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CHAPTER 3. DECISION RULES AND THE DISTRIBUTION
OF URBAN PUBLIC SERVICES

Decision rules are standard operating procedures used by municipal
departments to distribute public services. These rules routinize behavior
and simplify decision-making. They eliminate the need to consider a var-
iety of alternative solutions each time distributional decisions are made.
The recurring issue of how services should be distributed is resolved by
employing rules. Decision rules often rely on technical-rational rather
than political criteria. Administrators probably do not consciously decide
to provide some groups and neighborhoods with better or more services than
others. Services are distributed on the basis of criteria that are tech-
nical in nature-crime rates and calls for assistance for police services,
and attendance levels for special recreation programs.

The consequences of using decision rules may not be understood out-
side of the department. Rules are applied objectively. They appear to
be fair. Decision rules, however, have distributional consequences. They
incorporate some notion of equity. This conception of equity often is

- implicit rather than explicit.

A consequence of decision rules is that they influence who gets how
much of what. Therefore, government generalists should be aware of how
rules affect the pattern of service distribution. Decision rules are the
means by which distributional outcomes are determined. If city managers
and mayors, council members, budget directors, and planners want to in-
fluence service distribution, they must influence the shaping of decision
rules. In this chapter, we provide examples of decision rules for police,
libraries, and parks that are used in several large cities. We also discuss
the distributional significance of decision rules for these services.

The Function of Decision Rules

Decision rules are important in all organizations. They provide order
and simplicity. They enhance comunication.  They resolve, and avoid, con-
flicts. They submerge value judgments.

Eight propositions are presented below that describe the functions
decision rules perform in organizations.

Propositions

1. Distributional decisions in municipal service departments are
made on the basis of organizational decision rules and are.little affected
by explicit racial and socioeconomic criteria.
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2. Distributional decisions are "programmed" decisions in that they
are repetitive and routine and "a definite procedure has been worked out
for handling them so that they don't have to be treated de novo each time
they occur. . .'I2

-- -

3. Decision rules serve as the memory of the organization, transfer
past learning and reduce uncertainty. Allison writes that,

Uncertainty is a critical factor of the environment
in which organizations live. Organizations seek to
avoid uncertainty. The first rule is: solve press-
ing problems rather than developing long-run strate-
gies. The requirement that events in the distant
future be anticipated is avoided by usin decision
rules that emphasize short-run feedback. !I

4. Rules simplify decision-making by eliminating the need to consider
a variety of alternative solutions to the performance task. Simon observes
that "a matter has become part of the organizational routine when it is
settled by reference to accepted or approved practices rather than by con-
sideration of the alternatives on their merits."4 Tradeoffs among goals
are neglected. Perrow writes.: "Frequently, there is no clear ground
for doing A instead of B; both will have unpleasant outcomes. Rather than
agonize over a decision, a rule cuts the knot."5 Rules provide a guide to
decision-making when several choices are equally appropriate.

5. Rules are resistant to change. Perrow observes that,

Rules are like an invisible skin which bundles
together all the technological and social aspects
of organizations. As such, rules stem from past
adjustments and seek to stabilize the present
and the future. When things are different in the
future, an attempt to change the tough invisible
threads means that all kinds of practices, bar-
gains, agreements, and payoffs will tumble out
of the web and must be stuffed back in again. As
a result of these kinds of interdependencies,
changes in organizational rules are generally
incremental.6

6. Rules make for reliable performance, easy application, and coor-
dinated activity.

7. Organizational rules are influenced by the records maintained by
the organization since "the records that are kept determine in large part
what aspects of the environment will be observed and what alternatives of
action will be considered."B However, much information is unreliable and
there is more information than can be efficiently processed and analyzed.
Therefore, Cyert and March maintain that,

-
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One of the ways in which the organization adapts to
the unreliability of information is by devising pro-
cedures for making decisions without attending to
apparently relevant information. Thus, the internal
biases in the organization increase the pressure
(from external uncertainty) to develop decision-
methods that do not require reliable information
(other than the simplest, most easily checked infor-
mation).g

Consequently, rules tend to be simple.

