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This report is the result of nearly three yearé\of discussion with

\
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i Those discussions resulted in identifying those areas wher%kagency data

I &
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INTRODUCTION
This report is the first in a series that examines selected
operational and cost data from the majbr component parts of the

criminal justice system; i.e., law enforcement, corrections and the

" courts (including prosecution). The focus is on agencies that operate.

at the localmlevel‘regardless of where the funds may come from to
opérate the agency. This first report deals with law enforcement.

Fifty~three agencles contributed data to support this anélysis of
law enforcemnt: operational and cost data. " Throughout the report the
datd are presented along the dimension of the populaéion size
of the jurisdiction belng served by thé“agencya Two population
categorles are used: under 100,000 population; and population of

100,000 or more. Of the fifty~three participating agencies, twenty~
nine (55%) serve populations éf less than 100;006“and“twenty;three
(45%) serve pbpulations of 100,000 or more.

Throughout the report reference is made to averages; i.e. thé*‘
aﬁer;ge rate of calls per 1,000 population. These averages thag are
presented were computed by summing the entries ffom each participatipé
agency and .then dividing ﬁhaé aum;by the number of agenciesg that were
able to provide tﬁe data. The analysis revolves around the experiences
of the agencies and 325 on the volume of uses that make up that
experience. \

To illustrate this point let -us take as an example the number of. -

calls for aervice,tﬁat.are citizen initiated. One agency ‘may have

) v . L :
10,000 calls with 90% of the calls being citizen initiated while

andthet agency may only have 1,000 calls with 80% beingycitizen

9

initiated. The way this report treats this information is to add the

two percentages (90%.+ 80% = 170%) and then to divide by the number of,
B o \
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agencles providing the data (2). So thé\average for calls that are
citizen initiated is 85% (170%/2). 1f one were to look at the |
individual calls, a quite differen; result would develop:\ By locking

‘ at the calls we would have 9,800 calls being citizen_initiated (90% of
ld,dOO‘= 9,000 plus>80% of 1,000 = 800) divided into a bése of 11,000
(the sum of the total number of calls from the two agencies. The

result would be 89% of the calls for service being citizen initiated

L

?l\

P2

(9,800/11,000). Again, because the analysis focuses on agency
-experience, the procedure for calculating the,figst average (35%) is
the method used throughout this report. p ﬁ(\\\\
| Included in this anziysis are data from Sheriff”s Depattmeats. As
those familiar with criminal justice are aware, the law enfqrcement'
responsibilities for Sheriff’s'D@partments ranges from none to sole
£;;%onsibility within the jurisdiction. 'When the Sheriff”s Department
constitutes less than 5% of the law enforcenint officers within the
county that it is serving, which is thg case with four of the Sheriff”s

*Vﬁ”ﬂepartments that are included in this report, a problem)arises. “The
’ Ps&slem relan§s to population sensitive statistics, for example, the
. \& \\ ) .

number of calls for service per 1,000 population. The base for

calculating such a rate would be the tétalwcounty population to which
these Sheriff”s Departments p:ovidg.only‘a small share of the service.
To address this problem, the report preéents the various population
sensitive statistics in;parenthesesgc When fhis occurs, the rate is not
included in the calculatiqn.of thé‘aVeréges that appear in the affected
data tables. | ,

Sheriff”s Departments Ehat. constitute a small share of the law

venfo:cémenn.efforﬁ within a county tend to provide Berviceé‘nop only to

the citizens of the county but also to the other law enforcement

i
S

agencles in the county. For example, the Sheriff”s Department is often
the locus of consolidated dispatching services. The Sheriff”s
Department may also provide specialized services, such as

investigation or criminal‘forensics, to the other law enforcement:
;éencies in the coqgt&. So while‘the analysis would have benefitted
from isolating the Shgtiff’s Department:s into a separate sub~group, the
numﬁer of Sheriff’s Departments reéponding‘to the present effort was
too small to permit us to do so.

In presenting the data’in the tables throughout this report,
letters\of the alphabet were‘sﬁbst}tuted for the names of the
pargicipéting agencies in iggntifying site specific data. This was
done in‘furtherance of a promise made by the project to the
participating agencies that they would rémain anonymous in the
presentation of anycéite specific data. This promise ﬁas made to
mitigate;any fears that the prospective participantéymay have had
about tﬁe way fhe data would be presented as well as doubts about how
the agency would come out ldoking; ,NO agency wants to be identified
as~the‘worst in this or that. 1In effect, the project recognized the
risk ‘taking that the pfosﬁéctive’participants had to consider in
getting involved 1n,the’effott and respdnded by offering them
anonyﬁityf .

In addition to providing a méasu:elof ﬁrotection to the
participating ageh?iea,‘aﬁogymity‘advances.the discuésion of what the

data reveal about law enforcement practices. In a first time effort

like this;, the emphasis should be on the data, not the individual

A
A

agéncies. Consequent1§, while anonymity crigps an "oben" examination,
it has some considerablé~édvantages going for it as well,

As can be‘seen in Taﬁie,l, the nvérage population served in the

-3 -



TABLE 1.

SQUARE
MILES IN

JURISDICTION POPULATION JURISDICTION

POPULATION

PROFfIE OF AGENCIES RESPONDING TO QUESTIONNAIRE

TIME TO

PER SQUARE COMPLETE

MILE  QUESTIONMAIR .

