FIRST DISTRICT COMMENTS/SUGGESTIONS

RE: PROPOSED PSA BOUNDARIES

AS OF 11/20/03

The following comments/suggestions were offered by residents during the May 6th Community Meeting, the May 10th Crime Forum; Councilmember Ambrose’s May 28th community meeting; the November 13th ANC 6A Meeting; the November 18th Linden Neighborhood Association Meeting; through the MPD Web site/e-mail; through e-mail sent to/by the Council of the District of Columbia; via individual listservs that MPD Communications staff frequent or by telephone to MPD’s Office of Organizational Development over the past month. Personal information (e.g., names, titles, addresses, etc.) has been excluded from all comments, and minor editorial changes made only to increase clarity.

Comments from the May 6, 2003 Community Meeting

PSA System Recommendations

· Increased manpower in the PSA.

· Stronger management of PSAs.

· A better continuity of officers.

· Keep officers in the PSA.

· Officers should be knowledgeable of crime patterns in their areas of accountability.

· Keep an adequate number of officers permanently assigned to special details.

· An increased community and police knowledge of police priorities.

· The police should have an active community contact list (work with the community on priorities).

· Officers should be involved in making decisions about changes to the PSA system.

· Examine the role of the ROCs.

· There should be organizational changes that support the police and the PSA system.

· Quality policing efforts are needed.

· Officers need better training on the PSA concept.

· The current system needs to be evaluated and improved before it is changed.

· Research PSAs that are working and not working. Replicate those that are working.

Boundary Recommendations

· Smaller PSAs make community efforts easier to organize.

· Larger PSAs will bring a loss of a sense of community (officers will not know the community and its problems).

· Lieutenants may be overworked in a larger PSA system.

· Use ANC boundaries as a consideration.

· New numbers (21 to 100 officers) demonstrate a statistical benefit to the PSA.

· Current proposal is a return to an old system that had challenges.

Community Recommendations

· Community should be aware of police priorities.

Other

· Develop traffic pattern for emergency.

Comments from the May 10, 2003 Crime Forum

· When PSAs are redrawn, how can we be sure that they will have sufficient manpower?

· How can there be any assurance of PSA integrity in such large PSAs?

· Along those same lines, will we be able to require lieutenants to stay in their PSAs for more than a year if their PSAs get significantly larger?

· What will happen with PSA projects that cross different PSA borders right now?

· Ensure that sufficient outreach is done to make sure community is kept informed on this project.

· Can MPD make more of an effort to work with other law enforcement agencies? If so, how will we know this is occurring?

Questions and Answers from Councilmember Ambrose’s May 28, 2003 Meeting

Representing Ward 6:

Sharon Ambrose, Councilmember, Ward 6


Representing MPD:

Thomas McGuire, Commander, 1D
Captain Scott (acting for Captain Shelton), 1D Substation

Nola Joyce, Senior Executive Director, MPD’s Office of Organizational Development (OOD)
Anne C. Grant, Policy Analyst, MPD’s Research and Resource Development Unit, OOD

[Please note: all answers were given by Nola Joyce, unless otherwise specified.]

Q: What role if any did the pattern of crime play in drawing these? Obviously there are different mixes of crime requiring different manpower.

A: This is a two-prong project: first, what are the boundaries? And second, how many officers are needed in those boundaries? In terms of the boundaries, we only looked at Cluster boundaries. This means that we are getting away from the same number of officers in each PSA. We are saying that neighborhoods are more important in determining boundaries. Workload (calls for service and crime) is very important in determining how many officers are needed inside those boundaries. We will also be doing a staffing comparison. For example, for every 8 officers, 1 sergeant will be required. For every 4 sergeants, on lieutenant is required. For every 2 lieutenants, a captain may be required.

Q: We’ve been involved in community policing since there were beats. PSA 109 used to run from 7th Street to 19th Street. What became evident early is that there are very different problems from about 13th/14th Streets through 17th Street. We are Capitol Hill, but they are dealing with more street crimes—drugs, etc. This has created a schism in meetings about what to talk about. If you are organizing according to tasks and/or types of crimes, these east-west divisions don’t make any more sense than they did before.

A: There are a lot of operational issues that need to be resolved once boundaries are finalized. If the PSA is large, the district commander will have to work within that PSA, subdivide it and make assignments on the basis of community, etc. Not only are we saying the proposed boundaries are on the table, but everything is on the table. For example, do we need to look at community meetings? This is a first step that may lead to a number of different changes depending on what we decide here.

Q: What is important to the community is a feeling of ownership of the officers, lieutenants, etc. who work in that community. It is important that they know what problems there are in that area.

A: I agree with you.

Q: Your presentation made me very uneasy since it is completely based on geography. It is not as if the PSAs are working very well, and you have not seemed to address anything to do with problems of crime as they exist, despite public relations tendencies on the part of top brass at MPD. You are talking arbitrarily about redrawing maps, not about citizens’ everyday problems. I wanted to hear from you a sound understanding of the big policing problems we have in our city. This arbitrary plan makes me feel much less confident in everyone who is running the police department.

A: We have heard these concerns as well as additional concerns about crime and the current PSA structure. There are some PSAs in which the model is working well, and others in which it is not. We’ve started having conversations are about what is working and what is not. Here are some of the things we’ve learned:

· The PSA system has to have a good PSA lieutenant/manager who is committed to the community and wants to do the work.

· There has to be more flexibility for the district commander to respond to citizens’ concerns.

· There have to be city resources available to that manager.

· There has to be a strong community involved

We think that by reducing the number of PSAs (and by definition, that means they have to get bigger), we are addressing these critical issues. We think we can find 39–41 good lieutenants and captains who are committed. This is not going to give us more people, but it will allow us to deploy them in a greater mass, which increases flexibility. We are going back and looking at everything. What did we get right? What did we get wrong? We started with the Clusters because the Office of Planning had developed the SNAP plans/neighborhood services around them. They also represent the community’s interpretation of the boundaries.

Q: Given the proposed PSAs and the additional police that will be needed, was that taken into account? If so, how many new officers will be needed for this proposal?

A: We will do a workload analysis and evaluate current strength against this analysis. We will do the same with the anticipated 200 new officers. Once they come out of the academy, they are going to the PSAs. When we get to 3,800 sworn (including detectives, etc.), 62 percent of all officers, sergeants and lieutenants will be our goal. Our goal for just officers is 1,769: a figure generated by a computer simulation model that took into account calls for service and policy assumptions (e.g., sufficient time for community policing, etc.) Unfortunately, I cannot tell you how many officers are going to be in 1d because we don’t know yet what the final number of PSAs will be in this district.

Q: Very pleased to see that we finally came here. I’ve been yelling for a change in PSAs since 1997. My concern is that as you are looking at the management structure, it is important that we don’t get hooked at having a lieutenant at every community meeting. It is very important to develop sergeants. I have provided lots of comments about the types of sergeants we need. Some of the concerns I’ve heard around the proposed boundaries are that 1d is going to pick up some crime-ridden pockets. I see that as a positive—that gives us additional opportunities to learn problem-solving techniques. It also gives us an opportunity to bring the Ward together. People are resistant to change. People run across the Ward, and that creates problems for those who don’t think they have a problem somewhere, but actually do. I do believe there are cultural differences. We have a lot of issues in our current configuration, and we are hopeful that we can address these issues. Anything we can do to assist, we will.

A (Councilmember Ambrose): I agree with you that there might be some benefit to that.

Q: Why did the City Council ask MPD to look at the PSA structure? What problems were they considering?

A (Councilmember Ambrose): The PSAs work in varying degrees of effectiveness from Ward to Ward, and perhaps in Ward 6, they have worked more effectively than other places. I felt we needed to look at the boundaries because there are some PSAs where you have heavily commercial parts of the PSA as well as residential. Some of the special needs include the commercial area in PSA 106—the pressure of policing in that area took service away from the residential area. It came up in the context of the whole deployment issue—how can we get more officers out there. It was just time to look at whether the boundaries are working.

Q: It just seems like we’re just looking at the boundaries and not some of the other problems. Also, Capitol Hill areas tend to run north to south—I favor this more than east to west.

A: The boundaries are just a first step and we will be focusing on other issues too.

Q: [After the citizen quoted an article from 1998 re: not enough officers on street.] That this plan is being proposed in the name of community policing is ludicrous because changing from 180 or so scout beats to 83 PSAs didn’t work when the former MPD chief was being pounded for increased visibility. This proposal won’t work either. To think that the context of these maps has anything to do with number of police on street is backwards—we should go back to smaller areas. How do you justify this in the name of community policing? This is happening because the Council is pushing the Chief.

A: We can divide up the city in 1,000 different ways. No matter how you divide it up, you will have x number of people working. So the question being asked is what is the best way to divide it up. What we’re proposing is not the only way. It’s the way to start. There’s nothing saying that the district commander cannot do what you are talking about—break a large PSA into smaller areas. Why do we think this is better than going back to the scout beat structure? Because we believe that that it will give the district commander more flexibility.

Q: We’re getting hung up with geography. What’s important is what is good for policing. What we decided years ago was to give discretion to lieutenants. Geography is a nice thing, but the reality is that the core group stays there and is called in to take care of issues. All of a sudden you are going to give authority to captains that they don’t have now? I haven’t heard that thought.

A: The Chief of Police has said everything is on the table. Everyone (district commanders, lieutenants) is saying we need more flexibility. We have to know what boundaries we’re working in before we can make these decisions.

Q: I need to know more about PSA 102. We were in Ward 2 until we changed the boundary and became Ward 6. Ms. Ambrose has forgotten we’re part of Ward 6. I’m sure everyone has heard about Sursum Corda. I have not been able to get Commander McGuire or Ms. Ambrose to meet with me. Only the PSA lieutenant, and he can only do so much. We don’t see anything at all happening. We are part of Capitol Hill also. A lot of problems we have are caused by people in this area. There are new officers there who don’t know anything about the area—aren’t familiar with us, who the problem people are, etc. We need to know what you’re going to do. It’s gotten to the point where police are being jumped in Sursum Corda.

A (Councilmember Ambrose): I am sorry that you are not aware of what MPD and my office have been doing in that area and in PSA 102. We’ve had a prostitution task force out there doing a lot. The core group, which is put together by the Neighborhood Services Coordinator (NSC), has been doing intensive work out there. I don’t want the record to show nothing has been going on. It was going on before Commander McGuire came and since then. Now, the problem of officers being moved is a problem in PSA 102 that needs to be addressed.

Q: It’s not that you’re not doing anything in PSA 102; it’s just that you are not doing anything in the right areas. I’ve been to the NSC’s meetings, but he is all talk. We need action. We do need some kind of response from you. You are not putting forth the effort you should be.

Q: We had a meeting at the first district last month, and we took a vote to see whether we’ve made our case. The vote was overwhelming that you did not make your case. And nothing has changed in making your case. You talk about flexibility. [Before the PSA model,] we had three sectors with a captain in each and beats under them, with a lieutenant in charge of two or three beats. That was flexibility. Your proposal of six PSAs in 1D—I don’t know why six is magic number. Also, would we be talking about changes to PSA structure if there had been a reduction in crime and specifically, homicide? You wouldn’t hear people complaining if homicide was down. What drives all this change? I don’t know what makes a PSA good versus bad. I think it depends on whether you have a good manager. I would like to see which PSAs are doing a good job and an analysis of why they are doing a good job, and the same analysis for those doing a bad job. Two hundred officers will mean two additional officers in each of the PSAs. With this, would you need to go to a different structure?