8. The origin of decision rules can be traced to organizational
experience and the impact of extraorganizational norms. The rules are
maintained by recruitment, training, and socialization. Perrow observes
that one way "of reducing the number of written rules is to 'buy' personnel
who have complex rules built into them." These professionals "are trained
on the outside, usually at the public expense, and a large number of rules
are inculcated into them. They bring these into the organiza 'on and are
expected to act upon them without reference to their skills." !a

Implications of Decision Rules for the Distribution of Services

1. Every organizational rule has .distributional  consequences."

2? Be?$use rules are objectively applied and enforced, they appear
to be fair.

3. Because the question: what is the proper basis for determining
an equitable fair distribution of service? is subject to many interpreta-
tions (equality, need, demand, preference, and willingness-to-pay), deci-
sion rules will be particularly significant in those municipal agencies
with major responsibility for the distribution of urban public services.

4. Any specific standard of equity (fairness) in service distribu-
tion can be criticized, and supported, on a number of grounds. Considera-
tions of equity will not be made explicit in the decision rule selected.
In fact, the rule will tend to avoid potential conflict over who should
get what by emphasizing technical-rational rather than political criteria.
Conventional and quantifiable rather than controve

Pi
ial solutions to the

performance task will be incorporated in the rule. Consequently, certain
values about who should get what will be systematically excluded. This
emphasis upon technical-rational criteria and "objective" solutions is
reinforced by recruitment, training, and extraorganizational norms.

5. Because organizational rules tend to be defined in technical terms,
the distributional implications are little understood. Consequently, the
rule is seldom if ever subjected to challenge on distributional grounds. As
Simon observes, policy questions where "technical complexity hides the value
issues" are less likely to become political
to common sense."14

"than matters readily accessible
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6. Organizational rules are resistant to change. Therefore, the
distributional pattern at one point will bear a marked resemblance to the
distributional configuration at another.

Specific Examples

00 decision rules determine distributional policy to the extent sug-
gested in the literature?
equity?

00 decision rules incorporate conceptions of
Ooes their application in municipal service departments have con-

sequences for the equitable distribution of services? The evidence from
several cities suggests that decision rules do play a major role in deci-
sions about service distribution and that the use of these rules may have
distributional consequences for certain groups in the population. Oecision
rules do incorporate conceptions of equity. Sometimes, these implicit con-
ceptions about what is equitable in service distribution operate to the dis-
advantage of certain 'neighborhoods. Specific examples to illustrate the
role of decision rules and the way in which these rules incorporate concep-
tions of equity will be useful.

Police Oecision Rules

In Boston, Charlotte, N.C., Houston, Richmond, and Rochester, the
conceptions of equity employed in police departments to guide service dis-
tribution are demand, need, and equality.15 In Rochester, N.Y., for example,
patrol officers are assigned to districts on the basis of calls for service
(demand) and crime rates (need). However, each district also receives a
minimum number of patrol officers. This number exceeds the manpower level
some districts would qualify for if crime rates and calls for service alone
determined resource allocations. Therefore, need and demand are modified
by equality.

In all five cities, each district is assigned a minimum level of patrol
manpower based on territory and population. Beyond these minimum standards,
manpower assignments are determined by variation in calls for service and
variation in crime rates. Reported crime rates, rather than actual crime
rates, which can be determined with victimization surveys, are used in dis-
tributing patrol personnel. Since victimization rates often differ from
reported crime rates, the use of victimization data might produce a substan-
tially different patrol distribution pattern.

In assigning police investigators, decision rules also are used. In
Charlotte and Richmond, crime rates are given first priority and the severity
of the crime receives second priority in assigning investigators to districts.
The severity of the crime is given highest priority in New York City and
Rochester. In New York City, crime rates are considered second, and in
Rochester, a district's population is considered second. In Rochester,
each of the seven police districts in the city receives eight investigators.
In Boston, on the other hand, crimes of vice are given top priority, followed
by an estimate of the workload, which includes judgment about the amount of
time each investigation will take. In Fairfax County, Va., workload is con-
sidered first, followed by the severity of the crime and the prospects of
making an arrest. Crime rates are considered fourth (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Assignment of Investigators by Police Departments

Ranking by police administrators of factors that influence the
distribution of police investigators.

Population Crime Severity Arrest Balance Other
Rates of the Prospects Arrest

Crime Rates

Boston 4 3 (vice, workload)
1, z!