N A 8500 2.30 3696 4.00
B 2978 0.50 5956
c 3100 1.00 3100 .1.50
D 47000 27.00 1741 2.00
E 24000 4,40 5455 4.00
F° 42500 12.25 3469 16.00
G 11000 27.00 407 20,00
H 6600 6.00 1100
1 12000 10.20 1176 - '10.00
I 19000 110.00 173 3.00
K 12800 3.20 4000 9.00
L 4100 2,70 1519 2.00
M 18486 15.70 - 1177 7.00
N 5200 9.00 578 16.00
0 38000 6.50 ° 5846 1200
P 17000 4,50 3778
Q 37500 - 7.80 4808 1.50
R 17500 8.44 2073 22,00
S ( 8.00
T 42738 6.00 7123 60.00
u 3800~ 2.80 1357 3.50
v 45000 11.00 4091 10.00
W 12000 - - 3.00 4000 10.00
X 16000  21000.00 1 18.00
Y 24000 4800.00 5 110,00 °
z 65000 20.30 3202 3.00
AA 70000 15.40 4545 10.50
AB 55000 27.00 2037 9.00
AC 58000 4450 12689 - 24,00
AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES o
SERVING POP. - <10000G 25672 '933.87 3189° 11.60
AD 786741 86.00 9148 8.00
AE 664246 610.00 1089 3.00
AF 100000 6400 16667 4,00
AG 497700 111.00. 4484 23.50
AH 180000 22.00 8182 4,00
AL 385725 316.00 1221 ,
A3 297817 61.00 4882 10.00
AK 872600 1836.00 475 37.00
AL 440000 34.00 . 12941, 32.00
AM 636210 , 96.00 6627 ‘
AN 327000 . 58.00 5638
. A0 570000 196.00 2908 27.00
AP 409700 . 649.00 631 8.00
AQ 242900 37.00 6565 27.00
AR 453085 61.00 7428 46,00
AS 354265 86.00 4119 9.50
AT 103000 8.00 12875 .30,00
AU - (566179) (700.00) NoA. 16.00
LAV (4B4370) (343.00) NeAs 54,00
AW (273300) (522.00) NoAo 6.00
AX 474139 445,00 1065 ;
AY  (945141) NiA.
AZ 190000 . 22,00 8636
B - AAA 387716 7793,00 50 48,00
) AVERASE “FOR ' AGENCIES C _ PR
SERVING POP - >100000 418642 - 626.65 5782 21,50
AVEHAGE FOR - ALL ;
PARTICPATING AGENCIES 189409 805.86 “4269.45 15:30

0
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under 100;000 category is only 25,672 persons while the average
population for those agencies in the 100,000 or more category is
418,642:fgr§qns. Despite the vast differ;nce”in the average
population size, the reader is cautiéned against thinking of these
agencies as typical small and largé agencies. This caution stems from
the ﬁuch more narrow difference in the.average for the«pqpﬁléinn per
square mile found er these two groupings. The population density. for
thebjurisdictiohs of 100,000 or more populationsyis less than twice
that .of those jurisdictions ofyless than 100,000 (5,782 to 3,189
persons per square mile). This is éubstantially closer than the
twenty times diffgrence in average populaticn size.

Many of the agencies in the pOpuiatiqn category of less than
100,000 operate wit@in a suburban setting, not a rural ome. That is
the reason for their/fglatively high populatioqfdehsity. Because of

the nature of the environment in_which theycmust operate; their

~experience does not reflect what one would associate with the more

@

"normal” small size agency which is heavily;influencgd by agencies
opérating in rural settings. A e
On the other side of the coin, those agenci;s serving populations

‘ ' R : 5
of 100,000 or more do not all serve densely populated urban areas. A

numbet of the agencies in this category &re county based. In some

_instances, the agency serves a uhifiedwgovepnment; i.e., a combined

city and county governmental structure. Such a configuration tends“to
have a heavy urban flavor. However, there are other county based

iy

agencies that serve a mix of urban and suburban areas with some

7

eVigenping’é ﬁeavy tilc to;the suburban, environment:.

E) I3

Thé'présencé of suburban:énvironment§ inveach of the populationcﬁt

categorles, therefore, prevents us from making such characterizations
o = . N S .

- 0
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as urban and rural for these pqpulation categorieé. Knowledge of the
type of jurisdiction being servéd in terms of such categorical
designations as urban, suburban and rural categor?es is useful.
However, the small numbgrg?f participating agencies in the present
effort keeps us from emplo;iﬁgmggéh an approach.‘

The data presented in this report were drawn from a self-report
methodology; 1.e., agencies were asked t?¢complete a seventeen page

N
questionnaire on a number of operational and cost factors asgociated

“with their\f§nt1ne practices. The qverall avérage time for completing
the question;é;re was 15 hours. As can be seen Xh Table 1, the average
time for those agencies serving populations of 100,000 or more was
nearily twice that of those serving populations of less than 100,000
(21.5 hours versus 11 hours). This ié not: a surprising finding because
it is expected that those agencies serving the larger pOpulatiQn group
would be larger in size with more elaborate administrative structures
and larger workloads.

In examining the individual responses‘inSTable 1 for the time
taken to fill out the questiopn;ire, one is struck by the wide
variatlion among the agencies. The time ranges fr&ﬁ one~and~§4half
hours to sixty hours. This finding ﬁrompts us to pause and to consider
what could bring about such wide variation. While the validity of the

entry itself may be open to question (1), this time measure can reflect

either on.fthe effort put: forth by the agency or on the state of the

1. The questionnaire asked the person who was filling out the A
instrument to indicate the total time taken by him/her as well as all
others in the agency providing data for the effort. 1t 4s possible -
that the entries made for time to £ill out the questionnaire may
reflect only that of the principal contact and not everyone who was
involved in the effort.

i3

agency” s records. Bgsedgén ; review of the returns one can éurmise
that some agencles did not have the requested Iinformation readily
available and did not take the time to try to retrieve it through
sampling. In other words, the short response time translated into

Other agencies, however, must have had the

. 1ncomplete returnat
requested data alfgaay on hand because most of the questionmnaire was
complefied in a short period of time. Consequently, a short time for
£filling out f.he questionnaire does not automatically imply one that is
riddled with incomplete information. .

The data provided by the participating agencies was aggregate data

that: were drawn from a one yesi—z2farence period. While most of the

A

data reflectftﬁe 1982 calendar year, the questionnailre permitted
entries from some other reference period (a fiscal year, for example)
i1f the data were more readily available in that format. C(onsistency
-in time frame was sacrificed in the Interest of obtaining data. It
”should be noted, however, that most of the data provided was in the
context of the 1982 calendar year.

\\The principal purposs of this report 1s to demonstrate that
/é&éiniétrative and cost data can be collected through the cooperative

efforts of selected jurisdict;ons. Doubts have exlsted as to whether

~.or.not guch data were retri&vdble at all, especially in light of the

variation that exists within criminal Justice qu law enforcement. as to
organizational sﬁtucturea practice, procedure and definition of terus.
Thewvag}ation is Egal but the variation need not paralyze our efforts
to obtain more denailedﬁdata on agency operations.

o The data pteéented in this reéport would not findvacceptance if
they were subjected to tlassi;ally defined validity and reliability

o

criteria. The‘purposg of this report; however, was not to write about

n-7n
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clinical experiments but rather to describe how agencles operate based

~on their own accounts. The project' recognizes that there are
"problems” with the "representatiyeness““of the sample which was not
randomly selected and that‘theféyare problems with definitions and
consistency in the data provided by the agencies. Nevertheless, this
report enables us to describe aspects of law enforcement operations
that have not been touched upon before. This report enables agencies
to hold up a mirror, crude though ik may be, into which the agency'can
peer to compare and assess lts operatiénSﬂwith that of others.

