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PART |
Crafting Performance Measures

CHAPTER |
Introduction: What Are Performance Measures?

Support for information technology projects in government is becoming
more and more dependent on hard evidence that such investments yield
significant benefits. For criminal justice and law enforcement agencies, this
need means that new information system projects must be justified in terms
of documented improvements in justice, efficiency, and public safety. This
justification is often made with performance measures.

The U.S. Department of Justice Office of Justice Programs’ Bureau of Jus-
tice Assistance (BJA) provided initial support for this guide to help crimi-
nal justice and law enforcement justice information sharing professionals
develop performance measures for their projects. These measures are
important for agency management and planning and help BJA fulfill its own
responsibilities to assess the projects it supports. The guide helps managers,
staff, and executives develop measures in two ways: by offering comments
and advice on the process of developing measures, and by providing a
catalog of workable examples for specific types of projects.

This guide is also designed to assist criminal justice information sharing
professionals implement special summary performance measures' (to sup-
port the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Program Assessment
Rating Tool (PART) review)that BJA has developed to meet its responsibili-
ties under the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA). Con-
gress requires all federal agencies, including BJA, to provide performance
measures assessing the value of their funding programs. These summary
measures will allow BJA to aggregate the results of many projects into a
few general measures to document the value of its overall investment in
criminal justice and law enforcement information justice information shar-
ing projects.? These measures are presented and explained in more detail
in Part II.

1. These broad measures, presented in Part Il, represent key criminal justice goals and are
selected to capture the effects of as diverse a set of criminal justice information system projects as
possible. The seven measures are believed to cover almost all such current and recent projects.

2. Congress enacted the GPRA in 1993 to make the managers of federal agencies accountable
for the results of agency and program activities. The Act requires the establishment of measurable
agency and program goals through the development of long-term strategic plans and annual per-
formance plans and requires each agency to issue an Annual Performance Report detailing actual
results compared to performance goals. To meet the requirements of GPRA, BJA must annually
provide performance measures capturing the value of its funding programs to OMB.
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Types of Measures

This guide and the catalog of examples focuses on those three types of
performance measures most useful for measurement of the results of your
agency’s project: output, outcome, and efficiency measures:*

Output measures: Any product of a project activity. Output measures
are usually indicators of the volume of work accomplished (e.g., num-
ber of traffic stops, number of officers attending training) as opposed
to the intended results of that work (e.g., reduction in traffic fatalities,
reduction in citizen complaints about officers” behavior).

Outcome measures: The consequences of a program or project. Out-
come measures focus on what the project makes happen rather than
what it does, and are closely related to agency goals and mission (e.g.,
reduction in reported crimes, reduction in highway deaths, improved
conviction rates, reduction in officer injuries). These are measures of
intended results, not the process of achieving them.

Efficiency measures: Measures that indicate the effect of the project on
a criminal justice agency’s efficiency in its use of resources (e.g., cost,
time, personnel).*

Characteristics of Good Performance Measures

Development of performance measures can be complex. Useful, work-
able measures must balance a variety of characteristics that are difficult to
achieve simultaneously.

Important characteristics of good performance measures include:

1. Goal-focused. The measure must be an indicator of the achievement
of an agency goal, not just a count of your agency’s activities. The
goal should be accepted as important by citizens and public officials
outside your agency.

2. Feasible. The measure must be possible for your agency to imple-
ment. The agency must have the subject matter expertise, time, per-
sonnel, technical capability, and access to the information necessary
to implement the measure.

3. There are other types of performance measures used in agency-wide strategic
planning (such as input and quality measures) and a variety of other terminology used
in the performance measurement literature, which are not used in this guide for ease of
presentation.

4 Note that OMB PART defines an efficiency measure in a somewhat differ-
ent way. There it is defined as a measure that captures a funding program’s ability
to implement its activities and achieve results relative to resources. In other words,
PART focuses on the efficiency of BJA’s management and operation, not on that of the
grantee agencies.
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3. Inexpensive. Implementation of the measure must be relatively rea-
sonably priced, or it will compete for resources needed to accom-
plish your agency’s goals.

4. Understandable. The measure must be clear and simple enough to
be successfully communicated to, and understood by, non-experts.

5. Unambiguous. The measure must be stated in language sufficiently
precise to be unambiguous. (Such precision sometimes requires
legal and technical terms that place this feature into direct conflict
with #4 above.)

6. Accurate. The measure must accurately capture the events or condi-
tion it is supposed to be an indicator of.

7. Valid. The measure must be designed to minimize bias, error, and
distortion.

8. Project-linked. Causal connections must be established between the
project and the measures of agency goal achievement.

All these characteristics need to be taken into consideration when design-
ing performance measures for your agency’s project. Good measures
balance a variety of interests and serve multiple purposes.® Given the chal-
lenges of project performance measurement, good performance measures
fall somewhere between sophisticated (and expensive) program evaluations
and simplistic performance measurement designed to show only positive
results.

Developing performance measures for an information technology project
involves asking and answering a series of questions:

e Which goals does the project help us achieve?

e How does the project help us achieve those goals?
e What are the best measures of those goals?

e How should those measures best be implemented?

Each question involves a host of considerations and leads to a variety of
other, more specific questions. Each of these questions is addressed in the
chapters that follow.

The variety of considerations described above—and others introduced in
this guide—means that the answer to one question will often lead you to
reconsider others. For example, thinking through ways to measure a goal

5. A good source for useful measures can often be found in solicitations, guidelines,
and requirements for funding programs that have been used to finance the project.
These sources often specify not only broad goals but, also suggest performance
measures or point to current and emerging standards such as the Law Enforcement
Information Sharing Program (LEISP), National Data Exchange (N-DEx), and Regional
Data Exchange (R-DEXx) that could form the basis for performance measures.
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will often lead you to restate the goal itself in more concrete terms. Con-
sideration of implementation problems or potential biases in a measure
might require rethinking the measure itself. Measures that appear simple
and straightforward at first may become much more complex when you try
to define words in concrete terms, and will need to be revised. Thus, the
process of developing good measures is not a simple series of tasks that is
performed only once, from start to finish, but a backward and forward pro-
cess that can be lengthy.