Charlotte 1 2

Fairfax County 4 2

New York City 2 1

Richmond 1 2

Rochester 2 1

.
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Response time is another important variable in evaluating police
services. In Boston, Charlotte, Houston, Richmond, and Rochester, response
times to calls for service are determined by the nature of the call. Reports
of serious incidents receive top priority. Police officials maintain that
an effort is made to achieve equal response time among districts. A burglary
report from a high income district will not receive a more rapid response
than a burglary report from a low-income district. In four of these cities,
response time data are neither gathered nor analyzed. Therefore, there is
no way to determine whether responsiveness to citizen requests for police
assistance is equally distributed among districts in these cities. The ex-
ception is Boston, where response time data are maintained by district for
different types of calls.

No effort is made in these cities to achieve equal arrest or clearance
rates (equality of results) or equal crime rates (equality of impacts) among
districts. In some of these cities, data on arrest and clearance rates are
not even maintained by district. Crime rate data are maintained by district,
and crime rates vary widely, of course, from district to district.

Library Decision Rules

The decision rules most often employed to guide the distribution of
library services incorporate demand, need, and equality. Different library
departments use different combinations of rules to distribute services. In
Oakland, Calif., and Houston, Texas, expenditures, staff personnel, and new
acquisitions were distributed to branch libraries on the basis of circulation
rates. The higher its circulation, the greater the share of available re-
sources a branch library received. Since residents of middle and upper-
income neighborhoods read more, branches located in these neighborhoods
received more resources.

The cities of Atlanta, Charlotte, Richmond, and Rochester, employ
similar rules to distribute new books and materials to branch libraries.
In each city, total circulation (demand) plays a major role in resource
distribution. Branch libraries with high circulation totals receive a
larger share of available resources. Branches located in poor neighbor-
hoods receive more resources than they would receive if circulation totals
alone were used to distribute books and materials. Need as equity (income
level) is used to temper demand as equity (circulation totals). In each
city, each branch library is provided with a minimum level of services.
High circulation branches qualify for additional shares of available re-
sources.

In Boston, Hartford, and Pittsburgh, a different set of decision rules
guide the distribution of library services. The library department in Pitts-
burgh relies upon equality and demand to distribute new books and materials.
In Pittsburgh, each branch rece,:ves  a minimum level of resources. Second,
use of services, programs, and facilities is an important factor in alloca-
ting resources over and beyond these minimum levels. This decision rule
emphasizes frequency of use of all library services rather than book circu-
lation. Consequently, the use rule employed in Pittsburgh differs from
the book circulation rules relied upon in Atlanta, Charlotte, Houston,
Oakland, Richmond, and Rochester.
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A somewhat different rule guides service distribution in Boston and
Hartford. Branch libraries are divided into two categories (large and small).
Large branches receive more resources than small facilities. idithin  each
category, resources are distributed on an equal basis to branches.

In none of these cities are surveys conducted to determine neighbor-
hood preferences for library services. Public meetings with neighborhood
groups are not held to ascertain citizen preferences. Instead, the pro-
fessional staff in each branch is relied upon to determine and respond to
neighborhood preferences for library services. Although branch librarians
in each city have considerable control over the choice of books and mater-
ials they wish to purchase, this authority is limited. In Pittsburgh, for
example, department heads in the central library administration (reference,
science/technology, art, music, "popular" materials) decide which books and
materials should be purchased for the entire system. Branch librarians are
limited to making selections from these purchases.

Cities use a variety of rules to determine the location of new branch
libraries. In Rochester, three rules are important. Priority is given to
a maximum distance rule. Libraries are located so that a significant number
of residents do not live further than an acceptable maximum distance from a
branch library. In Rochester, this acceptable distance is two and one-half
miles. A second rule used to determine the location of new branches relates
the size of existing branches to the density of neighborhoods. Standards
are used for the number of square feet of library space needed per 1,000
residents. If a neighborhood is deficient in branch library space based
on this density standard, then it is given extra consideration when the
location of a new branch is decided. A third factor that affects the loca-
tion of new branches is the availability of land. Sites that qualify on
the basis of the above criteria sometimes are not available.

