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was included in our annual audit schedule and was conducted in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards.
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Summary

Summary

Portland’s rate of “clearing” serious “person crimes” is in the bottom 
half of similarly sized cities in the United States.   “Person crimes” refer 
to crimes that take place while the victim is present, while “clearing” 
a crime case means that police have arrested a suspect in the crime 
or determined that no arrest can be made.  Crime clearance rates 
are tracked nationally, according to specific standards.   Specifically, 
Portland clears the crimes of murder, rape, aggravated assault and 
burglary less often than most other cities with populations between 
500,000 and 1,000,000, according to national crime data from the U.S. 
Department of Justice.  Portland does a better than average job of 
clearing robbery and larceny cases.   There are many crimes, how-
ever, that are not assigned to detectives, even though they meet the 
Bureau’s criteria for follow-up investigation.

Portland’s clearance rate is low despite a dedicated Police Bureau staff 
and an organizational structure similar to its peer agencies in other 
cities.  Compared to other cities, however, Portland has the fewest 
number of Detectives and the lowest ratio of Detectives per 100,000 
residents, resulting in a significantly higher workload per detective 
than comparable cities.  Portland also has one of the lowest percent-
ages of sworn staff dedicated to detective work.

Although additional detectives could help solve more crimes, our 
review of other cities does not demonstrate a one-to-one correlation 
between the number of detectives and the number of crimes solved.  
In other words, hiring additional detectives will not ensure a higher 
clearance rate.  Thus, we cannot conclusively state that improving the 
Bureau’s clearance rate is simply a matter of hiring more detectives.  
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While the Bureau develops a solid model for estimating its detective 
staffing needs, we recommend a number of management system 
and process improvements which we believe would begin to ad-
dress Portland’s low clearance rate.  For example, improvements to 
the detective Case Management System (CMS) are critical.  Problems 
with the CMS have led to the creation of many stand-alone databases 
which isolate key information needed by all detectives.  Further, 
because of problems with the CMS, the Police Bureau cannot gener-
ate basic, reliable crime and detective productivity statistics.  Our 
office has discussed shortcomings in the Case Management System 
with the Police Bureau in the past, yet problems continue to limit the 
Bureau’s ability to track and solve criminal cases.

Further, the Police Bureau has not articulated clear goals stating what 
it wants to achieve with its investigative resources.  Establishing clear 
goals and objectives would help the Bureau focus its efforts on strate-
gically identified needs. The City’s Managing for Results (MFR) process 
is an opportunity for the Bureau to begin to tie resources to program-
related goals and results.  By engaging in MFR, the Bureau should be 
able to clarify what it is trying to accomplish with the investigative 
function, where it stands now, why, and if the current level of resourc-
es is adequate or needs adjustment.

Our experience auditing management systems indicates that improv-
ing management oversight, feedback, equipment, and information 
systems will positively impact the Bureau’s effectiveness and improve 
the Bureau’s accountability.  We make several recommendations to 
address these issues:

 Improve the Police Bureau’s performance measurement sys-
tem, including determining overall goals and objectives for 
the investigative function

 Develop a model for detective staffing that incorporates 
clearance rate goals and other performance objectives

 Improve the Case Management System

 Make improvements to the preliminary investigations process, 
specifically in supervisory oversight, coaching, and training 
for officers who need individual help in report writing skills  
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 Standardize procedures on supervisory oversight, case review, 
and feedback for detectives in the case management process

 Explore ways to minimize turnover within the command 
structure of the Detective Division

 Provide additional computer equipment for detectives

Finally, once improved management systems and a detective staffing 
model are in place to guide strategic resource decisions and promote 
accountability, the Bureau should consider its needs for more detec-
tives. 
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Chapter 1

IntroductionChapter 1

In 2004, there were over 45,000 serious crimes reported in the city 
of Portland.  The Portland Police Bureau spends about $26 million 
each year to investigate these incidents, apprehend criminals, and 
prepare cases for prosecution.  Solving crime is critical to achieving 
the Bureau’s goal of reducing crime and the fear of crime.  Effectively 
solving criminal cases requires a great deal of training, coordination, 
supervision and information sharing.  The Bureau must have an ad-
equate number of highly trained investigators and support personnel 
capable of effectively handling multiple cases at one time.  

In recent years, the staffing level of the detective function has been 
a concern of the Bureau and City Council.  In addition, the Auditor’s 
Office has long been aware of accuracy and reliability problems with 
the Bureau’s detective Case Management System as we have sought 
reliable investigative performance information for our annual Service 
Efforts and Accomplishments (SEA) report.  Because of the critical 
nature of this work and the lack of clear Bureau standards for staffing 
and case management information, we undertook this audit. 

Criminal investigations can be classified into three broad areas:  pre-
liminary investigations, follow-up investigations, and special subject 
investigations.  The preliminary investigation is the response to the 
initial crime incident, and is usually initiated by a patrol officer.  The 
purpose is to collect the basic facts of the crime, such as identifying 
what happened, who the offender is, who witnessed the crime, and 
what physical evidence is present.  Although the responsibilities of 
the first responding officers in Portland have changed over the years, 
the basic responsibility is to interview witnesses, to collect physical 
evidence, and to write a detailed Investigation Report that gives suf-
ficient information for an effective follow-up investigation.  Research 

The Investigative 
Process
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clearly indicates that the success of criminal investigations is largely 
dependent on the quality of the initial investigation.  In Portland, the 
information contained in the Investigation Report frequently deter-
mines whether a case will be assigned for further investigation.

The follow-up investigation is conducted by detectives who are 
highly trained professionals.  If the preliminary investigative effort 
is well done, there will be little duplication of work.  Not all cases 
are assigned for follow-up investigation.  Ideally, cases are assigned 
probability factors, that is, factors that indicate the probability the 
case can be solved.  Those factors include the presence of physical 
evidence, a named suspect, and other leads.  Research shows that it 
is usually inefficient to investigate cases with a low probability of so-
lution.  Each of the Police Bureau details have a written set of criteria 
upon which to judge the solvability of crimes.  Detectives and their 
supervisors review initial reports to familiarize themselves with the 
incident and decide if a follow-up investigation is warranted.  Detec-
tives continue investigating leads that have been brought forward, 
search for additional leads, and if an arrest is made, prepare the case 
for prosecution and forward it to the District Attorney’s Office. 

Special subject investigations concentrate on areas of criminal activity 
such as vice, narcotics and organized crime.  The City of Portland has 
several specialized units such as the Auto Theft Task Force, the Gang 
Enforcement Team, and the Narcotics and Vice details.

In the Portland Police Bureau, the responsibility for follow-up in-
vestigations is divided between the Investigations Branch and the 
Operations (patrol) Branch (Figure 1).  The Investigations Branch is the 
home of the Detective Division, and has 69 detectives responsible for 
investigating serious crimes against persons and economic crimes 
such as fraud.  The Operations Branch has 19 detectives located in 
the five precincts.  They conduct follow-up investigations on prop-
erty crimes such as burglary and larceny.  Until the mid-1990’s all 
investigative work was centrally located in the Detective Division.  
The Bureau began placing detectives in the precincts in order to be 
closer to neighborhoods and to provide more direct and frequent 
interaction with patrol officers.  This was part of the Bureau’s overall 
community policing strategy and is an organization adopted in six of 
the eight other cities we contacted.