This report documents that administrative data can be collected in
partnership with the law enforcment agency. It is hoped that in those
instances where an agency does not have certain data eiements that it
can at least see that the data are colleétable if it chooses to
chiect them. It is also hoped that the agencies participating in this
effort, as well as other agencies that may wish to participate in future
efforts, will acknowledge the shortcomings in the data and will work |
with future efforts to, address them.

Calls for service and dispatching is the first topic covered iﬁ
the report. That section‘focuses on how a major input for law
enforcement: éervices comes into the agency and how it is
administratively processed. The next topic covered in the report is
that of records wherein an examination is made to determine what they
reveal about the agency”s operations and the types of cases that-it
processes. The inVestiggﬁive function is thenfﬁnalyzed‘an6°th1§ is
the most difficult arealt;$get‘a handle.on. The report then closes
with a description of the agency”s resources; i.é{; 1ts budget: and

personnel. P
fi

A
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Chapter I: CALLS FOR SERVICE AND DISPATCHES

1.1l Calls For Service

This chapter examines the process by which a major input into law
enforcement. activity, calls for service, is handled by the agency,
especiallylin terms of dispatching a police officer(s) to the scene in
order’for him/her to take some form of official action. Before
undertaking this analysis it isﬁuseful to begin by describing what a

call for service and a dispatch are. There is a tendency, even in law

enforcement, to equate the two terms when in reality they represent two
quite different phenomena. Because neither term has a readily

identifiable definition (neither call for service nor dispatch appear

~In the Dictionary of Criminal Justice Data Terminology) we begin by

distilling the elements of a call for service and a dispatch from the
information obtained from the agencies participating through this
presant. effort.,
- The followlng sampling of definitions of "call for service” was
obtained from the questionnaires and it provides a flavor for the
variation among agencies in the use of the term: ' Ca
~ Any call into the department, e.g;‘for informa;igh, notification

of an abandoned car, need for escort, notification of a crime,
etc. : v '

1

Any call where a police officer is required to perform a service.

Any time an officer iskdispatched to perform a service or document.
a crime, traffic stops, any other activity generating a report.
~-Any requeat'for police service by a citizen or an foicer
initiated call. v 4 ‘

i
A communication to the police originating from a citizen, an alarm
system, a police officer, or other detector reporting the need for
on the scene polize assistance.

A8 the reader will readily note, tﬂﬁre is conaideraﬁle range in the

scope of activity covered %P these definitions among the participating

~0 =



e T T YT AN

Peskemy

jurisdictions. Rather than try to come up with a standardized

definition, letf us examine somé of the characteristics of calls for

service. . ; .

We begin by looking at the number of calls for service by
controlling for the population size of the jurisdiction being served.: -
This can be done by computing a rate, calls per 1,090 population. We
calculate this rate by dividing the number of calls coming into the
agency by the population of the jurisdiction and then multiplying that
quotient by 1,000. Thisffacilitates comparisons among the agencies
‘because it standardizes the data and so neutralizes differences that
are attributable ﬁo population size alone.

In examining calls for service in the context of the number of
calls per 1,000 population, one 1s struck by the wide range in rates
among t:he responding jurisdictions that is observed in Table 2. While
the average rate is 9535 calls per 1,000 population, this statistic
ranges” from ; high of 3,491 per 1,000 population to a low of 410 per
1,000 population. The gtandard deviation is quite large (640) which
When the rate, calls-.

indicates»a very loose fit around the average.

for service per 1,000 population, 1is examined along the dimension of

population size of the jurisdiction being gerved by the law enforcement

agency, small size jurisdictions (less than 100,000) exhibit pretty
much the same’ rate of calls per 1,000 population (982) as the large
size jurisdictions (populations of 100,000 or more) where the rate of
calls per 1,000 population is 922.

A

cbnsiderab 2 vari,ation exlsts. B C

Within both population categories,

The source of the calls for service is principally the public.
Better than three out: of four calls (77%) coming into a law enforcemenr.

Once again, the responding agencies

o

- agency are cirizen init:iat:ed. :

