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Citywide Performance Program

* The Controller’s Office manages the Citywide performance program
that collects and reports on performance information for all City
departments

° |n FY 2015-16 we will be expanding public reporting, improving
performance measures as necessary, and expanding the use of
performance information to manage service delivery.

Performance measurement efforts

* Performance measurement ¢ Benchmarking reports

database and reporting * Data visualization and STAT

e Quarterly Government program development

Barometer e SFOpenBook



Police Staffing Benchmarking Report
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e The Controller’s Office is mandated to benchmark City services and
performance to other jurisdictions performing similar services.

e The project team administered a survey to collect staffing level,
spending, and other police staffing characteristics to 15 peers; nine
responded. For some analyses, the project team used nationally-
available data for non-respondent survey peers.

Peer Cities (those in bold responded to the survey)

e Austin, TX e Miami, FL e Portland, OR

e Boston, MA e Minneapolis, MN e San Diego, CA

e Chicago, IL e Newark, NJ e SanJose, CA

e Dallas, TX e Oakland, CA e Seattle, WA

e Denver, CO e Philadelphia, PA e Washington, D.C.




San Francisco 2004-2014

e San Francisco’s resident population increased almost 12 percent

from 2004 to 2014 while the number of police sworn staffing
decreased three percent during the same time period.
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San Francisco 2004-2014

°* From 2004 to 2014, the number of sworn officers per_100,000
residents decreased by 13 percent.
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Total Crime per 100,000 Residents & Daytime Pop

* San Francisco has the second highest overall crime and is secono

highest in property crime among the peer group.
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Staffing per 100,000 Residents & Daytime Pop

officers) and daytime population (201 officers) are lower than the
peer group averages (271 and 215 officers, respectively).
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Daytime Population Density & Sworn Officers

* San Francisco Is o LA e om
very densely - bl g
populated and d o |
densely staffed by . - |
sworn officers but . [roeeene
falls below the ot e
expected number a
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Average Salaries & Benefits for Sworn Officers
e While San Francisco has the highest average salary and benefits per
sworn officer, it is only third highest when the average is adjusted

by the cost of living index.

: Cost of Living Index Adjusted:
Salary and Benefits per Sworn Officer Salary and Benefits per Sworn Officer

San Francisco $174,799 Austin :

Seattle $132,158 Seattle S |

San Diego $107,686 San Francisco

Austin $104,362 7 Denver | 2

Minneapolis $104,264 Minneapolis [ Foed $93,931

Denver $103,119 San Diego | $81,395

Portland $90,543 Portland | | $81,350

Dallas $66,504 Dallas | | $72,365




Spending per Capita on Sworn Officers

* San Francisco spends
more per capita (resident
and daytime population)
on sworn officer salary
and benefits.

Salary and benefits per capita
(resident individual)
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Priority Calls for Service

San Francisco is among the middle number of Priority A and
combined A and B calls per resident and has a slightly lower
number of Priority A calls per sworn officer.

Priority A and B calls for service

Cminneapolis INNNEEE———

Oakland [T T o o]

Dallas [ T
Chicago _'ﬁ*,_'_ S|

San Francisco

Seattle '

Denver -'_*___ B
San Diego - I A |

~ Austin - 7 3

o i I —I= T T I
DK SK 1 DK 1 SK 20K 25K 30K 35K 40K 45K B0K  S5K

|| Priority B calls/100k residents
B Friority A calls/100k residents




n
i

INO

£ -
-—nldu g aessiB -
2 03S13UE] i
()] UV 3 ey Ueg aeag
s S _ 4 obojq ues | ‘038120
d .
o © i pon| i
- © E pueheo| °
< 4 puejpod
O : ek .
O -— E sansag _‘“__o._uﬁo
3 ) I|0CRAULIA
> c ¢ ol .
: | f2aua
42 (O S = sbeauol .mm:mnn
7, c Q. : sy obeyg
) © > n : “peas| =
O = o= z ‘ -
QWS TIT e
m m Em_tnn__lgmma s | 93s|3uel ues
s r £ : ,.amm_ u
c = < 5 puepeo IR o
d 3 puejyo,
Y IR R o
e } m h W M iy _ .m;nn_mmo:_.__
o o E: ammm_un_ ._m;_._mn "
;s k
(C > C - = o) selleq
(@) O — O ki |oBeay
. — . amess il — _5%.5
S V.2 v S———— S
(<) < 'C O otagueslf i
1 B R ,
o 9 : o o e
S o = Jpuerie0 ue o
- = puEuog
R vy -— m s I o=y puzpEQ
il B a
] [1aniag
c Qo - (@) m ___nénlgs_ﬁ ‘seleg
Q c o C & i
L E 5 - L
o] ._n — @] H I 5 2.2 e aeag
o= - > 0O [ 06210 ves 0as[3ueLy U
7 © = ; -
S Z 2 =
Q o - : Wit pueliog
R v @ (O o) 5 IFlodeauuy PLEpED
T - Q. 1 “g__a spockauy
. O EFEIEQ T@.Ea
= QL b0 (U — G sefeq
o U C n sy cbeayy
=D > — e = M
— Wenees usmy
—_— Q e . oxsjauely ueg | =
n @ G O = . (ajieag
SHPaos S&E: -
m + o = s =04 ofajq ueg
— H T2 70 pueog
© r_nlu G : s o ==y PuepEQ
S t.l c (a1 I orueq ‘sjodeauuyy
(C e+ S 6 T i
e Q O ! ofeayy Sefleg
o8 = © . g
(] O . — & - — —
0O - o 4+ (@© cfaiq ue I afveag
g un % o qu § pueod I aaspouely ueg
o £ puEpE . oBaig ueg
(e} . ._Ql..u - A z m_EmmEzh pueuog
(& ] = (O 1200 I PuUElyEQ
e o = U= sore siodesuuy
OI A W « C 7 obeay I ] aniag
0 @© | i
R % 2 ! — T ! b
P ® a @ m N g 2 2 = ; ,.o i
(1piso 5 & & &8 % £ & £ —
Y SMUL Od) uopseduwie) 2 I £ E
EY JUSPISEY "SA 20BY JJBIS 32 1 ] o N 2
104 Ul [equaseplq siuod wmmw._mu._mm !