The sheer number of ideas and issues introduced by this guide might at first
make development of good measures appear complex. The task will always
be a balancing act, in which compromises must be made and common
sense applied. The “perfect measure” will rarely be feasible, but measures
need not be perfect to be useful and meaningful. Like effective govern-
ment, performance measurement is as much art as science.

Part | of this guide is divided into chapters based on the key performance
measure question it addresses:

e Which goals does the project help us achieve? Strategies for devel-
oping goals statements for the project based on the agency’s mission
and the contribution the project makes to that mission.

e How does the project help us achieve our goals? Project implemen-
tation techniques based on understanding the chain of results that
tie the project to the goals.

e What are the best measures of our agency’s goals? Introduction of
a variety of issues regarding the formulation of useful measures,
including issues specific to criminal justice and law enforcement
projects.

e How should our performance measures best be implemented? Dis-
cussion of the details of performance measure implementation that
can critically affect their meaning and usefulness.

Part Il is a presentation of the seven summary performance measures, a
variety of project specific measures, and suggestions for use.



CHAPTER 11
Which Goals Does the Project Help Us Achieve?

The thinking process used to develop performance measures for your proj-
ect begins by asking questions about the purposes the IT project seeks to
accomplish. The purposes should be expressed in terms of your agency’s
goals and mission.

Agency Mission and Goal Statements

Mission and goal statements should be clear, specific, and concrete. They
should ideally be developed through a strategic planning process and by
a broad range of criminal justice and law enforcement information sharing
practitioners.

The basic functions of criminal justice and law enforcement agencies, of
course, are similar from county to county and state to state. Useful state-
ments of mission and goals for law enforcement agencies, prosecutors,
courts, community and institutional corrections, and other specialized
components of the criminal justice system (such as crime laboratories) are
often available from their respective national professional organizations.
Many of these organizations have developed professional standards and
accreditation programs. These standards are often the best source of crimi-
nal justice goals that have been stated in measurable terms.

Identifying Project Goals

Your information technology project will usually address some, but not all,
of the agency’s goals and only a part of its mission. The following ques-
tions aim at identifying those goals that the project is intended to help your
agency achieve:

e What is our IT project for?

e Why is it important?

e Why did we want it?

e What problems does our project solve?

e What will be different after our project is completed?

Often, when these questions are asked explicitly, it will turn out that your
agency'’s executives, managers, technical staff, and line personnel supply a
wide variety of answers. Selecting those parts of the agency’s mission and,
ultimately, outcome measures for relevant agency goals will depend on
developing a common set of answers to these questions.
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The following list (developed following review of criminal justice policy
statements and those of major professional organizations) provides sugges-
tions for widely held criminal justice goals and covers a broad spectrum

of functions across the criminal justice system. These statements (not in
order of importance) provide an overview of the criminal justice and law
enforcement purposes justice information sharing can be used to address
and can provide a starting point for defining goals addressed by your agen-
cy’s particular project. The catalog of project measure examples in Part Il
suggests how these goals statements relate to particular projects.

Criminal Justice Goals for Information Technology

1. Decrease law enforcement response time to citizen calls for service through the use of information
systems to manage law enforcement services.

2. Increase clearance rate by enhancing law enforcement investigative capacity through information
technology

3. Enhance the safety of law enforcement officers by increasing information available to patrol officers
and dispatchers..

4. Reduce gun violence in our communities through the use of information systems and technologies
to restrict unlawful access to weapons by unauthorized individuals.

5. Improve identification and apprehension of wanted individuals by providing more accurate and
complete information to justice users.

6. Reduce the availability of dangerous drugs by facilitating the investigation and prosecution of dan-
gerous drug manufacture and distribution through increased information sharing.

7. Reduce domestic/family violence through improved information sharing among justice and social
service agencies.

8. Strengthen the relationship between criminal justice and law enforcement agencies and the com-
munity they serve through increased information sharing with the public.

9. Improve linkages among criminal justice and non-criminal justice agencies and organizations
through improved information sharing.

10. Improve the ability of prosecutors to secure convictions through more effective case management
and information exchange with other justice entities.

11. Improve information sharing to defense bar attorneys improving capacity to provide reasonable
defense to accused clients.

12. Provide services and information related to specific offenders to victims and potential victims of
crime through information systems.

13. Improve law enforcement effectiveness through data-driven management.
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14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24,

Improve judicial decisions by expanding the scope and analysis of information available.

Improve the time, personnel, and cost efficiency of the justice process by automation of tasks and
information sharing.

Reduce errors in justice process operations through improved information sharing and
management.

Protect the safety and security of correctional personnel and inmates by improving the information
available to correctional officers and staff.

Reduce offender recidivism and improve community supervision compliance through increased
information availability, communication, and risk assessment.

Intervene in criminal careers by providing information to focus criminal justice efforts on serious
repeat offenders.

Intervene in criminal careers by providing information to design and manage rehabilitation efforts.

Enhance the ability to make appropriate hiring decisions for sensitive positions through increased
access to complete and accurate criminal history and status.

Improve prevention and intervention efforts aimed at-risk youth through expanded information
sharing and analysis.

Prevent acts of terrorism by improving information sharing and coordination among justice
agencies.

Enhance response to acts of terrorism and other civil emergencies by improving information shar-
ing among justice and emergency response agencies.
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CHAPTER 1l
How Does the Project Help Us Achieve Our Goals?

An important part of the thinking process for development of performance
measures involves determining how the project’s justice information strategy
will in fact affect the agency’s intent in implementing the project’s justice
information sharing strategy. In technical terms, a chain of results is identi-
fied as a series of steps linking project activity to agency performance and
agency performance to important results that affect the lives of citizens.

This chain of results does not flow automatically from the project’s technol-
ogy. Information technology is not a silver bullet that automatically ensures
positive results. Justice information sharing is only a tool. The way that tool
is used determines its results. Therefore the agency’s strategy for project
implementation is inseparable from the chain of results linking the project
to its outcomes. Each depends on the other.