“ - : “

- 10 ~ ‘ L

N

o

TABLE 2
CALLS FOR SERVICE AND DISPATCHING

CALLS FOR PERCENT ) PERCENT PERCENT OF
NUMBEK OF  SERVICE  OF CALLS POLICY FUR . OF CALLS CALLS
. CALLS FOR PER 1000 CITLZEN SCREENING HANDLED BY RESULTING
JURLSDICTION POPULATIUN  SERVICE  PUPULATION  INITIATED  CALLS PHUNE = IN LISPATCH
A 8500 11272 1326 0.70 NO 0.00 0.88
B 2978 2971 998 0.75 YES v. 0.75
¢ 3100 1270 410 0.60 NO 0.00
D 47000 24668 525 u.87 YES V.08
] 24000 15811 659 0.98 NO 0.0U 0.95 .
¥ 42500 88630 2085 < NU 0.00 0.60
6 11000 38400 3491 V.95 NO 0.00 0.28
h . 6600 3440 582 0.75 NO 0.00 0.90
) 1 12000 9700 808 0.70 TES 0.10 0.98
J 1900v
K 12800 12000 938 0.85 YES 0.10 0.94
L 4100 5914 1442 0.30 YES 0,05 0.70
M 18486 8012 433 0.67 No 0.00 1.00
N 5200 3068 590 0.95 NO 0.00 1.00
v 38000 26195 689 0.75 YES 0.0 0.78
B 17000 14789 870 0.70 No 0.00 1.00
Q 37500 19870 530 0.75 NO 0.00 0.90
R 17500 18972 1084 0.58 No 0.00 1.00
s
T 42738 90011 2106 0.41 ES 0.03 0.80
v 3800 U.80 No 0.00
v 45000 19602 436 0:85 YES 0,15 0.85
W 12000 9500 792 0.95 N0 0.00 0.99
X 600 -
Y 20000 v
z 65000  © 43395 668 0.76 YES 0.10 1.00
AA 70000 35112 502 0.95 Nu 0.00 0.12
Al 55000 .87 NO 0,00
AC 58000 36403 628 0.70 NO 0.00 - L.00
AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES i
SERVING POP.  <1U0U0U 25672 23452 9u2 0.76 0.03 0,83
AD 746741 1522140 1935 1.00 YES 0.02 0,55
AY 664246 302475 455 0495 YE§ 0.09 0.95
AF 100000 9000y Y00 0.65 YES 0,66
A 497700 602060 1210 0.67 YES 0.04 0,67
Al 1606000 83000° 461 0.65 YES 0.05 0.64
AL 385725 1641620 ¥ 1663 YES . 0,19
Al 297817 308984 1037 0454 YES 0.25 0454
A 872600 452852 519 1.0 1ES 0411 .89
AL 440000 325516 740 .82 YES 0.15 0499
AM 636210
AN 327000 217162 664 470 YES 0,05 0.95
A0 . 570000 418370 734 0.81 YEY 0.05 0.90
AP 409700 250125 611 0.96 YES 0.05 1,00
Ay 242900 556900 1469 0.78 YES 0.03 0.78
AR 453085 917288 2025 YES 0.98
A5 354205 288804 B15 YES 0.08 0.80
. AT 103000 78323 760 0.82 YES 0.06 0.94
AU (566179) 0.90
AV (484370) (12202) . Neas 0.9 YES 0.04 + 0490
A (273300) (Lyol1) ieAs V.64 NO TNV W1 1)
AV 474139 ., 252637 533 . 0.9 YES 0.04 0.96
AY  (945141)
’ AZ 190000 80223 422 0.92 YES 0.14 0,84
‘ AM 8rne” 217763 562 0.86 YES 0,07 0.79
AVEKAGE FOR - AGENCIES o ‘
5{1 SERVING PUP 2100000 418642 369799 922«  0.82 0.07 0.81
!\\/ Y B
AVEKAGE FOR  ALL T
PAKTICPATING AGENCIES 169409 18918 - 955 0,77 - 0.05 0.80
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officer 1s dispatched to perform a service. Indeed, many of the
indicate considerable range in the percent of calls that are citizen ¢ P ’

. initiated. The percehr of calls attributed to citizens range from a ‘ s definitions imply that the call results in an officer being sent to the

' e; €L call whefe a police officer is required to perform a
low of 30% to a high of 100%. Unlike the rate of calls per 1,000 scene; €.g. any ¢ P q P

de, "What ha e;s to those calls (citizen or officer initiated)
population, however, the standard deviation for percent of calls that seriice 4 . PP ( ‘

are citizen initiared is 0.16. While this indicates a;righter fit § that do not result in an officer being diépatched? Are such calls

n 7, imnted? This 18 a gray area ﬁhagjwould have to be examined more
around the average than that which would be found with calls per 1,000 counte gray

‘ L o losely in future-efforts.
population, the standard deviation, nonetheless, underscores the ¢ y

\ o - In addition to the fact that not all calls require the sending of
variability among the responding law enforcement: agencies with regard '

a patrol officer(s) to the scene, there is also the possibility of the

adf

to the proportion of calls attributable to citizens. )
‘ . matter being taken care of over the telephone. Calls can be screened

- While the vast majority of calls for service are citizen

: to determine whether a report can be taken over the phone or in person
initiated, there are a number of communications to a law enforcement

with the caller coming to the law enforcement agency. Overall, 29 of
agency that are officer initiated. Many of the definitions provided by

i ’ the agencies responding indicate that they do screen calls in this
the participating agencies formally acknowledge those communications in £ P & y

: ~ y er. Consequently, one ouvi of every 20 calls (5%) are handled in
their definition of a call for service. The fact that only two of the mana qu s = y ) -

, : ) . ¥ this fashion.
law enforcement agencles responding to the questionnaire indicaped. ) _ i

‘ L
: Lo ’;’ ‘ﬁ This use of call screening varies between those agencies serving
that the proportion of calls for service attributable to citizens was Y & .

v I3 )
’ e yopulat-ions of less than 100,000 and those serving populations of
100%, demonstrates that police initiated activity contributes to the Ry i ‘ ‘ popu 4\ n ’ . g pop

' \ : ';s (- 00 006 or more. Of those agencies serving populations of less than
calls for service count. On the average, nearly one~fourth (23%) of i . _ 200, V BERGHER & prp

‘ o S . 100,000 only one~third (31%) have programs to screen calls so as to
the calls for service are attributable to police officers themselves. 5& ’ y (31%) prog

B

‘ X handle them short of dispatch; i.e. over the phone or having the caller
These calls may range from the officer notifying the agency that s/he a P ? P 8

- : g ' ‘ come, .0 the department. Consequently, an average of only three percent
has observed a crime and 1s requesting permission to be taken out of ” P ‘ 4 ’

of the calls for service are handled in this fashion By these agencles.

With agencies serving populations of 100,000 or more, all but one of

. , |

service to respond to the incident, to the more mundane request of being i

taken out of service for a éoffee or lunch breaks I
14

the agencles have programs for screening calls to see 1f they can be

Routine administrative calls made by patrol officers as well as
e ‘ o handled short of a dispatch. Of those agencies able to provide the

calls from citizens involving such matters as informarional requests -
‘ N

!
!
_ s ‘ ' data (18 of 24), it was found that seven percent of the calls for:
do not require that an officer be sent to the scene. Yet a‘nqmbe; of ‘ ? ata ( )s . p

‘ ; ) o q o ; , L e - " service are handled in this wmanner.
“police agencles define a call for service as those instances where an - S §

7 B =13 -

; ; o ~ 12 -
{
3 . .
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Overall eight out of ten calls for service result in an officer
béing dispatched to the scene to handle the matter being reported to
the,lawneﬁforcegént agency. A standard deviation of .23 reveals
the variationdghat can exist in this measure among the responding
agencies. Beyond the variation among all of the agencies, there also
exists a noticeable difference between those agencies se}ving small
populations versus those serving the larger populations. The(percent
of calls resulting in a dispatch for agencies serving populations of

less than 100,000 is 82% as opposed to the 77%Z found for those agencles

’ serving populations of 100,000 or more. This difference in

dispatching; however, disappears when one remembers the call screening
practices of the agencies serving the larger population group (7% to
the 3% of the small populations grouping of less than_ 100,000),

A call for service, therefore, is usually citizen initiated and
usually, but not always, results in sending an officer to the scene
where assistance is being requested. Understanding what is doming in as
a call for service enables us to understand the output generated by the
law enforcement agency, namelylthat 14%Z of the time no official agen;y ’3{
action is taken in response to a call for service; 1.e.aﬂpn officer is
not dispatched nor is a report taken over the phone., In éddition, in
those instances where an offic}al action is taken, six percent of the
time,ghe matter is handled‘over\thé télephonefand the other 94% of the
time an officer is sent to the scene; i.e. a dispatch. Chart A
summarizes this flow of incoming calls to the digpatching of a police
officer to the scene.