How the Portland 
Police Bureau is 

organized for criminal 
investigations
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Figure 1       Authorized detective staffing – functional organization

SERVICES
BRANCH

INVESTIGATIONS 
BRANCH

OPERATIONS
BRANCH 

Person crime details:
Homicide
Robberty
Assault
Sexual crimes
Missing persons

Property crime details:
Fraud 
Arson
Computer
Other

Auto Theft

North Precinct  (3)

N.E. Precinct  (4)

East Precinct  (4)

S.E. Precinct  (4)

Central Precinct  (4)

Family Services (8)

Identification

Internal Affairs

Drugs & Vice

Tactical Operations (3)

ROCN Task Force

Property/Evidence

Detective Division  (58)

    Chief of Police (1)

Note:  Precinct detectives focus mainly on burglary;  bureau total of 89 detectives as of May 2004

Source: Police Bureau and Support Division, as of May 2004
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Despite heavy workloads and declining resources, we found several 
positive aspects of the current investigative organization.  First, we 
found a highly dedicated staff of professionals who were willing to 
share ideas and information to improve the organization.  In fact, the 
Bureau has previously recognized several of the issues we point out 
in the audit, and has made efforts at improvement.  For example, the 
Bureau is in the testing phase to implement an electronic field report-
ing system.  This is a key element in improving report-writing and 
record-keeping.  However, it was not implemented during our audit 
period.  Also, for the past several years, there have been intermittent 
efforts to improve the preliminary investigative process and the Case 
Management System.  Management and staff realize that these areas 
need improvement, and have taken actions to address them through 
their strategic planning process.   

Second, detectives’ overall satisfaction appears to be high.  The 
Bureau’s 2003 employee survey shows that detectives feel they have 
a good working relationship with peers and supervisors, and an ap-
propriate level of autonomy.  The survey also showed, however, that 
detectives have concerns about fairness, particularly in promotions 
and assignments.  In addition, there are negative perceptions about 
the level of information sharing in the Bureau, resistance to change or 
serious service improvement, and the level of support in the Bureau 
for community policing.

Third, the organization itself is structured similar to other city police 
departments we contacted in the course of this audit.   Virtually every 
agency has a central Detective Division responsible for serious person 
and economic crime, and detectives assigned to precincts primarily 
to handle property crime. (1)

(1) Cities with decentralized detectives were Boston, Charlotte, Kansas City, Sacramento, 
Seattle and Tucson.  Cities with centralized detectives were Mesa (“no room at precincts”) 
and San Jose (no precincts).

Positive aspects of 
current organization
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The major objective of this audit was to review and make recom-
mendations for improvements to the Bureau’s investigative function.  
Specifically, we assessed staffing levels for detectives in the major 
Bureau details, the utility of the automated Case Management Sys-
tem, the state and use of performance measures for the investigative 
function in the Bureau, and general case management policies and 
procedures.

We focused our audit on the major details of the Bureau where 
most detectives are located:  the Detective Division (focusing on the 
major details of Homicide, Robbery, Sexual Assault, and Fraud), and 
precincts where detectives primarily handle property crimes.  We 
focused on these details because we felt they offered the best chance 
for comparisons to other jurisdictions’ police organizations.

We did not review specific crime solving practices.  These are highly 
specialized tasks which are outside the expertise of this office.  In-
stead, we concentrated on those general management practices 
that are typical in most organizations and for which there was better 
defined criteria. 

We conducted over 100 interviews with Bureau staff over the course 
of this review.   We interviewed staff from the major Detective Di-
vision details and from each of the five precinct details, including 
extensive interviews with support personnel throughout the Bu-
reau.  We reviewed professional literature, and spoke with private 
consultants about our findings and methods.  Bureau officials were 
kept apprised of our progress and potential findings throughout the 
process.

To develop comparative clearance rates, we requested and received 
calendar year 1999 to 2003 clearance rate information for all cities 
with populations over 250,000 from the U.S. Department of Justice.  
To compare our staffing levels to other agencies, we reviewed the 
budgets and/or contacted fourteen other police agencies of between 
500,000 and one million residents.  

Audit objective, scope 
and methodology
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To compare Portland’s methods and organization to others, we devel-
oped a list of nine agencies with reputations for being well-managed.  
This was done with input from Bureau staff and from our review 
of professional literature.  We conducted detailed interviews with 
representatives of these agencies on topics including the use and or-
ganization of automated case management systems, the deployment 
of detective resources, and the availability of computer equipment 
for detectives.  

Areas for further study
We did not review the Family Services Division due to its specialized 
needs.  It is an important multi-jurisdictional operation that should be 
reviewed at a later date via a joint effort with Multnomah County and 
perhaps the State of Oregon.

As we point out in the audit, many of the major crime categories 
have low clearance rates, yet forcible rape is the only category with 
a significant downward trend over the last five years.  Because of the 
serious nature of these offenses, this should be an area of additional 
study.

We conducted our work in accordance with generally accepted gov-
ernment auditing standards.
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Clearance rates are low, 
but so is staffing level

Chapter 2

Portland has a lower clearance rate for person crime than similarly 
sized cities, according to our analysis of national crime data.  How-
ever, our review of current staffing levels also shows that the Police 
Bureau has significantly fewer authorized detectives than other 
similar cities, resulting in higher workloads.  In addition, the Bureau 
currently has no comprehensive, logical method for determining an 
adequate level of detective staffing, and it has no clear goals and 
objectives for investigations.  The Bureau needs to develop a staffing 
model that takes into account how detectives should be deployed 
and the desired results.  Importantly, until the Bureau decides on 
clear goals and objectives for investigations, it may not be able to 
finalize a rational estimate of staffing needs.

The “crime clearance rate” is the basic means of measuring the effec-
tiveness of an investigative organization.  The crime clearance rate is 
calculated by dividing the number of crimes “cleared” by arrest or by 
exception, by the number of crimes reported .  A crime is cleared by 
exception when the Bureau has identified a suspect, but that suspect 
cannot be obtained either because he or she is dead, out of the juris-
diction, or perhaps already in custody for other offenses.  A crime is 
also cleared if the arrest of one suspect solves several other cases.     

A primary source of crime statistics in the U.S. is the Uniform Crime 
Reporting (UCR) program run by the U.S. Department of Justice, 
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).  The program is a coopera-
tive statistical effort of more than 17,000 city, county and state 
law enforcement agencies administered by the FBI since 1930.  We 
requested detailed clearance information for a five-year period from 

Portland crime 
clearance rates and 

staffing levels are low 
compared to other 

cities
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the FBI for every city over 250,000 and conducted our comparison for 
those cities in Portland’s population range of 500,000 to 1,000,000.  
Calendar year 2003 is the latest data available for other cities.  We 
obtained Portland’s 2004 data for Figure 2 from the Portland Police 
Bureau.

The 14 cities we used to compare staffing levels in this chapter are 
those within this population range and for which we could obtain in-
formation on the number of detectives employed.  We concentrated 
on serious crimes against persons and more serious property crime.  
These crimes include murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, bur-
glary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft.  Collectively, these are referred 
to as Index Crimes.

As shown in Figure 2, over 45,000 Index Crimes were reported in Port-
land in 2004.  During that year 7,301 cases were cleared.  It should 
be noted that some of these may be crimes committed in prior years, 
but cleared in 2004.

Figure 2 Portland – 2004 Index Crimes and clearances

Source: Portland Police Data System, Police Bureau Planning and Support Division

CRIME Reported Cleared

Murder 33 23 (70%)

Aggravated assault 2,323 1,016 (44%)

Robbery 1,283 387 (30%)

Larceny theft 28,445 4,629 (16%)

Forcible rape 272 36 (13%)

Motor vehicle theft 6,092 648 (11%)

Burglary 7,324 562 (8%)

TOTAL 45,772 7,301 (16%)
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Portland clearance rates for serious crimes is in the bottom half of 
similarly sized cities
For the five-year period, 1999 to 2003, Portland had the 12th lowest 
clearance rate for Index Crimes against persons of the 20 cities we 
compared it to (Figure 3).  Further, Portland ranked in the bottom 
third for the crimes of murder, rape, aggravated assault, and burglary.  
The Bureau did better at clearing property crimes in general, ranking 
seventh of the 21 cities.  This is primarily due to the relatively high 
clearance rate among less serious larceny-theft cases.  See Appendix 
A for more detailed charts.