A: I cannot answer the last question. What’s driving this is that the Council has heard, and MPD has heard, that the public is not satisfied.

Q: The current PSA structure has the southern border of PSAs 101 and 104 along Constitution Avenue NW. I would like the division between the new PSAs 101 and 104 to remain Constitution Avenue NW rather than Pennsylvania Avenue NW. I would also suggest that PSA 106 is too small. You have Navy Yard and Near Southeast—very little to police there. It might be bad to split the proposed PSAs 105 and 106 by that freeway. It is a natural boundary anyway and might be bad for policing. Just north of the freeway would be better to ensure there is neighborhood policing to do. Also, please look at the east/west side of North Capitol—South Capitol should not be a boundary for problems to hop over. Move a little bit north and west for crime analysis reasons, not geography.
Q: We’re faced with drugs, crime and sex. We should be talking about stabilization—keeping the same officers, etc.—not geography. We need the same officers to arrest those on stay-away orders. I’m scared for my daughters out there. We also need more officers at MPD’s Boys and Girls Club.

Q: I do not feel it’s been explained adequately why the proposed structure will solve our concerns, but it is good to hear why it’s not a done deal. Please prove that by responding to what’s said tonight. I have walked every inch of every block in this area on Orange Hat Patrol. It’s too big now. We walk in the residential neighborhoods because that is where we are most effective. I agree that we should scrap this whole program. It’s not going to work. This has been very frustrating since we started learning about this. The PSAs are still too big. We cannot possibly have a community that’s cohesive with a PSA that is so big. Don’t fix something that’s not broke. I think our PSA is one of the ones that works. It’s also extremely important that the community build relationships with the police. This is not going to be workable with these new boundaries. In a sense, maybe we should work with what we have because you’ll get different boundary suggestions from everyone in the room. I fail to see how we are going to get more officers out of this. Officers I know told me today to get everyone I know together to oppose this—that this proposal is going to be awful for him. This is a bureaucratic approach that is not addressing the issues. Also, there’s already a certain amount of flexibility. Patrol officers don’t always stop at the PSA boundaries. We also have the Metro Police, etc. What’s the issue with having people cross boundaries when they are needed? We need to achieve flexibility by not making the areas unmanageable for city activists.

A: Not everyone loves this plan. But 1d community members have had some of the strongest opinions.

Q: I live in PSA 512 and am having a hard time determining which meeting to go to. Our first concern is that we don’t align along any political boundary (e.g., ANC boundary). It looks like we’ll end up in 1D because of the way the natural boundaries are drawn. We appreciate wanting to have flexibility. What I am seeing is a lot of confusion based on using same names and numbers. If we’re going to do this, don’t call them PSAs. Also we know smaller areas work. How well things function is based on team leaders. Policing works when citizens work with sergeants—they do better than lieutenants. Sergeants are more familiar with being on the street. I think the PSA 106/107 proposal [submitted by the community] is a good starting point. I don’t like the divider between the proposed PSAs 102 and 103 along 15th Street NE. We just got this area cleaned up. Also, communication between the police department and citizens needs to be improved and not just for those who consider themselves activists—for the little old ladies.

Q (Councilmember Ambrose): What do you think about putting those four 5d PSAs into 1D?

A (community member): We’re perfectly happy in 5D. I’ve talked to folks in 510, 511 and 513.

Q: I’m also a part of PSA 106. I would like to first compliment the officers. At least you enforce the laws here. I’ve witnessed the Policing for Prevention approach; it has impressed me. Having a smaller geographic area encourages citizen involvement, is much more manageable and frees up police to do their job. What we’re talking about here is community-oriented policing. I know we’re not supposed to be focusing on geographic boundaries, but there’s no escaping it. I would also reiterate hat communication between the police and community is very important. Whatever results occur from this proposal must be outcome based.

Q: Seems to me this proposal is backwards. We’re trying to make sense of it to relate it to the undertaking. I would encourage you to rethink this as a management question firstly. There is a lot of angst about relating proposed boundaries to everything that happens in regards to the police. That is a false premise. Why can’t we have certain sized groupings based on some theory of management, and then you have smaller undertakings that respond to community concerns better? Most of the current boundaries are silly. If the police say we’re better off this way—that it gives us more flexibility (which is a valid concern)—then next ask how we are going to make this work for the citizens. Also, this map would take those around Sursum Corda and combine them with the downtown area. How could this possibly be in their interest? It’s a form problem that needs to be rethought.

Q: The boundaries of the current PSAs are not too small as they are right now. PSA 512 is just right and contains at least four distinct areas. The cluster boundaries may have worked for the Office of Planning, but I have never considered myself a resident of Stanton Park. Also, the notice that has been given for these meetings has been really poor. The press release about this on MPD’s web site was not published on the date it was listed (May 19). Also, some officers are good at patrol, some are not. If what you are proposing is an overlay for those who are responding to calls, that’s fine, but that’s not community policing. If we as residents have to subdivide ourselves, maybe that will work for us, but it will not be something the department is facilitating. It will be something we’re doing on our own despite the Department.

Q: [Responding to information on MPD’s Web site:] making PSAs larger does not increase flexibility. Not the case either that boundaries will bring people together more. This proposal would take the community out of community policing. This will kill community policing. Is the benefit of flexibility important enough to do that? Obviously there’s some flexibility already. Can it be augmented without this? Also, what makes sense to the Office of Planning does not necessarily make sense to us. Also, the neighborhoods are not necessarily natural boundaries—but it’s a starting point as you said. This doesn’t solve our current problems. It makes us look like we’re doing something, but it doesn’t get to the base of the problems.

A: That is the balancing point. You hit it right on the head. On the one hand, we hear concerns about not seeing enough officers, and on the other hand, concerns about whether they are doing community policing.

Q: I found neighborhood boundaries ridiculous just living here a short time. They are definitely not what I would call neighborhood boundaries. This is inconsequential though because boundaries are not what are important. Redrawing boundaries does not increase flexibility. MPD could just change its management structure and accomplish this. Also, this proposed system removes community completely. The problems three blocks away are very different from ours. I cannot imagine those 10 blocks away having the same issues as us.

Q: This proposal is not going to work. That’s the bottom line. MPD needs to go back to scout car beats. This is not community policing. You need officers who stay in that area for years until they are promoted. MPD already lost community policing with this PSA concept. It caused nothing but problems. Scout car beats work every time. And with extra manpower you can be more proactive.

Comments from the ANC 6A November 13, 2003 Meeting

Representing MPD:

Thomas McGuire, Commander, 1D
Captain Essray Taliaferro (acting for Commander Greene), 5D 

Anne C. Grant, Policy Analyst, MPD’s Research and Resource Development Unit, OOD

[Some questions and answers lost because speaker was often the one trying to take notes.]

· Strongly object to not having been notified of most recent changes to boundary between proposed PSAs 102 and 103 [changed in September to 8th St NE rather than 15th St NE].
· [Anne:] I apologize if my mode of communication could have been better. However, keeping track of all the comments that have been coming in has been a momentous task in itself, and it would be impossible for me to have notified each resident/community group when someone else had contradicted their opinion.
· Extend the western boundary of the proposed PSA 102 east to the railroad tracks. There is nothing between that block and North Capitol St except for the backs of buildings.
· The proposed PSA 102 folks are afraid. They like their neighborhood small and quiet.
· The people who live on 8th St NE are very different from those who live on 16th St NE.
· The community does not end on 8th St NE.
· 8th St NE is the problem area.
· The business community has been working with the D.C. Office of Economic Development and the Office of Planning to revitalize H St NE.
· H St NE is the “heart” of the PSA, the prize, where we grow. We don’t want it to become crime-ridden again.
· PSA Lieutenants are going to be more concerned about the “heart” of the PSA than its borders.
· The historical “old city” boundary is 15th St NE too.
· The community around the existing PSA 511 has been getting better.
· Commander McGuire will tell you it doesn’t matter which PSA you live in, in terms of police service. He is wrong—it does matter.
· [Commander McGuire:] there should be no change in the [keeping the good] officers you have now.
· There will need to be good communication between the Commander and his/her lieutenants.
· MPD has failed in cross-communication.
· MPD should give “great weight” to ANC’s resolution because they represent thousands of residents’ opinions. The resolutions themselves represent a lot of work that was devoted to finding out what the community wants.
Questions and Answers from the Linden Neighborhood Association November 18, 2003 Meeting

Representing MPD:

Thomas McGuire, Commander, 1D
Jennifer Greene, Commander, 5D

Anne C. Grant, Policy Analyst, MPD’s Research and Resource Development Unit, OOD

[Some questions and answers lost because speaker was often the one trying to take notes.]

· A lot of pedestrian commuters leaving Union Station are moving targets.

· 8th St NE has as many problems as H St NE.

· The proposed 8th St NE border is not geographically linked to anything.

· Need to make these PSAs one.

· We need to bring cohesiveness to the community. Need to have better relationship between the police and the community. This relationship will be hurt if we split this PSA/area.

· [Commander Greene:] Most of our resources are going to the existing PSA 510. I believe it would be best to stay with the proposal we had in May [15th St NE as the border between proposed PSAs 102 and 103], and/or expand 103 to lie between 5th St NE and 15th St NE. All of 8th St should be in the same PSA.

· [Commander McGuire:] If we do go back to 15th St, we will probably need a captain in that PSA due to its size.

· The community was not heard. Each ANC represents 2,000 people.

· From an APRA point of view, we find more consistency and easier enforcement of alcohol policy if there is one district and one PSA in a neighborhood. I encourage any type of corridor (e.g., Dupont Circle, Georgia Ave.) to reside in one PSA because there is a commonality of problems in these areas.

· I welcome change. For a number of different reasons, what was proposed in May works.

· The wonderful thing out of all this discussion [about the boundary between the proposed PSAs 102 and 103] is that it has brought community groups together. We are united in our decision, and we hope these changes will improve community policing.

· [Commander Greene:] Most of our resources are going to the existing PSA 510. The problems are coming from what is now PSA 106 and moving to 7th St NE. The 13th–15th St area is receiving fewer resources. What was formerly a large open-air drug market on 7th St NE has now moved to 8th St NE. In the 7th St NE, 8th St NE and 10th St NE area, heroine sales are increasing. We have made several arrests, but these types of crimes generally lead to increases in property crimes.
· Q: Is there anything you are seeing that is increasing [in terms of crime?]?
· A [Commander Greene]: Be aware of people walking down the street and peering in window, and call 911. We’re gearing up for the Christmas season on 8th St NE. We expect robberies to increase, so we will have more officers out. We are targeting thefts from auto and stolen autos now, and trying to warn citizens not to leave their possessions lying out in the open in their cars.
· Q: I have been told that people are being attacked by juveniles along the 1D/5D border.
· A [Commander Greene]: It’s not as simple as just attacks. Juveniles between the ages of 15 and 20 (some 20-year-olds look like they are 15) are committing robberies. Some are successful, others are not. We are always working joint patrols with 1D and making sure the detective lieutenants talk. We made an arrest last week and closed several robberies.
· A [Commander McGuire]: We also show photo spreads to community members, send tactical units out there, and participate in TOPS sessions.
General Correspondence

· The plans and boundaries are NOT set. They are PROPOSED and the purpose of the current process is to get feedback from the community. I believe that in the current proposal, [the existing] PSA 106 would become what is now Neighborhood Cluster #25.

