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Foreword 

Since the inception of the COPS Office in 1994, this agency has provided upwards of 
one billion dollars in grants to state and local police agencies for information tech­
nology development and enhancement. The primary vehicle for this funding has been 
the COPS MORE (Making Officer Redeployment Effective) grant program which has 
had a tremendous impact at the community level. By providing agencies with the 
tools needed to effectively perform their jobs, the COPS MORE grant program is meet­
ing the increasing demands placed on law enforcement as we enter the next century. 
The range of technology products funded cover a broad spectrum, from uniquely 
configured network enhancements at larger departments to simple off-the-shelf hard-
ware and software products in some of the nation's smaller agencies. However, the 
underlying goal of this effort has been a universal one–to advance the practice of 
community policing by creating a more effective police force and improving the flow 
of information among police, local government service providers, and the citizens 
they serve. 

In 1997, COPS launched the Information Systems Technology Enhancement Project 
(ISTEP), conducted by Abt Associates, Inc. The purpose of this project was to iden­
tify the basic principles of community policing as well as the added demands placed 
on departments transitioning to community policing. That information was then used 
to examine five police agencies that were successful in implementing and integrating 
the new technology. Each of those five case studies that follow contain valuable 
insights about the experience of law enforcement agencies involved: what worked, 
what didn't, and how to make the move toward updated technology a successful part 
of community policing. 

It is our hope that this product will prove to be a valuable asset, as law enforcement 
agencies nationwide continue to expand their technological capacities and look to 
maximize the application of technology to community policing. As the former 
Commissioner of the Baltimore City Police Department, I was able to oversee the 
transition to a more technologically advanced police force and witness the tremen­
dous benefits. Based on my experience, I would encourage all police managers to 
take advantage of the lessons learned at each of these departments studied and look 
to apply these lessons in your own internal strategic planning. 

Tom Frazier, Director

Office of Community Oriented Policing Services
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