report Form Usage 

None of the agencies reported that they are currently using internet reporting, but 

Garland indicated that it was in the early stages of this type of reporting. 

The greatest differences in the survey dealt with accident investigation. Some 

agencies did not investigate minor accidents while others did. Once of the most 

interesting responses came from Lubbock which gives individual officers discretion in

the investigation of accidents. The policy allows the individual to decide to either 

investigate the accident or hand the involved parties an ST-2 (blue form) based on the 

damage/injuries involved. A few of the agencies still investigate paid private parking 

accidents, although not required under state law. A few do not investigate hit and run 

accidents where there are no leads for follow-up.

Several agencies designated both noise violation calls and incomplete/open line

911 calls from payphones as low priority calls. Most were, however, ultimately 

dispatched. One difference was that Mesquite sent the 911 calls to all officers and an 

officer would check the location if time permitted. Six agencies reported that they did 

not dispatch stand-by calls (property recovery, child custody exchange, money 
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transfers, etc.). Four of those six noted that the call might be dispatched with the 

approval of a supervisor if there was a potential for violence. Most agencies (16) no 

longer use on-duty officers for funeral escorts and seven do not provide traffic control 

for special events (parades) using on-duty officers.

Similar answers dealt with the handling of reckless and/or drunk drivers. While 

some cities still dispatched these types of calls, most simply gave the information out

over the radio or MDT as a general attempt to locate or BOLO (be on the lookout). The 

noted exception was where a citizen was following the suspect and the dispatcher still

had telephone contact with the reporting party. In those cases, officers, if available, 

were dispatched. 

Two clear observations can be made from the data collected. The first is that 

most agencies (21) utilize civilian volunteers. The most common use of the volunteers 

was listed as clerk/filing/data entry duties. Other responses are below. 

Figure 4. Use of Volunteers 
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The second observation is that many sworn positions/duties are now being done by 

civilians both paid and volunteer. Volunteer duties ran the gamut of police services 

including patrol (looking for crimes in progress), parking enforcement, abandoned 

vehicle enforcement, evidence collection and storage, and even crime scene sketching.

Paid duties included crime scene processing, report and statement taking, and evidence

collection. Some agencies noted a paid position called a Public Service Officer or a

Civilian Community Service Officer. The duties of these non-sworn officers varied and 

included parking enforcement, report taking (both phone and walk-in), abandoned 

vehicle enforcement, and traffic direction. Both these observations reflect usages of 

DPR and attempts at reducing the calls for service on sworn personnel. 

Calls for Service Abilene, Texas 2000

Calls for service for the City of Abilene in 2000 were reviewed and summarized.

Calls of a similar nature were combined. This information is provided in the 

appendices. What is noticeable about these calls for service is that less than 1/3 of 

these calls required an immediate response. This fraction represents almost 24,000 of 

a total of approximately 78,000 calls for service during that year. Using DPR policies, 

alternative methods of response could likely be found for the remaining 54,000 calls for 

service. These calls represent a considerable amount of devoted patrol response time. 

Notable in this list was the fact that only three categories out of the top ten 

necessitated an immediate police response. While any DPR policy should address all

calls for service, obviously the most dramatic impact would be on most common calls

for service (see Figures 5 and 6). 
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Figure 5. Non-Emergency Calls for Service 

Figure 6. Emergency Calls for Service 

Internet Search Regarding DPR 

A search of internet sites found using the Yahoo search engine

(www.yahoo.com), revealed numerous sites belonging to departments that reported 
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using DPR policies. These agencies included Toledo, Ohio; Greensboro, North 

Carolina; Garden Grove, California; Larimer County, Colorado; Santa Anna, California; 

Eugene, Oregon; Ypsilanti City, Michigan; Clearwater, Florida; San Mateo County, 

California; San Antonio, Texas; Morgantown, West Virginia; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; 

Rockford, Illinois; Wyandotte County, Kansas; and many others. Also found during this 

search were departments using internet reporting. Internet reporting is another use of 

DPR to reduce patrol call load. Several of the internet sites allowed for the reporting of 

the following offenses/situations: auto burglary, petty theft, grand theft, suspicious 

circumstances, ordinance violations, vandalism, lost property, code enforcement, 

criminal mischief, and harassment. Based on the calls for service for Abilene in 2000,

internet reporting could be utilized for over ten percent of all calls for service (about 

9(500). 