Chain of Results

Your agency’s executives and managers will often have some assumptions
about the impact of the new technology and a rough idea of how the tech-
nology might lead to positive results. Making those assumptions and those
ideas explicit is an important part of identifying the chain of results con-
necting the project to its benefits.

The following are the types of questions that will help your agency work
out how it expects the project to lead to desired outcomes:

e Why do we believe that our justice sharing project will result in
improvements in the way we do our job? What is the impact of the
information sharing project on day-to-day activities?

e What new information will be available as a result of the goals of the
project? How is this important in achieving project goals?

e To whom will this information be available?
e How might that information help users do their jobs more effectively?

e How might the new information be reflected in the way they do
their jobs?

¢ In what circumstances will this new information be most important?

One method for working out and presenting the chain of results is a
logic model, a structured approach to determining how program com-
ponents are logically connected, how program activities will lead to the
accomplishment of project intent, and how these link to project justice
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information sharing goals.® It is a useful tool for thinking through the
series of steps which connect the project to the agency’s performance
of its mission.

Project Implementation Strategies

Agency managers must develop the project’s implementation strategy
based on their beliefs about the chain of results. The strategy might include
any of the following elements:

e Creation of a project implementation team.

* Modifying agency business processes, such as work and information
flow.

* Development of new cooperative relationships with other agencies.
 Hiring of technical or other specialist staff.

* Reassignment of personnel.

* Redefining tasks and job descriptions.

* Investment in new training.

* Investment in technical infrastructure.

* Coordination with other agency projects.

Testing the Chain of Results

Performance measures can be used to assess whether your assumptions
about the chain of results are correct. A chain of results describes a cas-
cade of changes in conditions, events, or activity that is initiated by the
project and influenced by the strategies your agency applies to make it
work. Some of the links in the chain may be measurable, some may not. If
the predicted changes along the causal chain can be verified through per-
formance measurement, the argument that the project achieved its goals
becomes much more powerful.

6. See BJA’s “Planning the Evaluation: Working with Program Logic Models” at
www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA/evaluation/guide/pe4.htm for useful examples and links to
other resources.

10
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Chain of Results Example: AFIS" PROJECT

Introduction of AFIS technology improves the ability to identify arrestees at
booking (Measures: Increase in number of arrestees identified by finger-
prints before release)

Improving the ability to identify arrestees at booking should
decrease misidentification of arrestees (Measures: Increase in number of
arrestees whose self-misidentifications are discovered during booking)

Better identifications should lead to more accurate warrant checks
(Measures: Decrease in number of warrant misidentifications)

More acurate warrant checks will improve the ability to locate
outstanding warrants on suspects (Measures: Increase in number
of bad warrant arrests discovered during booking)

FINAL RESULTS: Decrease in number of arrestees improperly
released despite outstanding warrants

* Automated Fingerprint Identification System.

11
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CHAPTER IV
What Are the Best Measures of Our
Agency’s Goals?

Obviously, implementation of the project aims to produce change. An
output measure may simply be a count of project-related activities, but an
outcome measure must somehow indicate change in events or conditions
related to the project. There are a number of ways to construct such a mea-
sure, but the final choices are based on a balancing act of considerations
related to clarity, validity, feasibility, and accuracy.

Idealized Measures

It often works best to develop ideal performance measures first, and then
adapt them to what is possible in the real world. Ideal measures answer
the question:

If unlimited information and resources were available, what measures
would our agency choose to assess the achievement of the goals
related to the project?

It turns out that thinking about ideal measures actually helps agency man-
agers and executives define precisely what they mean by a goal. It requires
them to think about their expectations for the project in concrete and
explicit terms. Differences between the ideal measure and the measure
finally selected also may highlight areas where there may be problems of
accuracy, validity, or interpretation.

Measuring Change

Outcome measures are indicators of the changes the agency has brought
about through the project. The outcome measure, explicitly or implicitly,
is @ comparison of conditions or events during a time or in a place not
affected by the project to those when and where the project has been
implemented. There are at least three strategies for measuring change:

1. Pre-/post-project measures of change. These measures compare
periods prior to and after implementation of the project. What is
compared may be numbers in any of a variety of formats (see the
chart below), but it is critical that the numbers be collected, as
much as possible, in a comparable way. For example, if numbers
rather than rates are compared, pre- and post-periods of the same
length should be compared or a time-based rate (such as arrests per
day) should be used.

2. Subset comparison measures of change. These are more sophisti-
cated measures of pre-/post-project change that compare changes
in areas affected by the project to those not affected. For example,

13
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if a technology were installed in some, but not all, police districts
in a city, this measure would express the difference in changes in
affected districts from those not affected.

3. But-for measures. These are measures that count outcome events
that could only have occurred with project technology. For example,
a new crime-solving technology, such as DNA testing, might have
as an outcome measure the number of crimes solved with the tech-
nology that would not have otherwise been solved. Capturing these
measures might require a case-by-case analysis where the technol-
ogy has been used and often involves judgment calls. In some ways
these measures are more powerful and convincing indicators of the
technology’s impact than other options, because they can eliminate
alternative explanations for change.

Each approach to measuring change has advantages and disadvantages,
and each introduces its own set of possible biases and distortions.

Interpreting Change

Pre-/post-project change is the most commonly used indicator of a
project’s impact. Arguing that measured change is caused by the project,
however, requires careful consideration. Agency personnel/management
changes, changes in funding level, political events, social events such as
economic or demographic changes, and technological changes outside
those of the information technology project are just a few of the inter-
vening events that may also explain the observed change. Some of these
events may be unknown until much later or may never be fully understood.
Even if the intervening events are known, their impact may be unknown
and, realistically, unknowable. Even if they are recognized as important, it
may not be possible to create scientific controls for them in the design of
the measure—in that the measures may not consider these external events.

