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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

BACKGROUND 

The Office of Audit and Performance (OAP) was engaged by the Office of the Mayor to review the citizens’ 

police complaint process in the Consolidated City of Indianapolis and Marion County (City-County). The 

Mayor’s Office requested a review of the efficiency, accountability, and transparency of the police complaint 

process. Further, a City-County Councillor relayed constituent concerns about the responsiveness of the 

complaint process. After discussions with members of the City-County Council and Mayor’s Office, OAP began 

a study aimed at clarifying and resolving issues related to the complaint process and the experience of 

constituents stemming from this process. 

METHODOLOGY, OBJECTIVES, AND SCOPE 

On March 4, 2019, a discussion with the Project Sponsor led to a separation of the review into two parts. Part 

one of the review (and the subject of this publication) was a Six Sigma process improvement project aimed 

at increased efficiency within the Citizens’ Police Complaint Office (CPCO). The project scope encompassed 

CPCO’s operational sequence of complaint intake, recording, processing and preparing for case submission, 

and case submittal to the Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department Professional Standards Division 

(IMPD-PSD) or IMPD Internal Affairs (IMPD-IA). The main goal of the review was to increase the efficiency 

of the complaint process by reducing CPCO’s case processing cycle time.   

Part two of the review, a forthcoming project anticipated to begin in the fourth quarter of 2019, will be a 

holistic analysis of the Citizens’ Police Complaint Board (CPCB), CPCO, and the broad impact of the complaint 

process on institutional transparency and accountability. This review will evaluate the current City-County 

police oversight model and recommend improvements, where appropriate, to the organizational structure, 

placement within the enterprise, and responsiveness of the model. 

Part one was completed using the Six Sigma Define, Measure, Analyze, Improve, and Control (DMAIC) process 

improvement methodology. Six Sigma is designed to reduce the proportion of defects (errors) in a process, 

based on an identified performance standard. Several approaches of investigation, data gathering, and 

statistical analysis were used, including interviewing key stakeholders, process mapping, and regression 

analysis.  

The primary objectives of the project include: 

1. Review the police complaint process in the City-County. 

2. Reduce CPCO’s case processing time by 46%.  

3. Provide recommendations to improve processes, technology, and performance outcomes. 

OBSERVATIONS 

Key observations from the project were as follows:  

1. As of October 31, 2018, 29 formal and informal police complaint cases filed with CPCO were awaiting 

processing. This backlog implied that approximately 12% of police complaint cases were deemed 

overdue. 
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2. Inefficiencies in the police complaint process impacted taxpaying residents of the City-County 

through an approximate $34,000 annualized productivity loss1. 

3. The police complaint case process is operating at an approximate 1.5 weighted-sigma level or 

518,503 defects per million opportunities (DPMO)2. Overall, the process was determined to be nearly 

52% defective; CPCO is unable to process police complaint cases within seven business days3 for 

approximately 52% of all formal and informal cases.   

4. The most significant factor contributing to inefficient police complaint processing is CPCO 

transcription process originating from verbal complainant statements.  

5. Opportunities for improvement include making better use of public resources, improving the 

complainant experience, and efficiency gains resulting in cost savings/cost avoidance. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations regarding processes or activities that were documented and/or observed 

during the review are based on CPCO data, national research, and police oversight best practices. 

 

I. Revise the online police complaint filing process. 

A. Create an “Official Statement” section on the online police complaint form. 

B. Create a “Submit Supporting Documentation” section on the online police complaint form. 

C. Future improvements to the online complaint filing process should involve: 

1. Develop an affidavit allowing residents to download, print, complete, notarize, 

and deliver the affidavit to CPCO.   

2. Allow CPCO Intake Specialists to perform electronic notarization. 

II. Install a workstation in CPCO for residents to file complaints. 

III. Address non-CPCO related calls. 

A. Accurately collect CPCO call volume data. 

B. Implement a CPCO call triage service. 

C. Initiate CPCO call routing training for the Mayor’s Action Center (MAC). 

IV. Eliminate hardcopy case packet distribution to CPCB members by initiating a Lean Kaizen Event4. 

V. Mitigate Special Cause Variation5 Cases: Create a Frequently Asked Questions section on CPCO 

website, define information exclusions from complaint case files, cross-train staff to ensure the 

redundancy of case processing knowledge, and develop an Employee Retention Plan. 

VI. Develop performance metrics and use data visualization tools to measure and assess 

productivity, quality of service, and police complaint case outcomes.  

 

                                                           
1 See Attachment S. 
2 Optimal process performance is 6 sigma or 3.4 DPMO. 
3 The Output Performance Standard was established by CPCO Executive Director. 
4 Lean Kaizen Events are short duration improvement projects with a specific aim for improvement. 
5 Special Cause Variation refers to process variation that occurs irregularly and is non-random. Special Cause 
Variation can be specifically addressed without significant modification to a system.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Citizen oversight of police activities and misconduct is a major innovation in United States law enforcement. 

Civilian police oversight agencies were first created by Progressive Era reformers and gained momentum 

during the civil rights movement of the 1960s. Despite years of acrimonious clashes between various 

governing bodies and constituents over the necessity for civilian oversight, the need and legitimacy of this 

form of public assembly were firmly established by the 1990s. Early agencies were aimed at reviewing and 

improving police officer conduct. Citizen police oversight agencies are now evolving and they seek to 

improve law enforcement practices through police responsiveness, transparency, accountability, and 

efficiency. A well-functioning citizens’ police complaint process plays a central role in preserving citizenry 

trust in public institutions, upholding the rule of law, and giving voice to minority or underrepresented 

communities.       

The Citizens’ Police Complaint Office (CPCO) is authorized in § 202-801 of the REVISED CODE of the 

Consolidated City and County Indianapolis – Marion County, Indiana (City-County Code) to receive and 

process “any complaint of a citizen against an officer of the Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department… 

alleging that the officer used profane and abusive language or intentionally destroyed or damaged real or 

personal property, exceeded his/her authority as a police officer, used unauthorized force, or acted in 

violation of the department's rules and regulations or orders…,” and includes complaints of alleged 

intimidation to impede the filing of a complaint. The office is independent of the Indianapolis Metropolitan 

Police Department (IMPD) and responsible for processing, tracking, and coordinating the resolution of 

citizen complaints by coordinating with the IMPD Chief and the Citizens’ Police Complaint Board (CPCB). The 

CPCB is a twelve-member board consisting of nine voting civilians and three non-voting police officers. 

Members of the CPCB are appointed by the Mayor, the Fraternal Order of Police (FOP), and the City-County 

Council. The organizational structures of CPCO and the CPCB are outlined in Attachment A. 

Methodology 

The approach and analysis of this project were guided by the principles of Lean Six Sigma. OAP Lean Six 

Sigma process improvement projects adhere to the Six Sigma Define, Measure, Analyze, Improve, and Control 

(DMAIC) framework, Lean methodologies, Project Management Professional standards, and other relevant 

process improvement standards.  

Lean Six Sigma is a data-driven philosophy of improvement that values the prevention of defects occurring 

in a process. The methodology provides tools and techniques to achieve this goal by reducing the natural 

variation and waste found in organizational workflows6. The philosophical perspective of Lean Six Sigma 

views all workflows as processes that can be defined, measured, analyzed, improved, and controlled. The Lean 

Six Sigma practitioner uses the rigorous DMAIC approach to identify the problems areas within a process, 

and subsequently, to implement long-lasting, sustainable solutions7.   

                                                           
6 A workflow is an arranged and repeatable sequence of activity, facilitating the organization of available resources 
into processes that provide services, process information, or transform materials. 
7 https://asq.org/quality-resources/six-sigma. See References. 

https://asq.org/quality-resources/six-sigma
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Lean Six Sigma Techniques 

OAP employed multiple Lean Six Sigma tools to assist in reducing variation and identifying waste within a 

process, including:  

• Direct observations of CPCO employees conducting work8 

• Passive observations made while working within CPCO 

• Stakeholder and Process Owner interviews 

• Visual depictions of work processes9 

• Validating CPCO data10 

• Measuring the performance of CPCO processes11 

• Graphical, statistical12, and root cause13 analysis 

• Subject matter expert validation  

• Assessing risk associated with proposed solutions14 

• Generating ideas with the project team15  

  

                                                           
8 Gemba Walks  
9 Process Mapping 
10 Measurement System Analysis (MSA) 
11 Process Capability Analysis 
12 Correlation and Regression Analysis 
13 Ishikawa Diagrams 
14 Solution Risk Assessment 
15 Cross-functional Brainstorming 
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DEFINE  

 

In the Define Phase of the Six Sigma DMAIC model, the project team generates the Project Charter, identifies 

the output characteristic16 and performance standards, creates maps of the process, and captures the needs 

of their customers. This phase is critical in determining project scope and solidifying project sponsor support.  

CPCO’s police complaint case processing system is multifaceted. City-County residents can file complaints by 

phone, mail, facsimile, in-person, or online. The complaints are subsequently classified as formal, informal, 

or inquiries. Formal complaints require the complainant to file in-person, with the Citizens Police Formal 

Complaint Form notarized to “affirm under the penalties of perjury that the representations contained 

therein are true17.” Informal complaints and inquires do not require notarization. Formal and informal 

complaints are processed similarly by CPCO; however, informal complaints are not reviewed by the CPCB 

following an IMPD complaint investigation. Inquiries are addressed by CPCO Executive Director without an 

IMPD investigation or CPCB review. The focus of this project centered on formal and informal complaint 

cases as they address City-County residents’ grievances in a systematic manner. 

Problem Statement 

As of October 31, 2018, 29 formal and informal police complaint cases filed with CPCO were awaiting 

processing. This backlog implies that approximately 12% of police complaint cases are currently deemed 

overdue. CPCO defines an overdue police complaint case as any case for which process exceeds seven 

business days to intake, record, process, prepare for submission, and submit to the Indianapolis Metropolitan 

Police Department’s Professional Standards Division (IMPD-PSD). The IMPD-PSD then determines the 

appropriate agency or individual among the IMPD Special Investigations Unit (IMPD-SIU), IMPD Internal 

Affairs (IMPD-IA), or an IMPD District Supervisor to investigate the complaint. Police complaint cases taking 

longer than seven business days to process have resulted in a low workload intensity for IMPD complaint 

case investigators, untimely complaint resolutions for residents, and reduced transparency of the entire 

complaint case process. Inefficiencies in the police complaint process have impacted City-County residents 

through an approximate $34,000 annualized productivity loss18. 

Objectives and Goal Statements 

Citizen engagement and empowerment in the oversight process is crucial for ensuring an impartial and 

equitable law enforcement oversight tradition within the City-County. The overarching aim of the project is 

to encourage, facilitate, and realize progress in the areas of transparency, accountability, and efficiency of the 

police complaint process. Phase one of the review (and the subject of this publication) will seek to reduce 

CPCO’s police complaint processing time by 46% using Six Sigma methodologies. Reducing the complaint 

processing time to less than seven business days is equivalent to saving City-County taxpayers $128,000 

                                                           
16 The project “Y” is the main measure of process improvement. The “Y” is something about the process that 
specifically needs to be improved. 
17 REVISED CODE of the Consolidated City and County Indianapolis – Marion County, Indiana: Title I, Chapter 202, 
Article VIII, Section 202-801. – Citizens’ police complaint office established. 
18 See Attachment S. 
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annually19. Phase two of the review will seek to strengthen the integrity of the police complaint process and 

identify ways to improve communication between local government and constituents. In summary, the 

purpose of the reviews is to improve public perception and satisfaction-levels regarding the complaint 

process and to enable City-County residents to have a greater impact on law enforcement practices in their 

communities. 

Scope: Output Characteristic and Output Performance Standard 

The project scope encompassed CPCO’s operational sequence of complaint intake, recording, processing and 

preparing for case submission, and case submittal to IMPD investigators. The output characteristic20 for the 

project is CPCO’s police complaint case processing cycle time. A defect occurs when case processing takes 

longer than seven business days from the complaint filed date.21 CPCO police complaint case processing cycle 

time is operationally defined as the time it takes CPCO to process the case from the date the complaint is filed 

to the date the case is released to the IMPD-PSD for review. The end of the process is established in CPCO 

dataset as the date the complaint notification letter is sent to the involved officer. The officer notification 

letter is sent concurrently with the release of the case to IMPD investigators.  

S.I.P.O.C. and Process Maps 

As a part of the Define phase, a S.I.P.O.C. (Suppliers, Inputs, Process, Outputs, Customers) diagram was 

developed. The diagram is illustrated and described in Attachment B.  

The following process maps were also created as part of the Define phase: 

• Citizens’ Police Complaint Process - Overview 

• CPCO Formal Citizens’ Police Complaint Intake Process 

• CPCO Informal Citizens’ Police Complaint Intake Process 

Process maps are shown in Attachment C.  