· I doubt that what is now PSA 106 has much in common with the rest of the “Neighborhood Cluster” north of H Street. The expansion sounds like a truly bad idea.

· This is in response to your invitation to submit ideas on the proposed new PSA boundaries. I have lived on 5th Street NE since before the PSA system was initiated. At first, my neighbors and I were enthusiastic about the opportunity to interact personally with the police officers that served our neighborhood. We attended the monthly meetings and explained the problems we were having to the officers of the first district, MPD.

Gradually we became aware of two problems: first, the ranking officer at our substation, 1D1, did not have the authority to effect the changes that we needed (i.e., arresting drug dealers in the neighborhood was the province of the narcotics squad, which did not report to the local commander).

Secondly, the local commander did not have enough officers to take care of problems such as drug dealing in specified areas, cars speeding past our homes, etc.

Many of us got tired of hearing these same excuses month after month.

After several years, we stopped going to the meetings. We believed that we had lived up to what was expected of us as the involved community. The Police Department let us down.

Now we are being asked to believe that the simple artifice of changing the PSA boundaries is going to eliminate all the problems and make the PSA system effective?

First of all, please notice that the new boundaries are crossing Police Department district boundaries. How is that supposed to work? It was bad enough when we were working within one police district.

Second, and most important, we need more police presence in the community. That is the constant cry of my neighbors. How is a mere change of boundaries going to accomplish this?

And third, even though the city planners call these new boundary divisions “Neighborhood Clusters,” the only thing they have in common in our need for more police officers in our neighborhoods.

Sound familiar?

· Reorganization of the PSA concept is a good start, but without major reforms in the internal management organizational structure, the department and the citizens will be disappointed.

· Officers should be able to articulate from their PSA assignments their role in the 39 Cluster Emergency Management Plans to the community.

· Don’t allow PSAs to become political or aligned with and group of citizens that is not representative of the needs of all citizens and businesses in that respective PSA.

· [Proposed PSA 102:] Raised concerns about getting “lost” in a larger PSA that includes higher crime areas and hence would commander higher police attention than the current PSA 106. Issue of losing a sense of community within a much larger PSA.

· It looks to me, if you compare areas in the upper northwest, that the new 102 is so large that it will be nearly unmanageable—sort of gerrymandering the areas to look good or bad. Does any one have any insight about the underlying real and stated reasons?

It would seem important to see the evidence as related to the reasons (below) for gerrymandering the PSAs. What is stated as reasons should not be taken as given without evidence or based on common sense. As we know from a long past, common sense is not commonly applicable to situations larger than that from which the common sense conclusion was drawn. SO one person's experience doesn't necessarily apply to any one else's because the circumstances (including the people as part of the circumstance) may differ widely. Otherwise, there seems to be no evidence that any of these reasons are any good —on expedience for someone?

· After some discussion of the arguments pro and con, we found general agreement on the need for some recombination of the current PSAs to increase the level of staffing. Our experience in PSA 106 with chronically low levels of staffing and the Department's determination to reorganize makes some level of recombination seem inevitable.

Our general reaction to the Chief's proposed reorganization for the first and fifth districts were the huge size of the proposed PSAs and the major division of the structure along Constitution Avenue. One of the announced principles of the reorganization is to "honor" neighborhood boundaries better so that more residents are likely to get involved. Constitution Avenue does not seem like a natural neighborhood boundary along which to divide the entire Capitol Hill area east of the Capital to the Anacostia River and north to Florida Avenue.

In the plan announced by Chief Ramsey and the Mayor, a new PSA 102 would extend from Constitution Avenue north to Florida Avenue, and from North Capitol east to 15th Street
NE. The current PSA 106 would fall in this area. A new PSA 105 would extend east from the Capital and South Capitol Street all the way to the Anacostia River, and from Constitution Avenue NE all the way south to the freeway.

A problem with the proposed structure for us in PSA106 is that this huge realignment would cut us off from the rest of Capitol Hill and through us in with higher crime areas in a way that may well result in significantly lower levels of police service than we currently have. If a goal of
reorganization is to "honor neighborhood boundaries", it does not seem like a strategy of dividing Capitol Hill down Constitution Avenue is a very good one.

After some discussion we concluded that a better strategy for creating a new PSA structure should to organize the structure "vertically" rather than "horizontally," as in the plan proposed by the Chief. Organizing the structure vertically means organizing PSAs outward in layers from the
Capitol. Doing this produces PSAs that would be much more consistent with the principle of "preserving neighborhood boundaries" than the plan proposed by the Chief and the Mayor.

One way of organizing the PSAs vertically (Plan A) would be to combine PSAs 112 West, 108, and 106 into a new "PSA 105" (the first layer). Then, PSAs 112 East 109, 511, and 510
(south of H Street NE) could be combined into a new "PSA 107" (the second layer). A new "PSA 102" could be formed out of the current PSAs 103, 508, the north part of 510, and the western part of 507. Finally, PSAs 512, 509, and 513 could be combined into a new "PSA103" (the third layer). This new PSA 103 could still be part of the First District, if that would be agreeable to citizens and the police department.


This plan has the advantage of preserving the current PSA boundaries to a considerable extent. The PSA would extend from the freeway on the south, east of North and South Capitol Streets to 7th Street, and north to H Street.

A second way of organizing the PSAs vertically (Plan B) would be to lop Union Station off from this new PSA 102 and extent its upper boundary north to Florida Avenue NE. The eastern boundary might also be shifted over to 8th Street, including perhaps, both sides of 8th Street, and not cutting it down the middle (the first layer). The upper boundary of the new PSA 107 could also be extended north to Florida Avenue and the eastern boundary moved out to 15th Street
(the second layer). This PSA 107 would extent between 8th and 15th Streets from the freeway on the south to Florida Avenue on the north. The area east of 15th Street from Benning Road south could then be the new PSA 103. The few block area east of 15th Street SE, south of E Street SE, and west of 17th Street SE, could be included in the new PSA 107 to make PSA 103 more compact. Otherwise, the PSA 103 officers would have a little sliver of territory to patrol that could be inconvenient to get to.

Two advantages of this plan are that H Street would not be split down the middle as it would be under Plan A, and it would create a fairly compact and focused PSA 103 in the area east of 15th Street. Judging from the Chief's proposed plan the Department apparently wants to concentrate
resources in this area. Our proposed PSA 103 would east of 15th Street and south of Benning Road to E Street SE.

Also discussed at the meeting was a strategy of reaching out to other PSAs to discuss issues and see what the possibilities are for working toward some consensus on a better realignment of the current PSAs than has been proposed so far. We have already started to contact PSAs
103, 108, 109, 112, 511, and 510, who we will approach with our proposed PSA boundaries. The Stanton Park Neighborhood Association may also be interested. Once this is done, we discussed meeting as a group with Commander McGuire to present a proposal—and the sooner the better before the MPD sets their plan in stone and it is too late. Our sense is that a new structure will
be settled on pretty soon and so we need to move fast on this.

· Plan A seems to be the closest to being in keeping with the makeup of the neighborhoods. However, I would still like to see Union Station as part of the east end PSA where it is primarily commercial. The crime reports that include Union Station seem to skew the numbers higher.
· I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the new proposal. Let me first state that without knowing if we will have fewer or more officers patrolling our streets in the future than we have now, makes it difficult to offer the kind of comments that I think would be most useful.

 
Under the current PSA organization, we know the police on the street (Officer Ken Roden), the lieutenant (Lt. Gerry Scott) we work with most, the captain (Capt. Ralph McLean), and the commander (Cmdr. Thomas Maguire). There are others working PSA 105 and a portion of PSA 104 that we sometimes seek assistance from, as the Penn Quarter neighborhood extends a bit west of the 105 boundary. We are a neighborhood, and the police working PSA 105 have been part of this neighborhood. When you enlarge the area to include the entire Business Improvement District, you are really talking about several downtown neighborhoods, not one neighborhood. The Planning areas in some instances are larger than one neighborhood; that is the case here, though the new PSA boundaries would correspond to the Downtown BID’s boundaries. I believe that the claim on the web site and that has been attributed to Chief Ramsey in the papers—that the new PSAs will be more neighborhood-like—is not accurate in our case. I fear that this larger area will create a more impersonal relationship with the police as they will be covering a much larger territory and several neighborhoods, unless you assign at least the same number of police to the geographic area as are assigned today, and they are allowed to “patrol” or “concentrate” on a sub-area of the new, enlarged PSA.

This re-organization seems much like most re-organizations; the pendulum swings from many small organizations that have more autonomy and less centralized control (and usually less bureaucracy) to a larger organization with more centralized control (and more layers and bureaucracy). Unless there is a fundamental change, this does not usually produce real change and often makes things worse. In many instances of organizational change, bureaucracy increases and efficiency and responsiveness decrease, so whatever change occurs, rarely appears to be positive. In our case, the creation of the existing PSA areas (save for the fact that the PSA 105 western boundary should probably have been a few blocks further west) was a positive change. 

 

Obviously if the Penn Quarter either looses or gains a significant number of police officers, we will feel a change; so to comment on the organizational change without knowing this is not easy. Generally speaking, my experience while a part of local government and after moving on has been that consolidation has not been particularly beneficial. 

 

My fear from reading reports on this re-organization is that the new 101 will end up with fewer officers than are there now on the street and will have fewer supervisors covering more officers; our neighborhood will feel this as officers walking the beat will be less visible and supervisors will have less time to interact with each neighborhood. The result of such a change is obvious; less coverage when we really could use more at times and a greater distance between the community and the police. This may affect other areas of the city differently, either because they have higher crime statistics or because the residents are more vocal will have more police officers and more supervisors than they now have. I hope my fears are unjustified. However, if I am not wrong, you can see why we would be skeptical of the new organization at best.

 

Frankly, how service to the Penn Quarter will improve, I cannot imagine without increasing the number of police assigned to the neighborhood—not to the larger area defined as a neighborhood, but to our neighborhood. That could potentially happen I am guessing if the city increases the number of competent officers. I understand this may not happen if it becomes increasingly difficult to recruit new officers if officer step increases are frozen for an additional year and if other police forces in the Nation’s capital offer higher pay.

 

In summary, if the Penn Quarter neighborhood can be assured that in the future there would at a minimum be the same number of police officers as we now have when we have full coverage, we would not object to the reorganization.

 

We also assume that this proposed change will not improve the response we have experienced here to 911 calls or the lack of follow-up when a crime has been committed and reported. If the change affects these two problems, we would like to know how.

· Here is a clearer (hopefully) map of the Plan A PSA structure proposed by the "Concerned Residents of Capitol Hill." (See attached Plan A.)
· Here is a clearer (hopefully) map of the Plan B PSA structure proposed by the “Concerned Residents of Capitol Hill.” (See attached Plan B.)
· Here is another alternative to the restructuring proposed by the Chief. (See attached Plan C.)

The two principal advantages of this plan are that the PSAs are somewhat smaller, and somewhat more police resources would be concentrated on the areas east of 13th Street.