Format

A performance measure is usually a quantity expressed as a number. The
selection of format depends in part on the nature of the events, conditions,
or activity to be measured. But as the table below indicates, the choice is
also based on a variety of other considerations involving the meaning and
validity of the measure.
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Format

Common Performance Measure Formats

Examples

Uses

to standard

to trial in less than 180 days.
Percent of 911 calls with officer
on-scene within 15 minutes.

Simple Number of warrant arrests. Typically used for counts of events. Qualifying
Number Number of cases cleared using the | statements and counting rules can sometimes be
new technology. used to construct sophisticated measures based on
Number of automated information | simple numbers.
exchanges.
Percent- Percent of crimes cleared by arrest. | Sometimes the accurate calculation of a denomina-
age, ratio Percent of case dispositions tor (divisor) in such measures (see in particular the
expressed in | recorded in repository. first example) is much more difficult than calculation
hundreds Percent of homicide cases refused | of the numerator.” When properly used, this type of
by the district attorney (DA). format helps to control for variation in group size
when comparisons between groups are made.
Average, Average minutes required to com- | A measure of central tendency that uses the actual
arithmetic plete a jail intake booking. value of each case. It is, however, very sensitive to
mean Average number of 911 calls extreme cases on either end of a distribution or to
answered per officer per shift. small groups.
Median, 50th | Median minutes required to com- | The point at which half the data is above the point
percentile plete a jail booking. and half is below the point. This measure of central
value 90t percentile response time to tendency is not sensitive to extreme values. This is
call for service. the central tendency of choice when the data con-
tains extreme cases.
Comparison | Percent of criminal cases brought | This is a number constructed as percent of com-

pliance to a standard. The standard might be
established in agency policy, or it might be a pro-
fessional or legal standard like the speedy trial act.

ment service, based on a random
telephone sample.

Percent of prison records with sig-
nificant clerical errors, based on a
sample audit.

Indices Compliance score for mandatory | Compound formats such as these are often the best
and other standards in National Commis- way to construct a number capturing broad concept
compound sion on Correctional Health Care | goals such as “quality” or “professionalism.” The
measures. evaluation. best of these are based on professional standard
Quality of Supervision Index™ (15 | setting and accrediting organizations. The problem
item total). with such formats is that measures of change do not
in themselves indicate the nature of the changes that
occurred. You know change occurred, but not in
which specific area of the activity.
Sample- Percent of citizens “satisfied” or Often, available resources make sampling the only
based mean | “very satisfied” with law enforce- | way to determine a value from a large number of

cases or events, especially when the information

is not present in an electronic database. However,
proper comparisons based on samples require
inference based on statistical tests (i.e., confidence
intervals), and care must be taken to ensure that
true random samples of sufficient size are taken.

* Use of percentages may also introduce issues of case selection and counting rules. See Selection of cases and follow-up periods in

the next chapter

** This index is a hypothetical example.

15
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Measuring Information Use

Performance measures must carefully distinguish the availability of new infor-
mation from its actual use: the new or improved information improves the
performance of the agency only if it is acted upon. To be used, the new infor-
mation must be not only available, it must also be accessed and understood.

A network connection or a password to a new system indicates availability
of the information provided by the new system. Performance measures may
be designed to capture this availability. Once available, a worker may or may
not actually access the system—actually log on and begin to review records
or enter data. The information accessed may or may not be understood,
depending on the experience and training of the user and the user-friendli-
ness of the system. The worker may choose to use the understood informa-
tion, that is, his or her behavior may be affected by it, or the worker may
ignore it. Each of these dimensions of information use can be measured.

Information Use Process

Availability: How many agencies are connected? How often is the
system or connection down?

Access: How many users log on per day? How may users
perform queries? How many queries are performed?

Understanding: How many users have passed the certification
test? How may users call the help desk for help with basic tasks?

Use: How many warrant arrests are made after the warrant system
is queried? How many stolen cars are recovered after license checks?

Measuring Efficiency

One of the key selling points of justice information sharing is personnel
efficiency. Through the elimination of redundant data entry; the need

to access multiple systems for information; calling and response delays
involved in use of the telephone, fax, and teletype; and human time and

16



What Are the Best Measures of Our Agency’s Goals?

labor involved in the movement of paper operations become more efficient
and less expensive.

A number of considerations arise when measuring this efficiency such as:

e When calculating manpower and cost efficiency, your agency must
account for the costs involved in implementing and maintaining the
information system, including those in ongoing maintenance and
training, as well as the amortized initial costs of planning, design,
implementation, and capital investment.

e Improvements in manpower efficiency depend not only on the new
software applications but also on how your agency changes its ways
of doing business to take advantage of the new system. Reducing the
time it takes to perform a task, however, may not actually result in
improved cost efficiency. For example, the natural tendency of most
workers to work “easier” when they have less work to do will erase
cost savings unless management adjusts schedules and expectations
to account for increased efficiency of the systems used. Correcting
for this possibility will help support the “real world” value of the
measure.’

e If the project makes new information available, it is possible that
more work will be required by the new information. Improved
access to warrants, for example, is intended to increase warrant
arrests and will naturally lead to higher processing and incarceration
costs for the agency. This possibility, too, requires correction in the
design of your measure.

Measuring Error

One widely cited advantage of criminal justice information technology
systems is the reduction of errors—clerical errors, miscommunication, and
misinterpretation—that may, for example, lead to unwarranted arrests and
detentions or failure to apprehend or detain dangerous individuals.

There are challenges involved with use of error as a basis for a perfor-
mance measure for criminal justice information system projects:

¢ A new information system may illuminate errors that would previ-
ously not have been discovered—not just in that agency’s system
but in other systems connected to it. Performance measures com-
paring pre-/post-project error may therefore reflect changes not in
actual error, but only in the ability to discover it.

e Generally known “horror stories” (i.e., when an error in justice infor-
mation sharing results in a negative event) are usually too infrequent

7. If greater efficiency is accomplished by giving the worker other tasks rather than
expecting the worker to increase the rate of the performance measured activity, the
performance measure may fail to capture the true efficiency improvements.
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to serve as reliable indicators of change. When measures of error are
based on routine reporting by employees, it is only human nature

(in the absence of automated error reporting) that the willingness to
report errors will change as more attention is focused on measures
of these events.

e As improvement in a system occurs, expectations may increase.
Individuals might be encouraged to report problems they once
would not have bothered reporting. Measures that show increases
in error based on complaints filed by those outside the system (e.g.,
citizen complaints to Internal Affairs, inmate grievances, employee
grievances) might actually indicate an improvement in the image of
the agency rather than an increase in error.