Challenges 

Phase one of the police complaint review focused on the internal processes of CPCO with the aim to increase 

efficiency within CPCO using Six Sigma process improvement methodologies. External factors impacting 

CPCO’s case volumes, and historical, demographic, public engagement, and outcome-based measurements 

were not within the scope of this phase of the review. Part two of the review, a forthcoming publication to 

begin in the fourth quarter of 2019, will be a holistic analysis of the CPCB, CPCO, and the broad impact of the 

complaint process on institutional transparency and accountability. This review will evaluate the current 

City-County police oversight model and recommend improvements, where appropriate, to the organizational 

structure, placement within the enterprise, and responsiveness of the model. 

The police complaint process involves several local government agencies, including:    

• Citizens’ Police Complaint Board  

• Citizens’ Police Complaint Office  

                                                           
19 See Attachment S. 
20 The Output Characteristic is the attribute to be improved. The characteristic should be specific and measurable. 
21 The Output Performance Standard was established by CPCO Executive Director. 



    

9 | P a g e   
 

• Fraternal Order of Police  

• Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department  

• Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department – Internal Affairs  

• Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department – Professional Standards Division  

• Information Services Agency (ISA) 

• Mayor’s Action Center  

• Mayor’s Office 

• Office of Corporation Counsel (OCC)  

The challenges for this project were related to:  

• Agency staffing changes 

• Data access 

• Data quality 

• Pilot study implementation 

Receiving and processing police complaints is the responsibility of CPCO. However, the CPCB and several 

divisions of the IMPD play strong roles in delivering final police complaint outcomes to City-County residents. 

The City-County incurs direct and indirect costs resulting from CPCO complaint case processing. These costs 

include: 

• Labor 

• Capital equipment 

• CPCB case reviews (case production and mailing) 

Support for this project required involvement from CPCO, CPCB, IMPD (various divisions), ISA, OCC, and the 

Office of Finance and Management (OFM). Support from additional local government agencies will be 

necessary for part two of the review. 
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MEASURE 

 

The analysis conducted in this phase explains how process measures are collected and determines how the 

current process is performing. The Measure phase consists of two methods of analysis and seeks to identify 

the intrinsic variation present in the measurement system. The first method involves a Measurement System 

Analysis (MSA), which is dependent upon data type and is used to validate the measuring system. The second 

method establishes the current process capability. This capability metric indicates baseline process 

performance and provides a way to measure process improvements in later project phases. The metric 

selected for the project was CPCO’s police complaint case processing cycle time. The metric documents 

CPCO’s ability to process police complaints and address City-County resident grievances regarding police 

behavior. Metric data is captured on CPCO police complaint forms and police officer complaint notification 

letters. The data is compiled into Excel spreadsheets and partly comprises CPCO’s database. 

Validating the Measuring System 

CPCO police complaint case processing cycle time is considered variable data; therefore, a Gage Repeatability 

and Reproducibility Analysis22 would traditionally be used to validate the measuring system. Due to the 

nature of CPCO’s case processing standard operating procedures, this analysis could not be performed. 

Alternatively, ten random cases were chosen and “spot-checked” to determine if CPCO database agreed with 

data on the originating documentation. Spot check analysis involves crosschecking names, dates, addresses, 

incident types, and other data points in CPCO database against respective information on complaint case 

hard copies. The analysis revealed that CPCO database was 96%-97% accurate with respect to original 

documentation. This high level of data accuracy implies that the measuring system is valid. A table of the spot 

check analysis is depicted in Attachment D.    

Establish Current Process Capability 

To establish the current process capability of CPCO’s police complaint case processing cycle time, a variable 

process capability analysis was performed. CPCO case processing begins on the date the complaint is filed 

with CPCO. The case processing ends on the date notification of the complaint is sent to the involved officer. 

See Attachment E for relevant documentation. These parameters defining the process beginning and 

endpoints were identified in CPCO database and produced a sample size of 36% of all 2018 informal cases 

and 2016, 2017, 2018 formal cases combined.   

A review of the process capability analysis revealed that the current process was not stable23 and the data 

was not normally distributed24. To establish normality, the data was transformed using either the Box-Cox 

                                                           
22 The ISIXSIGMA dictionary (2019) states that “Gage Repeatability and Reproducibility is a statistical tool that 
measures the amount of variation in the measurement system arising from the measurement device and the people 
taking the measurement.” 
23 A process is said to be stable when all response parameters used to measure the process exhibit constant means, 
constant variances (over time), and demonstrate a constant distribution. 
24 A normal distribution has a bell-shaped density curve described by its mean and standard deviation. The density 
curve is symmetrical, centered about its mean, with its spread determined by its standard deviation. 
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transformation25 or the Johnson transformation26. The process operated within control limits by omitting six 

data points exhibiting special cause variation within the dataset. These six data points refer to six police 

complaint cases with an uncommonly long case processing cycle time. The cases were isolated, analyzed, and 

solutions and controls were developed to mitigate future occurrences of these events. Findings specific to 

special cause variation cases are presented in the Recommendations section of this paper. CPCO datasets 

were subset by formal and informal cases, by year, and 2017 formal cases were further segregated into 

subsets by dividing the sample in half. All transformations, data point omissions, and subsets were executed 

to achieve normality and stability of the data.  

Overall, the process was determined to be nearly 52% defective, operating at approximately 1.5 sigma27. The 

process capability analysis is depicted in Attachment F with tables breaking down the sigma level and defect 

rate into subset components. 

CPCO case processing was particularly sluggish in 2018 with cycle times averaging nineteen business days 

for formal cases and twenty-one business days for informal cases. During this period, the process exceeded 

the specification limit in 87% of all cases. Overall, a 46% reduction in police complaint case processing cycle 

time is required to achieve the determined specification limit28. These statistics will be detailed in the 

Analyze section of the paper.  

Primary Objectives 

The primary objective of this project was to reduce CPCO police complaint case processing cycle time. 

Secondary objectives included enhancing City-County resident experience with CPCO by resolving police 

complaints in a more timely manner, reducing complaint case processing costs as a benefit to resident 

taxpayers, and recommending technology improvements. 

  

                                                           
25 Box Cox transformation is a method used to transform non-normal dependent variables into a normally distributed 
shape. If the Box-Cox transformation achieves normality, a broader number of statistical tests are available for 
analytical purposes. 
26 Like the Box Cox method, the Johnson technique is a power transformation used to achieve normality.  
27 Optimal process performance is defined to be 6 sigma. 6 sigma quality level implies 3.4 Defect Parts Per Million 
(PPM) or 3.4 Defects Per Million Opportunities (DPMO).   
28 The specification limit is CPCO’s case processing goal. It is defined as processing all formal and informal cases 
within seven business days. The specification limit was set by CPCO Executive Director. 
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ANALYZE 

 

The Analyze phase of DMAIC enables a project team to identify problems in a process which are causing 

defective results. This phase of Six Sigma methodology contains tools that help detect, screen, and determine 

the significance of root causes underlying process defects. Root cause analysis identifies critical process 

inputs and demonstrates how changes in those inputs impact the output characteristic. Several techniques 

were used to validate potential inputs affecting CPCO police complaint case processing cycle time, including 

statistical, graphical, and subject matter expert analysis. 

Potential Causation 

Identifying inputs that have the greatest potential impact on case processing cycle time first requires an 

understanding of current and historical case statistics. The following tables and charts summarize formal, 

informal, and total case processing time.  

I. Formal Cases (FC) 

• From 2016 through 2018, formal case processing cycle time averaged approximately ten 

business days. 

• The line chart Formal Case Processing Days, 2016-2018 below shows case processing cycle time 

increased significantly in 2018 with larger than normal variation than in previous years.  

• According to the Pareto Chart of Formal Case Processing Days, 2016-2018 below, approximately 

75% of all formal cases were processed within ten business days. This implies that outlier cases 

are not a significant factor in average formal case processing time. Common cause variation29, 

rather than special cause variation30, is the primary driver of formal case processing cycle time. 

Formal Case Processing Days, 2016-2018   

Mean 10 

Minimum  1 

Maximum  71 

Case count 93 

 

                                                           
29 Structural process changes are required to reduce common cause variation.  
30 Special cause variation is eliminated through investigation and implementation of longer-term remedies that 
prevent these events from recurring. 
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II. Informal Cases (IFC) 

• In 2018, informal case processing time averaged approximately twenty-one business days. 

• Although the line chart Informal Case Processing Days, 2018 below shows a decreasing trend 

line, informal cases processing cycle time exhibited large variation with a mean significantly 

above the seven-business day specification limit.      

• The Pareto Chart of Informal Case Processing Days, 2018 reveals that approximately 45% of 

informal cases are processed within fourteen business days. Further, 80% of all informal cases 

are processed within 27 business days. 80% of all informal cases falling in the 14 to 27 case 

processing days group demonstrates a process well beyond the specification limit set by CPCO 

Executive Director.     
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Informal Case Processing Days, 2018 

Mean 21 

Minimum 1 

Maximum 68 

Case count 41 
 

  

 

III. Total Cases 

• The average case processing cycle time for 2018 informal cases and 2016-2018 formal cases 

combined is thirteen business days.  
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• This implies that a 46% reduction in total CPCO police complaint case processing cycle time is 

required to meet the seven-business day customer requirement. 

• Finally, six cases exhibited special cause variation and were subsequently omitted from the 

dataset. These cases are addressed directly through investigation and implementation of 

improvement and controls in the Improve Phase. Special cause variation cases accounted for only 

four percent of all CPCO police complaint cases. 

Average Case Processing Business Days (FC/IFC):                        13 

Specification limit (7 business days) reduction %:                    46% 

Total Case Count:                                                                                    134 

Case Count with 6 Cases Omitted (6O):                                           128 

Special Cause Variation Cases (6O) of Total Cases:                     4% 
 

Now that a baseline understanding of CPCO police complaint case processing cycle time has been set, 

potential factors influencing the cycle time can be addressed. The goal of this section is to seek out all possible 

reasons why CPCO police complaint processing exceeds seven business days. Inputs potentially impacting 

case processing cycle time were identified through cross-functional team brainstorming sessions and 

interviews with project stakeholders. These inputs include: 

• Recording complainant statements – Guided by a twenty-question interview questionnaire, CPCO 

Intake Specialists audio record complainant descriptions of complaint events and questionnaire 

responses. Interviews with CPCO staff revealed the recording process as highly varied, dependent 

upon complainant predisposition, and may take an hour or more to complete.     

• Transcription process – CPCO Intake Specialists transcribe complainant audio recordings into a 

Microsoft (MS) Word document. CPCO staff explained one hour of verbal testimony demands four 

hours of transcription time to accurately capture complainant testimony. Further, the CPCO 

Executive Director stated the transcription process could take longer than four hours, for each hour 

of complainant audio recording, depending on the proclivities of the complainant during the 

interview.    

• Using paper forms to file complaints – To file a complaint, complainants are required to complete a 

Citizens Police Formal Complaint Form or an Informal Complaint Sheet. Complainants are asked to 

briefly summarize the incident on paper complaint forms, and thereafter, formal paper complaint 

forms are notarized by CPCO staff, scanned, and electronically filed into a CPCO shared drive case 

packet. The paper complaint form is also stowed in a physical case file, which is preserved as the 

official complaint case record. Informal paper complaint forms follow the same process, excluding 

the notarization requirement. Creating physical and electronic files based on paper forms makes case 

processing more arduous and time-consuming.  

• Acquiring and compiling complaint evidence – Prior to releasing a complaint case to IMPD 

investigators, CPCO staff must gather all relevant complaint evidence. This process includes 

obtaining complainant/witness statements, audio/video recordings, police reports, “Call for Service” 
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logs, and other documents. In general, Intake Specialists procure complainant statements and 

incident report documentation as the complaint is being filed; however, acquiring witness 

statements and audio/video evidence often requires additional follow-up by CPCO staff.   

• Compiling case files (physically and electronically) – CPCO maintains hard copy files as the official 

system of record for complaint cases. Additionally, case files are electronically compiled into 

complaint case packets which are stored on CPCO shared drive. Creating complaint case records 

includes accessing, downloading, and printing police reports, “Call for Service” logs, complainant 

statements, complaint evidence, notification letters to involved police officers, memorandums to the 

CPCB and IMPD investigators, complaint outcome letters, and more. Locating, printing, assembling, 

and scanning relevant case documents to create official or electronic complaint case records is a 

lengthy process.  

• Utilizing and maintaining multiple software applications – CPCO Intake Specialists access a variety of 

data systems to compile complaint case information. CPCO staff import and export information from 

MS Excel, MS Word, IMPD’s Records Management Software (RMS) InterAct, IMPD’s Internal Affairs 

software (IAPro), IMPD’s Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) system, SharePoint, Adobe software, 

internet applications, and CPCO web portal email. Navigating between software applications is time-

consuming and necessitates training and experience to efficiently process cases.   