Figure 3 Person Crimes clearance rates - 5 years (1999-2003)Person crimes - 5 years
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Source: UCR data and Portland Police Data System, Police Bureau Planning and  Support Division
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Staffing is also low, while workload is very high
Portland has significantly fewer detectives than any city we reviewed.  
The Bureau’s authorized level of 89 detectives is 33 fewer than the 
next lowest city, Jacksonville, Florida.  When compared on the basis of 
detectives per 100,000 residents, Portland ranks second to last, with 
half the average of other cities (Figure 4).  Additionally, Portland ranks 
third to last in the number of detectives employed as a percent of the 
total sworn workforce, at about 9 percent compared to the average of 
11 percent. 

The Bureau’s number of authorized detectives has declined for the 
past several years, from a high of 120 in FY 1994-95 to the current 
low of 89.  

The workload for detectives is also significantly higher in Portland 
than for other cities, in terms of crimes per detective (Figure 5).  
Portland is over twice the average and 26 percent above the second 
highest city, Jacksonville.  In addition, the number of crimes per de-
tective has risen by about 9 percent over the last ten years.  

Figure 4 Number of authorized detectives per 100,000 population

Source: Audit Services review of other city budget documents and phone contacts

Note: Detectives are FY 2004-05, population is as of 2003, which is the date of the latest U.S. 
Census estimate.
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Many crimes not investigated
Bureau staff told us they are frustrated by the fact that they do not 
have time to investigate many crimes they feel should be assigned.  
Because of limitations of the Case Management System, it was not 
possible for us to independently confirm the number of cases not 
assigned due to a lack of detective staff.  However, the Detective Divi-
sion provided data on case assignments derived from hand sorting 
cases for a special project.  While all homicide cases are assigned for 
investigation, this is not the case with other crimes.  For example, less 
than one percent of approximately 38,000 fraud cases were assigned 
in 2004 according to Bureau information.  In addition, out of about 
350 robbery cases that were appropriate for further investigation, 
about 225 were actually assigned.

Even though each unit has a clear set of written criteria upon which 
to prioritize the assignment of crimes for follow-up, they do not rou-
tinely track the reasons some cases are assigned and some are not.  
It is therefore not possible to accurately determine the number not 
assigned for each various reason.

Figure 5 Index Crimes per detective, 2003

Source:  UCR data, Audit Services review of other city budget documents, and phone contacts
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Estimating the number of staff needed for investigative functions is 
difficult.  First, we found no nationally recognized standards for ap-
propriate detective workload.   Second, the number of investigators 
needed in a particular community depends on a number of factors, 
such as the expected level of results (for example, what is considered 
to be an acceptable clearance rate), the extent to which misdemean-
or crimes are investigated by patrol officers versus detectives, and the 
use of computer technology.  

We believe two critical factors in a staffing model are the communi-
ty’s expectation regarding which crimes should be investigated and 
what an acceptable clearance rate is.  Should all crimes be investi-
gated, or only those with workable leads?  Should crimes against 
persons take precedence over property crimes?  Is it acceptable 
to clear 10 percent of Index Crimes or should we strive to clear 50 
percent?  The answers to these questions will result in very differ-
ent staffing levels.  While the individual detective details have clear, 
written criteria for prioritizing case assignments, they do not have 
quantifiable goals and objectives describing overall results they are 
trying to achieve (see Chapter 4).  

The Bureau needs to be able to communicate to Council and the 
public effectively and to justify its detective staffing needs.  However, 
before a workable model for determining staffing needs can be de-
veloped, the Bureau must establish clear goals and objectives for the 
investigation function. 

Our review of other cities’ clearance rates and detective staffing levels 
(as shown in Figures 3 and 4) indicates there is not a one-to-one cor-
relation between the number of detectives and resulting clearance 
rates.  For example, two of the fourteen comparison cities (Wash-
ington, D.C., and Milwaukee) in the top half of number of detectives 
per capita, were also in the bottom half of clearance rates.  Likewise, 
three of the cities in the lower half of number of detectives per capita 
(Jacksonville, Charlotte, and Indianapolis) were also in the top half for 
crimes cleared.

Estimating needed 
staffing levels requires 

performance goals and 
objectives

Hiring more detectives 
may not be the only 

solution to improving 
clearance rates
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Although the relationship between detective staffing levels and 
clearance rates is not fully understood, we believe that better man-
agement systems could result in improvements.  We contacted nine 
other cities, reviewed professional literature, and spoke with staff 
from the Bureau to help define important management issues that 
may have an impact on clearance rates.

The final chapters of this report deal with improvements to manage-
ment systems that could have a positive impact on the effectiveness 
of investigations.  Chapter 3 addresses problems with the Case 
Management System, one of the most important tools available 
for improving productivity and accountability.  Chapter 4 includes 
our findings related to important detective management processes 
including the preliminary investigations process, detective supervi-
sory oversight and case monitoring, and performance measurement.  
Equally important are controlling command staff turnover and 
providing computer technology for detectives.  Together, we believe 
action on these items will improve the Bureau’s ability to effectively 
solve criminal cases.
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Case Management System is 
largely ineffective

Chapter 3

Although the Portland Police Bureau’s Detective Case Management 
System (CMS) has some of the basic elements needed to be useful, 
it is underutilized, mistrusted by staff, and lacks the proper policies, 
procedures, training, and support to be effective.  Without an effec-
tive and reliable CMS, a greater effort is required to manage and track 
cases efficiently.  For example, detectives may not be aware that oth-
ers are already working a case or may lose track of a case altogether.  
In addition, meaningful productivity information is difficult to collect, 
which in turn hampers long-term planning and a reliable assessment 
of detective staffing needs.

Most detective details at the Police Bureau have developed stand-
alone databases in order to meet their basic case management 
needs.  This directs resources away from key responsibilities, wastes 
time entering the same information multiple times, and creates “in-
formation silos” – islands of isolated data which should be accessible 
throughout the Bureau’s investigative functions but are not.

An effective detective case management system can provide a 
foundation for efficient detective work.  It makes it possible to easily 
share important case information among detectives, supervisors, and 
others.  It provides information about assigned cases and those that 
are not assigned.  This enables an effective organization to assess its 
ability to follow through on all solvable crimes. 

Our interviews with representatives of other jurisdictions and private 
consultants, as well as our review of professional literature shows that 

Why a case 
management system is 

important
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a good CMS is a critical component of an effective crime-solving or-
ganization.  To quote a police consultant in Washington, “information 
is the life-blood of a modern law enforcement agency.”

We surveyed eight police agencies around the country to gauge the 
importance and use of case management systems.  We found that a 
well-designed system serves many functions:

 Supervisors can use a CMS to assign cases and to balance 
workload equitably among detectives.  It can help them to 
ensure that adequate progress is made and to continually 
assess the existing deployment of resources.  It gives them 
immediate access to current information to respond to vic-
tims, the District Attorney, the Chief, and other agencies.

 Detectives can use a CMS to manage and organize their 
investigative work.  It provides tools for writing reports, track-
ing leads, updating case status, and coordinating with other 
detectives.