In Richmond, the location of new branches is determined by the maximum
distance, size and density rules. However, the acceptable.maximum  distance
to the nearest library differs on the basis of the race and wealth of the
neighborhood. Because low income residents have limited mobility, libraries
are located so that residents of poor neighborhoods have to travel a shorter
distance to reach the nearest branch library.

In Charlotte, the maximum distance (two and one-half miles), size and
density rules are most important in determining library locations. In
addition, low income neighborhoods are given extra consideration in loca-
tional decisions, since it is felt that greater accessibility will increase
use on the part of low-income citizens. Although less important, circula-
tion levels and citizen requests are also considered. Neighborhoods that
heavily use available library services and neighborhoods that have been
particularly outspoken in seeking additional library service will be given
consideration when locational choices are made.

In Hartford, citizen requests are the most important factor in deter-
mining the location of new branches. A maximum distance rule is also
important. As in Charlotte, Houston, and Richmond, the branch library
service areas in Hartford are drawn so that residents of poor neighborhoods
have to travel a shorter distance to reach the nearest branch. Therefore,
locational decisions in Hartford are affected by three decision rules:
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citizen requests and complaints, maximum distance, and the income level
of neighborhoods.

Boston employs a single rule to guide locational choices. When funds
for the construction of a new branch become available, the facility will be
constructed on or near the site of the branch most in need of replacemen%
(based on age/deterioration). In the past, locational decisions in Pittsburgh
were based on a maximum distance rule (25,000 citizens within one mile of a
branch library). In addition, citizen requests were also considered. The
library department believes that the maximum distance rule has now been imple-
mented in all city neighborhoods. There have been no requests for additional
branch services in the last seven or eight years. In fact, the Library Board
is considering whether to closesme  existing facilities.

In Atlanta, a maximum distance rule is important. Neighborhoods with-
out a branch library are given consideration in locational decisions. The
distance rule is not uniformly applied in all neighborhoods. It is felt
that poor neighborhoods will not use library services. Limited resources
require, therefore, that consideration also be given to expectations about
use in locational choices. These two rules-maximum distance and projected
use-are important factors in deciding upon library sites.

In general, a maximum distance rule is most often employed to deter-
mine the location of new branch libraries. New branches are located in
Atlanta, Charlotte, Hartford, Houston, Richmond, and Rochester so that
residents do not live farther than an acceptable maximum distance from
a branch library. In Charlotte, Hartford, Houston, and Richmond, the
distance rule is not uniformly applied among neighborhoods. Since resi-
dents of poor neighborhoods have limited mobility, service areas for libra-
ries located in these neighborhoods are smaller than they are for branches
located in wealthier neighborhoods. Therefore, residents of poorer neigh-
borhoods have to travel a shorter distance to reach the nearest branch.

Park Decision Rules

Decision rules for park services tend to be less precise than for
some other services. Several rules seem to be balanced in ways that are
difficult to specify. The following are decision rules that could be bal-
anced in distributing expenditures for facilities and equipment to existing
neighborhood parks:

1. Expenditures for facilities and equipment are distributed in part
to meet recreational standards in the community. Suppose that the standard
is one basketball court per 500 people. Neighborhood parks that are defi-
cient on the basis of this standard will receive more expenditures than
parks that meet minimum standards.

2. Expenditures for facilities and equipment are distributed in part
to replace or repair deteriorated items.

3. Expenditures for facilities and equipment are distributed in part
based on user rates. Neighborhood parks that are used heavily tend to get
extra consideration.
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4. Neighborhood parks in low-income neighborhoods tend to receive
more expenditures for facilities and equipment, because residents in these
areas have a greater need for recreation services.

5. Park size is an important consideration. Large parks receive more
expenditures for facilities and equipment than smaller parks.

6. Requests and complaints from residents are considered in distri-
buting funds to neighborhood parks for facilities and equipment.

Each of these rules will have distributional consequences. Rule 1
(recreational standards) incorporates equality as equity. If this rule is
followed, each park will have the same number of facilities and amount of
equipment per X number of persons. Rules 2, 3, and 4 tend to incorporate
demand as equity. Rules 2 (replace or repair deteriorated equipment and
facilities) and 3 (user rates) distribute resources on the basis of use of
parks. Although replacement or repair of equipment and facilities may be
required because of vandalism, heavy use also may require that a dispropor-
tionate share of available funds be spent at some parks for these purposes.