The PSAs may also fit the "neighborhood boundaries" better than the previous plans, although I am not an expert on neighborhoods other than my own.

· According to Jessica Ward, ANC6A Commissioner and chair of that body's Public Safety and Licensing Committee, the other change that is supposed to happen with this PSA restructuring is that staff levels will be based on need, not merely providing the same staffing level for all PSAs. 
This is something I have complained about for years. It makes no sense to have the same number of officers across the board, when the type and number of crimes vary quite significantly from neighborhood to neighborhood. That a police officer in Ward 3 can spend his time ticketing cars 
parked on hills for failing to have the wheels turned inward toward the curb clearly demonstrates a need for staffing and priority setting consonant with our needs for a safe and livable city. 

· When the PSAs were created in 1998, one of the objectives was to equalize the workload across the new areas. The measure of workload that was used by the consultants, at least in making their recommendation to the department, was the number of service calls. So if their recommendations were carried out, one reason for the similar number of officers per PSA today could be partly 
the original design. But I have never seen any data on the number of service calls per PSA, so I do not think it is clear that the equal distribution seen today is because the workload is "balanced" across the PSAs.

In fact, if it is, there can be no justification for combining 4 PSAs into one, as in our case of combining PSAs 103, 106, 108, 510, and 511 into one new PSA 102. 

I did not go to the Mayor's Crime Forum meeting the other day, but I have not heard that the PSA are to be restructured in order to balance the workload among the PSAs. Correct me if I am wrong in this. However, as I said above, one of the reasons for establishing the PSAs in the first place was to balance the workload. The patterns of crime have probably shifted some since the PSAs were created but I doubt that they have shifted a lot.

I'm sure one could throw workload balancing in as a reason for restructuring, but I think fundamentally this reorganization is being done to solve the basic problem in the police department that they are unable to come up with enough officers at the beat level to adequately staff the PSAs. 

It would be relatively simple for the police department to show that the workload is unbalanced, which would be to provide data on the number of service calls per PSA. It would be extremely simple for them to do this if they wanted to. They have the data systems to do it. 

My impression is that service calls are what drive the police department, at least administratively. Every 911 call (and maybe 311 calls, too) requesting the assistance of an officer for whatever kind of neighborhood nuisance, misdemeanor, or crime event; every assignment of an officer to a detail; every training assignment; results in a "service call," tasking an officer to go somewhere and do something. Every drug incident, every domestic fracas, every complaint about a homeless person, every robbery call, every training assignment, and so on is dispatched through the service call system. Officers are also required to report, I believe, the outcome of their assignment. And it is all tracked in a large "communications" database. The police department has tons of data on its operations. They are not flying blind in all of this—or shouldn't be. 

· Actually, "balancing the workload" is one of the reasons for PSA restructure. According to what was presented at the Crime Forum (or at least as I interpreted it), along with the restructuring, the department will evaluate a communities "need". Therefore, PSAs will be staffed according to size, population and crime numbers. Also, the restructuring, specifically the reduced number of 
PSAs, will lead to better leadership and more flexibility in responding/moving officers to hot spots. Again, this is my interpretation of what was presented.

Any comments and/or opinions we have expressed are not influenced by the MPD or should they be seen as an MPD response. We are simply trying to help with communication between the residents of PSA 106 and the police, and we do this on a voluntary basis.

· In the not too distant past, the King of the realm, Lih Lotipac (spelled backward to protect the innocent), was confronted with a challenge of massive proportions. He was asked to reorganize his palace guard to protect areas of ever-larger dimensions, while still protecting the villagers, who were his strongest supporters.

So the King called upon one of his wise women, the Master City Planner, to map out the best strategy. The King, having no knowledge of such matters himself, deferred to this trusted advisor, who surely was well informed.

The Master City Planner advised the King of Lih Lotipac to use the sacred Clusters Plan, which another city planner in a nearby village had devised, and although it was somewhat irrelevant, no one in either village had ever found a useful purpose for it. This did not bode well for the Clusters
Plan, but the King wanted an easy fix to quiet the angry villagers, who were not fun to address.

Thus, the two city planners communicated and produced a solution for the profoundly grateful King. The only problem was that the villagers staged a huge protest in the village square, at a meeting called by the town elders. The villagers were not pleased.

The King promptly banned the city planners from the realm.

The following day the villagers celebrated their victory by declaring a national holiday, which was known throughout the realm from that day forth as a day devoted to PSA values -- Prepare to Solidify Adverse action.

The King and the city planners did not realize the power of the villagers and thus were replaced by a Mayor and a City Council.

· Upon review of the proposed alteration of existing PSAs, I find that there is very little substance behind the proposed changes. As a resident of the Kingman Park area, the suggestion that our concerns will be more closely aligned with those of the Eastern Market/Capitol Hill area is false. I do not believe that police will have any better or expanded resources to cope with existing problems. The officers currently in my PSA, Lt. Hughes in particular, seem very responsive and aware of the neighborhood issues. To sever a beneficial and developing relationship with such responsible and responsive officers seems a negative step. I believe that the already limited resources will be targeted on the upscale, wealthy areas, and that Kingman Park will be forced into a decline. The crime just north of Benning Road will filter down into the proposed 103 area, which is just now struggling to maintain some stability. There are roving gangs of teens smashing car windows and stealing cars, loitering on corners (such as E and 21st), and going up and down the alleyways just south of Benning at this time. The officers currently in charge of our area are aware of these issues and striving to make some difference. If this nascent relationship is severed, and resources are redirected to the tonier parts of the proposed first district PSA, those of us in the "hood" portion will be left to our own devices, crime will increase, and any gains will be lost.
 

There must be a better way to redirect resources without severing ties between the communities and their officers.

· Last Wednesday I attended my local PSA meeting. We have a strong community and a friendly police community. It was unsettling to learn that there is a possibility that the PSAs will be regrouped, and we will lose our police force and be added into the Capitol Hill/Eastern Market neighborhood. There is a large socio-economic difference even to go several blocks to that area. I understand that the police presence is already stretched in that district, and I believe it will not be effective to have this Stadium Armory/Kingman Park area added on to the Hill community. I don't believe problems will be addressed as quickly as they are with my neighborhood having its own PSA. I hope that you will reconsider cutting down the PSAs. Thank you.

· As a resident of Capitol Hill, I think that the proposed PSA boundaries need to be rethought. The proposed dividing line between PSA 105 and 102 doesn't make any sense. Constitution Avenue is not a neighborhood dividing line. I feel that my neighborhood extends from about H Street in the north to the SE-SW freeway in the south, and from the Capitol Building to Lincoln Park on the East. I don't think that Stanton Park neighborhood should be in two different PSAs.

· Response to the Proposed Modified Police Service Area Concept of the Metropolitan Police Department: 

Support of the Proposed Police District Changes

The proposed changes will place our community in the First Police District and specifically PSA 102.

Requirements

· Will need a new 1D substation for the north end of the new First District. It is our hope that we can obtain and utilize a building on H Street for this and other purposes.

· Will need to acquire some Officers from 5D.

· Asian Liaison Unit will expand it responsibility from just the China Town area to the needs of the Korean and Vietnamese Merchants in the new First District.

Advantages

· Tactical advantage—units better deployed and should result in a faster response from marked units coming from any end of the new district. In the current configuration units may need to be dispatched from as far away as Eastern Avenue or South Dakota Avenue, resulting in delayed responses due to traffic and limited routes to this side of the current 5th District.

· Florida Avenue, Benning Road and H Street are natural boundaries, and there are enough differences that it makes sense to divide police districts along Florida Avenue and Benning Road. Separating at these boundaries allows the 5th and 1st Districts to better organize and address its problem areas.

· The northernmost boundary will also serve as a position where the two districts can engage in joint operations that affect either or both districts.

· There is a known difference in policing styles between the 5th District and the 1st District, and it is our belief that our communities will benefit from the change.

· If the changes are implemented correctly, communities that are worried that the new PSA 102 will bring in heavily crime-ridden pockets and will divert police attention away from them, may actually see an improved policing system. It is our belief that this will allow for the ability of the new first district to address problems through tactical units and increased patrols that will be beneficial to every area. The current border to the west (7th Street, NE) has long been a problem with addressing issues that affected both districts. Now we will have a better opportunity to address these concerns through a more united community working together.

Policing Management Citywide

· 21 Officers per PSA is insufficient.

· 39 PSAs’ multiplied by 21 Officers equals 819 Officers or 22.72% of 3,605 sworn members.

· 40 PSAs’ multiplied by 21 Officers equals 840 Officers or 23.3% of 3,605 sworn members.

· 77.28% of MPDC personnel are not accounted for in the PSA concept. We respectfully request an understanding on where the rest of the Department is and how they will interact with the PSAs?

· What percentage of officers are/will be in other Elements?

· What formula will be used to determine the number of personnel (sworn/civilian) for Homicide, Sex, Fraud, Stolen Auto, Civil Disturbance, etc., per district and citywide?

· What percentage of Command Officials per District and citywide?

· Will the percentage of Administrative personnel change in the districts, and will this allow for an increase of administrative support for the PSA commanders?

· Will the percentage of dollar allocation to the District change or be adjusted, and how will this impact capital and operation dollars?

· How will “demand” be measured?

· Will there be a specific formula for the district to follow when adjusting for the needs of the commercial sections of the respective districts? We would argue that commercial districts drain the community of police resources, and while community can’t exist without commercial districts, there must be a fix number of officers assigned to the respective commercial areas in lieu of the officers assigned to the PSA.

· Will the modified concept address officers with less than 3 years of experience being on duty alone?

· Will the “Take Home Cruiser” program allow for a substantial increase in officers who reside in the District of Columbia having a vehicle to take home? Many officers want a vehicle, and none are available. Vehicles are maintained better when there is a personal ownership afforded the officer.

· Manpower should not be based on the number of legal residents living in the city but should be based on need and the daytime/nighttime population of the city, which is close to 2 million/1 million respectively.

· How will the culture of policing be integrated into the concept of “community policing”? These two concepts are contrary to the other.

· The average number of arrests exceeds 50,000 per annum (not including juveniles), with the approximate average of sworn personnel at 3,575 when looking at the last five years. A manning factor of 3.5 hours per arrest yields 18,600 man-hours per month and justifies the need for additional officers (not including court time).

Conclusions

It is our hope that the comments and questions presented will be helpful as we make the transition to what we feel is a much needed change in MPDC operations. We look forward to its implementation.

· This table shows the number of sworn officers assigned to each PSA in the First and Fifth Districts as of April 23, 2003. Most PSAs currently have about 23 officers assigned. PSA 106 has 21, which is one of the lower amounts. This with Union Station in our midst.

In these official statistics, about 25 percent of the officers assigned are unavailable for duty for one reason or another.

Each PSA has one lieutenant and most have 2 sergeants. These personnel are included in the totals below.

Note that the proposed new PSA 102 that PSA106 would be folded into includes PSAs 103, 106, part of 108, 511, and 510. That is a total of 92 officers (assuming 5 from 108). 

In the Chief's plan, the number of PSAs would be reduced from 38 from the current 83. This means that on average, about 2 PSAs would be combined into one. Combining 2 PSAs into 1 would result in about 46 officers. Citywide the number of officers per PSA is currently about 23.
 