 A good system can provide meaningful detective productiv-
ity information which can be used to assess the effectiveness 
and efficiency of detective operations.  This in turn provides 
necessary information regarding the overall allocation of de-
tective resources and helps answer the question, “how many 
detectives do we need?”

 A properly designed CMS can provide accountability through-
out the Bureau by standardizing basic processes such as 
reporting, updating, and tracking for all cases.

A good CMS is flexible, reliable, easy-to-use, and centralized (that is, 
structured around one database or system of linked databases).  Data 
is entered only once.  It has clearly written procedures, effective train-
ing and user support, and the commitment of the entire Bureau to its 
maintenance.  While an individual detective detail may have a good 
CMS for its own use, the power of the system is seriously compro-
mised unless the entire organization has access to the same data.
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The Portland Police Bureau’s detective CMS is a module within the 
Portland Police Data System (PPDS).  PPDS, created by the Police 
Bureau in 1981, provides information services to over 100 local, 
state, and federal law enforcement agencies.  Of these, many local 
government partners use PPDS as their official records management 
system (i.e., to enter and store their case files), including Beaverton, 
Tigard, and Hillsboro Police Departments and the Washington and 
Multnomah County Sheriffs’ Departments.

In addition to records management system functions, PPDS provides 
many other tools.  These include the detective CMS; person, vehicle, 
and address searches; tactical inquiry; a sub-system for tracking 
potentially stolen goods at pawn shops; court scheduling; and access 
to other systems such as the Oregon Law Enforcement Data System 
(LEDS).

Several outside agencies use the CMS to manage detective case work, 
including Washington and Multnomah County sheriffs, and city police 
in Milwaukie, Hillsboro, and Tigard.

The Police Bureau provides nearly all training and support for PPDS, 
and the City houses PPDS on its mainframe.  In 2004, the Bureau 
received approximately $400,000 in fees for these services, although 
this funding only marginally supports PPDS programming, mainte-
nance, and training, according to Data Processing Division Managers.

Paper flow and data entry into CMS and other databases
In order to understand the CMS, it is useful to know how information 
is entered into the system.  This is summarized below.

 Patrol officers respond to incidents and fill out Investigation 
Reports in the field, which are given to the Records Division 
for data entry into the PPDS.

 Approximately three days are needed for Records to enter 
information from the Investigation Reports.  In the past, large 
backlogs have significantly extended the number of days for 
full data entry.  The Records Division copies Investigation Re-

How the Portland 
Police Bureau detective 

case management 
functions
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ports as needed for distribution to the appropriate detective 
detail and precinct, as well as to other agencies.

 In order to begin working cases more quickly, many detec-
tives have an informal arrangement whereby they receive a 
photocopy of Investigation Reports directly from the respond-
ing officer.

 The detective sergeant reviews copies of incoming Investi-
gation Reports for possible assignment.  In some instances, 
detectives self-assign cases.  What is done with cases that are 
not assigned varies from detail to detail.  In some, unassigned 
cases are entered into a detail’s stand-alone database for fu-
ture reference.  In others, copies of the reports are either filed 
or discarded.

 In most details, but not all, case assignment information is 
entered into the CMS portion of PPDS by a clerk, or, in some 
instances, the detective Sergeant.  When opened, the CMS 
pulls up basic information about the case from PPDS, such 
as the case number, offense, associated persons, and so on.  
Detective staff enter information into the CMS such as the 
detective assigned, date, detail, and detective status.

 The same information must also be entered into the detail’s 
stand-alone database(s).  Also, many details enter additional 
information about the case that is not entered into the Bu-
reau’s official systems.  Importantly, detective staff must enter 
the information that had originally been entered into PPDS by 
Records, since this data cannot be pulled into the stand-alone 
systems (with the exception of one system which does pull 
data from PPDS).

 As cases progress, detectives are expected to provide infor-
mation to their supervisors or clerks which will be used to 
update case status for the CMS and stand-alone systems.

 When a case has been cleared or suspended, this is com-
municated to Records, which enters it into the PPDS.  This 
information must also be entered into the CMS (which tracks 
case status separately) and any other stand-alone systems in 
use.
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The Bureau is currently in the process of implementing an electronic 
field reporting system which should substantively change the first 
several steps in the paper flow described above.  Project documents 
indicate that officers will electronically create and submit Investiga-
tion Reports to their supervisors for approval and that Records will 
subsequently enter some additional information.  If successfully 
implemented, Bureau officials tell us that sergeants will be able to 
review cases as soon as they are approved using a special browser.  
However, all case assignment and management activities will still be 
carried out using the CMS residing within PPDS.

We found no conclusive evidence that the CMS is inherently unreli-
able, or that its inaccuracies stem from programming errors.  It is 
clear, however, that the CMS has significant problems which render 
the system ineffective.  The following sections describe our findings 
related to the CMS and the impacts on Police Bureau investigations.

Use of PPDS Case Management System is inconsistent; its use is 
neither standardized nor required
Use of the CMS is inconsistent among the investigative details.  While 
the Central Detective Division details currently enter case assign-
ments into the CMS, precinct detectives have not “officially” been 
brought into the system, according to Data Processing Division man-
agement.  That is, they are not required to use the detective CMS, and 
do not receive information about the system, updates, and changes.  
Further, it has traditionally been up to individual details to decide 
how the CMS would be utilized and its use has never been standard-
ized.  This can lead to significant problems coordinating investigation 
work.  For example, police officials described several instances in 
which detectives found they were unknowingly working the same 
cases as other detectives.  

We found that few sergeants or detectives use the CMS during the 
course of their work (other than for assigning cases).  Many rely 
instead on a variety of individual systems such as spreadsheets, 
notebooks, or simply their memories for managing cases and tracking 

Current CMS could be 
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progress.  While it is clear that the sergeants and detectives are ca-
pable and dedicated, these varied and informal methods provide no 
means for ensuring consistency and accountability across the Bureau 
and may unnecessarily make their work more difficult.

Stand-alone databases waste resources
A fundamental problem with case management in the Police Bu-
reau is the use of many stand-alone database systems:  every major 
detail in the Detective Division has at least one stand-alone database.  
Several were developed by a consultant while others were created by 
Police Bureau sergeants, detectives or clerks. 

As we describe the problems inherent to these databases, it is im-
portant to keep in mind that their existence reflects the need that 
detectives and their supervisors have for reliable and comprehensive 
case management information.  Further, while there may be a legiti-
mate need for a stand-alone database in some cases, any additional 
system created to do what PPDS and the CMS are capable of doing 
represents a loss to the Bureau.  

The use of stand-alone systems means that clerks (or sergeants) are 
entering the same data in more than one place.  We found several 
instances of clerks entering the same data into two systems and one 
instance of a clerk who entered almost the same data into four dif-
ferent systems.  Not only does this waste time that could be spent on 
other tasks, it can lead to errors being introduced into the data.  

Stand-alone systems do not receive official support or back-up and 
the security of these systems depends on the initiative of an in-
dividual or team.  This could negatively impact the reliability and 
accessibility of the data.  We found a stand-alone database, devel-
oped by a private contractor and into which a previous clerk had 
entered a substantial amount of historical data, was no longer used 
by the current clerk because she was not aware of its function or 
location on her computer.  Data Processing Division managers told 
us that there are many examples of such stand-alone databases 
that have been subsequently abandoned upon the departure of 
a detective or sergeant.  The time and money used creating these 
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stand-alone databases represents a redirection of resources away 
from the Bureau’s critical needs.