This 1;ck of consistency in defining calls for service as ;ell as

Lhe lack of consistency in counting calls for service uakes it a
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Chart A i
Work Flow of Calls for Service. to Dispatch of Law Enforcement Officer to the Scene E
' ‘ !
|
i
;
| OUTPUT B B
‘ ; . ! , J
i , Police Officer f
4 © , Sent. to -Scene ;
b INPUTS . PROCESS : OUTPUT A
[ Cails Attributable ; [ Action
i to Citizens , b __Taken
g - o f ;
i , 77% T : . 86% g
| . "
5 ! {
} Information 1s ;
} received and agenc ,
v makes decision on (; 5
what to do O
x s A F:
(Z Eo ,,
v’ g i
Calls Attributable | / No Action
to Police Officers fo Taken
:! "
23% " 14%
i
it
I :
i “f - Percentages in chart are estimates generated from law enforcement agencles participating in Statistical
! Series Project. : )
\ \ ‘ T
' i g o
- ) > LY
] . . i ,' o a ) . : m“;:;”i 1 N
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measure of limited utility. Calls for service can be used in comPuting‘ , basis for'aqgust%ng the dispatch~figyres from those departments where
measures dealing with the source and sifting of the calls for service. a cover Cars are counted in the total dispatch count.so that they can be
Such measures givé‘us descriptive 1nf;;magion on a major‘input on the | | comparable to those agenciles where the cover cars are not counted (2).'
Aemand for law enforcement service;- How;ver; calls fér service do not | : Despite these variations in codntingt dispatching provides a sound
“}robide a‘very sound basis for computing workload or perfo%mance ! ) basis for examining workload and performance measures for law
' measures. Dispatches provide a more sound basis for such mégzures ) enforfement agencies. Amgng such measures are:

. . o .
because dispatches are more consistently defined and counted than calls ,® Number of dispatches per 1,000 population

for service as well as the fact that they‘repEESent a formal response i ® Proportion of dispatches ianlving cover cars
¢ 1 '“\Q\\c\ | : ) / ® Proportion of dispatches that are "Priority"
Lo a reques or service. .\ﬁ ) o - ‘ ‘ &
, 3\ o o . o ’ , n ~ Response time to "Priority Dispatches”
, . 5 ) : ) - . ~ Time spent at the scene for "Priority Dispatches"
1.2 Dispatc ‘ . , .
Dispatéhing is the act of sending an officer(s) to a specific ol As with calls for service, the;e is a me;hod of standardizing
& t

locati r‘ take official action on a sitvation brought to the dispatches so that a basis of comparison exists among agencies of
ocation to ta A at. "

) . R ‘ different sizes: This ¢an bemdone by dividi the number‘of dispatches
attention of the law enforcement agency; e.g. traffic accldent, medical ’ g - o ' 4 e ’ , P o
emergency, hazardous condition (hole in the étree;), crime incident;, ‘ ‘ ﬂ ?y the jurisdiction’s population and then multiplying by 1§000. ”This
| ‘ 2 ' | : © | N ields the dispatches per 1,000 population. The average number of
etc. While there is general consistency in the use of term, there is 4 i{w y | } P p‘ ’ P P | ‘g’
' ril 1 ﬁ i§ ' . dispatches per 1,000 population for those agencies participating in the
an aspect assoclated with dispatching that is not necessarily P “Al | ] o ‘ : . s
\ ° ‘ , oo % statistical series project is 715. The large standard deviation (355)
consistent; i.e. how dispatches are counted. ) ﬁV | i : L ; .
dhat ié}the counting rule? Does an agency count the number of .EJ Wzl : ! along with the range whgre the low is 60 and the high 1§ 1,841
: C , : i§ underscores the variability among the respondents.
officers (or units) sent to the scene of the incident or:does it count: , - 3 , ) | “Y ng Gp
" (1] ' . 1 - 9 w’ 2 ? ) ) o
the number of incidents? There 1s no "“correct” answer but we do know . e . . « 2. For example, an agency may report that it had. 10,000
. L , , . : dispatches in the year and that it counts cover cars in this number.
from the survey::gturgs that most law enforcemegt agencles use ;he , Because the questionnaire asked how frequently cover cars were sent, we
number of incidents as the éounting rule, not the mumber of officers ‘ have a basis for making an adjuatmencqgg‘the‘assumption that al} of the
~ r 7 ' ;éb instances in which cover cars were sent only one additional car was
! IR L ) ! g ) R involved. This may not be the perfect solution to the problem but it
(or units) sent to the scene. Furthiermore, while some qukhe agencles ‘ begins to make such an agency”s dispatch count more comparable with the
: i e . _ o ; : bulk of the respondents. Continuing our example, the agency may ,
indicate that their dispatch count.is a mix; l.e., somelimes eacy o ) report that 20%°of all dispatches involve a cover car. The following
: : ] ' "correction" would be made: T
~ additional police unit sent (cover car) is counted, and sometimes it L : o o . € {,é : o e “ L
' : Q s L S : } ( S -Total Dispatéhe; ~ «(Total dispatches x Cover Car Rat.e)=Ad justed Dsptch.
isn”t, by and large the agency eitherﬁta;lies the exttﬁyuniﬁgs?JOr it . ; : ’ ‘ v ¢ 10,000 minus (10,000 x .,20) o © 8,000
does not. This consistency in counting within a department provides a : N é BRI ‘ . . ;
: R a D ’ , W ) )
“ ~ 16 o : S 5 o ' |




; With‘regayd to the differential experience of those agencles
serving large‘and small population groups, We observe a sizeable
difference. Those agencies serving populations of less than 100,000
have 790 dispatches per 1,000 éopulation as opposed to those agencies'
serving populations of 100,000 or more whose rate 18 620 dispatches per
1,000 population. Dispatches per 1,000 populetion for smaller
jurisdictions is twenty-seven percent (27%) higher than that foued for
larger jurisdictious.'