In these tables it is striking that the number of officers per PSA is so similar across the city--but then not that unusual for a bureaucracy. The two districts below are very representative of the whole city. PSA105 has a large number of officers because it is a commercial area
and there is probably a lot of crime.

A concern I have is that as a result of the PSA restructuring, the new PSA of which we will be a part will end up not with the current 92 officers but about half this amount or 45. That would be closer to the new citywide average under the new structure.

In conclusion, the new PSA proposed for us could result in half as many officers per square foot of real estate as we have now.

In a separate email I will attach the detailed tables for the summary table below.
 
 METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT PSA STAFFING 
 Number of sworn personnel/1/
 As of April 23, 2003

1st LIMITED NON EXTENDED ADMIN MILIT'Y FULL
DIST. DUTY CONTACT SICK DETAIL LEAVE LEAVE DUTY TOTAL

TOTAL 16 5 12 26 3 5 220 287

PSA
101 2 1 1 1 0 1 17 23
102 0 2 0 7 1 1 20 31
103 1 0 0 1 0 0 15 17
104 2 0 0 3 0 0 19 24
105 4 0 2 3 0 0 27 36
106 1 0 0 2 0 0 18 21
107 3 0 2 1 0 1 17 24
108 1 1 3 2 1 0 17 25
109 1 0 1 2 0 2 18 24
110 0 1 0 3 0 0 20 24
111 0 0 1 1 0 0 17 19
112 1 0 2 0 1 0 15 19
Ave./PSA = 23.9 Available for duty = 77 percent

5th LIMITED NON EXTENDED ADMIN MILIT'Y FULL
DIST. DUTY CONTACT SICK DETAIL LEAVE LEAVE DUTY TOTAL

TOTAL 17 3 12 22 5 7 236 302

PSA
501 1 0 0 3 0 1 18 23
502 1 0 0 3 0 1 18 23
503 1 1 1 1 0 2 20 26
504 3 1 0 2 0 0 20 26
505 0 0 1 3 0 0 15 19
506 3 1 0 2 2 0 18 26
507 1 0 1 1 2 2 16 23
508 1 0 1 0 0 0 21 23
509 2 0 0 2 1 0 17 22
510 3 0 0 2 0 0 20 25
511 1 0 2 2 0 1 18 24
512 0 0 1 1 0 0 17 19
513 0 0 3 2 0 0 16 21
Ave./PSA = 23.2 Available for duty = 78 percent
_______________________________
/1/ Includes lieutenants, sergeants, and officers. Most PSAs have 
one lieutenant and two sergeants.
· All: I want to keep everybody informed about the proposed restructuring of the Police Service Areas (PSAs). As you know, early this year the City Council told the Mayor to come up with a plan to deal with the complaints over the years about the insufficient number of police officers
actually patrolling the neighborhoods. In response Mayor Williams and Police Chief Ramsey proposed reducing the number of PSAs from 83 to about 40, thereby increasing them
in size. They gave a number of reasons for restructuring, including better flexibility in police staffing, stronger police leadership in the PSAs, and following neighborhood boundaries more closely. Under the proposal, PSA 106 would be incorporated into a PSA 102 stretching from Constitution Avenue on the south to Florida Avenue on the north, and from North Capitol on the west to 15th street on the east.

The restructuring proposal was presented to the public at the Mayor’s Crime Forum II on May 10th. Since then myself and several other concerned PSA 106 citizens have met and
discussed possible implications for police service in our neighborhood under the new plan. We are particularly concerned that our relatively low crime neighborhood will be merged into a new larger PSA with higher crime areas that will drain our local police resources and therefore give us
less, rather than more service. We have other concerns, including lack of following actual neighborhood boundaries, reduced police familiarity with the neighborhood and loosening of police/community bonds.

Several of us have discussed the plan and possible consequences in our area. Others have contacted us to voice their concerns. We have drafted several options for PSA boundaries on Capitol Hill that have the PSAs running from north to south rather than east to west. A resident sent out maps showing these proposals last week on NELink. We feel that these are more
representative of the neighborhood boundaries and crime patterns on the Hill. On May 30th four of us met with 1st District Commander Thomas McGuire and raised our issues. He noted that the proposed boundaries are not yet set in stone and said that to properly service the new, larger
PSAs, the local commanders will have to create smaller subdivisions to ensure that no area gets neglected and to maintain close police community links.

On Wednesday, May 30th, there was a community meeting at Hines Jr High called by Ward 6 Councilwoman Sharon Ambrose. She wanted feedback from her constituents as to their
feelings about the PSA restructuring plan. Perhaps 40–50 people attended. PSA 106 was well represented. Sharon Ambrose spoke briefly and introduced Commander McGuire, who reviewed the proposals for restructuring. He introduced Nola Joyce from the MPD Office of Organizational Development, who talked about the genesis for the proposed boundaries. They all emphasized that community input was important and that boundaries were not set in stone yet. Much of what we heard was a rehashing of what we already knew from the Crime Forum and the meeting with Commander McGuire. After the presentations the meeting was opened up for questions. There were many. Many complained that all of this appeared to be reorganization for the sake of appearing to do something, but making little or no changes for the better. A few said that it would not work. Some said that we should simply return to the police [scout car] beats that we had prior to PSAs. Sharon said that Ward 6 seems to be where the PSAs work most effectively and therefore where there is most resistance to any changes in the PSA structure.

Most everyone agreed that whatever the final boundaries, there needs to be a way to maintain a close relationship between residents and local police officers. Sharon agreed that the boundaries need to take real neighborhoods into consideration. The handouts to everyone included copies of
our Plans A, B and C. Many agreed that it makes sense to align PSA boundaries from north/south
rather than east/west on Capitol Hill.

The next steps in the process will be City Council and MPD review of the comments received in the various citywide forums about the plan. The boundaries and implementation plan will be finalized. There will be another opportunity for community input. Everyone concerned seems to agree that whatever the final plan, it will probably be early next year before it is implemented.

To review MPD’s proposed new PSA boundaries and rationale behind the plan go to http://mpdc. dc.gov/info/districts/PSAs_proposed.shtm. You may also submit your comments on the web site.

We will be discussing the plan at our next PSA 106 community meeting on June 12th.

· Residents Sharply Criticize Police Chief’s Plan for Enlarged PSAs. Chief Charles Ramsey’s plan to reduce the number of Police Service Areas by half and enlarge existing PSAs ran into heavy criticism 5/28 at a town hall meeting arranged by Ward 6 Councilmember Sharon Ambrose.
Several residents argued for even smaller police units, along the lines of the former [scout car] beat system, and others said the Chief’s plan would destroy the community policing concept if it is carried out.

One woman said she felt “uneasy” because the proposed PSAs were based on geography rather than on crime patterns, and said this made her less confident. She drew applause from the audience.

“It’s not going to work,” added another PSA 108 resident. “Smaller is better. How do you justify this in the name of community policing?”

A woman from PSA 106 who said she has lived in the area for 15 years added, “The proposed PSAs are too big and can’t be cohesive if they are too large.” Her remarks also drew strong applause.

The plan was defended by Nola Joyce, representing the police department, as necessary to give police greater flexibility and assure stronger leadership for a smaller number of PSAs.

But she insisted that the proposal was a “starting point”, and first district commander Thomas McGuire added that it was not a “done deal” until citizens could be heard.

Ambrose and Joyce agreed after the 90-minute forum that the end-of-year timetable for putting a new plan in effect would be delayed.

· I have missed the 1D meeting and the one on May 10th. Anyway, I only have a sketchy idea of the proposal, but according to the 1D map that we have posted on the PSA 109 Web site, 12 PSAs become 6. I cannot figure out how this improves community policing. In fact, the PSAs have never worked like Beat 26 did (which was half of what PSA 109 is today). In other words, you have to get SMALLER, not BIGGER to enhance community policing. Also, there is no consideration of policing problems in the proposed PSA 105. All of us regulars know that PSA 109 did not work, partly because the crime patterns differed so east to west. The same thing occurred in PSA 112. PSA 105 just perpetuates this problem. I will have more to say when I study this more.
· Before the new PSA Boundaries are implemented, I would like to question how the consolidation plan is consistent with community policing goals. 

Frankly, I fail to see how doubling the size of most PSAs while maintaining the same manpower will augment crime problem solving partnerships. Although more personnel may be attributed to a PSA, the increased territory leads to less contact with community leaders as well as less accountability.

There are also administrative issues. It sounds great that Captains would take charge of PSA duties. However, I wonder if the Captain be as involved as current PSA lieutenants, or would these duties be delegated to more anonymous subordinates? I have worked hard to establish a relationship with my PSA leadership and can work with him to gradually attack problems. I am concerned that the integrity of my contact with my MPD PSA leadership would be impaired by this change in hierarchy.

To be more concrete, let me take my own situation in PSA 102 (which is supposed to be merged into PSA 101). You are probably familiar with it due to its proximity to Gonzaga High School. The well being of my neighbors in the Perry Townhouses are inextricably linked to policing the proximate Sursum Corda. The two chronic crime challenges in the area around Sursum Corda are drug sales and transvestite prostitution. The gateway indicators are blight (particularly abandoned autos) and illegal parking. Over the past several years, we worked hard to tow the junked cars. By partnering with the PSA leadership and the ANC, those cars have been moved (after much blood, sweat and tears) gone, which has reduced—but not eliminated—drug use and prostitution. Now we get to worry about more “pedestrian” concerns like drivers who persistently park in a fire lane seemingly with the sanction of the MPD.

I cited the abandoned auto example to show how a close partnership with PSA leadership on a minor problem has a salubrious effect on more serious crime. That epitomizes the success of community policing. My fear is that in a broader PSA, we are not going to have the attention of PSA leadership; there will be less accountability, and competing concerns will crowd out such a success. In a larger PSA, this small but concrete step would be lost in the shuffle. 

I am told that the currently defined PSA 102 has experienced difficulty retaining its fine officers because so many arrests are made and paperwork required that they transfer out. Moreover, it has been our experience that MPD officers assigned to the area are reluctant to enforce the parking prohibition in the alley without prompting, as contested tickets take them away from their ancillary assignments. It is vexing that my neighborhood is prone to get the short shrift from MPD to enforce laws because it is too much paperwork that detracts from a quiet beat. I am concerned that the realigned PSA plan would only contribute to this neglect.

The notion that my PSA would be absorbed into a newly expanded PSA 101 is worrisome. It pairs a decidedly residential neighborhood with downtown office complexes east of Fifteenth Street, NW. Despite the rhetoric on the website, this PSA does not closely match in character. Perhaps it can be argued in the abstract that there is a synergy as the office area would have more action during the day and Sursum Corda has the nefarious night moves. But based upon our experience of officers being adverse to issuing citations over administrative issues (paperwork and testimony), the expanded PSA territory gives beat officers more latitude to avoid busy work zones unless there is a dispatch call. It’s a lot easier to patrol empty rows of office buildings than to be closely detached to a place where there can be shootings, drug deals, prostitution, robberies and enforcing stay-away orders.

With these concerns in mind, I am interested in learning what concrete advantages changing the PSA boundaries would have on our neighborhood issues. At this point, I do not see any advantages of the plan and can foresee several pitfalls which will adversely effect our existing PSA. We have several active members in PSA 102 and we have made some progress. But we all share a frustration at the gap between identifying crime issues and actuating solutions. We are doing all that we can, but it is trying to keep the MPD accountable where we are stymied. By expanding our PSA without increasing manpower or instilling accountability, I fear this trend will continue thereby imperiling the progress that our partnership for prevention has already made.