Information silos prevent information sharing
The existence of many separate database systems creates informa-
tion silos – information that is readily available to only a few people.  
Information silos impede investigation activities by making informa-
tion difficult to access.  We found that detectives from one detail 
occasionally take advantage of stand-alone systems used by another 
detail.  For example, detective staff told us that homicide detectives 
have used the suspect information features of the sex crimes data-
base in their work.  While a small group of detectives may benefit 
from access to a good stand-alone system, such fragmented bits of 
information can negatively impact investigations across the Bureau.

Inability to generate basic crime and productivity statistics
The CMS cannot generate reliable management information.  The 
monthly detective case management report contains numerous er-
rors and outdated information.  Because there is no one ultimately 
responsible for cleaning the data, however, management reports con-
tinue to be inaccurate.  Most detective staff we spoke with indicated 
the reports serve little purpose.

Data Processing Division management told us that they have just 
begun a process to remove out-dated information from the CMS.  The 
monthly report that they run, which is currently close to 500 pages, 
would likely be no longer than 40 pages if old data were removed.  
Almost 96,000 cases are listed in the report that have an official UCR 
status of unfounded, suspended, or cleared by arrest.  Because the 
amount of old information has grown so large, the process of re-
moving it will take time.  When completed, they hope to implement 
a regular audit process in order to keep the database better main-
tained. 

As currently used, the CMS does not provide information on the 
number of unassigned cases, which prevented us from assessing the 
extent to which cases appropriate for further investigation are not as-
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signed due to lack of personnel or other resources.  This data is even 
more important for the Bureau to use in making resource allocation 
decisions.

Bureau officials and staff described the substantial amount of time 
needed to create reports about detective activities for management.  
Because they could not easily access information from the CMS, they 
instead sorted through paper reports by hand.  In one instance, it 
took a clerk several days to create a basic report for her detail on 
unassigned, assigned, and cleared cases for 2004.

Finally, information about detective productivity is problematic.  
Although their responsibilities include court appearances, prepara-
tion of cases for the District Attorney, serving warrants, and assisting 
patrol officers, the only aspects tracked and reported on are “cases 
cleared” and “reports written.”  Further, the “reports written” figure un-
der-represents the actual number of reports completed by detectives 
due to backlogs in the Records Division.

Lack of policies and procedures, support, and training
Training and ongoing user support is vital to the reliability of any da-
tabase system.  There is no formal training program for Bureau CMS 
users.  Data Processing Division management told us that they have 
requested a training position every year for 25 years but the request 
has never been filled.  Further, they have lost significant staffing due 
to Administrative Services Review.

Clerks we spoke with had either figured out how to use the system 
on their own, or were able to get help from others with more experi-
ence with the system.  While the system is fairly intuitive, we found 
substantial variation among users about the purpose of several key 
data fields.  In addition, many clerks told us that they had no idea 
whom to call for assistance with the system.  Finally, only one clerk 
had a copy of the Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) which gov-
ern use of the CMS, but it was significantly out of date.  The existing 
SOPs, however, are also out of date and do not contain the current 
detective case status codes.
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The lack of training, user support, and availability of current SOPs has 
led to poor data entry practices, which worsen CMS data accuracy 
problems.

CMS is viewed as unreliable and inaccurate
Almost every detective and supervisor we talked with was concerned 
about inaccuracies in CMS data.  The persistent belief that the CMS 
is not reliable caused many details to develop their own stand-alone 
systems.  This perception also led many to stop using the system, 
which can perpetuate problems of data accuracy.

Ongoing complaints about bad data led one sergeant to take over 
data entry duties for over a year in order to better understand what 
the problems are.

We did not find evidence that the system itself creates errors in the 
data.  Rather, we believe the inaccuracies are the result of a combina-
tion of several factors:

 Poor data entry practices that stem from a lack of training, 
user support and standardized procedures

 Inconsistent use

 Some data entry fields that are confusing and poorly defined

 Detectives not providing status updates to clerks or 
supervisors in a timely manner

 Out-dated data that should be cleaned

Management support for an effective CMS is lacking
We believe that many of the problems with the CMS result from a 
lack of recognition of the system and its purpose.  Although there 
have been recent attempts to improve the system’s use and reliabil-
ity, each of these attempts has lacked, among other things, the full 
support from the Bureau’s upper management levels which would 
ensure the dedication of needed resources. 



24

Portland Police Investigations



25

Chapter 4

Management processes and 
controls need improvement

Chapter 4

In addition to effective automated information systems, a large 
organization such as the Portland Police Bureau needs a compre-
hensive system of policies and procedures that are clearly written 
and understood by employees, sufficient training and equipment to 
complete tasks efficiently, and a system for evaluation and feedback 
for continuous improvement.   Our review indicates that while a 
number of management processes and controls are in place for the 
investigative function, several critical elements need improvement.  
Specifically, officers need to do a better job of completing preliminary 
investigations, patrol sergeants need improved evaluative techniques, 
detectives need more computer equipment, and the Bureau should 
explore methods to reduce turnover within the Investigations com-
mand structure.

The preliminary investigation process, which is initiated and generally 
completed by patrol officers responding to a crime scene, has long 
been recognized as a critical factor in the solution of crimes.  The 
thoroughness with which an officer completes the written descrip-
tion of events, collects physical evidence, takes witness accounts 
and searches for initial clues, often determines whether a case will 
be solved by the follow-up detectives or even assigned.  In addition, 
incomplete or erroneous reports lead to duplicate work being per-
formed by detectives.  

More responsibility has been given to patrol officers to complete 
preliminary investigations over the years.  Officers are now expected 
to collect DNA evidence, sometimes interview suspects in custody, 

Preliminary 
Investigations process 
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and for some less serious cases, prepare cases for the District Attor-
ney’s office.  In the past these have all been duties for detectives.  In 
cases where a serious crime has been committed, patrol officers are 
required to call their supervisors, who in turn notify detectives and 
their supervisors.  Depending on the nature of the incident, detec-
tives will immediately respond.  In the case of a homicide, detectives 
try to reach the scene within one hour.  The patrol officer’s primary 
job in that case is to secure the crime scene.

Patrol officers complete the initial investigation for less serious 
incidents.  The reports they complete are submitted to patrol super-
visors usually about thirty minutes before the end of a shift.  Patrol 
sergeants review the reports, ask officers to complete missing infor-
mation or correct deficiencies, and sign the reports for forwarding to 
the Records Division for processing.  In the case of robberies, officers 
fax reports to the Robbery Division so detectives can respond imme-
diately the following morning.   

Elements of a good preliminary investigative process
In order to have a well-run process the system needs to contain:

 Clearly identified roles for the patrol officers

 Useful procedures, clearly written and available to officers in 
the field

 Adequate training and skills in the collection of physical 
evidence and report-writing

 An evaluation system to provide feedback to officers who 
need additional coaching and training opportunities

The culmination of this activity should be a well written, thorough 
Investigation Report that helps detectives assess the need for further 
action, and provides timely evidence collection.

We conducted a series of interviews with detectives, detective super-
visors, patrol officers, and their supervisors to determine the extent 
to which the current system matches these elements, to assess the 
completeness of Investigation Reports, and to provide a basis for 
recommending improvements.
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Reports often incomplete, missing critical elements
Detective supervisors and patrol supervisors told us that there is a 
problem with consistency in the reports.  Some reports are very poor-
ly written and lack details to the extent that detectives sometimes 
must go out into the field to reconstruct events before they know 
whether or not to assign the case.  One detective supervisor said 
the quality ranges from “mediocre to poor.”  In reports we reviewed, 
important details were often missing, while some did not contain 
enough information for detectives to even determine precisely what 
type of crime took place.  Others did not describe any search for 
physical evidence or for witnesses.   These are critical elements which 
detectives use to determine whether and what type of follow-up is 
required. 