Measuring Justice

Many criminal justice information system projects aim for improvements
both in the quantity and quality of information available to criminal justice
decision-makers. Whereas it is believed that improvements will help them
make better decisions, quality of decision-making is very difficult to mea-
sure because it cannot be easily defined as a quantity of something (which
is, of course, what a measure is). For example, higher quality judicial deci-
sions in setting bonds is not indicated by higher or lower average bonds,
but by more appropriate bonds. In other words, the goal is an increase in
the quantity of justice. This proves to be very difficult to measure.

Justice is one of the primary goals (some would argue the primary goal) of
the criminal justice system. Because one often cannot measure the justice
of a system directly?, there is a danger that in developing performance
measures for criminal justice we lose focus on it. This is a specific example
of a larger issue in performance measurement: the measure-driven ten-
dency to focus on quantity at the expense of quality.

8 Social scientists sometimes attempt to measure concepts such as justice or fair-
ness through such constructs as “sentencing disparity” or some indicator of bias based
on race, class, or gender—the way ideas such as bias are expressed. Also, why would
better information improve the quality of justice?
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CHAPTER V
How Should Our Performance Measures
Best Be Implemented?

Working out the Details

Performance measurement will always place demands on agency resources
and will therefore compete with other agency priorities. Often information is
not maintained in a form easily amenable to measurement or not maintained
at all. Sometimes important data is in the control of other organizations.
These problems can be addressed either by finding creative ways to capture
needed data or by modifying measures to make them easier to implement.

It is rarely understood that the way measures are actually executed is criti-
cal to their meaning. Questions about definition of terms, time periods and
counting rules, which cases should be included and excluded, and whether
sampling should be used have to be answered with an eye to the validity
and meaning of the performance measure.

Definition of Terms

Most of the words in the statement of a performance measure are subject
to interpretation. In criminal justice there are terms that either have specific
legal meanings (e.g., “capias” or “subpoena”) or have commonly applied
meanings for historical reasons. One example is the term “cleared by
arrest” as it is used by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in the Uniform
Crime Reports (UCR) program. Most law enforcement departments use the
term in a similar way because their UCR reporting obligations require them
to classify reported offense dispositions that way.

To make performance measurement understandable to the non-justice
practitioner (e.g., the public, legislators, the press), technical language such
as information system, legal, and specialized criminal justice process terms
must be replaced by less precise language. In order to actually implement
the measure, however, the reverse is true. Each term—not just the nouns
but also the verbs and adjectives as well—have to be defined with care
and precision. These definitions must be drafted in terms of the agency’s
specific business processes, operating environment, and information
recording practices. They have to take cognizance of the agency’s own use
of terms, which might be idiosyncratic.

Definitions of terms will have important consequences for counting rules
(see below). An example is the term “arrest.” The following questions indi-
cate some of the counting complexities involved:

e If a suspect is taken into custody by law enforcement, and that sei-
zure is converted to a summons before booking, is that an arrest?

e If a suspect is picked up by law enforcement and booked with
crimes in two separate incidents, is that one arrest or two?
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e If an inmate in custody attacks a correctional officer and is charged
with battery, is that an arrest?

e If an inmate escapes from jail and is recaptured, is that an arrest?

e |f a defendant fails to appear for court, and he is subsequently
picked up on a bench warrant, is that an arrest?

Similar sets of questions may be asked about many of the terms found in
performance measures, or about other technical terms used to define those
terms. It is worth the effort to think through those definitions carefully and
to apply them as rigorously as possible, since leaving the meanings vague
will lead to implementation problems.

Measures Pre- and Post-Project

Ideally, data for measures should be recorded automatically as the nor-
mal work of the agency is carried out. New information systems can be
designed to store information in the form needed for performance mea-
surement, and management reports could include calculated values cor-
responding to the measures. Pre-project measurement typically presents
more of a challenge, as needed data may have been maintained in manual
form or stored in an inconvenient fashion. Part of the expense of capturing
the measures might therefore include manual collection and tabulation of
data. Development of special computer programs developed specifically
for extracting and merging information from older, legacy information
systems might also be required. These expenses all should be considered
when deciding whether a particular measure is worth the cost.

Beyond cost and feasibility issues, comparison of pre-project and post-
project periods when different methods of measurement are used must be
done with great care. A measure that must be estimated pre-project from
a sample of manual files, for example, might be captured post-project very
precisely from a database produced by a newly automated process. Key
information may not have been recorded at all in earlier periods or may
have been recorded at an unknown level of consistency and accuracy.

Time Periods

When time periods are used as a basis for comparison, a series of critical
decisions are necessary that can have significant consequences on indica-
tors of project outcomes. These include selection of start and end dates,
selection of cases, follow-up periods, and exclusion of cases.

Start and end dates

Performance measures for an information systems project are often com-
parisons between time periods prior to system implementation and other
periods after new systems are in operation. In the middle are the project
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implementation periods. A series of questions needs to be considered
about these time periods.

e When does the project implementation period begin? Does it begin
when funding is received? Contracts are signed? Work starts?

* When does the period end? When the hardware and software are
installed? When the technicians are hired? Trained? Become expe-
rienced? When the word has spread to potential users on the new
uses of the technology?

e |s it worth capturing measures during the implementation period, as

some affects of the technology may manifest themselves even before

every element is in place and operational?

* What should the length of the before and after periods be? The
longer each period is, the larger the number of potential cases and
events available to construct the measure is. In the follow-up period
a longer time will allow the agency to fully implement the training,
reorganization of tasks, and interagency coordination necessary to
make the new technology effective.