· [June 12, 2003] We [Advisory Neighborhood Commission 6A] are writing to provide comments on the proposed plan to reduce the number of Police Service Areas (PSAs) from 83 to 39, with the boundaries generally matching the "neighborhood clusters" used by the DC Office of Planning. This letter was approved unanimously on June 12, 2003 at our regularly scheduled monthly community meeting.


First, we believe the proposed 1st District boundaries remedy a long north-south, east-west division of Capitol Hill between two police districts. We also agree that Florida Avenue is a logical northern boundary. It has long been a challenge for our community to be served by two districts; we welcome the opportunity to work with the 1st District on our neighborhood issues.


Second, we applaud the decision to place the H Street NE corridor into one PSA. On February 13, 2003, we submitted a letter to Andrew Altman, Director of Planning in response to the H Street NE Strategic Development Plan requesting his assistance on this issue [see below]. However, we still maintain that permanent joint substation should be established and staffed on the H Street NE corridor. Furthermore, we request that an outdoor mobile police mini-station be established and maintained throughout the warm months of this year if a permanent site cannot be found by then.

Third, we request that the western boundary of our new PSA 102 run with the railroad tracks, roughly 2nd and 3rd streets NE. This is a natural boundary, and would keep officers from having to cross the tracks to respond to high-crime areas off North Capitol. We believe the southern boundary of PSA 102 should be extended to East Capitol. This tracks better with ANC boundaries and is easier to work with our community residents (example: Northeast is PSA 102 and Southeast is PSA 105). In addition, we believe the eastern boundary should be extended to 16th Street NE, as that is also a natural break in the community.


Finally, we are concerned about the implications of the new PSA boundaries for meaningful participation in "community policing." We fear that the new, larger PSAs will result in fewer opportunities for residents to interact with individual officers. At the very least, we request that MPD make a commitment to participate in regularly scheduled community meetings on public safety issues. I would appreciate an e-mail update on the status of our recommendations by June 30, 2003.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -


February 13, 2003

Memorandum for Andrew Altman, Director of Planning

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 6A appreciates the work of the H Street NE Advisory Committee and the Office of Planning to draft the H Street NE Strategic Development Plan. We believe that the development of H Street NE is in many ways linked to the future success of the city. We would like to take this opportunity to highlight several areas of the draft plan for emphasis:

Overall Approach. We agree that the use of thematic areas to build upon the existing assets of the H Street NE corridor is a useful planning concept. We support the designation of the “Western Gateway,” “Central Retail District,” ”Eastern Gateway: Arts & Entertainment,” and “Hechinger Mall/Old Sears Site” as described in the draft plan. 

Overlay District. We support the development of an overlay district for the corridor that includes descriptive urban form standards to support revitalization consistent with the Strategic Development Plan. The overlay district must protect the valued aspects of the corridor through compatible infill design and rehabilitation of historic structures on the corridor, and include mechanisms for project review, community input, and enforcement of the form standards. We encourage the Office of Planning to work with ANCs 6A and 6C, H Street Main Street, and other interested parties to develop a draft overlay district with specific form standards by June 1, 2003.

Affordable Housing. We encourage residential development that capitalizes on the benefits of proximity to transit and generates retail activity on the corridor. We support the development of mechanisms to create housing options that are affordable for teachers, firefighters, police, government workers, and others who support positive change in our community.

Transportation Planning. We encourage DDOT to initiate its planned transportation study for H Street NE with full community input and involvement. The study should focus on creating a transit and pedestrian corridor with adequate parking for businesses and residents. In the short term, we strongly recommend that DDOT eliminate the rush hour parking restrictions on the corridor to improve the pedestrian environment and increase retail opportunities. In the medium term, DDOT should initiate a feasibility study with full community participation to explore options for municipal parking structures. We are very supportive of development of a Light Rail Transportation (trolley) system with stops in each of the four thematic areas on the corridor, and we urge DDOT to take steps to create the trolley system within 10 years.

Community Assets. We recognize the R.L. Christian Library as a highly valued community asset. We request that the Office of Planning engage the community to develop better services and programming for the community, including an improved multi-use facility. We request that the Mayor allocate funds in the FY 2005 budget for the reconstruction of the library in accordance with community input. We also recognize the H Street Playhouse and the planned Atlas Performing Arts Center as cultural magnets with strong potential to draw restaurants and neighborhood cafes, and to establish H Street NE as an arts and entertainment destination.

Small Business Support. In recognition of the rich history and heritage of the city and the H Street NE corridor, we encourage the Mayor to adopt policies and tax incentives to promote investment by women, minority, and small business owners to maintain a dynamic and diverse urban center. 

Public Realm. We encourage stepped up code enforcement by DCRA with the support of the Ward 6 Neighborhood Services Coordinator to create an urban setting that is conducive to investment and improvements on the corridor. At a minimum, the city should ensure that vacant properties along the corridor are properly categorized by the Office of Tax and Revenue as “vacant” for tax purposes. The city should also plan and budget for improvements to the public space, including tree planting in empty tree boxes, placement of trash receptacles, and pedestrian-friendly street lighting.

Public Safety. Finally, we will strive to work closely with the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) and the Alcoholic Beverage Regulation Administration to improve public safety and quality of life on the corridor. We urge MPD to recognize the special challenges of policing a commercial district in the upcoming Police Service Area redistricting efforts. In the interim, we request that a permanent joint 1D and 5D substation be established and staffed on the H Street NE corridor. Further, we request that an outdoor mobile police mini-station be established and maintained throughout the warm months of this year if a permanent site cannot be found by then.

In closing, we recognize that this plan is a first step towards permanent improvements in our community. We would be remiss to not thank the Office of Planning for having the vision and thought to implement this study. Specifically, the long hours and hard work of Derrick Woody and Karina Ricks stand out as an example of how the city should work with the community to bring about sustainable change and community improvements. We feel that the draft plan has been well served by the many efforts to reach out to the community, and we encourage further efforts to inform and involve the residents of ANC 6A through the Commission and its public meetings. We would welcome an opportunity to discuss the next steps required to keep moving forward.

· E-mailed letter from Councilmember Kathy Patterson to Chief Charles H. Ramsey on 7/15/03:

I write to share with you an analysis of the proposed PSA boundaries done by a Ward 6 constituent. [He] is a professional statistician with the National Center for Education Statistics of the U.S. Department of Education, and has a Ph.D. in Engineering, Economic Systems from Stanford University. He has also participated in community policing efforts in PSA 106 for the last several years.

Among [his] conclusions is the finding that there will be little or no overall improvement in the evenness of workload among the new PSAs compared to the old PSAs, and that certain requirements of the proposed model would result in an actual exacerbation of manpower restraints in some of the larger PSAs. [His] analysis is based on data provided by the MPD and a number of assumptions that are explained in his summary.

I understand that you are currently in the process of calculating staffing levels that would be required for implementation of the proposed boundaries. I hope that you would include in that process an analysis based on workload, and one that looks at the issues [he] has raised in his
analysis.

Finally, consistent with your commitment to implement any changes gradually and with ample public comment, I would appreciate your sharing with the Council the next draft of the proposed boundaries before final implementation begins.

Thank you for your consideration of this important issue. I look forward to your response to [his] analysis.

Sincerely yours,

Kathy Patterson


Cc: Councilmember Sharon Ambrose
       Margret Kellems, Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Summary of PSA Restructuring Analysis:

The analysis of the Chief's PSA Restructuring Plan was performed using data on the number of service calls and current numbers of patrol officers by PSA in the District of
Columbia.

The main goals of the Chief's Plan are to:
· Increase the geographic size of PSAs by combining the current PSAs into larger units.
· Organize these new PSAs basically around the 39 Neighborhood Planning Clusters that have been adopted by the DC Office of Planning.
· Provide a minimum of 21 officers per reorganized PSA.

The analysis compares the current and proposed PSA structures by the:
· Number of patrol officers per PSA.
· Number of service calls per PSA patrol officer per year.
· Service call density per square mile of area in the PSA per year.

The service call density is a measure of the crime level in the PSA.

The analysis was performed by mapping the current and proposed PSA structures into a grid of 3600 squares, and  then counting how the numbers of service calls by PSA in the current system would be distributed by PSAs, under the Plan proposed by the Chief.

Next, the number of officers who are currently available for duty were assigned to meet the Chief's promise of providing a minimum of 21 patrol officers per PSA, and subject to this constraint, and insofar as possible make the workloads of service calls per officer as uniform
across the city as possible.

The main conclusions of the analysis are that:
· The Chief's reorganization plan will result in little or no improvement in the evenness of the workload of service calls per patrol officer in the new system compared to the old system.
· The main reason for this conclusion is that, under the proposed restructuring plan, 44 percent of the new PSAs would require extra patrol officers beyond what would be justified by their service call load to bring the number of officers up to the minimum of 21 patrol officers per PSA.
· As a result, the workload of service calls per officer would be considerably lower in the PSAs requiring extra officers to meet the 21 officer minimum (an average of 339 service calls per officer) compared to the rest of the PSAs in the city (547 service calls per officer).
· The main source of these problems is the Neighborhood Planning Clusters on which the boundaries of the proposed system of PSAs were based. The MPD planning office has 
apparently not looked at the implications of the Planning Cluster-based structured proposed for the PSAs on the distribution of the service call workload on officers across the PSAs.
· If the proposed reorganization is implemented the number of PSAs with large numbers of patrol officers will increase significantly compared to the current PSAs. Currently, the largest PSA has 25 officers, and the median is 17 officers. If the proposed reorganization is implemented, 
25 percent of PSAs will have more than 46 officers and the maximum size will be 84 patrol officers. The median will be 24 officers, and the minimum will be, obviously, 21 officers. The median will still be only 26 officers.
· This enormous variation in the number of officers per PSA could turn out to be unwieldy and lead to serious budgeting and management issues. In the long run, there could be many problems finding sufficient personnel to manage the large PSAs effectively. The current problem of
not having enough lieutenants to manage the PSAs effectively could well be traded in the proposed reorganization for a problem of not having enough high-level managerial talent to
effectively manage all the large, new PSAs.
· Many of the these large PSAs cut across very different kinds of communities and raise important issues about the continuation of community policing under the reorganized PSAs that have so far have not been addressed with specific, implementable plans. Citizens are likely to have 
great difficulty identifying with these large PSAs and maintaining contact with police officials.
· This is especially a problem in the First District, where two thirds of the PSAs (4 out of the 6 new PSAs) will have more than 46 officers. The largest will have 61 patrol officers. Among PSAs in the First District that cut across different neighborhoods, strains and resource conflicts have
occurred that have resulted in divisions and breakdown of the PSA system. Such tensions strongly indicate that such problems will increase with the large increases in the size
of PSAs in the First District that would occur under the Chief's plan.
· Under the Chief's Plan, PSA 106 would be folded into a large, new PSA 102 along with all of parts of five other PSAs. Because most of these other PSAs have about the same number of service calls per year as PSA 106 but are much smaller in area, those of us who live in PSA106 will find ourselves moved from a PSA that ranks about average in the intensity of service calls per year per square mile of area to one that ranks 7th highest in the City. We expect this will result in a shift of police resources away from what is now the PSA 106 area to other areas of 
the new PSA.