Officers understand roles, but written procedures are hard to find and not 
useful.
Officers we spoke with said it is clear when to contact detectives and 
when to handle situations themselves.  They also understand when 
to contact supervisors.  However, one officer said that he understands 
the role, but it had not been explicitly communicated or explained.   
Most of what they learn is in the basic academy training they receive 
when they are first hired.  

All ten of the officers and sergeants we spoke with said there are 
probably various General Orders and directives explaining field 
procedures, but no one was able to find them during our interviews.  
The lack of clearly written, readily available procedures likely contrib-
utes to officers not understanding when to undertake certain tasks 
such as evidence collection and neighborhood canvassing.  Written, 
easily accessible procedures can reinforce training and help officers 
be more thorough.  Patrol sergeants, however, told us officers under-
stand what they are supposed to do but often do not have time as 
they need to respond to other dispatched calls for service.  Appendix 
B is an example of clearly written field procedures for patrol officers 
and detectives for a burglary reduction program instituted by the City 
of Mesa, Arizona.
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Little on-going training is received on collecting physical evidence
Officers we spoke with expressed a desire for more training on the 
collection of physical evidence.  They were surprised, for example, 
with how little training they received on collecting DNA evidence.  A 
short video was shown recently at a roll call at their precincts, but 
one officer commented that afterwards he did not know where the 
DNA kits were kept, much less how to use them.   A Training Division 
representative said that there are periodic instructional notices and 
some limited training when new techniques are introduced, but also 
generally agreed that more training is needed.

Because reports are submitted at the end of a shift, patrol sergeants do not 
have sufficient time to review reports, and there is no systematic feedback 
for officers who need more help
Patrol officers and sergeants told us they are frustrated at the lim-
ited amount of time available to review reports.  Sergeants review 
as many as possible and try to catch officers before their shifts end, 
in order to correct deficiencies.  Reports they do not have time to 
review are held over for the next shift patrol supervisor.  If there are 
deficiencies in these reports it is very difficult to have them corrected.  
The sergeant must send it through as is or hold it until the officer 
comes back for another shift.  Detectives told us this causes a prob-
lem as it is critical that witnesses be interviewed and evidence be 
collected as soon as possible after a crime has occurred.  

Patrol sergeants say they correct as many problems as possible in the 
reports, but mostly on an informal basis.  There is no formal, orga-
nized evaluation process intended to identify patterns of deficiencies 
in individual officers.  Without such a process, officers who need addi-
tional coaching and training will not get it, and will likely continue to 
submit problematic reports.  Officers we spoke with said they would 
welcome additional help and feedback.  Lack of a complete feedback 
system likely explains why previous report writing improvement ef-
forts have not yielded lasting results.
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Bureau management recognizes problems
Bureau managers have recognized these issues and taken steps to 
make improvements.  For example, many staff members and manag-
ers we interviewed remembered an increased emphasis on improved 
preliminary investigations within the past few years, although no one 
could remember specifics.  Most of them recalled an effort to improve 
report-writing that was conducted bureau-wide about four years 
ago.  Unfortunately, after an initial concentrated effort that reportedly 
yielded improvements, follow-up was insufficient to maintain lasting 
results.  Also, the Assistant Chief of the Operations Branch told us he 
has instructed Bureau precinct detectives to meet with officers as 
frequently as needed to improve their report writing skills.

In addition, the electronic reporting system now being tested should 
enable officers to complete reports in the field, and submit reports 
immediately to supervisors for review and approval.  If effectively 
implemented, this system has the potential to help officers submit 
reports in a more timely manner, and with fewer errors.  

Although detectives, for the most part, seem satisfied with the way 
cases are assigned and reviewed with supervisors, we believe the pro-
cess could be improved with more standardized procedures for case 
assignment, tracking and review.

Effective, productive detective work depends on a number of good 
management principles:

 Case assignments should be made on a rational basis of 
existing detective workloads, using a case management 
system

 Case reviews should be done by supervisors at regular 
intervals to ensure adequate progress and to determine 
whether to continue an investigation or suspend it

 Decisions to suspend or continue investigations should 
be made in a consultation between detectives and their 
supervisors

Supervisory oversight 
of detective work and 
case monitoring lacks 

consistency
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We conducted interviews with detectives and their supervisors, and 
reviewed policies and procedures to determine the extent to which 
current operations meet these principles.  

We found that although detective supervisors are actively involved 
in case assignment, management and review, it is largely on an 
informal basis.  For example, cases are generally assigned at random, 
or are self-assigned.  This method appears to work well for certain 
details such as Homicide. However, to ensure that cases are handled 
efficiently in other details, most cases should be assigned based on 
existing caseloads, backlogs, individual expertise, or individual inter-
est, using a centralized case management system. 

We also found that supervisory review generally occurs at regular 
staff meetings and on an informal basis.  Although detectives feel 
this meets their needs, the lack of a formalized process cannot ensure 
accountability or consistency.  While current supervisors are gener-
ally very active in case monitoring through a variety of means, an 
informal system relies heavily on individual initiative and dedicated 
personnel.  With the frequent turnover of command staff, as dis-
cussed later in this chapter, the Bureau cannot always be assured of 
having such personnel.

Case suspension or continuation decisions are done differently in 
various details.  In most situations continuation decisions should 
be done in consultations between detectives and their supervisors.  
There should be regular documented case reviews and deadlines for 
case progress.

The current set of Standard Operating Procedures for the Detec-
tive Division only very generally references the supervisory role of 
sergeants in monitoring and reviewing case status.  A more rigor-
ous set of policies and procedures requiring supervisory review and 
sign-offs, as well as reminders to discuss suspension/continuation 
decisions would help supervisors address a growing number of case 
assignments.  This task would be facilitated by an improved CMS as 
discussed in Chapter 3.
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Performance measurement is a part of a larger management process.  
Performance measures are derived from an agency’s mission, goals 
and objectives and should be a reliable indicator of progress toward 
achieving desired results.  Without good performance information 
an organization will have trouble justifying its resource needs and 
allocating resources to achieve strategic goals that benefit the com-
munity.  The chance for efficient operation and appropriate allocation 
of resources is greatly increased with good management and perfor-
mance information.

This audit report should be placed in context of the City’s overall 
Managing For Results initiative.  The deficiencies we note in this 
section of the audit are similar to those found in other Bureaus 
throughout the City.  Bureaus are attempting to develop meaning-
ful performance measures that demonstrate progress toward City 
goals and objectives.  Because the investigation function represents a 
major public safety investment, with a budget larger than many other 
entire bureaus, it needs a rigorous review and concentrated effort by 
Bureau staff.  As with all other bureaus, the City Auditor’s Office offers 
assistance to the Police Bureau in developing a set of meaningful and 
comprehensive measures.

Elements of a good set of performance measures
Characteristics of good performance measures, based on Governmen-
tal Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Concept Statement #2, are as 
follows:

 Relevance – The set of measures should provide all 
data necessary to provide a basis for understanding the 
accomplishments of the organization’s goals and objectives

 Understandability – They should be readily understandable. 
The number of measures should be concise yet 
comprehensive

 Comparability – Measures should allow for comparison to 
prior fiscal years, targets set by the entity, external standards, 
and to other entities

 Timeliness – Information should be reported while 
meaningful for decision-makers

The investigation 
function has few useful 
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 Consistency – Information should be reported consistently, 
over time

 Reliability – Information should be reliable and free from bias.  
The systems used to produce the data should be controlled 
and reliable

Existing measures are not complete or reliable
We reviewed performance measures related to the investigations 
function from major Bureau documents including the Adopted City 
Budget, the SEA, the Bureau’s monthly Performance Measures report, 
and the Bureau’s Strategic Plan.  Figure 6 lists investigation related 
measures from those documents.