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSION 

What can be readily concluded from reviewing this paper and other papers on

the topic of DPR is that DPR is an integral part of modern day policing. Agencies 

wishing to pursue community policing ideals must adopt DPR in order to have the 

resources necessary to meet that goal. Sworn personnel expenditures represent the

highest cost to agencies and thus must be used as efficiently as possible. DPR works to

ensure the best uses of patrol resources. Police agencies have too long held the 

traditional belief that the best deterrent to crime is random patrol and rapid response. 

This is not the case and at times can drain scarce resources. One author says these

two traditional beliefs are "invalid" and "counterproductive" (Stewart, 1988). 
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The necessity for modern departments to adopt DPR policies has been 

documented. What steps need to be taken? First, there must be a commitment on 

the part of the community and every police employee to accept DPR as the best 

method of efficient policing. Second, practices and policies need to be developed to 

ensure that some of the pitfalls mentioned in this paper are avoided especially the ones

that can lead to harm to citizens and/or police.

The philosophy of dispatching calls should be changed. Dispatching an officer

immediately to a call for service should only occur in true emergencies. Other calls 

should receive DPR. This paper purposes what the author calls the "paper or plastic"

response to calls for service. This is based on observations at a local grocery store

where patrons are asked specifically, "Is plastic (bags) o.k.?" The reasoning for this, 

related by management, is that plastic bags are one cent cheaper than paper bags.

Apparently this adds up over a period of time and the business has found that the 

wording of the question is better if it is slanted to the response they desire. Rather 

than asking the customer, "Would you like paper or plastic?" they ask, "Is plastic ok?" 

This analogy translates to calls for service. Rather than giving citizens seeking non 

emergency assistance from the police an option of a dispatched officer or DPR, 

encourage the DPR response by making it the first option. For example, the call taker 

might say something similar to "I am going to forward you to a DPR telephone unit. Is 

that ok?" rather than giving the option of a dispatched officer or DPR. As in the plastic 

bag analogy, the cost of services is lowered. With adequate training, the DPR unit can 
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make their own decision after receiving the call as to whether the call necessitates a

dispatched officer to collect evidence or do immediate follow-up.

Specifically, sworn and civilian employees alike can man the DPR unit. With the

proper training, DPR units can even be staffed with volunteers. Using civilian 

employees and volunteers would result in considerable savings over the cost of a sworn

officer for the same service. Based on the survey and historical information obtained, 

many jobs currently handled by sworn police officers could be handled by civilians and

volunteers. Some of these jobs include parking/abandoned vehicle enforcement, 

report/statement taking, evidence collection/preservation and traffic direction. 

Departments need to constantly look for new ways to embrace DPR. One 

obvious method is that of internet crime reporting. This method has been successful 

for other agencies and should not be overlooked as a way to improve department 

efficiency. As stated earlier, departments should be careful that DPR policies do not 

negatively impact those of lower socioeconomic status who would not have access to

things such as computers and the internet. Another specific answer to reducing 

dispatched calls for service is the use of the telephone on the initial complaint of loud 

music. If the violators address can be ascertained, a warning (notification) call can be 

placed before an officer is dispatched on subsequent complaints. In Abilene in 2000, 

loud music complaints accounted for almost 6 percent (nearly 5,000) of dispatched

calls. Additionally, departments need to have an aggressive burglary alarm policy to 

discourage false alarm calls (over 6,000 in Abilene in 2000). This policy needs to 

mandate the registration of all commercial and home alarms as well as track excessive
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false alarms so that fines can be assessed to discourage repeated dispatched calls. In

1998, Abilene instituted such a policy and has seen a 22 percent drop in alarm calls

over the period of 1998 to 2000. Other possible DPR responses for calls for service are

included in the appendix. 

DPR does have pitfalls and these shortcomings need to be anticipated and 

overcome. Based on research and review, the benefits of DPR outweigh any of the 

possible pitfalls. The Abilene Police Department and other similar agencies have 

embraced both community policing and community oriented policing. Without 

significant increases in sworn personnel, the only way to appropriately address these

philosophies is to undertake aggressive DPR policies. What has been shown is that DPR 

is a workable part of policing and that it frees up patrol resources to address real crime 

issues. The concept can benefit community service without significant expenditures. It 

is abundantly clear that DPR is an essential element of community/problem oriented

policing. 
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