• Receiving and processing non-CPCO or non-police complaint related phone calls – CPCO staff receive 

non-CPCO related phone calls from City-County residents and incorrectly routed calls from the MAC. 

Due to the public-facing nature of CPCO, the Executive Director instituted an informal policy 

requiring staff to address and/or route non-CPCO related calls to appropriate City-County 

government agencies. 

• New Employees – According to CPCO Executive Director, it takes approximately two years for CPCO 

staff to acquire the needed skills to process cases efficiently and effectively. The multifaceted nature 

of an Intake Specialist’s duties demands proficiencies in customer service, transcribing, software 

navigation, among others.  

Screened Potential Causations 

The potential causes discussed above were screened using cause-and-effect diagrams31. Root cause analysis 

employed through cause-and-effect diagrams refined the list of causal inputs; and further, this refined list 

was screened and validated using graphical, statistical, and other modes of analysis. Finally, an XY Matrix32, 

which is an input ranking and reduction tool, was used to isolate key process input variables (KPIVs) affecting 

process performance. These KPIVs are directly addressed in the Improve Phase of the project.  

I. Cause-and-Effect Diagrams – Root Cause Analysis 

                                                           
31 Cause-and-effect diagrams are also known as Ishikawa or Fishbone diagrams. 5 Whys analysis is often embedded in 
a cause-and-effect diagram to determine root cause problems affecting process behavior.  
32 The XY matrix tool reduces the list of process inputs to determine areas of priority, development, and process gaps. 
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Cause-and-effect diagrams provide the framework to model root cause analysis of process inputs. Root cause 

analysis screens the potential causation of process inputs by identifying the most significant problem areas 

within a process. Using the 5 Whys33 technique, root cause analysis was embedded in the cause-and-effect 

diagrams to explore the operational issues related to case processing cycle time, the transcription process, 

and the compilation of case packets. This analysis revealed the strongest factors contributing to case 

processing cycle time exceeding seven business days include: 

• The inability for complainants to directly enter information into CPCO database systems 

• A lack of a centralized data platform 

• The time spent managing non-CPCO related phone calls 

• CPCO budget constraints 

• Staff turnover 

• The time required to transcribe complainant statements 

The cause-and-effect diagrams are illustrated in Attachment G. The root causes listed above were further 

screened using graphical analysis, multiple regression tests34, and subject matter expert validation.  

II. Graphical Analysis  

During interviews, Intake Specialists and the Executive Director mentioned frequent, non-CPCO related 

incoming phone calls and misrouted MAC calls as substantially impacting staff workflows. The Executive 

Director implemented an informal policy, whereby CPCO staff must respond to resident inquiries regardless 

of the nature of the inquiry. At a minimum, the staff is required to route non-CPCO related calls to appropriate 

agencies. The rationale for the informal policy is CPCO’s role as a customer-facing agency.  

CPCO SharePoint call log data was analyzed to determine the impact of non-CPCO related phone calls on case 

processing cycle time. The dataset could not be sorted into distinct categories of CPCO related and non-CPCO 

related calls. The first chart below shows call volumes from 2016 through 2018. During this period, overall 

call volume declined (on average) by 270 calls per year. The second chart below illustrates forecasted35 call 

volumes by month until June 2021. The forecast predicts a continued downward trend in overall CPCO call 

volumes. In 2016, ISA developed an online complaint form accessible to residents through CPCO’s website. 

Residents can now submit police complaints through the website, and subsequently, an email message 

containing an abbreviated complaint form is generated and sent to a CPCO designated email account. Intake 

Specialists follow-up email messages by contacting complainants to explain formal or informal complaint 

filing requirements. Submitting complaints through CPCO website may be the cause of declining call volumes.  

Based on the total 2018 call volume, each CPCO staff member received approximately 1.3 (CPCO related and 

non-CPCO related) calls per workday36. Assuming this small daily call volume to be true, the impact of non-

CPCO related phone calls on case processing cycle time would be insignificant. However, observations of the 

                                                           
33 Olivier Serrat (2009) states, 5 Whys Analysis is “an iterative interrogative technique used to explore the cause-and-
effect relationship underlying a particular problem.” When conducting the analysis, the project team asks “why” five 
times to determine to root cause of a problem. 
34 Regression analysis explores the statistical relationship between input and output variables, where a change in a 
dependent (output) variable is associated with a change in one or more independent (input) variables. 
35 The forecast model utilized triple exponential smoothing to account for trend and seasonality.  
36 Based on 260 work days per year. 
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process and staff interviews revealed substantially higher non-CPCO call volumes consistently handled by 

Intake Specialists. These facts contradict the results of the data analysis, thus, CPCO call data collection may 

need improvement.  

 

 

Additional CPCO call volume graphical analysis can be found in Attachment H. 

III. Correlation and Regression Analysis 

The primary software application used by Intake Specialists to submit cases to IMPD-IA for investigation is 

IAPro. While generating cases in IAPro, CPCO staff performs a variety of functions including adding or 

completing tasks, assigning investigative units, allegations, and master case numbers, creating or reviewing 

incident summaries, identifying involved officers, and linking or reviewing relevant case documents 

obtained through various software applications. These ten functions were identified as time-stamped data 

points within IAPro and a dataset consisting of these elements was compiled. The dataset was restricted to 
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30 cases in which all ten of the IAPro functions were processed by CPCO staff within one day. Analysis of the 

dataset gives a general representation of the required time it takes CPCO staff to perform duties within the 

IAPro software application. 

The Pareto Chart of Average Time (in minutes) to Complete IAPro Process Steps below links case documents 

to IAPro accounts for more than 20% of an Intake Specialist’s total use time of IAPro. Further, the average 

time locating and linking case documents to IAPro, at nearly 20 minutes, is approximately double the next 

closest touchpoint of the Executive Director reviewing linked case documents at (roughly) ten minutes on 

average. The Pareto chart highlights the adverse effect of CPCO staff navigating multiple software 

applications while preparing cases for investigation. Intake Specialists access many applications to locate 

and link all of the documents required to process a case, which can include more than 16 items, depending 

on the specifics of the case. See Attachment I for a list of documents and items that may be required for case 

processing. CPCO’s lack of a centralized data platform reduces case processing efficiency.  
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Next, statistical analysis was used to determine the relationship between staff functions and total minutes to 

complete process steps in IAPro. The first Correlation37 table below demonstrates that the time it takes for 

Intake Specialists to change master case numbers, assign investigative units, connect involved officers, and 

link relevant case documents are all significantly38 and positively correlated with the Specialist’s total 

minutes spent in the IAPro application. Note that only assigning investigative units and linking case 

documents are strongly39 correlated with time to complete process steps in IAPro. The strong statistical 

correlation again implies staff navigating multiple software applications has a negative effect on case 

processing cycle time. 

CPCO Intake Specialist IAPro Touchpoints to Total Case Minutes 

 Correlation – Screening Potential Causes 

 Cell Contents: 

      Pearson correlation: | r | > 0.6 suggests a strong correlation (top number in each cell) 

      P-Value: p < .05 indicates statistical significance (bottom number in each cell) 

                                                           
37 Correlation is a bivariate analysis that measures the strength of association between two variables and the direction 
of the relationship. 
38 The relationship between factors is considered statistically significant if the correlation coefficient p-value is less 
than 0.05.   
39 Positive or negative correlation coefficients indicate direct or inverse factor relationships, respectively. A 
correlation coefficient greater than 0.6 suggests a strong relationship between factors.  
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The second Correlation table below shows the Executive Director assigning case allegations is significantly 

and positively correlated with total case processing minutes within IA Pro. This relationship is reasonable 

because the Executive Director takes time and care to determine suitable allegations. 

CPCO Director IAPro Touchpoints to Total Case Minutes 

Correlation – Screening Potential Causes 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Cell Contents: 
      Pearson correlation: | r | > 0.6 suggests a strong correlation (top number in each cell) 
      P-Value: p < .05 indicates statistical significance (bottom number in each cell) 

Finally, a multivariate regression model40 was used to determine the relationship between IAPro process 

steps and total minutes processing cases within the application. The data was further disaggregated to 

determine the impact of Intake Specialist IAPro process steps and Executive Director IAPro process steps on 

the total time spent in IAPro. Below are the summary results of the statistical modeling. Full regression 

output can be found in Attachment J. 

The regression analysis shows that the Executive Director assigning allegations and Intake Specialists linking 

case documents are the most significant factors impacting case processing cycle time (for tasks 

recorded/tracked in IAPro). Because the task of linking case documents requires staff to obtain relevant case 

documents from multiple source systems, the analysis suggests that the lack of a centralized data platform 

significantly increases case processing time.  

The Intake Specialist regression model explains approximately 63% of the variation in IAPro case processing. 

Due to the log-level specification 41 of the output variable, the Intake Specialist model predicts a 1.5% 

decrease in total minutes to case completion in IAPro for each one minute decrease in the process of 

obtaining and linking case documents from other software applications and/or databases into IAPro case 

                                                           
40 Multivariate regression models are used to establish the relationship between a dependent variable (i.e. an outcome 
of interest) and more than one independent variable.  
41 Log-level specification implies that the natural log transformed values of the output are being regressed on raw 
values of inputs. 
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files. In brief, the total time spent by CPCO staff using IAPro can be reduced by decreasing the time staff 

spends navigating multiple software applications while processing cases in IAPro. The regression model 

confirms the previous analysis showing decentralized data platforms resulting in inefficient complaint case 

processing.  

IV. Subject Matter Expert Validation 

Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) are individuals with in-depth knowledge of a process being studied. SMEs 

exhibit the highest level of expertise in performing a specialized job, task, or skill within the given process. 

SMEs provide a knowledge base from which process inputs may be evaluated and root cause problems may 

be identified. SMEs were used to evaluate CPCO transcription process and staff turnover. 

A. Transcription Process 

For formal complaints, CPCO currently requires Intake Specialists to audio record and transcribe 

complainant statements. During the formal complaint interview, Intake Specialists are guided by a 

questionnaire consisting of 20 fact-finding questions42. The audio recordings of the interviews are 

transcribed into a MS Word document, printed and notarized, scanned, uploaded to IAPro, saved in CPCO 

shared drive, and finally, a hard copy is preserved as the official case record. Neither the City-County Code 

nor CPCO Standard Operating Procedures explicitly require recording and transcribing complainant 

statements. A discussion with an OCC Assistant Counsel confirmed this finding and conversations with the 

CPCO Executive Director pointed to tradition over pragmatism concerning the transcription process.   

Observation of CPCO workflows and staff interviews indicated that the transcription process is the most 

substantial factor causing case processing to exceed the specification limit. CPCO Executive Director and 

Intake Specialists have in-depth knowledge of the transcription process and are considered SMEs in this 

process. Intake Specialists disclosed that one hour of complainant testimony equates approximately to four 

hours of transcription time. Further, the Executive Director stated that the transcription process could take 

longer than four hours, for each hour of complainant audio recording, depending on the proclivities of the 

complainant during the interview.  

Additional research was conducted to confirm CPCO SME’s conclusions. Oral history experts (2014) working 

on the Vietnamese American Oral History Project (VAOHP) at the University of California, Irvine (UCI) 

developed transcribing guidelines for the VAOHP and stated: 

Transcribing the interview is the most tedious part of the oral history process, but in many ways one 

of the most important. A transcript provides future researchers a useful format to access information 

of historical interest covered in an interview. Typically, it takes between 3-5 hours to transcribe each 

hour of speech43. 

This sentiment was echoed in the “Introduction to Oral History” by Baylor University Institute for Oral 

History (2014): 

                                                           
42 See Attachment K. 
43 http://sites.uci.edu/vaohp/files/2014/07/12a.Transcribing-Guideline.pdf. See References.  

http://sites.uci.edu/vaohp/files/2014/07/12a.Transcribing-Guideline.pdf
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Transcribing is worthwhile, but remember transcribing is time-consuming. The approximate time 

required to transcribe one recorded hour is 10-12 hours, depending upon the quality of the sound 

recording and complexity of the interview. [Further,] transcribing is labor-intensive work and 

therefore expensive. Also, extra administrative costs are involved. A transcript cannot help but 

distort what is on the sound recording—sarcasm may go unnoticed, for example. The unique 

personality of the narrator is missing no matter how verbatim the transcript. Many oral historians 

believe that researchers should listen to the recordings themselves, making their own interpretive 

judgments rather than relying on the transcript44. 

The oral history experts at Baylor University (BU) estimated substantially longer transcription times per 

recorded hour of verbal testimony as compared with UCI experts. BU experts also documented direct and 

indirect issues associated with transcribing, such as inaccuracies to meaning and higher administrative costs 

due to the labor-intensive nature of the work.  