If you would like to see the complete report and analysis, I would be glad to email them to you.

I can mail them to you in their original form as Word and Excel documents or as PDFs. The individual PDFs are less than 100K in total, while the Word/Excel documents are about 750K in total. The report alone is 11 pages in Word and about 100K. The data and analyses are contained in Excel spreadsheets. If zipped together, they require only about 200K. Unzipped, they require about 750K. The single most important Excel spreadsheet requires about 125K.

Let me know what, if any, of these documents you would like.
 

· While I concur that name recognition is imperative, the issue is staffing, responding to radio calls, community policing and prevention. Under the current system, there is no room for development and growth as a police officer. Part of what I have been saying to Chief Ramsey, since before he was sworn in, is that we need to change the organizational structure.

I hear from you and see the comments of community groups from around the city about what basically is comfort for those respective groups. While I can appreciate this, we as Community must grow to the level of Community Management. What I mean by this is taking into account the efficacy and efficiency of a police department that is currently not present. There are no dedicated officers at the sergeant or lieutenant level to insure that a police officer receives the necessary training and guidance to be an effective officer.

Six months of training or one year on-the-job training does not make you a police officer or prepare you with the skills necessary to become an effective officer. At 5 years on the job, the best candidate is just beginning to learn what is really meant to be a police officer. It will take the next 10–15 years to become really proficient at it. Many departments don’t allow you to be a sergeant until after you have served a good 8–10 years in that profession. A part of what I ask that residents and businesses do is demand of Chief Ramsey that the hierarchal structure be changed to insure that there are various types of sergeants (Administrative, Training and Quality Assurance/customer service and supervisor); in addition, we need more Master Patrol Officers (Corporal) with take-home cruisers, which will add to the visibility in the community and foster a greater commitment to policing by these officers.

Having the same officer on your “beat” for 15 years is not healthy for that officer or those community members. One learns and becomes a better officer by moving to different environments and meeting new challenges. The same holds true for community members.

As for a dividing line along 7th, 8th, 10th or 11th Streets NE as it relates with what is now PSA 510, we will oppose that. In this process, we must look at what is best for the whole community and begin to learn what police management and best practices look for in how one tracks crimes and responses to crime in a given geographical area. This process is far more complicated that it appears on the surface and affects more than we realize. The process is meant to be nonpolitical (even though it is) and requires a detailed knowledge of trends. We can’t and won’t get there if we continue in the manner we are headed. The realignment will require a substation on this side of northeast. We will have to demand that the policing level increase and that the Department hire the 1,000 new police officers I have requested for the last 10 years.

The level of attrition and the number of responses demand more than a police force of 3,800. The current staffing plan will mean that we will never have a sufficient number of officers on the streets at any given time in the 7 police districts and special units. We are lucky on any given shift if there are 700 police officers working in all of the PSAs across the city. That’s not enough to manage the responsibilities of the POLICE in D.C. I encourage members of the community to learn more about policing and not just how it appears to be. It’s a culture with its own rituals.

· I approve of the proposed first district boundaries. It appears to unify all of Capitol Hill, which I believe is a wise direction. Police districts should mirror community boundaries, and the proposed plan appears to do just that.

· Extend the proposed 103 boundary no further than 13th or 14th St NE; this area needs more attention because of crime in what is now PSA 510. The current border of 8th St NE will create a problem. MPD should do an analysis that will better inform the communities about where the problems are. Also, just changing the boundaries will not automatically improve other organizational problems at MPD. I have a feeling that some officers will not buy-in to this new plan. Therefore, the community has a responsibility to make this work too.
· I thought that perhaps it might be useful to introduce some facts into the ongoing discussion of boundaries for the new PSAs, and particularly the issue of whether the boundary between the new PSAs 102 and 103 should be at 8th St, as in the MPD’s current plan, or at 14th St, as it was in MPD’s previous plan. Or what I am pretty sure are facts.
As many of you know, I have spent a considerable amount of time over the past few months obtaining data from the police department and the City Council on the numbers of service calls in the District and the number of officers who are currently on the force and available for duty.

Some charges have been hurled around on these pages and the ANC listserves that PSA 106 pulled a fast one on PSA 511. Here are some numbers comparing the alternative configurations of the PSA 102/103 at issue. The statements made are based on actual data on the number of service calls and officers in the existing PSAs in our area that will be combined into PSAs 102 and 103 in one way or another.

The table below shows:

(1) the geographic area of the current PSAs involved in this issue (PSAs 103, 106, 510, 511, 512 and 513),

(2) the number of officers assigned to these PSAs in April 2003 (as reported to the Judiciary Committee by Chief Ramsey in response to an official Committee request), and

(3) the number of service calls, as determined through a Freedom of Information Request from the MPD’s Office of Communications.

One result of note is that all of the current PSAs have about 15 officers. In the current PSA system all PSAs have about 15 officers. Apparently, this is the way the current system was designed by the Booz Allen Hamilton consultants working for the Financial Control Board in 1998-99.

A problem with the current number of officers per PSA is that the number of service calls per officer varies greatly among the PSAs listed. Three PSAs in particular stand out. The officers in PSA 511 have one of the lowest workloads in the city in terms of the number of service calls they handle in relation to the number of officers available, apart from the area west of Rock Creek Park. Between working their tails off and sitting on their butts, the officers in 511 seem much closer to the latter than the former. In contrast, the officers in PSAs 103 and 510 are in the former category. The service call to officer ratios in these two PSAs are among the highest in the city.

The number of officers per PSA in the five PSAs listed below is clearly misallocated. Without hiring one more new police officer, the MPD could right today move a few officers from PSA 511 to PSAs 103 and 510, and balance the workloads better. Without hiring one, single, new police officer, the MPD could increase the number of officers in Mr. Pittman’s PSA 510 (and PSA 103) without seriously affecting PSA 511, at least not with respect to the number of service calls per officer in comparison to PSAs 106, 512 and 513.

If such reallocations were made across the city, my rough guess is that the changes would be sufficient to generate 200 or so new officers for high service load PSAs without hiring a single, new patrol officer for the city (see below for another version of this calculation).

The average number of service calls per officer for MPD as a whole is about 500 (650,000 service calls divided by 1,300 officers available for duty, not including officers on detail, on limited duty, and so forth.)

THE CURRENT PSA SYSTEM

	
	Area of PSA/1/
	Number of service calls
	Number of officers
	Service calls per officer
	Service call density/2/

	103
	0.42
	8,587
	14
	613
	20,649

	106
	0.43
	7,440
	16
	465
	17,113

	510
	0.23
	8,540
	14
	610
	37,649

	511
	0.26
	4,694
	14
	335
	17,738

	512
	0.26
	7,521
	16
	470
	29,473

	513
	0.55
	8,083
	17
	475
	14,745


/1/ Square miles

/2/ Service calls per square mile

Under the Chief’s April plan for restructuring the PSAs, the number of service calls and officers per PSA would be as shown in the following table. In this plan, PSA 103 would have basically included more than half of PSAs 512 and 513, but not all of those PSAs. The rest of PSAs 512 and 513 (and a bit of 511) are allocated to PSA 105 in the south.

The most outstanding number in the table is the low number of service calls per officer in the proposed PSA 103. The basic reason for this is that the boundaries of this new PSA 103 were drawn around too small a geographic area, which translates into a relatively low number of service calls. The boundary was drawn at 14th Street, with PSA 103 extending east and PSA 102 extending all the way west to North Capitol, including Union Station and the bus station. While this original version of PSA 103 extends all the way east to the Anacostia River, the area in which people live is actually fairly small in extending only between 14th and 22nd Streets.

In announcing the plan, the Chief promised that none of the new PSAs would have fewer than 21 officers. The theory is apparently that at least this many officers are needed to cover all the shifts with enough left over to do some targeted policing and what not. Because of this minimum and the small size of the PSA 103 originally proposed by the Chief, the number of service calls per officer would have one of the lower ratios of service calls per officer in the city. Again, there would be a misallocation of patrol officers. 

	
	Area of PSA/1/
	Number of service calls
	Service calls per officer
	Number of officers
	Service call density

	102
	1.28
	28,761
	543
	53
	22,475

	103
	0.40/3/
	7,345
	345
	21
	18,252


/3/ Area of Kennedy Stadium parking lot and Anacostia River bottom land to the east of the parking lot are not included in this area estimate.

One way of solving this problem is to move the boundary between PSAs 102 and 103 west from 14th Street by some blocks to even out the area between the two PSAs. We in PSA 106 proposed moving the boundary to “8th or 10th Street.” MPD agreed and this produces the distribution of service calls and officers shown in the following table below.

With the new boundary, PSAs 102 and 103 would both have enough service calls to justify more than 21 officers. Because both PSAs would be above the minimum level, the number of officers that should be allocated to each one can be determined by dividing the number of service calls by the citywide average number of service calls per officer per PSA. This number was determined to be about 540. It is somewhat higher than quoted above, because, as it turns out, the Chief’s initial restructuring plan has quite a few PSAs with an insufficient number of service calls per PSA. In fact, about 40 percent of the PSAs in the Chief’s original plan are too small for 21 officers. If 21 of the 1,300 officers on the force are distributed to each of the new PSAs and the rest are distributed to equalize the number of service calls per officer in all the other PSAs, it turns out the average number of service calls per officer in these PSAs would be about 540. About 22 of the originally proposed districts would be in this group (and 17 would have the minimum number of officers—and therefore extra officers).

As a parenthetical note, this difference between 540 service calls per officer and the 500 obtained by dividing the number of service calls in the city by the number of officers, provides a measure of the inefficiency in the Chief’s original plan (which has not been modified in major ways other than in the First District). I won’t go into the details but it turns out that the misallocation is about 240 officers. With a different plan having fewer PSAs that are too small to support the minimum of 21 officers (like the original PSA 102), the Chief could in effect have 240 additional officers for free. Such is the price of doing things backward.

Back to the question of moving the boundary between PSA 102 and 103 west to 8th Street, the main effects are that:

(1) number of service calls shifts considerably, but

(2) the number of service calls per officer will be the same in both PSAs, and

(3) the crime intensity—as measured by the number of service calls per square mile in the PSA—is about the same (slightly reversed from the situation under the Chief’s original plan but approximately the same in both PSAs under both positions of the boundary).

When the boundary is moved from 14th to 8th Street, PSA 103 is bigger than under the Chief’s initial plan, and PSA 102 is smaller, but more officers would be assigned so that the number of service calls per square miles (or per city block on average) would be the same in PSAs 102 and 102 (and about the same as in the whole city).

The underlying reason why moving the boundary from 14th Street to 8th Street does not make much difference in these overall measures of public safety in the two PSAs is that PSAs 510 and 511 balance each other out. Wherever the boundary is drawn between PSAs 102 and 103, the net effect on the different public safety measures is about the same, as long as the boundary is drawn vertically (north and south) and not in some other fashion. While the service call density in PSA 511 is low, it is high in PSA 510. When both are moved, both cancel each other out and the net effect on the service call density in the PSA that they end up in is minimal.