As in so much of performance measurement, the choice of time periods
should be the result of a balancing of all these considerations.

Selection of cases and follow-up periods

Related to the issue of time periods is the selection of cases for comparison.
Many of the events justice information sharing projects seek to influence are
the characteristics of entities that persist in time, such as incarceration peri-
ods and criminal cases. Rules for how these entities are selected may have
profound impact on how the performance measures are constructed.

The case selection issue is closely related to follow-up period decisions.
Consider the following example:

A district attorney’s stated performance measure is “the percentage of
filed cases where a conviction was obtained.” There are at least four
different ways to count “filed cases” during a measurement period:

1. All cases opened during the period (some will have closed during
the same period, some in later periods).

2. All cases closed during the period (some will have opened in prior
periods, some in the same period).

3. All cases both opened and closed during the same period.

4. All cases open at any time during the period (includes all catego-
ries above).

In the first and third cases, the final disposition of all the cases might not be

available for many years. In the second case, all final dispositions will be
available, but much of the case activity for some of these cases may have
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occurred far in the past. Only in the fourth case does all case activity occur
in one period and are all final dispositions available. However, such short-
lived cases may be very different from the average cases handled by the
district attorney and may be biased toward more easily resolved cases.’

Thus selection both of the numerator (cases convicted) and the denomina-
tor (filed cases) is subject to debate, and each combination of options will
produce different results.

When new information systems are implemented, improvement in perfor-
mance measures is to be expected over time as the system “takes effect,”
spreads, or increases. Deciding what an appropriate post-project period for
measuring this effect depends on when the project is expected to exert its
affects. For example, as information workers learn about or become more
comfortable with a new information capacity, greater productivity results.
The innovation may take years to be absorbed by the agency. The rework-
ing of business processes that the innovation makes possible may not be
completely carried out for years. Some projects may result in a gradual per-
formance improvement stretching over a period of years. Others may show
an initial drop in performance as the agency adjusts to a new information
system, a recovery period, and then unprecedented improvement. Eventu-
ally, the effects are likely to reach a plateau. This leveling off can occur
soon after the project is completed or years later.

Exclusion of cases

There may be good reasons to exclude individuals or cases from the per-
formance measures:

e The IT project may be designed only to affect a certain type of
case or be applicable only to a certain type of individual. A new
computer-aided dispatch (CAD) system, for example, may allow
improved prioritization of calls for service. An outcome measure
such as response time to calls, then, might collect response times
only to priority calls, with the definition of priority based on objec-
tive criteria that allows comparison to a pre-project time period.

e A criminal case processing measure might ignore cases where the
defendant is at large.

* There might be valid reasons to exclude multi-jurisdictional cases
from law enforcement investigation efficiency measures (unless the
project is multi-jurisdictional in scope).

What is important is that counting rules that exclude cases and other enti-
ties from a measure be established before the data is collected. Those rules
should be based on carefully articulated, reasonable grounds, and result in
a fair assessment of project effects.

9. The focus here is on counting and follow-up issues. There are many other dif-
ficult issues not discussed here. For example, if the DA drops charges in some cases for
guilty pleas on others or in exchange for information on other suspects, should these
“not convicted” cases be counted as failures?



PART Il
Performance Measures for
Justice Information Sharing

CHAPTER VI
Introduction

Performance measures can be a vital tool for agencies to manage and justify
their justice information sharing efforts. This guide is intended to address
those needs. The guide is also designed to help U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs’ Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) meet its obli-
gations. These entities must use performance measures for two purposes:

1. To assess the value of their investments in justice information
sharing;

2. To determine whether a particular project or project type provides a
reasonable return on their investments.

Part | of the guide is designed to provide grantees with conceptual tools
to be used as they implement responsive performance measures, which
will, in turn, help BJA answer the first need. Part Il presents the seven
specific summary performance measures BJA has identified to manage
and justify its investments, along with guidance on implementing them.
These broad measures of key criminal justice goals were developed so
that at least one would be applicable to each type of criminal justice
information system project. For some projects, more than one summary
measure might be appropriate.

This section also provides concrete examples of project-specific measures
for the grantee. These measures are designed to be starting points for the
design of measures fitted to the specific features of a particular project and
the organizational environment in which the project is implemented.
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CHAPTER VII
Summary Performance Measures

The need to summarize such a diverse set of projects in only seven mea-
sures meant that the most significant impact of some types of projects is
not represented in the summary measures, though important contributions
are captured from most. The following presentation of the seven measures
includes the project types they are associated with and an example of a
summary statement that might be used to communicate the results.

This measure is expressed as percent improvement in average response
time from pre-project to post-project periods. Because BJA recognizes
that technology for managing the assignment of law enforcement officers
will be used differently by different agencies depending on the needs of
their community and the policing philosophy of the agency, the definition
of “priority” calls is left to the agency, and can either be based on exist-
ing agency policy or defined for the purposes of the measure if no written
policy exists. It is essential, of course, that the definition applied be identi-
cal for both periods.
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The posting of arrests and dispositions to criminal history repositories has
been recognized as an important issue in criminal justice since the estab-
lishment of national and state fingerprint-based criminal history reposito-
ries. These information sources are essential to decisionmaking in every
component of the criminal justice system

This summary measure indicates which relevant projects have contributed
to improving the repository reporting of the projects’ agency. Each project
type will affect the reporting of different events. Therefore, for this sum-
mary measure, each project type has its own version of the measure (see
table on page 32).

Summary Measure 3

Number of additional automated criminal justice information exchanges
made possible by the project.

Project types: Criminal Justice Information Sharing, Law Enforcement
Records Management System, Institutional Correctional Management
System, Prosecutor-Based Management System, Court Computer-Based
Management System, Global JXDM Implementation, Drug Court Com-
puter-based Management System, Probation/Parole Computer-based
Management System

Summary Statement Example: Information technology funded by BJA
made possible 1.4 million additional automated criminal justice infor-
mation sharing exchanges.