Finally, Dr. Julia Bailey, an Adjunct Associate Professor in the University of California, Los Angeles’ (UCLA) 

Department of Epidemiology, discussed transcription processes in an article published in the Family Practice 

medical journal. In the article entitled, “First steps in qualitative data analysis: transcribing,” Dr. Bailey 

discloses: 

Transcription involves close observation of data through repeated careful listening (and/or 

watching), and this is an important first step in data analysis. This familiarity with data and attention 

to what is there rather than what is expected can facilitate realizations or ideas which emerge during 

analysis. Transcribing takes a long time (at least 3 hours per hour of talk and up to 10 hours per hour 

with a fine level of detail including visual detail) and this should be allowed for in project time plans, 

budgeting for researchers’ time if they will be doing the transcribing45. 

Dr. Bailey agrees with previous SMEs regarding the labor intensity associated with transcribing oral 

statements. She also estimates a transcription time range in line with CPCO, UCI, and BU subject matter 

experts. Transcribing is a costly endeavor, requiring training, aptitude, and budgeted time.  

CPCO SMEs specified the transcription process as the primary case processing bottleneck and the most 

substantial factor in case processing cycle time. Accurately transcribing complainant statements requires 

significant staff attention and time. Factors such as the frequency of complaint calls and/or walk-ins, 

caseloads, interview lengths, Executive Director transcription review, and Intake Specialist transcription 

revisions reduce case processing productivity. Finalized transcriptions routinely take several days to 

complete due to these factors. This circumstance is further compounded by the fact that complainants do not 

directly submit official statements themselves. Complainants supply an incident summary statement on the 

notarized Citizens Police Formal Complaint Form; however, a transcribed record of an audio recording 

serves as the official complainant statement. 

 

                                                           
44 https://www.baylor.edu/content/services/document.php/43912.pdf. See References. 
45 https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/cmn003. See References. 

https://www.baylor.edu/content/services/document.php/43912.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/cmn003
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B. Staff Turnover 

Historically, CPCO has not experienced complaint case backlogs. The CPCO Executive Director attributed the 

backlog to staffing changes and new employee onboarding. Normal CPCO staffing levels are set at three 

employees; an Executive Director and two Intake Specialists. From late 2017 through mid-2018, CPCO 

experienced significant staffing changes with the retirement of an experienced, longtime Intake Specialist, 

the departure of the other Intake Specialist, and the hiring of two new employees. The OFM Human Resources 

Division does not have exit interviews on record for the employees that departed CPCO during this period. 

Recent interviews with staff indicated they enjoy the office culture, work, and management style.   

The staffing changes resulted in suboptimal staffing levels with only one Intake Specialist and the Executive 

Director processing cases in late 2017 and mid-2018. Throughout this time, CPCO staff focused primarily on 

processing formal cases, causing the informal case processing cycle time to increase faster than formal cases. 

Further, the new Intake Specialists, hired in December 2017 and July 2018, respectively, required substantial 

training to advance them through the new position learning curve. The Executive Director indicated 

onboarding new employees is extensive, estimating that it takes two years in the role to achieve proficiency. 

Additionally, during this transition phase, office staff required time away from work due to personal 

circumstances.  

This unusual confluence of events resulted in a complaint case backlog and significantly higher formal and 

informal case processing cycle times in 2018. The special cause variation found in the datasets reflects this 

fluctuating staffing environment. The following chart demonstrates the impact of staff turnover on the 

average case processing cycle time from 2016 to 2018.  

 

V. XY Matrix – Input Ranking and Reduction Method 

The final step in screening potential causation is to rank inputs to determine the critical factors 

affecting process performance. The XY matrix tool reduces the list of process inputs to determine 
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areas of priority, development, and process gaps. Information obtained from key stakeholder 

interviews set the foundation for input ordering and the reduction method focused on common 

cause variation. Input prioritization was further refined and supported by the graphical, 

statistical, and subject matter expert analysis demonstrated in the preceding sections. The tables 

and charts identifying critical input factors are shown in Attachment L. 

Results yielded from the XY Matrix analysis show the transcription process is the most significant input 

affecting output elements associated with CPCO complaint case processing. Nevertheless, several process 

inputs46 are interdependently related and meaningfully impact output factors47. Therefore, final KPIVs 

include the transcription process, no direct complainant data input, no centralized data platform, non-CPCO 

related calls, and staff turnover.  

Primary Causation 

After conducting various methods of analysis, it was determined that the transcription process is the most 

significant factor affecting complaint case processing. More specifically, the transcription process 

substantially impacts complaint case processing cycle time and is the primary driver of common cause 

variation found within the process. Additional analysis also revealed staff turnover as the fundamental force 

behind special cause process variation, resulting in a complaint case backlog and expanding case processing 

cycle times in 2018. However, due to the interdependent nature of several process inputs, solutions were 

developed for the KPIVs listed above.   

The primary focus of the part one review was placed on CPCO police complaint processing cycle time. 

However, it should be noted that changes in the police complaint process might impact other causations 

previously identified and secondary project objectives.  

  

                                                           
46 Process inputs are listed above and were established through the root cause analysis embedded in cause-and-effect 
diagrams. 
47 Output factors are products of CPCO complaint case processing and were determined through stakeholder 
interviews and analysis methodologies.  
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IMPROVE AND CONTROL  

 

OAP provides independent auditing and consulting services for City-County offices, departments and 

agencies as established in local ordinance. The recommendations enumerated in this section seek to improve 

efficiencies based on existing processes and do not incorporate changes that may be under consideration. 

The advisory opinions expressed are in no way binding and implementation of recommendations is subject 

to management discretion and resource availability. Recommendations were developed based on CPCO data, 

national research, and police oversight best practices to address the following goals: 

• Reduce CPCO’s police complaint case processing time 

• Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the police complaint process 

• Enhance complainant experiences while filing a police complaint 

• Enable residents to have a greater impact on law enforcement practices in their communities 

• Increase cost savings and cost avoidance 

In the Improve and Control phases, solutions are developed to address root cause problems identified in the 

Analyze phase and process controls48 are implemented to sustain process improvements. To realize the goals 

listed above, a two-step method for identifying potential solutions and selecting the best solutions was 

employed with an aim to eliminate CPCO case processing inefficiencies. The first step consisted of project 

team brainstorming sessions focused on identifying potential solutions to address the time-intensive 

transcription process, the lack of ability for complainants to directly enter their complaints, and handling of 

non-CPCO related calls. In the second step, the recommended solutions were ranked and narrowed down to 

the best solutions based on an analysis using Impact-Effort Matrices49. The results of the project team 

brainstorming sessions are sketched in Attachment M and the Impact-Effort Matrix outcomes are 

demonstrated in Attachment N. Complaint case processing controls were developed based on best solutions 

and potential process improvements. A control plan50 was also created to sustain efficiency gains and 

formalize CPCO’s police complaint case processing system of controls. Process control implementation and 

the control plan are the subjects of Attachment O.   

It should be noted that solutions were not developed for the KPIV of no centralized data platform. This root 

cause issue is directly addressed through a recently initiated, joint CPCO and ISA software implementation 

project. ISA’s implementation plan involves building out and configuring an Accountability and Integrity 

Management Software (AIMS) platform hosted by the cloud-based software company, Salesforce. The 

platform will serve as a centralized case processing application and data repository for CPCO. The software 

                                                           
48 Process controls include activities designed to ensure that a process is predictable, stable, and consistently 
operating at the target level of performance with only normal variation. 
49 This tool allows the project team to assess activities based on the level of effort required and the potential impact or 
benefits they will have. 
50 A control plan documents the elements of quality control to be implemented, such that the quality standards for 
products or services are functionally met. The purpose of the control plan is to formalize the system of controls that 
will be used in the process. 
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application should condense the CPCO shared drive, excel spreadsheet databases, and the SharePoint call log 

into one centralized data repository.  

Intake Specialists will enter complainant call and complaint case information into AIMS prior to releasing the 

case to IMPD investigators through IAPro. Salesforce’s AIMS software is a comprehensive customer 

relationship management service that will supplant the need for Intake Specialists to process cases in IAPro. 

CPCO will continue to submit cases to IMPD investigators through IAPro, but case submission will occur after 

AIMS complaint case data is transferred into IAPro data fields by an Application Programming Interface 

(API)51. Accessing IMPD’s RMS InterAct and CAD applications to obtain IMPD-specific complaint case data 

will still be required; however, memorandums, up-for-review letters, notification letters, and outcome letters 

will be autogenerated and emailed through AIMS' automated event-based email triggers52.  

Further, the software implementation plan also includes updating CPCO’s online complaint form so that 

information provided by complainants online directly populates complaint case fields within AIMS. The 

online complaint form is accessed through CPCO’s website. The new CPCO centralized data platform will 

significantly reduce the Intake Specialist’s need to access multiple software applications while processing 

cases, allow for greater ease in compiling case packets serving as official records, and should decrease 

reliance on paper forms.   

The following recommendations are based on solutions identified in the Improve phase.  

Recommendation 1 

Revise the online police complaint filing process.  

Starting in 2016, City-County residents could submit police complaints through CPCO website hosted by 

Indy.gov. The website states that the “Office staff will process your complaint and follow up if necessary 

within two weeks. You may be asked for additional details and/or to schedule a follow-up interview…Formal 

complaints will require you to visit the office for a follow-up interview.” Because formal complaints require 

complainants to visit CPCO after filing online, CPCO should revise the online complaint form to optimize the 

complaint intake processing. Revisions to the online police complaint filing process should include:  

I. Create an “Official Statement” section on the online police complaint form. 

II. Create a “Submit Supporting Documentation” section on the online police complaint form. 

III. Future improvements to the online complaint filing process should involve: 

A. Developing an affidavit53, whereby residents will download, print, complete, notarize, 

and deliver the affidavit to CPCO.  

                                                           
51 API is computer code that allows two software programs to communicate with each other through a set of 
programming instructions and standards. API functions allow access to Web-based software applications, Web tools, 
operating systems, or database systems.  
52 These are automated emails based on specific events triggered by user action or a change in process or workflow 
status. 
53 See Attachment P for an example affidavit used by the Houston, Texas Police Department.  
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B. Allowing CPCO Intake Specialists to perform electronic notarization. 

The current online form requires complainants to enter complaint-related information into several fields 

within in an “Incident Information” section. These form fields are text boxes allowing complainants to 

provide the location, date, time, and a description of the incident. The form also contains additional text box 

fields to collect information about the officer(s), police vehicles, police reports, and a multi-selection menu 

listing supporting documents. Currently, after residents complete the online form, an email containing the 

text field responses is generated and sent to a generic CPCO email account. Intake Specialists access the email, 

print a copy for the hard copy case file, enter the information into an electronic case file on CPCO shared 

drive and link a summary document file of the email to the case in IAPro.  

With the implementation of the AIMS platform, an “Official Statement” section should be added to the online 

form. The website should inform residents that the statement they provide will serve as the official record of 

the incident. The section should contain questions, fielded from the Formal Complaint Interview 

Questionnaire54, to prompt and elicit detailed incident information from complainants. The “Official 

Statement” section should supplant the smaller, summary description text box fields. The other fields 

mentioned above should remain on the form because the granularity of incident location, time, and date may 

prove useful in future data analysis and will facilitate the efficient population of information into AIMS. 

Redundant formal complaint interview questions and current website fields may be eliminated.  

ISA’s AIMS implementation plan should now include a CPCO business requirement entry for the creation of 

an “Official Statement” field in AIMS populated by the text response originating from the “Official Statement” 

section of the online form. This direct link between the online form and AIMS serves two purposes. First, 

official statements will automatically enter case records in AIMS and IAPro without the need for staff to 

access multiple software applications to link document files to these applications. Secondly, Intake 

Specialists will no longer need to interview, audio record, and transcribe complainant statements. The official 

statement will now be provided by the complainants directly. Complainants will still be required to come 

into CPCO to fill out the Citizens’ Police Formal Complaint Form; however, the time-intensive interview and 

transcription process will be eliminated, since the Intake Specialist will only need to print the official 

statement and add it to the hard copy case file. Electronically, the official statement will already be included 

in the case file. 

This recommendation was reviewed by an OCC attorney and was determined lawful under the City-County 

Code. The counselor also noted that complainant statements are redundantly captured by IMPD investigators 

because they conduct complainant interviews after CPCO submits cases to IMPD-IA. The ability for residents 

to submit police complaints, official incident statements, and upload incident-supporting documentation 

through CPCO online form will significantly reduce or eliminate paper forms, redundant interviews, and the 

transcription process. 

With this framework in place, a “Submit Supporting Documentation” section should also be added to the 

complaint form. Alongside the multi-selection menu listing supporting documents, the “Submit Supporting 

Documentation” section should allow complainants to upload audio, video, and relevant incident evidence. 

                                                           
54 See Attachment K. 
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Again, this material should link to case fields directly in AIMs, and thereby reduce inefficiencies stemming 

from the coordination and execution of evidence transfers to the Office.     