The disparity in dispatch rates between fhese groups of agencies
takeé on a different COmplexion when oné examines dispatches from
another perspective; L.e. the aumber of patrol units available to
respond to calls foﬁ servioe.‘ An estimate on the number‘of pa%rol
units available ean be ootaioed by multiplying the ﬁotalystaffing
component of a law enforcemenﬁ agency by the pércentage of staff
assigoed to patrol énd then dividing that product by the staffing ratio
of the patrol car (all of Lhese factors wﬁll be discussed in more
detail later in this report) When this calculation 1is done for those
agencies from which the requisite data are avamlable we observe that
the number of diepatuhes per available peprol unit 15 486 1n a year gor"
agencles serving pepulations of less than 100,200 while the dispatches
per available unit is 537 in a year for agencies serving po?ularions of
100,000 -or more. This finding ts primarily attribured to the

difference in nhe patrol car:- aLaffing rario evidenced by the rwo typesg

,o

' of jurisdicrions._ The value of a measure 1ike thia 1199 in its abiliry

to call: attention to fhe difference between a. @eneral workload meaauce

RN

':(dispatchea per 1 000 population) and the workload per avaiiable

& -

resdurce unit i.p. the patrol car., ek

N

The number of dispatches per 1,000 population as well asxthe e
number of dispatehes per available unit in a year are quantitative
measures that sheds light on how a law enforcement agency elects
to respond to calls for service as much as it reflects tﬁe citizen”s
perception of what a law egforcement agency 1s expected to do. For
example, a call requesting police action on an "abandoned car" may
recelve a response (perhaps even a quick response) in some
jutiadictions,‘whileiin other jurisdictions an agency response would be
deferred or the citizen would be referred to another government: agency,
€.8. the Department. of Transportation or the Department of Sanitation.
There 18 no standard response across law enforcement agencies in terms
of th they handle the vast majority of calls for service that come
into the agency. In addition, the likelihood of such a call
("abandoned car") coming int¢ the law enforcement agency to begin wioh
is probably higher in ageocies serving oesically single family homes
where people have a pretty good idea of which cara>oelong on the bloek
as opposed to densely settled areas where such }amiliariny is less
likely to exist. The nomber of dispatchea per71,050 population and the
number of dispatches per available unit, therefore, are relaf:ive

measures of workloao that reflect expectariona For gervices to be

\performed as well as the actual delivery of such services.:

Another aspect of the dispatch workload as mentioned earlier is
the number of dispatches in which more than one car was. sent to the

scene (3). In the aggregate, three out of ten dispatches (31%) involve

3.. In discussing this topic of "cover cars,” the analysis deals
only with those sitqationa whére the agency”s records indicate thaf:
more than one car was dispatched to the scene. It 1s not unusual for a
patrol car to respond . to an incident when the officer heara ‘the
dispatcher eending another unit to the sgcene,

i

<
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more than one patrol unit, but once again conslderable variation exists

among the responding agencies as evidenced by the standard deviation of

+18. While there is some difference between the large and small
agericles in the aggregate (35% versus 29%), the differénce is modest
especially when one considers the difference in the staffing ratio per
car between ihe two types of jurisdictions. The staffing ratio for
agenﬁies serving populations of less tha@ 100,000 1s 1.02 officers per
patrol car while the staffing ratio for égencies serving populations of

100,000 or more is 1.25 officers per car. One would tend to think that

“cover cars would be more prevalent where the-staffing ratio was low,

especially among those agencies serving populations of 100,000 or more,
However, when a Pearson”s r was computed for the relationship betweenvﬁ)

incidence of cover cars and the staffing ratio of the patrol car among

the larger jurisdictions, no relationship was found (Péﬁrson’s r = ~,14).

1.3 Priority Calls -

Ty

There are various types of dispatches. These depeﬁdyon the naturé
of the call so that the response may be anything from an immediate -
response (red lights and siren) to & one or two hour delayed reaponsé.
Consequently, nearly all law enfgrcemént ;gencies have some type of’
classification scheme forﬁpriorini;ing cails for service.‘ Indeed some ,;
‘of these classification schemes can be rather detail;d.‘ To minimize;
the difficulty of tgying‘ﬁd‘compare classification sbhemes among the
rgspgndiﬁé agencies, the‘questionnaire inquired abouﬁ ﬁhoae calls for
service that’would demand~thé agency?a,quickest response. Theseféalls

were designated, ”Highest'Priority Calls.” The‘questionnéire sought

information on the{pGMber of;@uch calls as well ad information on the
time spent in responding to and handling such calls.

-
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To provide a flavor for how the highest pfiority call is conceived
of among law enforcement agencies a selection of definitions from the
responding agencies is provided below. Priority calls for service were

defined as:

¢ Incidents involving personal injury, potential injury or felony in
progress;

e Crimes in progress or just occurred, and medical emergencies;

e In progress crimes, order maintenance and disturbance calls that
s, could lead to violence, medical emergencles;

e Life threatening situations; and,
o Life threatening felony in progress.
Clearly, while in progress crimes and medical emergencies constitute
the major criter%a in determining what is a priority call, the
responding agencies evidence considerable range in how broadly these
E criteria can be interpreted.

The broadness in scope in terms of how "prioxriry call" is
operationally defiped is underséored by the range in the proportion of
dispatches that 1nvo}ve priority calls. The proportion of dispatches

; involving priority calls for service ranges among the responding
agencles from a low of 3% to a high of 56% with the avéfage belng 16%.
The standard deviation for this variable 1s .14, When priority calls
khare‘examined by\the populatibn slze of the jurisdiction being served,
one obsg:yes a higher incidence of priority calls for those agencies
serving populations of 100,000 or more. (19Z) than nhat‘fodﬁé~for
ﬁagencies-serving populations of less than 100,000 (142).

Because of the nbn~un1£orm1ty among the agencles as to what
Eonstituces‘a priprity call, the data are not méésuring similar
circumgtances. However, these data do inform one about; law
enforcement.”s ad;inistratiﬁe reponse to a portion of its dispatch

- 21 -
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workload. Priority calls also provide a basis for examining one aspect
of an agency”s performance. That aspect.of performance is how quicklyr
the agency is able to respond to its'OWn!;elf~defined\emergency.