Rule 4 (low-income) incorporates need as equity, while rule 5 provides
an equal distribution to parks of the same size. If large parks are equally
distributed among neighborhoods, some areas are not deprived by allocating
resources on the basis of park size. If large parks tend to be located in
some types of neighborhoods and not in others, however, resource distribu-
tion on the basis of size will result in an unequal distribution of expen-
ditures for facilities and equipment.

The decision rules used by parks departments to distribute expenditures
for facilities and equipment to neighborhood parks are ranked in Table 2.

The decision rules most often used to distribute expenditures for
facilities and equipment in these communities incorporate demand as equity.
In Boston and Fairfax County, Virginia, responding to citizen requests and
complaints is the most important rule used to distribute expenditures among
neighborhood parks. The citizen input rule is also important in Rochester
and Pittsburgh. The deteriorated facilities and equipment rule receives
top priority in Charlotte, Pittsburgh, and Rochester. This rule is also
ranked third or higher in Atlanta, Boston, Cleveland, and Richmond, while
user rates are ranked third or higher in Boston and Hartford.

Hartford and Richmond rely on rules that tend to emphasize equality.
In these cities, expenditures are distributed to neighborhood parks in order
to meet community standards for facilities and equipment. For example, if
the standard is X number of playgrounds or ballfields per X number of resi-
dents, parks that are deficient on the basis of this standard receive prior-
ity. The recreational standards rule also was ranked second in Charlotte
and third in Rochester. In Atlanta, funds were distributed equally to park
districts, decentralizing decision-making to that level. In Cleveland, a
certain amount of funds were set aside for each park before other factors
were considered.
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Table 2. Distributing Park Equipment and Facilities

A ranking by park administrators of the factors that influence the
distribution of expenditures to existing neighborhood parks for facilities
and equipment.

Low
Deficiencies Replace Users Each Income Size Equally Requests Other

1. 2, 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.

Atlanta 4

Boston

Charlotte 2

Cleveland

Fairfax County 5

-

Hartford 1

Pittsburgh 7

Richmond 1

Rochester 3 1 6

3 5

3 2

1

2 4

4

2 3

1 6

2

6

6

8 2

5 4

4

6 8

5 4

5

5

1 7 9

1
(pr0feSZiOni
judgments)

5 6

1
(equal tZ eat
legislative
district)

7
(stagln;!sess

3

3 6

2 7
(availabilit
of outside
funding)

Key: 1. Correct deficiencies from standards 2. Replace or
repair deteriorated items 3. User rates 4. Some for
each park 5. Low income 6. Park size 7. Equally to
park districts 8. Requests and complaints 9. Other
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None of these cities rely upon need as equity'as the most important
consideration in distributional decision-making. Parks in low-income
neighborhoods do not receive more expenditures for facilities and equip-
ment. Greater need for recreational services on the part of low-income
groups does not determine resource distribution.

Are some neighborhoods less likely than others to complain about and
make requests for recreational services?

In five communities- Charlotte, Cleveland, Fairfax, Pittsburgh, and
Richmond- parks administrators maintain that low-income individuals are
less likely to express their preferences about neighborhood parks. How-
ever, administrators in each city also maintain that citizen preferences
for recreational services are actively solicited through survey question-
naires and meetings with community groups.

Decision Rules for the Location of New Parks

Several decision rules could be used to influence the location of
new parks. Administrators seem to balance a number of these rules, using
a number of different combinations.

1. A maximum distance standard is one important factor in determining
new park locations. The objective is to have no residences more than some
specified distance from the nearest neighborhood park.

2. An acreage and density factor is used to decide the location of
new neighborhood parks. A standard of X acres per 1,000 residents is used.
Neighborhoods are ranked from most to least deficient in park acreage and
the most deficient neighborhood receives first priority.

3. Low-income neighborhoods are given priority because residents of
these neighborhoods have a greater need for public recreation.

4. Neighborhoods with high rates of use of existing parks are given
extra consideration.

5. Citizen requests are important in determining new neighborhood
park locations. If residents have been vocal in seeking a new park, their
neighborhood may be given favorable consideration even if the area has suf-
ficient park acreage based on other criteria.