	
	Area of PSA/1/
	Number of service calls
	Service calls per officer
	Number of officers
	Service call density/2/

	102
	0.74
	13,868
	541
	26
	18,621

	103
	0.93
	22,138
	541
	41
	23,755


One final note, is that all of this is predicated on an assumption that the Chief will allocate officers to the new PSA according to the service call load and not in political ways or by simply sticking his finger in the air.

Judging by the efforts of the Department to take service call loads into account in drawing the PSA boundaries, the prognosis is not too good. Anne Grant says that workload analysis will be done, and so perhaps it will.

As stated above, if the Chief had done workload analysis before drawing the PSA boundaries, he could in effect gained the effort of about 240 patrol officers for nothing.

I hope people do not mind these long, windy number-filled e-mails on PSA restructuring too much. I do think it is useful to get the numbers down on paper for people who are interested to see.

If you aren’t interested, I presume you have not gotten to this point in the message.

· Thanks for the analysis. You continue to do much useful work concerning the PSA restructuring and balancing of police workloads. I just hope that Anne Grant and the other MPD planners are doing as much detailed work as you are. I also hope the assignment of officers under the new PSA structure will be based on factual data rather than political considerations. Assuming that the data given to you was accurate, it confirms that drawing the boundary at 8th Street will provide the most equitable distribution of police service in our area.

P.S. I love your conclusion that, even under the current structure, reassigning officers based on workload analysis would have the effect of creating 240 more officers without having to hire a single new one. Can MPD hire you as a consultant?

· I am not sure that more officers is a way to fix our policing problem. In many aspects of city government, the District is well resourced in terms of staffing—how those staff are utilized seems to be the issue. Other parts of District government routinely ignore the public when considering suggestions for change and improvement; the city’s reaction to the public’s disagreement over restructuring is typical. Yet, those in charge have given us too many parts of city government that wind up in federal receivership, or that simply serve the public badly.

How our police are deployed and how they serve the public is the real question here. More officers and nonsensical PSA boundaries are the wrong answers.

· I am in favor of the current proposal on the Web site [in which division between proposed 102 and 103 is at 15th St NW].
· I live in the 1300 B/O E St NE (North Lincoln Park). It would be better to have one PSA in the north part of Capitol Hill and maybe two PSAs in the south. It makes sense not to include Union Station in this area (commercial versus residential concerns) but don’t split this neighborhood into two. The map that is on the Web site [original proposed during Crime Summit with boundary between proposed PSA 102 and 103 at 15th St NE] makes more sense. I do like the idea of being in 1D rather than 5D.
· I live on Emerald St NE between E & F St NE. I don’t want to be in a PSA that stretches from 8th St NE to the river. I have lived here for 15 years, and it has been getting better until last year. People come in from the suburbs and leave trash, urinate and take our parking spaces. Calling the dispatchers to have them move on doesn’t work—I have been berated for calling them about this. I don’t want to be grouped in with a neighborhood that already has more problems than we have now.
· I am calling to register concerns about the proposed boundary between 102 and 103. I live on the 500 B/O 14th St NE. Our concerns have not been addressed adequately. E St and H St NE—two very busy streets—will be split into two PSAs under this plan. PSA 103 is too large and will stretch our resources. I like the idea of 15th St NE as a boundary—it is a natural border.
· I wanted to bounce another idea for the boundary between the new PSAs 102 and 103 off you. There has been a lot of discussion about whether the boundary should be 1) as originally proposed at 15th St, NE; 2) where ANC 6A first recommended at 16th St, NE; or 3) where members of the current PSA 106 recommended at 8th St, NE or 11th St, NE.

How about drawing the boundary between the new PSAs 102 and 103 along Maryland Avenue, NE?  I think this would meet a number of the concerns of those involved:

1) H Street NE would be entirely within a single PSA, in this case PSA 102.

2) The most crime-challenged parts of 8th St NE just off of H Street NE are in a single PSA rather than split between two PSAs.

3) The physical area of PSA 102 and 103 is more balanced than under either of the previous alternatives.

4) There are both high- and low-density service call areas in both PSAs. As with other PSAs in the new plan, all the PSAs share some of the higher crime-challenged areas.

5) The new PSA 102 could build off the strengths of the existing PSAs 106 and 510, while the new PSA 103 could build off the strengths of PSAs 511 and 512 (which are already under the same Lt.).

We discussed this alternative at last night's PSA 511 meeting, and a lot of people thought there was intuitive appeal to using Maryland Ave, NE as a boundary. I'd be interested to hear your thoughts. Luckily, we will have an opportunity to discuss at our Dec 2 public safety forum in ANC 6A. Thanks.


· [In re: the following letter from ANC 6A:]

Deputy Mayor Kellems,
 

My initial attempt to send this to you failed -- as I incorrectly spelled your name.  Also, in my haste to send this, I had a few typos in the original version:

 

I addressed you as Deputy Major -- a unique rank, sure -- but incorrect. 

 

I inadvertently defined the ANC acronym as an Area (vs. Advisory) Neighborhood Commission.

 

These mistakes will unfortunately be in the fax and letter I sent and mailed to you yesterday.  Please accept this corrected version.  I am sure if I looked again, I would find others.  However, please do not let these minor grammatical infractions dilute the importance of our request.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Dear Deputy Mayor Kellams:

It is with great concern that we write this letter to invite you to be our special guest at our Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) public safety forum. Pending confirmation of your schedule and availability, we have tentatively scheduled the meeting for December 2, 2003 at 7:00pm at the recently opened Sherwood Recreation Center.  At our November Commission meeting, our community discussed the September decision of the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) to alter the proposed Police Service Area (PSA) 102 and 103 boundaries that were presented to our community this summer. 

While we were pleased that representatives from MPD and the First District Commander were able to attend and answer some our community concerns, it was clear that we are in danger of losing the “great weight” afforded to us on this matter.  The specific change that concerns us relates to shifting the eastern boundary of PSA 102 from 15th Street, NE to 8th Street, NE.  Under separate cover, we will be forwarding to your office a letter that outlines our specific objections to this late-breaking change.  However, the critical objections are as follows:

· The future economic engine of our community—H Street—will be split between two PSA. The initial proposal of this summer placed the heart of H Street into one PSA.  In speaking with H Street Main Street representatives as well as business owners and merchants, it is clear that the key to solving the public safety concerns is putting the responsibility to protect and serve our community with one PSA.

· Pedestrian commuters from Union Station continue to be subject to crimes of opportunity—especially as they cross the 8th Street “corridor”—which is a major north / south bus line. The revised proposal divides this crime-plagued street between two PSAs when a comprehensive, singular approach is required for not only 8th Street, but also the immediate surrounding north/south running streets.

· While notionally dividing a city is difficult under circumstance, the recent change splits rapidly improving community along artificial boundaries. It is easy to understand how Florida Avenue/Benning Road, East Capital and the tracks of Union Station could serve as three of the four boundaries for PSA 102; but 8th Street certainly represents a poor choice for the eastern boundary as our “community” extends to 15th or 16th Streets.
In addition to this topic, we would appreciate your comments on potential staffing and policing strategies as we look forward to next year.  In closing, we look forward to working with your office to confirm your participation.

cc:  Councilmember Sharon Ambrose

· Ms. Kellems:

On November 13, 2003, our Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) voted unanimously to object to the latest revision in Police Service Area (PSA) boundaries for PSAs 102 and 103.  The original proposal presented to the community had the eastern boundary of PSA 102 at 15th Street, NE.  The revised proposal shows the eastern boundary line of PSA 102 at 8th Street, NE.  

We regret being placed in this position. The choice to revise the boundaries based on limited input has needlessly divided our community. However, it is our hope that this letter will reopen the dialog in a public forum that will result in an outcome that can be embraced by the entire community.

While notionally dividing a city is difficult under any circumstance, the recent change splits our community along an artificial boundary. It is easy to understand how Florida Avenue/Benning Road, East Capitol Street and Union Station could serve as three of the four natural boundaries for PSA 102; but 8th Street represents a poor choice for the eastern boundary of PSA 102. ANC 6A discussed but ultimately rejected the idea of PSA boundaries based on Planning Clusters or ANCs, deciding that boundaries should be set based on public safety considerations.

We feel it is of utmost importance to keep the commercial heart of our neighborhood—H Street, NE—in one PSA.  Moving the boundary from 15th Street to 8th Street will divide MPD’s effort and focus on H Street between two policing areas.  In our opinion, this is a mistake that needs to be corrected immediately. Pedestrian commuters using Union Station and customers of H Street businesses continue to be subject to crimes of opportunity—especially as they cross the 8th Street “corridor”—which is a major north/south bus line. The revised proposal divides this crime-plagued street between two PSAs when a comprehensive, singular approach is required for not only 8th Street, but also the immediate surrounding north/south running streets. The city already has several important programs in place to revitalize the whole of H Street, NE. We would prefer to have a single PSA responsible for the critical public safety challenges of our neighborhood commercial corridor.

In closing, using historical data (i.e., number of service calls) can sometimes obscure important community values. While we understand the value of statistical analysis, we cannot accept it as the only tool for decision-making. By structuring PSA 102 in accord with natural community boundaries, developing economic patterns and established pedestrian routes, we will be able to implement public safety programs to reduce crime as well as improve our community.

cc:
Councilmember Ambrose


Chief Charles H. Ramsey, Metropolitan Police Department


Ms. Anne Christine Grant, Policy Analyst, Metropolitan Police Department

· Anne, I have been kept informed of the recent attempts by a certain commissioner in ANC 6A to force additional changes to the new proposed PSA boundaries in the Capitol Hill/ Union Station East area of Ward 6. I and several others in current PSA 106 are very concerned because we thought that the revised boundaries of the new PSAs 102 and 103 had been agreed upon with the dividing line set at 8th street N.E.  A map showing this revision, which I believe came from your office, so indicated several months ago.  The change was based on workload data provided by MPD to [a PSA 106 resident] and analysis done by [him] and discussed and supported by members of our community.  I believe that the spreadsheets and analysis were forwarded to you, to City Council members and to the Chief.  The new PSAs 102 & 103 were projected to be of roughly the same area and workload, incorporating neighborhood boundaries as much as possible.

I question the basis for the new changes being considered.  Is there any workload data to back up the proposal?  To me it appears that the new proposal is based solely on vague and ill-defined notions of wanting to keep the entire H street corridor in a single PSA.  This plan creates one huge new PSA 102, stretching from North Capitol Street to 15th Street N.E., and one tiny new PSA 103 going for about 9 blocks from 15th Street to the RFK parking lot area at 26th Street N.E.  The new PSA 102 will not only have a much larger area and population than 103, but it will incorporate high MPD workload areas such as Union Station, the Bus Depot, the intersection of North Capitol and Florida Avenues and the entire H Street corridor.  It is very difficult for us to understand how such a huge and busy PSA will be properly serviced by MPD.  It also makes those of us in the current PSA 106 fear that we will be left with less service given the other high service areas in the new PSA.  The workload in the tiny PSA 103 cannot possibly justify the administrative overhead of maintaining it and support the Chief's stated minimum of 21 police officers in any given PSA.

Several concerned citizens in PSA 106, including an ANC 6C commissioner, will be meeting Saturday morning to discuss this PSA boundary issue.  If need be we will push for an ANC 6C letter opposing the ANC 6A changes.  We will attend every meeting to oppose the new proposed changes creating a huge and unmanageable PSA 102 and a tiny over served PSA 103.

 

PAGE  
10