We found there are no goals, objectives or targets upon which to 
base an assessment of whether or not the program is achieving de-
sired results.  Most of the measures, therefore, exist in a management 
vacuum, leaving the reviewer not knowing whether overall progress 
is positive or negative.

The measures are not comprehensively displayed in any one docu-
ment.  A reader trying to understand the organization must go to 
several sources to get necessary information.

The measures themselves are relevant, but taken together do not 
provide a full picture of whether the organization is achieving goals 
and objectives because of the two previously mentioned points.

The measures allow for some comparability to earlier time periods, 
particularly the few that are in the SEA and the Adopted City Budget.  
However, the measures in the monthly report show variations that 
are so small that they are virtually meaningless.  In addition, there are 
no targets, standards, or goals against which to measure progress.

Most measures are reported in a timely manner.

One of the most basic measures, case assignments, is unreliable 
because of problems with the Case Management System from which 
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the data is derived.  This has been an acknowledged problem for 
several years, yet the Bureau continues to report the measure in the 
monthly Performance Measure report.   We did not assess the accura-
cy of other measures in the monthly report.  However, SEA measures 
are checked on an annual basis by the Auditor’s Office.

Figure 6 Existing measures related to Investigations

TYPE Indicator Source

INPUT 
(spending/staffing)

Total spending SEA, Budget

Authorized staffing Budget

DEMAND 
(workload)

Crimes reported SEA, Strategic Plan

Crimes per population Budget

Major cases assigned
for investigation

Budget, Monthly Report

Total crimes YTD
    •   Bias
    •   Elderly
    •   Auto theft/no keys

Monthly Report

RESULTS Annual cases cleared
    •   Person crimes
    •   Property crimes

SEA

% cases cleared
    •   Person crimes
    •   Property crimes

SEA, Strategic Plan

Dollar value of 
recovered property Monthly Report

% cleared YTD
    •   Index crimes

Monthly Report

Source:  Audit Services review of cited documents
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In some instances, employee turnover can be good for an orga-
nization.  It provides an infusion of new knowledge, sometimes 
displaces poor performers, enhances the prospects of promotional 
opportunities for others, and if the departing employee stays in the 
organization, which is often the case in the Police Bureau, it provides 
employees with a wide range of experience as they move up the or-
ganizational ladder.  The cost of excessive turnover, however, can be 
very high in tangible and intangible ways which include:  increased 
workload on others due to vacancies, decreased productivity, declin-
ing employee morale, and selection and training costs.   Although 
we did not document the specific costs in this review, detectives 
and others we spoke with in the Bureau told us that morale suffers, 
projects go uncompleted, and there is a loss of accountability when 
command staff changes too often.  

The Detective Division appears to have a high turnover rate in the 
command staff and among detectives.  According to our review 
of available Bureau organization charts and personnel records, the 
Division has had four commanders in the past six years.  Further, 
lieutenants who perform middle management responsibilities for 
Person Crimes and Property Crimes have turned over frequently: five 
different lieutenants have supervised the Person Crimes details in the 
past six years (with two lengthy vacant periods) and three lieutenants 
have supervised the Property Crimes details during the same period.   
Sergeants who provide first line management tasks for detectives 
appear to also turnover frequently.  For example, the Sexual Assault 
detail has had four sergeants in the past six years, and the Fraud de-
tail has had five different individuals or team supervisors during the 
same period. 

In the major crime units themselves (Homicide, Sexual Assault, Fraud 
and Robbery) we found annual detective staff turnover of between 
17 percent and 50 percent.  In some cases, however, detectives are 
moving to other investigative units and thus the Detective Division is 
not entirely losing experienced detectives.  There may be, however, 
a loss of expertise regarding specific crimes and methods used to in-
vestigate them.  On the positive side, each of the units has a base of 
several detectives who have served in the same unit for many years, 
providing a stable knowledge base. 

Turnover in command 
positions could 
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Virtually every division detective we spoke with said that turnover in 
the command ranks caused problems with obtaining needed resourc-
es for doing their jobs, and by taking valuable time away from their 
regular work to provide on-the-job training.   

Computers and information sharing is critical in modern detective 
work.  Portland’s detectives use computer workstations to perform a 
variety of tasks.  In addition to the usual email software which profes-
sional employees use to transmit and receive information, detectives 
use computers to access a number of specialized crime-related da-
tabases.  They access the Law Enforcement Data Service for criminal 
history checks, driver and motor vehicle information, and access the 
National Criminal Information Center.  They use personal computers 
as a direct link to the 9-1-1 dispatch system to obtain real-time infor-
mation on patrol unit availability and to get call histories in order to 
document cases.  Detectives use various software programs to obtain 
and display photographs of suspects, and to diagram and analyze 
crime scenes.   

Even though Division detectives have personal desks, they must 
share computers.  For example, in Homicide there six computers for 
twelve detectives, in Robbery six detectives share three computers, 
and in Sexual Assault there are three computers for seven detec-
tives.  Detectives told us this means they must log on and off each 
time they leave a workstation and hope to get back onto one when 
they need it.  Detectives told us that they have to move sensitive files 
around the office and that they find it difficult to take, or make, calls 
while at a computer workstation.

In addition, as the Bureau moves toward an electronic field reporting 
system, the detectives will need to make more use of computers to 
access electronic incident reports and other information generated 
by various Divisions within the Bureau and of outside agencies.  

Bureau of Technology Services (BTS) representatives also agreed that 
computers, in general, improve productivity.  Most professional City 
employees have computer workstations.  In fact, the City owns almost 
4,500 personal computers and laptops for about 5,000 employees. 

Portland detectives 
have less access to 

personal computer 
equipment than in any 

other city we contacted
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Only one of the eight other cities we contacted did not assign each 
detective their own personal computer.  Many have laptops that De-
tectives can carry into the field.  Each said that having the computers 
enhanced productivity greatly and could not imagine being without 
them.    

BTS representatives estimate that buying computers for detectives 
and equipping them with appropriate software would cost about 
$1,500 each.  We estimate equipping all detectives in the major units 
we reviewed would cost less than $30,000 (this includes precinct 
detectives).  The Bureau could do this on a progressive basis over 
a number of years to minimize the budgetary impact.  There may 
also be additional on-going maintenance charges from BTS of about  
$17,000 annually.
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The Portland Police Bureau is at a crossroads regarding the investi-
gations function.   Resource constraints and increasing workloads 
require they take stock of where they are now, what they are trying 
to achieve, and what resources are needed to accomplish their goals.  
Staff must collect reliable information to assess the Bureau’s current 
state and measure progress toward its goals.  The City’s Managing 
For Results process is an opportunity for the Bureau to begin this 
work.  We recommend the Bureau start with a definition of goals 
and objectives, while simultaneously taking steps to improve its Case 
Management System and its policies and procedures concerning 
preliminary investigations and detective supervisory oversight.  Once 
these recommendations are implemented the Bureau can assess its 
need for additional staff.

In order to improve the Police Bureau’s ability to estimate resource 
needs and deploy resources effectively, management should:

1.  Develop a comprehensive set of goals, objectives and 
performance measures for the investigations function.  

  The Bureau should participate in the City’s MFR process.  
Through this process the Bureau will develop a performance 
measurement system that is meaningful, comprehensive, and 
allow for greater public accountability.  It will help the Bureau 
assess its current state and the resources needed to accomplish 
identified goals.  The City Auditor’s Office, through its 
commitment to the City-wide MFR process, offers its assistance 
in developing these measures.  