6. Sparsely populated parts of the jurisdiction often are given prior-
ity when decisions about park location are made. This occurs because these
are often areas of future growth and land suitable for parks can be purchased
at more reasonable prices than elsewhere.

7. Geographic balance is important in proposing locations for new
neighborhood parks. The council, or board, that must approve development
of new parks may prefer that proposed new parks be distributed around the
jurisdiction, even to parts of the jurisdiction that are not deficient in
park acreage based on other criteria.
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8. The decision where to locate a new neighborhood park is often beyond
the control of the parks department. Parks often are located on land that
has been donated to the city. In other cases, land suitable for a public
park is not available in some parts of the jurisdiction.

The use that is made of these rules is surrunarized  in Table 3. The
most important rules for locating new parks in the communities studied are
the maximum distance, acreage and density, and citizen request rules. Citizen
requests are the most important factor in park location in Boston, Fairfax,
and Pittsburgh. Maximum distance ranks first in Atlanta, Charlotte, and
Rochester, and second in Richmond. The acreage and density rule ranks first
in Hartford and Richmond, and second in four other jurisdictions. The citizen
request rule is based on demand as equity. The maximum distance and acreage
and density rules incorporate equality as equity.

Availability of land suitable for the location of a new park is also
a consideration in several cities. The Director of Parks and Recreation in
Richmond noted that areas of highcbnsity which "need" parks often don't have
available space. Parks administrators in Charlotte mentioned that some sites
that qualify on the basis of criteria such as maximum distance and acreage
and density are not suitable because barriers (freeways, railroad tracks)
inhibit access. There is another factor that affects park location. Until
1969, 98 percent of parkland in Charlotte was donated to the city. Avail-
ability of donated land is a consideration in decisions about where to locate
new parks in six of the nine jurisdictions studied.

-
Low-income neighborhoods do not receive priority in decisions about

where to locate new parks. Need as equity plays no role in the distribu-
tional process in five of the nine jurisdictions. In Charlotte the low-
income rule ranks third, in Boston and Cleveland it ranks fourth, and in
Pittsburgh it ranks fifth.

Decision rules for park location differ from the rules followed to
decide upon the location of branch libraries. Several cities also rely
on the maximum distance rule to locate library branches. However, in
Charlotte, Hartford, Houston, and Richmond, the distance rule is not uni-
formly applied in all neighborhoods. The service areas for libraries lo-
cated in low-income neighborhoods are smaller than they are for branches
located in wealthier neighborhoods. Low-income citizens have to travel
a shorter distance to reach the nearest branch. For parks, the maximum
distance rule is uniformly applied among neighborhoods. Low-income resi-
dents do not receive extra consideration. Citizen requests play a more
important role in decisions about the location of new parks than they do
in decisionsabout the location of branch libraries.

Parks is an example of a service whose distribution may be substan-
tially influenced by the historical development of a comunity. In com-
munities where park land was rarely acquired by any method other than
private donations, public policy had little direct influence on park
distribution. Deprivations may occur for reasons other than overt public
policymaking consequences.
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Table 3. Locating New Neighborhood Parks

Atlanta

Boston

Charlotte

Cleveland

Fairfax
County

Hartford

Pittsburgh

Richmond

Rochester

A ranking by park administrators of the factors that influence
neighborhood park location decisions.

Distance Density Income Use Requests Sparsely Council Donated Other

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.

1

4

1 2 3

4

4 2

3 1

3 2 5

2 1

1 2

2 4 5 3

1 3 2

5 6 4

3 2 6 1 5

4, 5

1 5 3

2 6

6 1

3 5

3 4 5

Key: 1. Maximum distance standard 2. Acreage and density 3. Income
4. Use 5. Requests 6. Sparsely population parts 7. Council
prefers balance 8. Land donated 9. Other
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in crime rates and calls for service will have little effect on the
distribution of police manpower. However, crime rates and requests for
service do vary among districts and beats. If equality per capita is used
to deploy manpower, high crime areas will receive no more resources than
low crime districts. Consequently, patrolmen assigned to high crime areas
will have less time to engage in preventive patrol.