Future improvements to the online complaint filing process should include developing an affidavit and 

linking this document in a downloadable form to CPCO website. Residents would then be able to download, 

print, complete, notarize, and deliver the affidavit to CPCO. Residents could choose to have the affidavit 

notarized in CPCO or elsewhere. The affidavit would also allow residents to submit the complaint without 

the need to access a computer for an extended period. The notarized affidavit would serve as a hard copy 

record, displacing the need for the Citizens’ Police Formal Complaint Form and an official statement 

submitted through the online form. Intake Specialists could scan the affidavit into an electronic form and 

load the document into AIMS. 

The Houston Police Department in Houston, Texas currently allows residents to submit police complaints 

using an affidavit. The Houston Police Department website (2019) states,  

State law requires that complaints involving police officers be sworn under oath and notarized. For 

your convenience, a complaint form can be printed from the attached link titled “Complaint Sworn 

Affidavit.” It does not require an appearance at headquarters or a substation. There is also the option 

of filling out the form, getting it notarized and then mailing it to the address above. Community 

organizations, including LULAC, the Urban League, and the NAACP have the same form and staff that 

have been trained to assist with the filing of a complaint.55   

CPCO should consider allowing City-County residents to employ these methods for submitting police 

complaints. Better access to complaint documents and a simpler platform for residents to give feedback on 

police interactions and activities in their communities will facilitate informed law enforcement practices in 

the future. 

Finally, another future process improvement for CPCO to consider is the use of remote notarization. People 

are continuing to harness new technologies to drive progress in their communities. One such technology 

involves using internet-based audio-visual technology to perform notarization. According to the National 

Notary Association (2019), “With remote notarization, a signer personally appears before the Notary at the 

time of the notarization using audio-visual technology over the internet instead of being physically present 

in the same room.”56 The State of Indiana passed an online, remote notarization bill during the 2018 

legislative session and remote notarization laws take effect as of July 1, 2019. 

CPCO should allow CPCO Intake Specialists to remotely notarize police complaints. For example, in the State 

of Virginia, notaries use audio-visual conferencing technology such as Skype to identify signers, attach 

electronic signatures and a notary seal to electronic documents. CPCO could use a similar process to notarize 

the affidavit mentioned above. CPCO Intake Specialists would need to file a separate Notary Public 

registration with the Indiana Secretary of State, pay a fee, and fulfill an educational requirement. Developing 

another avenue to satisfy police complaint filing requirements demonstrates a resident-focused perspective. 

                                                           
55 https://www.houstontx.gov/police/contact/iad.htm. See References. 
56 https://www.nationalnotary.org/notary-bulletin/blog/2018/06/remote-notarization-what-you-need-to-know. See 
References. 

https://www.houstontx.gov/police/contact/iad.htm
https://www.nationalnotary.org/notary-bulletin/blog/2018/06/remote-notarization-what-you-need-to-know
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Through this new technology, CPCO would enhance resident involvement in law enforcement practices in 

their communities. 

Recommendation 2 

 Install a workstation in CPCO for residents to file complaints.  

Presently, residents are interviewed by CPCO staff to provide detailed descriptions of police encounters and 

complaint incidents. Interviews are recorded and transcribed by CPCO staff and these documents serve as 

official complainant statements. The transcription process should be replaced by a desktop computer 

workstation in CPCO for residents to file complaints. The access-restricted workstation should connect to 

the online CPCO complaint form, thereby allowing residents to submit comprehensive incident statements 

by filling out the “Official Statement” section on the complaint form. Residents should also be allowed to 

upload incident evidence and/or supporting documentation through the “Submit Supporting 

Documentation” section on the form. These newly proposed, online complaint form sections are discussed 

in Recommendation 1. CPCO Intake Specialists should print out the completed online complaint form and 

notarize statements in the presence of the complainants. The ability for residents to submit police 

complaints, official incident statements, and upload incident-supporting documentation through a CPCO 

workstation will significantly reduce or eliminate paper forms, redundant interviews, and the transcription 

process.  

This recommendation was reviewed in tandem with Recommendation 1 by an OCC attorney and was 

determined lawful under the City-County Code. The ability for residents to submit police complaints, official 

incident statements, and upload incident-supporting documentation through a CPCO workstation will 

significantly reduce or eliminate paper forms, redundant interviews, and the transcription process. 

To properly apply this recommendation, a pilot study should be conducted. Pilot studies validate the long-

term effectiveness of best solutions, help advance standard operating procedures, and describe necessary 

steps to successfully sustain process improvements. A pilot study implementation action plan was developed 

to install a desktop workstation in CPCO. The implementation plan is demonstrated in Attachment Q. A risk 

assessment was conducted to systematically identify and mitigate potential workstation failures. CPCO 

Workstation Risk Assessment found in Attachment Q identifies actions that would eliminate or reduce the 

likelihood of occurrence of workstation failures.  

Installing a workstation in CPCO is a cost-effective way to significantly reduce or eliminate the need to 

transcribe complainant statements during case processing. CPCO would need to budget $61 per month (or 

$732 annually) for the workstation. Circumstances in which transcribing would still need to occur are 

outlined in CPCO Workstation Risk Assessment. It is expected that these circumstances would be rare and 

not make up the bulk of CPCO police complaint cases. Process improvement implementation costs and 

prospective cost avoidance/savings through increased case processing productivity are detailed in 

Attachment S.  
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Recommendation 3 

Address non-CPCO related calls: accurately collect CPCO call volume data, implement a call triage 

service, and initiate call-transfer training. 

Earlier analysis showed CPCO call log data stored in the SharePoint application was not commensurate with 

call volumes established by process observations and staff interviews. CPCO staff members need to 

accurately collect call volume data. Currently, the staff is required to enter call information into SharePoint 

in real-time. However, it is evident that staff is unable to record all calls in the call log database due to (recent) 

overdue caseloads, repeat callers, case follow-up calls, frequent non-CPCO related calls, misrouted MAC calls 

and transcribing worktime requirements.  CPCO Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) document should be 

amended to require staff to log all calls.  

Process improvement recommendations should account for the current office workload and should not 

overburden staff. Therefore, this recommendation should only be enacted after the workstation pilot study 

concludes and the staff has sufficiently adjusted to the new workflow. The AIMS Salesforce application will 

allow for easier collection of call data. The centralized software platform can be configured to allow CPCO 

Intake Specialists to enter call information in the same application used to process cases. Both complaint 

calls and non-CPCO related calls can be entered and stored in the cloud computing software. This feature 

along with an amended SOP will increase the collection of CPCO call volume data necessary to confirm the 

findings of substantial non-CPCO call volume uncovered during process observation walks and staff 

interviews. After confirming non-CPCO call volumes through six months of new data collection and analysis, 

two recommendations may be employed: 

I. Implement a CPCO call triage service. 

A. A telephone triage service is a cost-effective way to enhance customer service 

experience and improve workplace productivity. The triage service will increase City-

County government customer service quality by directing residents to appropriate 

agencies and it will expand CPCO case processing productivity by reducing the time 

required for staff to field non-CPCO calls, identify resident needs, and transfer calls to 

relevant agencies.   

B. According to an ISA Business Services Consultant, there would be no additional cost 

to CPCO for setting up a triage service if CPCO utilizes existing phone lines.  

C. If a new line is required for the triage service, CPCO will have to budget $18.50 per 

month per line (or $222 annually per line). 

D. CPCO should conduct data analysis of the AIMS call log to determine the most 

frequent non-CPCO related call types and resident requests. This analysis will allow 

CPCO to develop efficient and effective phone tree routing.  

E. CPCO should also create a standard operating policy through which management and 

staff annually review the phone tree list.   

II. Initiate periodic CPCO call routing training for the MAC.  

A. The former CPCO Executive Director engaged MAC leadership regarding misrouted 

calls to CPCO; however, periodic MAC call routing training is necessary to ensure MAC 
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staff adheres to proper call routing procedures. Newly on-boarded MAC employees, 

as well as longer-tenured MAC staff, should receive supplemental instruction on CPCO 

functions and call types requiring routing to CPCO.  

B. An interview with the MAC Administrator revealed that several City-County agencies 

cross-train MAC employees bi-annually or annually in the various functions of those 

agencies. CPCO should engage MAC employees through bi-annual cross-trainings on 

CPCO’s purpose and function, along with the types of police complaints handled by 

the office. Based on the communication pathways established through the cross-

trainings, they should collaboratively develop an SOP for transferring calls.       

Process improvement implementation costs and associated potential cost savings/avoidance are 

documented in Attachment S. 

Recommendation 4  

Eliminate hardcopy case packet distribution to CPCB members by initiating a Lean Kaizen Event. 

OAP recommends initiating a Lean Kaizen Event57 seeking to eliminate police complaint case processing 

waste through a “no-cost” solution. The results of the Lean engagement are summarized below. 

Business Issue 

CPCO prepares hard copies of formal case packets to be reviewed by the CPCB each month. CPCO begins to 

compile these hard copies of formal case packets three weeks prior to the CPCB monthly board meeting. After 

the case packets are compiled, CPCO Intake Specialists deliver them to Ricoh, the City-County printing and 

copying service company, located in the basement of the City-County Building (CCB). Ricoh copies and prints 

the case packets, prepares them for mailing, and delivers them to the U.S. Postal Service, also located in the 

basement of the CCB. The case packets are mailed to the 12 CPCB members and three additional packets are 

returned to CPCO, to be hand-delivered by Intake Specialists to three additional persons; CPCO Executive 

Director, an OCC attorney, and an IMPD-IA supervisory officer. The CPCB members receive hard copy case 

packets by mail, two weeks prior to the monthly board meeting. CPCB members typically review five to eight 

cases per month, hence 63 to 99 hard copy cases are mailed each month.   

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
57 Lean Kaizen Events are short duration improvement projects with a specific aim for improvement. The event 
involves key process participants focusing on solving a narrowly scoped process improvement opportunity. 
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Examples of Waste 

 

 

Solution 

CPCO should eliminate resource and production waste with a “no-cost” solution by streamlining internal 

process elements. Specifically, the CPCB process of reviewing hard copy case packets should be eliminated 

and replaced with an emailed CPCO SharePoint hyperlink containing relevant electronic case packets. CPCO 

Intake specialists should email the hyperlink to CPCB members two weeks prior to the monthly board 

meeting.   

CPCO currently maintains and stores electronic case packets on CPCO SharePoint platform and CPCB 

members have user access rights to the platform. Further, after ISA fully implements the AIMS Salesforce 

platform for CPCO, CPCB members should be granted access rights to review electronic case packets through 

an application hyperlink. Therefore, CPCO’s SOP should be amended to reflect the electronic distribution of 

case packets rather than hard copy mailings to CPCB members. 

Potential Cost Savings/Avoidance 

The Lean engagement identified a process improvement action that will reduce resource waste and increase 

staff productivity, while not adding additional cost into the process. In Lean terminology, the non-value-
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added activity58 of “Excess Processing”59 within Lean DOWNTIME60 will be eliminated by implementing this 

action.  

Using OAP as a printing, copying, and mailing government office benchmark, a cost expenditure analysis 

revealed the following information: 

• CPCO staff consisted of two to three people throughout 2018. 

o CPCO copying, printing, and mailing costs were approximately $8,857. 

• Comparison Office: OAP office staff consisted of seven to nine people from 2016 through 2018. 

o The three-year average OAP copying, printing, and mailing costs are approximately $4,152. 

• Lean methodology has identified potentially $4,700 annual and recurring City-County taxpayer 

savings through the elimination of resource waste. Labor productivity gains due to the elimination of 

process steps associated with compiling hard case copies are not quantified in this section but should 

be considered as “soft” or indirect gains in CPCO police complaint case processing.   

Process improvement implementation costs and associated potential cost savings/avoidance are 

documented in Attachment S. 

Recommendation 5  

Mitigate Special Cause Variation Cases: Create a Frequently Asked Questions section on CPCO 

website, define information exclusions from complaint case files, cross-train staff to ensure 

redundancy of case processing knowledge, and develop an Employee Retention Plan. 

Special cause variation refers to process variation that occurs irregularly and is non-random. This category 

of variation can be specifically addressed without significant modification to a system. In the Measure Phase, 

six data points were omitted from the process capability analysis because they were outside of the control 

limits. These six signals61 refer to six complaint cases within CPCO database with extraordinarily large case 

processing cycle times. Special cause variation cases are abnormal process occurrences and are investigated 

to determine specific, corrective actions. The cases listed below exhibited special cause variation and are 

directly addressed. Discussions with CPCO Executive Director helped elucidate the context for the anomalous 

cases. 