This measure should be expressed as the number of new automated
criminal justice exchanges (transactions) made possible by the project or
through project technology. Included are interagency exchanges and intra-
agency exchanges (automated exchanges of information between depart-
ments or functions of an agency). Intra-agency exchanges are limited to
those that replace a document exchange. An exchange may include actual
transmission of a packet of information (such as arrest and booking infor-
mation from a booking agency to a prosecutor) or the posting of informa-
tion to a database that is later retrieved by another agency or department.

Some of the electronic exchanges counted here replace information shar-
ing through other means and some will represent the sharing of information
not previously exchanged. This measure is designed to capture, simultane-
ously, both the improvements in efficiency and coordination information
technology provides.

Just as with Measure 2, different project types will have different versions
of this measure based on the nature of the transactions automated.



Summary Performance Measures

This measure should be based on percent of crimes reported during a pre-
project period that were cleared within a year after reporting compared

to the same percentage for a post-project period.’® Other serious crimes,
especially drug offenses, are typically identified through law enforcement
proactive efforts. In such cases the term “cleared by arrest” is less mean-
ingful. Solving crimes is, of course, a critical part of the law enforcement
mission. The one-year follow-up period is chosen to address counting and
follow-up issues involved in comparing pre- and post-project periods (see
chapter V).

This measure counts all instances in which an individual is taken into cus-
tody or detained because of project-provided information. “Made possible
by” in this measure means that the arrest or detention would not have
occurred without the information provided by the project technology. Differ-
ent types of projects may have widely varying information technologies and,
thus, might affect the number of arrests and detentions in very different ways.

Project-specific versions of this measure are based on the way the new infor-
mation provided by each project type makes possible arrests or detentions.

10. “Clearance” refers to the UCR definition of “crimes cleared.” UCR Part | non-
theft crimes are used in this measure because they represent the bulk of serious crimes
likely to be reported to law enforcement.
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This measure should be expressed as the number of queries of databases
designed to identify specific types of individuals who may pose a threat to
the public. Criminal history and warrant databases, as well as other systems
of general criminal justice use are not included. Some projects will actu-
ally create the database in question. Others may establish a new method of
access or open access to additional groups of agencies or individuals. The
measure must be implemented in such a way as to identify increases in the
volume of queries that are attributable to the project.

This measure is designed to simultaneously capture the availability and use-
fulness of these specialized information systems.

This measure should be expressed as the change (pre-project to post-proj-
ect) in percent of felony cases reaching disposition under established time
standards of all cases reaching disposition during each period. Start time
should be considered date of arrest. Disposition refers to final disposition
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(e.g., sentencing, not guilty verdict, DA refusal or nolle prosequi) not count-
ing appeals. Standards may be established by state statute based rules of

procedure, local court rules, or statewide rules established by a supervisory
court. If no such standard exists, a reasonable standard may be established

for purposes of the measure as long as the same standard is used for both

pre- and post-project periods.

Since the measure is based on cases ending during each period, some
(sometimes most) of the activity of included cases in the post-project mea-
surement period will have occurred prior to the period. To mitigate this
problem, the post-project period should be selected as long after project
implementation as possible. (See time period discussion in Chapter V.)

The following table provides a cross-reference between the BJA summary
measures and the project type versions of those measures. This table is
followed by definitions of project types and detailed suggestions for imple-

menting specific measures.

Summary and Project Performance Measures

Summary Performance Measure | Project Type Project Performance Measure
1. Decrease in average law Computer-Aided Percent decrease in average law enforcement
enforcement response time | Dispatch response time to priority calls for service
to priority calls for service COMPSTAT/Crime | Percent decrease in average law enforcement
Mapping response time to priority calls for service

2. Increase in percent of events
(arrests, charging decisions,
and court dispositions) that
the responsible agency has
posted to the state criminal
history repository within 30
days of occurrence

Electronic Criminal
History Repository

Increase in percent of events (arrests, charging
decisions, and court dispositions), which the
responsible agency has posted to the repository
within 30 days of occurrence

Automated Finger-
print Identification
System (AFIS)

Increase in percent of arrests that the booking
agency has posted to the repository within 30
days of occurrence

Prosecutor Com-
puter-based Man-
agement System

Increase in percent of prosecutor charging deci-
sions that have been posted to the state criminal
history repository within 30 days of occurrence

Court Computer-
Based Management
System

Increase in percent of court dispositions which
have been posted to the state criminal history
repository within 30 days of occurrence

Global Justice XML
Data Model (JXDM)
Implementation

Increase in percent of events (arrests, charging
decisions, and court dispositions) which the
responsible agency has posted to the state criminal
history repository within 30 days of occurrence
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3. Number of additional Criminal Justice Number of additional automated criminal justice
automated criminal justice | Information Sharing | information exchanges made possible by the project
|nformlat|on exchan-ges made Law Enforcement Number of additional automated information
possible by the project Records Manage- exchanges both within the law enforcement

ment System agency and between the agency and other jus-
tice or regulatory agencies that are made pos-
sible by the project
Institutional Correc- | Number of additional automated information
tional Management | exchanges both between departments or func-
System tions of the correctional agency and between the
correctional agency and other criminal justice
agencies that are made possible by the project
Prosecutor Com- Number of additional automated information
puter-Based Man- exchanges both within the prosecutor’s office
agement System and between criminal justice agencies and the
prosecutor’s office made possible by the project
Court Computer- Number of additional automated information
Based Management | exchanges both within the court and between
System criminal justice agencies and the court made
possible by the project
Global JXDM Number of additional automated information
Implementation exchanges both within and between criminal
justice agencies made possible by the project
Drug Court Com- Number of additional automated informa-
puter-Based Man- tion exchanges both within the drug court and
agement System between criminal justice agencies and the drug
court made possible by the project
Probation/Parole Number of additional automated information
Computer-Based exchanges both within the agency and between
Management System | criminal justice agencies and the agency