Demand as equity also has distributional consequences. Rule 3 requires
that manpower be assigned on the basis of total calls for service. Police
services are provided to areas that request them. The rule affects who gets
what because some areas make more requests for police assistance than others.
Although many calls are made to report a crime, some calls for police assis-
tance may have little to do with criminal behavior. Instead, these contacts
may deal with requests for information or minor traffic accidents.

Rule 4 (all calls are responded to) also has distributional consequences.
If all calls, both routine and priority, are responded to, a significant por-
tion of the patrol officer's time will be required to deal with a variety of
relatively minor requests for police assistance. Consequently, priority calls,
serious crimes, and the preventive patrol function will receive less attention
than they would if non-serious calls were ignored.

Rules 2 and 6 (total reported crime rates) will have consequences for
the distribution of manpower that differ from the rules discussed above.
Since some districts have more crime than others, these districts will
receive more manpower than they would under equality as equity. High crime
areas also may not be the same areas that generate a large number of calls
for assistance. Therefore, neighborhoods with a high level of total re-
ported crime may receive more manpower under need as equity (total crimes)
than they would under demand as equity (total calls).

An alternative set of decision rules could be:

1. Police manpower is partially assigned on the basis of total actual
crime rates (victimization rates).

2. Police manpower is partially assigned on the basis of a weighting
scheme. The number of serious personal and property crimes are considered
more important than the number of total crimes.

3. Assignment of investigators is influenced by the number of actual
serious personal and property crimes.

Rules 1, 2, 3 emphasize need as equity as opposed to equality, demand,
and need as equity in the first set of rules. The distributional conse-
quences of these rules differ from the effects of the first group of deci-
sion rules. Rule 1 assigns-police manpower on the basis of total actual
crimes determined with a victimization survey in which citizens are asked
if they have been crime victims. Districts and beats with a high level of
actual crimes are assigned more patrol officers and investigators. In
general, reported crime rates seriously underestimate the actual incidence
of criminal behavior. In addition, some individuals
cular) are less likely to report crimes than others.' t!

the young, in parti-
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2. Preferences for library services should be systematically and
periodically determined through sample surveys of residents and the types
of books, equipment, programs, materials, and activities provided in each
branch library should be responsive to the variation in neighborhood prefer-
ences.

3. Accessibility to library services should favor low-income neigh-
borhoods because these groups are less mobile, because use drops rapidly
with distance, and because patrons of libraries in ghetto areas are often
young children.

4. A major advertising and outreach campaign should be conducted in
minority and low-income neighborhoods in an effort to stimulate use of
library services.

Each of these rules will have consequences that differ from the out-
comes of the rules previously discussed. Rule 1 (equality per capita)
provides an equal distribution of resources regardless of differences in
circulation rates. Rule 2 (surveys of citizen preferences) and rule 4
(advertising and outreach campaigns) may lead to greater use of library
services by minorities and the poor. Rule 3 recognizes that low-income
groups have limited access to private library and other educational ser-
vices and facilities and that the public sector has a responsibility to
counteract the disparities in resources and opportunities produced by the
operation of the private sector.

Conclusion

Decision rules have distributional consequences.15 They affect who
gets what. Because decision rules tend to rely on technical-rational cri-
teria (crime rates, calls for service, user levels, professional standards,
circulation rates), generalists may not be aware of their operation.

Decision rules incorporate conceptions of equity. Some rely upon
equality, others upon need, and still others upon demand. Careful analy-
sis is needed to determine the conception of equity implied in the rule.
Geographic analysis is also required to determine the impact that a parti-
cular rule or set of rules has upon the distribution of services among
neighborhoods.

Some distributional issues can be addressed best by government gener-
alists. Generalists can best determine whether low-income neighborhoods
should receive extra consideration in distributional decision-making. Whether
user rates or citizen complaints should guide service distribution is a poli-
tical question and should properly be decided by elected officials and gener-
alist administrators. Distributional analysis on a geographic basis can
provide information about the impact that decision rules have on the pattern
of service distribution. Analysis is required to determine which rules re-
sult in a differential pattern of distribution. This information can be
used by generalists to evaluate the decision rules in operation, examine
their consequences, and make changes in them.
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