 

                                                           
58 Non-value-added activity is defined as any activity that consumes time or resources, but is not a necessary process 
step. These activities do not increase the form or function of a product or service in meeting customer demand and 
requirements. Finally, customers are not willing to pay for these activities.     
59 Excess Processing refers to any unnecessary effort expended to complete a task. The extra effort does not add value 
to the product or service.  
60 DOWNTIME is an acronym for the eight types of process waste. Here, waste is any step or action in a process that is 
not required to complete a process successfully. These process waste steps are considered non-value-added activities. 
DOWNTIME refers to defects, overproduction, waiting, non-utilized talent, transportation, inventory, motion, and 
excess processing wastes.  
61 A signal is defined as any single point outside of the control limits. 
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I. One 2016 Formal Case that took 71 business days to process: 

A. Cause:  CPCO Executive Director explained that the case had been sealed by the IMPD. Only 

restricted access is allowed; therefore, a proper examination of this case was not possible.  

B. Solution: N/A 

II. Two 2017 Formal Cases that took 32 and 33 business days to process: 

A. Cause:  

These two cases represent special circumstances that may arise for CPCO. Upon filing a 

complaint, residents may attempt to insert non-police complaint information or 

documentation into the process for a variety of reasons. Some residents may be unclear as to 

CPCO’s mandate or seeking to address issues beyond the scope of CPCO’s function. Regardless 

of the reason, non-police complaint information or documentation inserted into case files can 

generate potential liabilities. Residents might assume their grievances on disparate issues 

are being addressed if this material is allowed into case files. Therefore, CPCO staff must 

verify a complaint is valid according to IMPD rules, regulations, and ordinance; and 

subsequently, review complainant documentation to ascertain the relevance of the 

attachments to the complaint being lodged. The process of sifting through voluminous 

documentation not related to a valid complaint is time-consuming and causes a significant 

strain on resources. The additional staff effort exerted on these atypical case reviews 

substantially increases the case processing cycle time.  

B. Solution:  

1. A Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) section should be created on CPCO website and 

retained in the Office in hard copy form. The FAQ should clarify the types of 

allegations of police misconduct that CPCO is authorized by ordinance to process. 

Residents attempting to file complaints referencing matters not related to police 

misconduct or procedural violations should be directed to CPCO website’s FAQ 

section. Information on the website should help City-County residents understand the 

purpose and function of CPCO.  

2.  CPCO’s SOP should be amended to define exclusions from complaint case files. 

Specifically, documentation that is not relevant to police misconduct or procedural 

violations should neither be reviewed by CPCO staff nor included in case files. 

Residents attempting to insert non-police complaint information or documentation 

into a complaint case should be instructed on the purpose and function of CPCO and 

the types of police misconduct allegations processed by the Office. Residents should 

then be directed to the FAQ section on CPCO website and should receive a hard copy 

document detailing case exclusions. Firmly defining the type of material allowed into 

complaint case files and instructing the public on exclusions will safeguard residents 

and CPCO against potential liabilities.  
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III. One 2018 Formal Case and two 2018 Informal Cases that took 57, 48, and 68 business days to process, 

respectively: 

A. Cause:  

Normal CPCO staffing levels are set at three employees; an Executive Director and two Intake 

Specialists. From late 2017 through mid-2018, CPCO experienced significant staffing changes 

with the retirement of an experienced, longtime Intake Specialist, the departure of the other 

Intake Specialist, and the hiring of two new employees. CPCO management and OFM Human 

Resources Division both indicated that the departing employees were not administered exit 

interviews. Employee engagement and satisfaction levels could not be ascertained from the 

former CPCO employees.  

The staffing changes resulted in suboptimal staffing levels with only one Intake Specialist and 

the Executive Director processing cases in late 2017 and mid-2018. Further compounding 

the issue, prolonged staff absences due to personal circumstances also occurred during this 

period. Hence, CPCO staff fell behind on processing cases, a backlog ensued, and case 

processing cycle time expanded significantly. The lengthy processing days of the three cases 

listed are indicative of the complications associated with staff turnover.   

B. Solutions:  

1. CPCO should implement periodic staff cross-train sessions to ensure redundancy of 

case processing knowledge. Currently, CPCO employs a bifurcated case processing 

system, whereby one Intake Specialist processes formal cases while the other Intake 

Specialist processes informal cases. Cross-training will provide flexibility for the 

Executive Director in managing staff to efficient case processing, and it is beneficial 

for Intake Specialists because it allows them to develop new skills, increases their 

value to CPCO, and combats position fatigue. CPCO’s SOP should be amended to 

require staff to conduct a predetermined amount of cross-training sessions 

throughout the year. Cross-training topics should be approved by management to 

ensure they are functional learning opportunities for staff.  

2. Develop an Employee Retention Plan62 to address staff turnover and enhance 

operations. First, CPCO management should review any retention plans currently in 

place to ascertain strengths, weaknesses, and lessons learned from those plans. Next, 

conduct exit interviews and surveys to determine employee satisfaction levels. 

Analyze the survey data to develop objectives and goals for the plan, and develop 

strategies to achieve those outcomes. CPCO management should write the Retention 

Plan, ensuring that it is informed by the strategic approaches and tied to the higher-

level aims. Finally, the plan should be implemented and the results should be assessed 

periodically. CPCO’s SOP should be amended to include an annual review of the 

Employee Retention Plan and its results. An Employee Retention Plan will be a source 

of continuous improvement for CPCO staff, and will allow employees and 

                                                           
62 https://saylordotorg.github.io/text_human-resource-management/s11-02-retention-plans.html. See References. 

https://saylordotorg.github.io/text_human-resource-management/s11-02-retention-plans.html
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management to better understand the dynamics of the Office while addressing issues 

as they arise. 

Recommendation 6  

Develop performance metrics and employ data visualization tools to measure and assess 

productivity, quality of service, and police complaint case outcomes. 

Measuring and tracking organizational performance allows management and employees to identify areas for 

improvement and to enhance operational efficiency and effectiveness.  CPCO should build upon work done 

in 2017, whereby they identified objectives, goals, measures, and targets (OGMT model) to improve the 

police complaint process, increase transparency, and advance community engagement. With the advent of a 

new CPCO Executive Director, CPCO should work with the Office of Audit and Performance and the Indy 

Performs project team to develop key performance indicators (KPIs) and a performance dashboard. Part one 

of the police complaint process review includes plans for OAP to work with CPCO to realize this project 

objective, however, this effort has been postponed due to the departure of CPCO Executive Director. 

The Indy Performs project is a City-Countywide government data initiative aimed at increasing institutional 

data usage, literacy, and sharing. The ultimate purpose of the project is to build a foundation for tracking 

governmental accountability, transparency, and efficiency using data visualization tools. These tools will 

allow local government to better serve the public through enhanced communication on policy, operations, 

and outcomes. CPCO plays a vital role in facilitating citizen oversight of police activities and misconduct. 

Therefore, developing operational performance metrics and tracking police complaint outcomes are central 

components in demonstrating the transparency and accountability of the police complaint process. 

 

Finally, a CPCO performance dashboard will eventually inform the police complaint information flow to the 

public through the OpenIndy63 website. Currently, the OpenIndy data portal publishes police complaint 

statistics covering basic demographics, location, and allegation categories. With the development of a robust 

CPCO dashboard, published police complaint statistics will take on a new visual mode demonstrating the 

standards and practices of CPCO and IMPD, as well as, displaying information consistent with other open 

data cities64. Part two of the police complaint review will address the issue of sharing and publishing police 

complaint data in more detail.   

 

 

 

                                                           
63 The OpenIndy Data Portal contains all data required by Disclose Indy, a plan to promote honesty, integrity, and cost 
savings in local government. The Disclose Indy ordinance ensures public access to the following information: city or 
county contracts, ethics filings, campaign finance reports, crime statistics, community resources, budget and spending 
information, audits, and any other documents or information deemed appropriate by the Office of Corporation 
Counsel. 
64 The National Association for Civilian Oversight of Law Enforcement (NACOLE) provides a list of agencies working to 
increase access to reliable police oversight data. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A – CPCO and CPCB Organizational Chart (as of October 31, 2018) 
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Attachment B – S.I.P.O.C. Diagram 

A S.I.P.O.C. diagram is a tool used to summarize suppliers, customers, inputs, outputs, and high-level process steps. 

Suppliers Inputs 
High-Level Process 

Steps 
                  Outputs Customers 

Resident 

In-person filing,  

Facsimile filing,  

Mail filing,  

Online filing. 

Citizen complaint is filed 

within sixty (60) days of 

action giving rise to the 

complaint.  

CPCO Director and/or CPCO Intake 
Specialist receives complaint form. 

Resident,  

CPCO Director,  

CPCO Intake Specialist 

CPCO Director, 

CPCO Intake Specialist 

Complaint form,  

Complainant information,  

CAD/RMS police reports, 

Complainant statement,  

Evidence of event. 

CPCO Intake Specialist 

process complaint case. 

The case is sent to IMPD 

IA/PSD and a notice is sent 

to the Police Chief and the 

involved police officer.  

Initiation of IMPD Internal Affairs 
(IA)/Professional Standards 
Division (PSD) investigation. 

IMPD IA/PSD,  

Police Officer 

IMPD IA/PSD,  

IMPD Police Chief,  

Police Officer 

Complainant interview/statement, 

Police officer interview/statement, 

Witness interview/statement, 

Evidence/documents,  

Public records,  

Attorney records. 

IMPD IA/PSD/District 
Supervisor investigates 
and IMPD Police Chief 
takes appropriate action, if 
any (within sixty (60) 
days). IMPD sends case 
findings to CPCO.  

IMPD findings of investigation, 
Action taken by Chief, if any. 

CPCB,  

CPCO,  

Resident,  

IMPD,  

Police Officer 

CPCB,  

CPCO,  

IMPD 

IMPD findings of investigation, 

Action taken by Chief, if any, 

CPCB meeting and voting process. 

Upon completion of the 

IMPD investigation, CPCO 

sends findings to the CPCB. 

The CPCB reviews the 

IMPD findings and actions.  

CPCB endorses the IMPD 
findings/actions and disposes of 
complaint                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
CPCB does not endorse the IMPD 
findings/actions                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
The CPCB may:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
(1) Instruct CPCO Director to 
conduct an investigation;                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
(2) Conduct a hearing on the 
complaint;                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
(3) Order CPCO to mediate a 
resolution with IMPD 

CPCB,  

CPCO,  

Resident, 

IMPD,  

Police Officer 
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CPCB,  

CPCO,  

IMPD 

IMPD findings/actions,  

CPCO findings/mediation,  

CPCB hearing decisions. 

Upon the completion of the 

investigation by the 

complaint office or after 

the hearing, the CPCB 

makes a disposition 

regarding the complaint.  

The disposition will be one (1) or 
more of the following: 
(1) Not sustained (when there is 
insufficient evidence to prove the 
allegation(s) made in the complaint 
by clear and convincing evidence); 
(2) Sustained (when there is 
sufficient evidence to prove the 
allegation(s) made in the complaint 
by clear and convincing evidence); 
(3) Exonerated (when the 
allegation made in the complaint is 
false or not factual, or the conduct 
complained of was lawful and 
proper); and/or 
(4) Withdrawn (when the 
complainant requests that no 
further action be taken on the case) 

CPCB,  

CPCO,  

Resident,  

IMPD,  

Police Officer 

CPCO CPCB Disposition 
CPCO concludes complaint 
process. 

CPCO sends case outcome letter to 
the complainant and the involved 
police officer. 

Resident,  

IMPD,  

Police Officer 
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Attachment C – Process Maps 

Process mapping is the graphical display of steps, events, and operations that constitute a process.  

I. Citizens’ Police Complaint Process – Overview 
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Professional 
Standards 

Determination

Is the allegation 
criminal?

SIU Detective 
Investigates

IA Detective 
Investigates

Yes

No

Is the allegation 
administrative?

Complaint received by:
 1) CPCO
 2) IMPD Internally
 3)IMPD Active/Delayed Field Complaint

Yes

Supervisor 
Investigates

No

CPCO, complainant, and 
police officer notified 

Is the ruling 
SUSTAINED?

Is the ruling NOT 
SUSTAINED?

Is the ruling 
UNFOUNDED?

Is the ruling 
EXONERATED?

Is the ruling 
SUSTAINED?

Is the ruling NOT 
SUSTAINED?

Is the ruling 
SUSTAINED?

Is the ruling NOT 
SUSTAINED?

No

Criminal Charges

No

Disciplinary/
Corrective Action (if 

applicable)
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Is the ruling 
EXONERATED?

Is the ruling 
UNFOUNDED?

No

No

No

No

No
Disciplinary/

Corrective Action (if 
applicable)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes



    

45 | P a g e   
 

II. CPCO Formal Citizens’ Police Complaint Intake Process 

CPCO Formal Citizens’ Police Complaint Intake Process 
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Resident requests to file an 
in-person, formal police 
complaint with the CPCO

Does the 
complaint 

involve IMPD 
officer?

Is the complaint 
subsumed under 
IMPD rules and 

regulations?

Did the incident 
occur within the 

past 60 days?