In examining response, the analysis will look at three time
components: response time; time at the scene; and, the total time .
spent on the priority call. The category "response tim;" includes the
time taken in obtaining Iinformation from the caller as well as the time
it takes the patrol unit to arrive at tﬁe scene after it is dispatched.

In examining response time by size of population served by the law
enforcement agency we observe some striking differences in Table 3. On
one hand, law enforcement agencles servicing poéulations of under
100,000 indicate that they are able to respond twice as quickly as
those agencies servicing populations of 100,000 or more (three minutes
versus six minutes). On the other hand, departments serving
populations of0100,000\or more spend 40% more time at the scene than
those who serve populations of lesgs than 100,000 (28 minufes versus

>

20 minutes). o

Examining response time by population per'éduare mile in the
police jurisdiction reveals no strong relationship when examined in
the context of all of the responding agencies. However, when a
Peé:son’s r correlation coefficient 1s computed for those agencies
serving:pOPulacions of 100,000 or more the r comes out =~.56 between
reaponse~n1me (dispatch to arrival on scene) and population per sdﬁare
mile; i.e. the highé? tﬁé population per square mile, the slower the
redponse time. It appears that the higher~popu1ation pez square mile

would tend to create such condirions as more nraffiéqandemore.

intersections which would inhibit officers from stepping on the gas all
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TABLE 3

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF DISPATCHES

# PRCPORTION
NUMBER OF oF RESPONSE TIME FOR
; { DISPATCHES DISPATCHES PRIORITY CALLS
TOTAL DISPATCHES INVOLVING INVOLVING . ;
. NUMBER OF  PER 1000 MORE THAN PRIORITY  RESPONSE TIME TOTAL TIME  POPULATION  PRESENCE
JURISDICTION DISPATCHES POEULATION ONE CAR  CALLS TIME AT SCENE FOR PRIORITY PER SQ MILE OF 911/CAD
A 9897 1164 0.37 0.15 1.10 N.A. N.A. 3696
B 2228 748 0.25 0.16 1.66 15,00 16.66 5956 911
c ‘ N 2.00 10.00 12.00 3100 911
D 0.50 3.25 N.A. NeAs 1741 1281
E 15020 626 0.05 4,50 18.00 22,50 5455 911
F 53178 1251 0.40 0.01 2.17 15,00 17.17 3469 911
G 10800 982 0.50 0.07 3.7 20.G0 23.17 407
H 3456 524 0.20 0.13 3.00 10.00 13.00 1100
1 9500 792 0.60 0.08 5.50 15.00 20.50 1176
J 7361 387 0.04 2.60 12.00 14.60 173 911
K 11284 882 0.20 0.04 2,30 59,20 61,50 4000 91},
‘L 4150 1012 0.40 0.56 1.33 9.50 10.83 1519 CAD
1 M 8012 433 0.23 0.44 2.83 19.50 22,33 1177
: N 3068 590 0.30 0.12 1.20 30,00 31.20 578 911
g 0 20330 535 0.41 0,02 4,05 23,26 27.31 5846 91
‘ P 14789 870 0.05 0,03 2.18 35.00 37.18 3778 911,
Q 17883 477 0.10 0.11 3.25 12.00 15.25 4408 911
A R 18972 1084 0.13 0.08 3.20 17.55 20.75 2073 CAD/911
& ] 0.25 3.50 45,00 48,50
: y T 71798 1680 0.18 0.14 2.94 7.63 10.57 7123 911
f & v 2100 553 0,01 2.12 11413 13.25 1357 911
! 4 v 17536 390 0.70 0.27 2,75 20,00 22,75 4091 CAD/911
! ; W 5 9400 783 0.35 0.16 1.58 15,00 16.58 4000°  CAD
: ) X , < (L)
b Y 0.10 ° €5) 911
! ! 2z 43395 668 0.25 8.00 20.00 28.00 3202
i - AA 4200 60 0.80 6.00 20.00 26.00 4545
: - AB 101256 1841 0.06 3.00 30.00 33.00 2037 CAD
AC. - 36403 628 ¢.10 0401 2.00 12,00 14.00 12889 CAD/911
AVERAGE FOR )
AGENCIES SER 20667 790 0.29 0.14 3.01 20,07 " 23014 3367
POP <100000
AD 833077 1059 0.19 0.18 6.12 25.00 3L.12 9148
" AE ‘287170 432 0.50 0.17 7.00 22,00 29.00. 1089 CAD/911
AF 59000 590" 0,32 NeAs NoA. 25,00 16129 CAD/911
AG 401500 807 0,23 0.30 7.45 23.45 30.90 4471 911
AH 53050 295 0.20 0.03° 2417 NeA. N+Ao 8182 CAD/911
AL 121621 315 10.74 13.64 24.38 1221 -
AJ 168298 565 0.09 0,29 6.00 24,00 30.00 4923
AR 400951 459 0440 0.06 4,90 67410 72,00 475 CAD/911L
AL 323842 736 C.35 4.50 45,00 49,50 12828 CAD/91)
A 6641«
AN . 206805 632 0.50 0.19 2475 25.00 27.75 5938 CAD/9L L
A0 317116 662 0.46 0.33 7.05 27.05 34,10 2907 CAD
AP 250125 611 0.54 9414 51,00 60.14 631 CAD
i . AQ 278382 1046 o 045 6,15 32.93 39,08 6637
AR 344863 761 ,, 5.00 NoAe N.A, 7383 911
AS. 229686 648 0.21 ) 8.00 22,00 30,00 4119
AT 74407 722 0,61 0.10 6.33 10.10 16.43 12875 911
w . AU
AV o (LN763) - (24) 0.29 0431 6.00 12.50 18.50 (1412)
i AW (19611) 7(72) 0.30 0.08 8,32 54,17 62,49 " (525)
: N AX 252637 533 1065
! Az % 7706 356 0.16 0.34 5.00 35.00 40.00 8536  CAD
¢ . AAA 172392 445 0.42 0:14 5.00 16.18 21,18 50 CAD
e AVERAGE FOR . , - .
AGENCIES SER - 258033 =620 0.35 0.19 6.19 28,12 35,64 5767
" POF 2100000 ; , ,
- .AVERAGE .
FOR ALL ‘ ' : ‘ :
AGENCIES 125550 0.3) 4432 23,44 28,38

+
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of the way. So this felationship between response time and population

per square mile is somewhat understandable.