Management controls 
and processes
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2.  Develop a staffing model that incorporates goals, 
objectives, and detective productivity data.  

  Once the Bureau has refined and articulated the results it hopes 
to achieve with the investigations function, and developed 
a reliable set of productivity measures, staffing needs can be 
assessed.  A staffing model should take into account realistic 
objectives and reliable detective productivity information.   We 
recommend that requests for significant additional personnel 
not be made until management improvements recommended 
here have been implemented.

3.  Strengthen Detective Division case management controls 
by adopting a more detailed set of supervisory oversight 
and assignment procedures.  

  Detective sergeants should ensure that cases are assigned to 
detectives based on existing individual detective workload, 
expertise, and general interest (except where this is not 
practical, such as in Homicide), utilizing a centralized, improved 
case management system (Recommendation 6 below).  In 
addition to their regular staff meetings, supervisors should 
review and document progress on individual cases at regular 
intervals.  Standard review times might be established for 
each case, such as every ten days.  At these reviews decisions 
should be made jointly as whether or not to continue each 
investigation.   These reviews could be documented as part 
of the improved CMS.   Although our audit work on this issue 
did not include precinct detective details, the Bureau should 
conduct an assessment to determine the extent to which 
precinct detectives could benefit from this recommendation.

4.  Explore opportunities to reduce excessive turnover, 
especially within the command structure of the Detective 
Division.  

  We understand that the rotation of sworn personnel 
throughout the Bureau is an important training aid and that 
there is value in having employees with a breadth of experience 
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in the Bureau, especially as they are promoted to higher ranks.  
However, the Bureau must also recognize the impacts of 
excessive turnover on the overall health of the Bureau.   We do 
not have a specific recommendation for this issue, but we do 
recognize its importance and recommend the Bureau make an 
effort to explore ways to reduce turnover.  Perhaps obtaining 
informal long-to-medium term agreements with job candidates 
for these positions, or conducting skills and interest surveys for 
job candidates would help.

The following recommendations focus on areas to help detectives 
perform their work more efficiently and effectively.  The Bureau 
should:

5.  Strengthen the preliminary investigations process.  

  A number of steps should be undertaken to improve the 
preliminary investigations process.  

  a. The Bureau should develop clearly written, detailed 
procedures for patrol officers that would be available for 
field reference.  

  Procedures should be more explicit about how and when to 
undertake certain actions such as neighborhood canvassing 
and collection of physical evidence, and how to complete 
Investigation Reports in such a manner as to be of most use 
to detectives.   The Bureau may need to interview or survey 
officers to determine what type of training is specifically 
needed for collecting physical evidence and report-writing.  

  b. The Bureau should institute a comprehensive evaluation 
system for patrol sergeants to document and provide 
feedback to officers who need additional coaching and 
training opportunities.

Detective efficiency
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6.  Improve the Case Management System.  

  Problems with the CMS severely challenge efficient information 
sharing among detectives and the generation of basic, reliable 
crime and detective productivity statistics.  At a minimum, 
we recommend that the Bureau carry out the following steps.  
We also suggest the designation of a project manager with 
sufficient resources and experience to oversee these tasks.

  a. Fully assess the data needs of detectives and their 
supervisors so that the centralized system will meet their 
needs.  

  The centralized case management system must perform at least 
as well as the stand-alone systems or detectives will continue to 
use and develop such systems instead.

  b. Commit an adequate level of resources necessary to 
support Police Bureau data systems and its users.  

  CMS users do not currently have the level of support needed 
to ensure good data entry practices.  The Bureau should 
update SOPs, develop and maintain a list of all CMS users, and 
disseminate to them all updates and pertinent information.  In 
addition, all users should receive needed training and support.  
Finally, the Bureau should ensure that the current effort to clean 
outdated data from the system is completed successfully.

  c. Require that everyone use the system, including 
precinct detectives.  

  In addition, the Bureau should require that detectives provide 
all updates in a timely manner.

  d. Plan for an orderly incorporation of stand-alone systems 
into a centralized integrated system.  

  There is a substantial amount of important information that 
resides on the many stand-alone data systems developed 
by detectives.  This data should be carefully moved to the 
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centralized system.  Doing so will likely require changes to the 
existing CMS in order to support needed data fields.

7.  Provide additional computer equipment for detectives.  

  With the ever increasing reliance on information technologies, 
including the Bureau’s investment in electronic field reporting, 
each detective should have his or her own computer.  We 
estimate the initial cost would be less then $30,000 for the 
major details we focused on during our audit.  The Bureau 
could implement this on a phase-in basis over the course of 
several years to minimize the budgetary impact.
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Other city comparative 
information 

Clearance rates for person and 
property crimes (1999-2003)
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The data in the following charts are derived 
from Uniform Crime Reporting data for the 
years 1999-2003.  It represents the clearance 
rate for the cumulative total crimes reported 
and cleared during that period for each 
city.   2003 is the latest UCR data available.  
By showing five years of reported crime and 
clearance data we sought to smooth out sig-
nificant rate spikes caused when some crimes 
are cleared in one year but actually reported 
in prior years.
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  2003 INDEX CRIMES  2005 STAFFING RATIOS   

 2003   Cleared  Total  Detectives/ Detectives/ Crimes/
CITY POPULATION Total (% of total)  Sworn Detectives 100,000 pop Sworn Detective

Austin  682,319   45,423   5,610  (12%) - - - - -

Baltimore  644,554   48,653   9,593  (20%)  3,525  243 37.70 7% 200

Boston  589,795   35,049   9,237  (26%)  2,270  244 41.37 11% 144

Charlotte  668,003   51,728   10,680  (21%)  1,520  165 24.70 11% 314

Washington DC  563,384   40,420   4,326  (11%)  3,800  343 60.88 9% 118

Denver  565,905   32,595   4,866  (15%)  1,445  232 41.00 16% 140

Detroit  927,766   83,533   14,123  (17%) - - - - -

El Paso  586,392   25,282   5,350  (21%)  1,349  153 26.09 11% 165

Fort Worth  576,339   41,280   4,879  (12%) - - - - -

Indianapolis  800,167   52,453   10,515  (20%)  -  148 18.50  -  354

Jacksonville  776,417   50,520   10,224  (20%)  1,586  122 15.71 8% 414

Memphis  653,858   65,853   8,542  (13%)  2,101  234 35.79 11% 281

Milwaukee  594,269   43,088   4,115  (10%)  2,056  247 41.56 12% 174

Nashville  554,888   46,982   5,720  (12%)  1,312  177 31.90 13% 265

Oklahoma City  521,681   52,237   7,070  (14%) - - - - -

Portland  545,271   46,387   6,253  (13%)  1,045  89 16.32 9% 521

San Francisco  772,065   43,888   6,976  (16%) - - - - -

San Jose  909,890   24,126   4,276  (18%)  1,456  163 17.91 11% 148

Seattle  576,296   50,250   6,632  (13%)  1,224  189 32.80 15% 266

Tucson  514,618   52,007   7,063  (14%)  978  130 25.26 13% 400

Audit staff collected the following information for all cities with 2003 
population between 500,000 and 1,000,000 as reported in the FBI’s 
Uniform Crime Report.  This was the most recent detailed crime data 
available.  Staffing data was gathered through telephone interviews 
and reviews of budget documents.  Our ratios combine 2003 popula-
tion and 2005 staffing data because representatives we spoke with 
were unable to accurately report staffing data from 2003.  In five 
cases, we were not able to obtain reliable detective staffing data.
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Field investigation procedures:
Burglary Reduction Program,
Mesa, Arizona 
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