Yes

Yes

Route the person to 
the appropriate 

agency
No

Inform person that issue 
raised is not a complainable 

offense (as per IMPD 
ordinance)

No

Yes
Explain complaint 

process to the 
person

Does the person 
want to file an 

informal complaint?

No

End formal intake 
process

No

Is the person       
filing by phone or 

electronically?

Is the person    
filing in-person?

No

Notarize Formal 
Complaint Sheet

Check Call Log for 
person’s name

Check IAPro to see if 
the person filed a 

filed complaint with 
IMPD supervisor

Check InterAct to 
identify a case 

report connected to 
the complaint 

incident

Check RMS “Call for 
Service” application 

to identify police 
runs connected to 
complaint incident

Parent or legal 
guardian completes 
and signs the CPCO 

Juvenile Release 
form 

Fill out Citizens’ 
Complaint 

Identification Card

Intake any CAD or 
Police Case Report 

numbers

Intake audio 
evidence submission 

from person

Intake video 
evidence submission 

from person

Interview and 
record statement of 

the incident

Is the person a 
minor?

Yes

Yes

No

Log call/electronic 
correspondence into 

CPCO Call Log 
(SharePoint)

Yes

No

Input complaint  
incident, 

information, and 
linked files into 

IAPro

Transcribe oral 
statement in MS 

Word

Scan all formal 
complaint case 

documents into one 
case packet

Drop formal 
complaint case file 

into CPCO Director’s 
office mailbox

Review formal 
complaint case

Does the case 
meet allegation 

assigning criteria?

Assign allegations

No

Yes

Return case file to 
Intake Specialist

Is the case 
classified as an 

Inquiry?

Input Allegations 
into IAPro

No

Release case to 
IMPD-PSD in IAPro

Process Inquiry case

Print formal 
compliant case 

packet

Classify case as an 
Inquiry

Input 
formal 

complaint 
case data 
into CPCO 

Excel 
Database

Generate all formal 
complaint case 

documents

Compile (physical) 
yellow formal 

complaint case file 
containing all case 
information and 

packet

Yes

Email complaint 
notification letter to 

involved police 
officer

Process informal 
case

Yes

Inform person that 
they must come into 

the CPCO office to 
file a formal 
complaint

Fill out the Formal 
Complaint Sheet

Record witness 
names and contact 

information

Intake a copy of 
Driver’s License or 

StateID

Save case 
documents/

case packet on 
CPCO shared 

drive
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III. CPCO Informal Citizens’ Police Complaint Intake Process 

 

CPCO Informal Citizens’ Police Complaint Intake Process
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Resident requests to file a 
police compliant with the 

CPCO

Does the 
complaint 

involve IMPD 
officer?

Is the complaint 
subsumed under 
IMPD rules and 

regulations?

Did the incident 
occur 61 days ago or 

longer?

Yes

Yes

Route the person to 
the appropriate 

agency
No

Inform person that issue 
raised is not a complainable 

offense (as per IMPD 
ordinance)

No

Yes
Explain complaint 

process to the 
person

Does the person 
want to file an 

Formal complaint?

No

Process Formal caseYes

Is the person      
filing by phone or 

electronically?

Is the person filing 
in-person?

No

Intake a copy of 
Driver’s License or 

StateID

Check Call Log for 
person’s name(s)

Check IAPro to see if 
the person filed a 

filed complaint with 
IMPD supervisor

Check InterAct to 
identify a case 

report connected to 
the complaint 

incident

Check RMS “Call for 
Service” application 

to identify police 
runs connected to 
complaint incident

Parent or legal 
guardian completes 
and signs the CPCO 

Juvenile Release 
form 

Fill out the Informal 
Complaint Sheet

Fill out the Informal 
Complaint Sheet

Record witness 
names and contact 

information

Intake audio 
evidence submission 

from person

Intake video 
evidence submission 

from person

Is the person a 
minor?

Yes

Yes

No

Log call/electronic 
correspondence into 

CPCO Call Log 
(SharePoint)

Yes

No

Input complaint  
incident, 

information, and 
linked files into 

IAPro

Scan all informal 
complaint case 

documents into one 
case packet

Drop informal 
complaint case file 

into CPCO Director’s 
office mailbox

Review informal 
complaint case

Does the case 
meet allegation 

assigning criteria?

Assign allegations

No

Yes

Return case file to 
Intake Specialist

Is the case 
classified as an 

Inquiry?

Input Allegations 
into IAPro

No

Release case to 
IMPD-PSD in IAPro

Process Inquiry case

Print informal 
compliant case 

packet

Classify case as an 
Inquiry

Input 
informal 

complaint 
case data 
into CPCO 

Excel 
Database

Generate all 
informal complaint 

case documents

Compile (physical) 
red informal 

complaint case file 
containing all case 
information and 

packet

End informal intake 
Process

No

Yes

Email complaint 
notification letter to 

involved police 
officer 

Intake any CAD or 
Police Case Report 

numbers

Save case 
documents/
case packet 

on CPCO 
shared drive 
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Attachment D – Validating the Measuring System 

The table below depicts the results of the spot check analysis used to validate CPCO database.  

  
Total 

Discrepancies 
Total Data 

Points 
Blank Cells % Data Errors 

Data 
Accuracy 

27 
622 Removed 4% 96% 

1032 Not removed 3% 97% 
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Attachment E – Complaint Process Start Point and End Point Documents 

I. Citizens’ Police Formal Complaint Form – process start point 
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II. Citizens’ Police Informal Complaint Form – process start point 
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III. Officer Notification of Complaint Letter – process end point 
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Attachment F – Current Process Capability 

The tables breaking down the sigma level and defect rate into subset components. Note that optimal process 

performance is defined to be 6 sigma. 6 sigma quality level implies 3.4 Defect Parts Per Million (PPM) or 3.4 

Defects Per Million Opportunities (DPMO). The following abbreviation key will address the readability of the 

analysis: 

• BD: Business Days 
• FC: Formal Complaints 
• IFC: Informal Complaints 
• 16,17,18: Years 2016, 2017, 2018 
• BC: Box-Cox Transformation 
• JT: Johnson Transformation 
• 1O, 2O: Number of omitted special cause variation data points 
• Sub1 or Sub2 refers to subsets of the cases in that year  

Process Sample Size Weights 

BD FC18 1O 21 0.16 

BD JT FC17 Sub1 25 0.20 

BD BC FC17 Sub2 2O 23 0.18 

BD BC FC16 1O 20 0.16 

BD IFC18 2O 39 0.30 

 128 1.00 
 

 
 

Total Weighted-PPM(DPMO): 518503 

q= 0.5185 

k= 1.5 

Total Process Weighted-Sigma Level: 1.5 

 

Process Weight Defect Rate Weighted-Defect Rate 

BD FC18 1O 0.16 0.8646 0.14 

BD JT FC17 Sub1 0.20 0.1547 0.03 

BD BC FC17 Sub2 O2 0.18 0.4237 0.08 

BD BC FC16 1O 0.16 0.0108 0.00 

BD IFC18 2O 0.30 0.8816 0.27 
 

Total Process Weighted-Defect Rate: 52% 

Process Weight Sigma Level PPM(DPMO) Weighted-PPM(DPMO)

BD FC18 1O 0.16 0.4 864611 141850

BD JT FC17 Sub1 0.20 2.5 154707 30216

BD BC FC17 Sub2 O2 0.18 1.7 423651 76125

BD BC FC16 1O 0.16 3.8 10812 1689

BD IFC18 2O 0.30 0.3 881631 268622
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Attachment G – Cause-and-Effect Diagrams 

Cause-and-effect diagrams are also known as Ishikawa or Fishbone diagrams. 5 Whys Analysis is often embedded in a cause-and-

effect diagram. Olivier Serrat (2009) states, 5 Whys Analysis is “an iterative interrogative technique used to explore the cause-and-

effect relationship underlying a particular problem.” 

I. Case Processing Time 
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II. Transcription Process 
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III. Compiling Case Packets 
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Attachment H – Call Volume Graphical Analysis 

Additional graphical analysis was conducted using CPCO SharePoint call volume data. The graphs and 

tables below detail key observations concerning overall and staff specific call volumes. 
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Attachment I – Case Processing Documentation List 

Below is a list of documents and items that may be required for CPCO to process a police complaint case. The 
list is not exhaustive.  

• Complainant Identification – Driver License or State ID  

• Complainant Identification Card 

• Notarized Complaint Forms 

• Incident Evidence – Audio / Video 

• Incident Summaries 

• Transcribed Complainant Statements 

• Witness Information 

• Witness Statements 

• Police Reports 

• IMPD’s Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) Reports 

• IMPD’s “Call for Service” Logs 

• Officer Notification Letters 

• IMPD Case Memorandums 

• CPCB Case Memorandums 

• CPCB “Up-For-Review” Letters 

• Case Outcome Letters 
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Attachment J – Regression Analysis 

Multivariate regression models are used to establish the relationship between a dependent variable (i.e. an 
outcome of interest) and more than one independent variable. 

 
I. Regression Analysis: Total minutes to complete case - Intake Specialist (Reduced Model) 

 

Method 

Box-Cox transformation λ = 0 

Stepwise Selection of Terms 
α to enter = 0.15, α to remove = 0.15 

 

Analysis of Variance for Transformed Response 

Source DF Adj SS Adj MS F-Value P-Value 

Regression 4 11.2022 2.8006 10.67 0.000 

  Incident summary - Intake Specialist 1 1.8292 1.8292 6.97 0.014 

  Task added: Intake Specialist 1 3.2866 3.2866 12.52 0.002 

  Officer linked 1 0.9214 0.9214 3.51 0.073 

  Doc files linked - Intake Specialist 1 5.6190 5.6190 21.41 0.000 

Error 25 6.5609 0.2624       

Total 29 17.7632          

 

Model Summary for Transformed Response 

S R-sq R-sq(adj) R-sq(pred) 

0.512286 63.06% 57.15% 51.07% 

 

Coefficients for Transformed Response 

Term Coef SE Coef T-Value P-Value VIF 

Constant 3.224 0.181 17.80 0.000    

Incident summary - Intake Specialist 0.02594 0.00982 2.64 0.014 1.05 

Task added: Intake Specialist 0.03462 0.00978 3.54 0.002 1.06 

Officer linked 0.0191 0.0102 1.87 0.073 1.03 

Doc files linked - Intake Specialist 0.01488 0.00321 4.63 0.000 1.01 

 

Regression Equation 

ln(Total minutes to complete case) = 3.224 + 0.02594 Incident summary - Intake Specialist 
+ 0.03462 Task added: Intake Specialist 
+ 0.0191 Officer linked 
+ 0.01488 Doc files linked - Intake Specialist 
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Fits and Diagnostics for Unusual Observations 
Original Response 

Obs 

Total 
minutes 

to 
complete 

case Fit 

1 92.00 113.70 

18 144.00 40.26 

22 121.00 44.70 

27 76.00 104.39 

 

Fits and Diagnostics for Unusual Observations 
Transformed Response 

Obs 

Total minutes 
to complete 

case Fit Resid Std Resid   

1 4.522 4.734 -0.212 -0.76    X 

18 4.970 3.695 1.274 2.57 R    

22 4.796 3.800 0.996 2.03 R    

27 4.331 4.648 -0.317 -0.88    X 
Total minutes to complete case' = transformed response 
R Large residual 
X Unusual X 
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II. Regression Analysis: Total minutes to complete case – Director (Enhanced Model) 
 

Method 

Box-Cox transformation λ = 0 

Stepwise Selection of Terms 
α to enter = 0.15, α to remove = 0.15 

 

Analysis of Variance for Transformed Response 

Source DF Adj SS Adj MS F-Value P-Value 

Regression 4 8.731 2.1828 6.04 0.002 

  Reviewed doc files linked – Director 1 1.404 1.4044 3.89 0.060 

  Allegations 1 3.860 3.8601 10.68 0.003 

  Task completed: Director 1 2.502 2.5019 6.93 0.014 

  Allegations*Allegations 1 2.040 2.0401 5.65 0.025 

Error 25 9.032 0.3613       

Total 29 17.763          

 

Model Summary for Transformed Response 

S R-sq R-sq(adj) R-sq(pred) 

0.601070 49.15% 41.02% 0.00% 

 

Coefficients for Transformed Response 

Term Coef SE Coef T-Value P-Value VIF 

Constant 3.520 0.173 20.38 0.000    

Reviewed doc files linked - Director 0.00999 0.00507 1.97 0.060 1.00 

Allegations 0.0637 0.0195 3.27 0.003 9.83 

Task completed: Director 0.01993 0.00757 2.63 0.014 1.02 

Allegations*Allegations -0.000590 0.000248 -2.38 0.025 9.80 

 

Regression Equation 

ln(Total minutes to complete case) = 3.520 + 0.00999 Reviewed doc files linked - Director 
+ 0.0637 Allegations + 0.01993 Task completed: Director 
- 0.000590 Allegations*Allegations 
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Fits and Diagnostics for Unusual Observations 
Original Response 

Obs 

Total 
minutes 

to 
complete 

case Fit 

10 128.00 114.86 

15 134.00 190.13 

18 144.00 176.73 

29 296.00 84.16 

 

Fits and Diagnostics for Unusual Observations 
Transformed Response 

Obs 

Total minutes 
to complete 

case' Fit Resid Std Resid   

10 4.852 4.744 0.108 0.85    X 

15 4.898 5.248 -0.350 -1.20    X 

18 4.970 5.175 -0.205 -0.55    X 

29 5.690 4.433 1.258 2.25 R    
Total minutes to complete case' = transformed response 
R Large residual 
X Unusual X 
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Attachment K – Formal Complaint Interview Questionnaire 

The questions are intended to be fact-finding rather than leading questions. Answers to these questions are 

recorded, transcribed, and form the foundation of official complainant statements.  
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Attachment L – XY Matrix: Input Ranking and Reduction Method  

The XY matrix tool reduces the list of process inputs to determine areas of priority, development, and process 

gaps. CPCO case processing is evaluated with respect to common cause variation. 