4. Increase in percentage of Automated Finger- Increase in percentage of UCR Part | crimes
UCR Part | crimes (excluding | print Identification | (excluding larceny theft) cleared within one year
larceny theft) cleared within | System (AFIS) of occurrence
one year of occurrence Intelligence Man- Increase in percentage of UCR Part | crimes

agement and Anal- | (excluding larceny theft) cleared within one year

ysis System of occurrence

UCR/National Increase in percentage of UCR Part | crimes

Incident Based (excluding larceny theft) cleared within one year

Reporting System of occurrence

(NIBRS) Data Min-

ing System

COMPSTAT/Crime | Increase in percentage of UCR Part | crimes

Mapping (excluding larceny theft) cleared within one year
of occurrence
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. Number of arrests/deten-
tions made possible by the
project

Automated Finger-
print Identification
System (AFIS)

Number of warrant arrests made after alias iden-
tifications (false self-identification) discovered
through AFIS search at booking

Institutional Correc-
tional Management
System

Difference (pre-project to post-project) in num-
ber of warrant arrests made during admissions or
release due to the project

Warrant Repository

Number of arrests made of wanted individuals
resulting from the use of electronically available
warrant and detainer information

. Number of additional que-
ries of special high-risk
individual databases (such
as domestic violence, sex
offender, and terrorism data-
bases) made possible by the
project.

Sex Offender
Registry

Number of additional queries of sex offender
registry made possible by the project

Domestic Violence,
Order of Protection
Database

Number of additional queries of Order of Pro-
tection database made possible by the project

Automated Victim
Notification System
(e.g., SAVIN)

Number of additional victim notifications, phone
queries, and electronic queries by victims made
possible by the project

Handgun National
Instant Criminal
Background Check
System (NICS)
database

Number of additional handgun NICS checks
made possible by the project

. Increase in percent of felony
cases reaching disposition
within established time
standards

Laboratory Informa-
tion Management
System (LIMS)

Increase in percent of felony cases reaching dis-
position within established time standards

Law Enforcement
Records Manage-
ment System

Increase in percent of felony cases reaching dis-
position within established time standards

Institutional Correc-
tional Management
System

Increase in percent of felony cases with defen-
dants in custody reaching disposition within
established time standards

Prosecutor Com-
puter-Based Man-
agement System

Increase in percent of felony cases reaching dis-
position within established time standards

Court Computer-
Based Management
System

Increase in percent of felony cases reaching dis-
position within established time standards

Drug Court Com-
puter-Based Man-
agement System

Increase in percent of felony cases reaching dis-
position within established time standards
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CHAPTER VIII
Project Type Examples

This chapter provides more detail on performance measurement for each of 19 criminal justice information
system project types. The project types have been developed to encompass the great majority of criminal
justice information system projects, and detailed descriptions of each type are provided to help match a
particular project to its type. In fact, some large projects may fall into more than one of the project types
listed here. For each project type, its BJA summary measure(s) are presented in the form appropriate to the
project, along with specific guidance for calculation and implementation.

Along with the summary measures, other project performance measures are also suggested, which the user
can adapt for internal management purposes or for demonstration of project benefits to other public agen-
cies, legislators, the media, or the community.

Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS)

DESCRIPTION: This project type includes all projects that build or expand the capacity of an AFIS opera-
tion, including original installation/implementation of an AFIS; increase in throughput by upgrade of soft-
ware, hardware, or communications system; addition of Livescan devices (including mobile devices), latent
stations, or verification stations; expansion of agency participation, or establishing electronic links between
AFIS and the state criminal history repository.

I. BJA Summary Performance Measures for the Project

MEASURE: Increase in percent of arrests that the booking agency has posted to the repository within
30 days of booking.

This is the project-type version of summary measure #2: “Increase in percent of events (arrests, charg-
ing decisions, and court dispositions) that the responsible agency has posted to the repository within 30
days of occurrence.”

How to Calculate the Measure: This measure is most appropriate for AFIS projects, which enable a
booking agency to more rapidly submit the fingerprints of booked arrestees to the state criminal history
repository through of Livescan devices in booking facilities, linking those devices electronically to a
statewide AFIS, or linking statewide AFIS to a state criminal history system.

The measure is the difference between pre-project and post-project percentages of arrests posted
within 30 days. The percentage for each period should be calculated as follows: The denominator used
to calculate each percentage is the total of all arrests occurring during the period. This total includes all
relevant arrests posted to the repository plus all those that occurred but were not posted. (If the project
affects only postings of a particular type of arrests, arrest type should be used to filter out postings in
the repository not relevant to the project. The number of events not posted can be calculated by deter-
mining the difference between the relevant event counts in booking agency records and the count of
those events posted to the repository.)
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The numerator used to calculate the percentage for each period is the number of posted arrests that
were posted within 30 days. (The occurrence date of the event, not the posting date, should determine
in which period it is counted.) The state’s criminal history database should include date fields indicating
the date each posted arrest was added to the database and the date of the arrest itself. A simple com-
puter program is required to count the number of arrests posted within 30 days.

MEASURE: Increase in percentage of UCR Part | crimes (excluding larceny theft) cleared within one

year of occurrence

This is the project-type version of the identically worded summary measure #4.

How to Calculate the Measure: This summary measure is most appropriate for AFIS projects designed
to enhance criminal investigations, such as the installation of latent workstations.

Whatever offense or incident database is used by the law enforcement agency to meet UCR or NIBRS
requirements should be used to calculate this measure. It may be necessary to base pre-post project
estimates on samples if the clearance date must be manually retrieved from another source.

MEASURE: Number of warrant arrest made after alias identifications (false self-identification) discovered

through AFIS search at booking

This is the project-type version of summary measure #5: “Number of arrests/detentions made possible
by the project.”

How to Calculate the Measure: For this project type, only warrant arrests made after an AFIS discov-
ered false self-identification should be counted. The purpose of this measure is to capture those cases in
which “but for” AFIS, a wanted individual would not have been identified. This measure requires first an
identification of that subset of bookings in which there has been a fingerprint-based resolution of a false
self-identification by the arrestee, then a determination if a warrant booking occurred on that date or on
any subsequent date within the same incarceration period. Therefore, this measure requires a comparison