 

 

 
XY Matrix Summary        

      

Output Variables  Input Variables   

Description Weight  Description Ranking Rank % 

Customer experience 10  Transcription process 348 19.97% 

Case processing time 9  No direct data input (complainants) 340 19.51% 

Meet Spec. Limit 8  No centralized data platform 333 19.10% 

Completed transcription 7  Staff turnover 293 16.81% 

Complied case packet 6  Non-CPCO related calls 254 14.57% 

Public perception of complaint process 5  Budget constraints 175 10.04% 

Public data portal 4               -     
Case reviews by CPCO Director 3               -     
CPCO Reporting  2               -     
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Weight 9 7 6 3 10 8 2 4 5  

 Input Variables (Xs)           Ranking 

1  Budget constraints  4 6 3 2 3 4 1 1 1 175 

2  No centralized data 
platform 

 9 3 9 8 3 8 9 9 1 333 

3  No direct data input 
(complainants) 

 9 8 9 6 4 8 5 3 1 340 

4 Non-CPCO related calls  5 1 3 1 9 5 1 1 9 254 

5 Staff turnover  4 4 7 7 9 5 1 1 6 293 

6 Transcription process  9 9 9 8 3 9 5 1 2 348 

         1743 

Ranking Scale: 1 (low impact) to 9 (high impact) Process: CPCO Case Processing 
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Attachment M – Project Team Brainstorming Sketches 

Brainstorming sessions relied on information gathered from key stakeholder interviews and involved cross-functional project teams.   

 

No Centralized 
Data Platform

ISA implementation of CPCO Accountability 
and Integrity Management (AIMS) software

 

No Direct Data Input 
(by Complainants)

CPCO kiosk:
• Complainants use kiosk to 

access CPCO online complaint 
form

• Complainants enter official 
statement through the online 
compliant on the kiosk 

• Online complaint form auto 
populates CPCO AIMS

• Intake Specialists print the 
official statement and notarize 
it in the presence of the 
complainant

Online complaint 
form

Additional City-County 
kiosks accessing CPCO 
online complaint form; auto 
populates CPCO AIMS. 
• Possible locations 

include: Police 
departments, CPCB 
virtual complaint site, 
other City-County 
locations

Complainants email 
information/statements 
prior to arrival at CPCO

CPCO Intake Specialists 
enter data/information/
statements in real-time (no 
audio recording/
transcription)

Hire a transcriptionist/
stenographer/data 
recorder to enter 
complainant statements in 
real-time   

Email summary generated 
and sent to CPCO 
designated email account 
(current process)

Information/statement/
data auto populates 
complaint case in AIMS 

Attachment filed linked to 
CPCO AIMS to upload 
evidence; videos, pictures, 
audio
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Transcription

Install a call triage service
• Reduce non-CPCO calls to free 

up Intake Specialists

Allow prewritten 
statements to be 
submitted by 
complainants 

Delineate/separate Intake 
Specialist duties

Hire another Intake Specialist

Voice Detection software

Hire a transcriptionist/
stenographer/data recorder

Paid Services: 
ex. Dragon

Free Services: 
Google Voice

CPCO kiosk connected to CPCO 
online complaint form

CPCO online complaint form

Handwritten or typed

 

Incorrect Calls

Install a call triage service

Allow prewritten 
statements to be 
submitted by 
complainants 

CPCO website support:
• Develop a Frequently Asked 

Question (FAQs) section 

Hire another Intake Specialist

Voice Detection software

Hire a transcriptionist/
stenographer/data recorder

Paid Services: 
ex. Dragon

Free Services: 
Google Voice

CPCO kiosk connected to CPCO 
online complaint form

CPCO online complaint form

Handwritten or typed
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Attachment N – Impact-Effort Matrices 

An Impact-Effort Matrix is a tool that allows the project team to assess activities based on the level of effort 

required and the potential impact or benefits they will have. 

 

 

 



    

75 | P a g e   
 

 
 

 
  



    

76 | P a g e   
 

Attachment O – Process Controls and Control Plan 

Process controls are activities involved in ensuring a process is predictable, stable, and consistently 

operating at the target level of performance with only normal variation. A control plan documents the 

elements of quality control to be implemented, such that the quality standards for products or services are 

functionally met. The purpose of the control plan is to formalize the system of controls that will be utilized 

in the process. 

I. Implement Process Controls 

 

II. Control Plan 
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Attachment P – Example “Complaint Sworn Affidavit” 

The Houston Police Department website (2019) states, “State law requires that complaints involving police 

officers be sworn under oath and notarized. For your convenience, a complaint form can be printed from the 

attached link titled “Complaint Sworn Affidavit” … It does not require an appearance at headquarters or a 

substation … There is also the option of filling out the form, getting it notarized and then mailing it to the 

address above. Community organizations, including LULAC, the Urban League, and the NAACP have the same 

form and staff that have been trained to assist with the filing of a complaint.”65 

 

                                                           
65 https://www.houstontx.gov/police/contact/iad.htm. See References. 

https://www.houstontx.gov/police/contact/iad.htm
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Attachment Q – Workstation Pilot Study 

Implementation Action Plan: CPCO Police Complaint Workstation Pilot Study 

  

Business Objective: Improving the efficiency of the police complaint process. Last Review Date: 2/13/19 

Project Objective: Eliminate the CPCO staff transcription process by 

allowing complainants to directly input statements into AIMS Salesforce. 
Review Frequency: Weekly 

Project Goal: Reduce the CPCO’s police complaint processing time by 46%.           Next Project Review: 

Project Facilitators: OAP, CPCO, ISA Overall Status Complete: 23% 

Project Date: 2/6/19  
 

 

 

Implementation Goal 

 

Actions 

Steps/Methods 

 

 

Owner 

Impact/Effort 
Target 

Date 

 

Supporting 

Team/Sign Off 

 

Objective 

Status 
Impact 

H, M, L 

Effort 

H, M, L 

Install a workstation in the 

CPCO that is only able to 

access the CPCO 

complaint service on 

Indy.gov. 

1. Discuss Pilot with 

CPCO Director 
CPCO H L 2/6/19 

CPCO Executive 

Director 
Completed 

2. Agree on CPCO 

budgeting for 

workstation 

CPCO L L 2/8/19 
OFM Budget 

Analyst 
In progress 

3. Risk Analysis OAP M M 2/11/19 OAP Completed 

4. Develop workstation 

workflow plan 
OAP H H  OAP  

5. Request kiosk build 

from ISA 
ISA L H  ISA BSC   

6. Install workstation in 

CPCO  
ISA H L  ISA  

7. Train CPCO staff on 

workstation 
OAP H M  OAP  

8. OAP/CPCO staff test 

workstation 
OAP/CPCO L M  OAP/CPCO  

9. After Action Review OAP M L  OAP  

10. Implement workstation 

improvements 
OAP/CPCO H M  OAP  

11. One week end-user 

(complainant) test 
Residents H H  OAP/CPCO  

12. After Action Review OAP M L  OAP  

13. Implement final 

workstation 

improvements 

OAP/CPCO H M  OAP  
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Attachment R – Workstation Risk Assessment 

Brainstorming sessions relied on information gathered from key stakeholder interviews and involved cross-

functional project teams. A risk assessment is a tool used to identify potential process hazards, analyze issues 

when a hazard occurs, and develop mitigation actions based on hazard types. 

I. CPCO Workstation Failure Points Brainstorming Analysis  

Risk Analysis:
Kiosk Failure PointsSoftware/Hardware not 

working: power supply 
issues, software updates

Issues with the template

Disabilities: Wheelchair, 
Blindness

Cleanliness

Security: Access 
to computer files

Connectivity issues: 
internet, AIMS Lack of information typed 

by complainants

CPCO staff accessibility: staff 
not present in office, no help 
available to complainants

Computer illiteracy

People refuse, say no
Document not saved

Printing issues
Human or technical capacity

Ergonomic problem: 
chair, location, lighting

Grammar issues/Poor writing skills/
Misspellings

Browsing the internet, using 
other software applications

Typing illiteracy

Vandalism / Theft

Language barrier: reading template, 
instructions in non-familiar language

Line of complainants 
waiting to type statements
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II. CPCO Workstation Risk Assessment 
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Attachment S – Implementation Costs and Potential Cost Savings Estimates 

I. Productivity Loss 

A. To immediately resolve the 12% police complaint case backlog, CPCO would have to allocate 

more capital resources than is possible under the current budget. The additional cost that 

would be required to process the volume of complaint cases anticipated by the budget implies 

a decrease in CPCO case processing productivity. Therefore, the backlog in CPCO complaint 

processing implies an annualized productivity loss of approximately $32,000. 

B. To expedite the processing of the backlog, a temporary transcriptionist66 was hired by CPCO 

for nearly four weeks in late 2018. It is estimated that the temporary employee added an 

additional $200067 to CPCO expenditures.       

Inefficiencies in CPCO police complaint processing have impacted the City of Indianapolis-Marion County 

residents through a $34,000 annualized productivity loss68. 

II. Potential Process Improvement Cost Savings/Avoidance 

A. Productivity Gains 

1. Meeting CPCO Executive Director’s specification limit of processing complaint cases 

within seven business days implies a 46% decrease in the 3-year average case 

processing cycle time. 

2. This potential cycle time reduction implies that CPCO would be 1.85 times more 

productive in processing cases as compared to present capabilities. The productivity 

gain indicates that the current volume of case processing can be completed on 54% 

of CPCO’s 2018 budget. Therefore, the budget difference produced by the productivity 

gain is equivalent to saving City-County taxpayers approximately $123,200 annually. 

B. Lean Waste Elimination Gains 

1. CPCO staff consisted of two to three people throughout 2018. 

a. CPCO copying, printing, and mailing costs were approximately $8857. 

2. Comparison Office: OAP office staff consisted of seven to nine people from 2016 

through 2018. 

a. The three-year average OAP copying, printing, and mailing costs are 

approximately $4152. 

3. Lean methodology has identified potentially $4,700 annual and reoccurring City-

County taxpayer savings through the elimination of resource waste. Labor 

productivity gains due to the elimination of process steps associated with compiling 

                                                           
66 ZipRecruiter (2019) states; the average hourly wage for an entry level transcriptionist job in Indianapolis, Indiana is 
$16 per hour. The 25th percentile hourly wage is $12 per hour. https://www.ziprecruiter.com/Salaries/How-Much-
Does-an-Entry-Level-Transcriptionist-Make-an-Hour. See References. 
67   The cost associated with the temporary CPCO employee above assumes the 25th percentile wage, a 6-hour 
workday, and 27 days of employment. 
68 The annualized productivity loss is approximately 13% of CPCO’s 2018 budget.  

https://www.ziprecruiter.com/Salaries/How-Much-Does-an-Entry-Level-Transcriptionist-Make-an-Hour
https://www.ziprecruiter.com/Salaries/How-Much-Does-an-Entry-Level-Transcriptionist-Make-an-Hour
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hard case copies are not quantified in this section, but should be considered as “soft” 

or indirect gains in CPCO police complaint case processing.    

Total potential CPCO process improvement cost savings/avoidance is approximately $128,000 annually.  

III. Process Improvement Implementation Costs 

A. Workstation 

1. CPCO would need to budget $61 per month (or $732 annually) for an in-office 

workstation. 

B. Phone Triage Service 

1. According to an ISA Business Services Consultant, there would be no additional cost 

to CPCO for setting up a triage service if CPCO utilizes existing phone lines.  

2. If a new line is required for the triage service, CPCO will have to budget $18.50 per 

month per line (or $222 annually per line). 

Total CPCO process improvement implementation costs are $79.50 per month (or $954 annually). 
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