1.4 911 and C&") Systems

Does eléctténic téchnology affect law enforcement”s response to
calls for service? The answer would appear to be yes based on an
analysis of the data along the dimensjon of the presence or”abgence of
a 911 Emergéncy Number System or a Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD)
system.

To begin with let ué‘fi;st'discuss the prevalence of 911‘§nd CAD
among the agencies participating fm the statistical ‘series pfoject.
Table 4 presents the information on Fhese systems by the size of the
population being served by the law e&forcement agency; As Table 4
jllustrates, 911 is more prevalent than CAD. A 911 system 1s present
i;u one out of every'ﬁwo agencies (49%) while CApS is:present 1nx§hree“

out; of every ten (30%). Of those agencles lndicating that they have

911, all but one indicated Ethat they either had one or both of the

enhanced features that are available for 911 (automatic locator or
aumber indicator) or is used in coujunctio; with a CADS. As discusee& ﬁ
here, thefgfore, 911 goes beyond th; mere presence of a‘phoné number ’

that is" easy to call to include system aspgp;s that. also provide |

information on the call (the phone number or the address of ché ’ R

caller). o0 '

it should be noted that among the participating agencies in the 4k
statistical series project, a number of agencies serving populations

under 100,000 operate in counties in which there is 4 county wide 911-

©

system. A sizeable number of theséyéesponding agenéieq?aze“
concentréte& within two such countles: Dade County, Flori%a.and

Hennepin‘COunty; M1nnésota;"Coneéﬁdéhtly, thé%fihding that 9LL 1s
- 24 e “

<

Table 4

Percent Distribution of Agencies Having 911 or Computer Aided
Dispatch (CAD) by Size of Population Served

Yo

Does Agency Have System?

Total
: Yes No
911 Agencies .

Serving Popu- 59% 417% 1007%
lations of (17) (12) (29)
< 100,000 ‘

9 .
Agenciles
1 Serving Popu- 38% 62% 100%
lations of (9) (15) (24)
100,000 or more ‘ .
1
N 49% 51% 100%
£ Total (26) (27) (50)
CAD Agencieé

Serving Popu-— 21% 79% 1.00%
lations of (6) (23) (29)
< 100,000 : ‘

C )
b
~ Agencles
A | Serving Popu-~ 42% 58% 100%
‘ lations of (10) (14) (24)
100,000 or more :
p | | )
: - 304 - 70% 100%
Total (1@) (37) {33)
[
~ 25~ :

.
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: “ more while the difference is one minute, 52 seconds versus three
present in 6 out of 10 (59%) agencies serving populations under 100,000 o .

. ‘ ’ minutes, 22 seconds for those agencies serving populations.of less than
versus 38% of those agenciles serving populatioms of 100,000 or more is

100,000). The overall response time for priority calls, therefore, is

gy e et 5 -

prob;bly not reflective of the general condition in law enforcement.
, . i nearly fifty percenc quicker for those agencles with 911 systems than
The distribution on the presence and absence of CAD, on the other hand,
N :
is probably more reflectve of general law enforcement experience in S

those without. -

/ ) The other aspect of time involving priority calls is the amount of
thdat such systems are much more likely to be found with larger , o

7 time spent at the scene to address the situation. While agencies.
departments. -

serving populations with less than 100,000 population and without S11
Do 911 and CAD make a difference? With regard to eliciting a

show more tlme spent at the scene than their. sister agencies with 911

faster response time to priority calls the answer is yes. Time is a

(23 minutes, 40 seconds versus 19 minutes, 50 seconds), the opposite
major consideration to law enforcement agencies in responding to '

holds for those agencies serving populations of 100,000 or more. There
emergencies. In looking at time in the context of dispatching, two

the time spent at the scene 1s 36 minutes, 30 seconds for those

e i

distinct processes occir. First is the time involved in obtaining the

: ( ' ‘ ncles with 911 as opposed to 27 minutes, 42 seconds for those
- information from the caller regarding loLation and nature of «the agencie PP ! ~ o

I N ]
. ithout 911.
emergency.. This accounts for approximately one~third of the total time v “

In analyzi these time components along the ﬁimension of the
involved in responding to a priority call (one minute, 30 geconds out: analyzing P g

T resence or absence of a CAD:-system, we were limited to looking at the
of four minutes, 24 seconds). ‘The remaining time is tied up between J,J y « : P y ! ‘

-l .
o , | : experience of those departments that service populations of 100,000 or
the moment the patrol officer is dispatched to the scenc and his/her 0oL ; P ‘ P pop ’

. ! \ |

fi ¢ : more. IE should be noted that six out of the ten agencies in this
arrival there. . w
[

' ‘ : t tegory that had a 911 system also had a CAD s srem.
In both aspects agencies with 911 systems evidence faster response population catego y oy y

{ Conse tly, a good deal of overlap exists in the distribution of
times}' Those agencies with 911 use nearly one minute less than those & ons quen Y» 8 p

cases in this analysis and that just described for 91k. The findings,

o

agencies without 911 in taking the information from the caller and

- therefore, are not substantially different from those found with 911;

relaying it to the dispatch section (one minute, 34 seconds vexrsus two hierefore, are n ! L ’

) | i.e. faster response times for<taking the call as well as the’ patrol
‘ O

minutes, 30 seconds for thosg agencies serving populacioné of_lCQ,OOO ‘
’ officer”s getting to ‘the scene along with longer average times spent at

or more and 32 seconds versus one minute, 20 seconds for'agencies

. ' =5 he scene.
serving populations of less than 100,000). In addition, those agencies G ¢ the acene .

% : , ° ) ‘The impact of a 911 system on calls for service coming into the -
with 9X0: systems evidence a faster time for dispatch to arrival at the : P , - . P 3\ ¥ e

g

v

law enforcement agency varies’ with the size of the population being

ooy

scene than those without 911 systems (three minutes, 15 seconds\versua

e ) ) 5 .. v i : ; ! ; ? N o N 7
four minutes, 31 seconds for agencies serving populations of 100,000 or % ? ‘ | . e N ~ 27 ~

=D

~ 26 ~ | o
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N
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served. Those agencles serving populations;offless tﬁeh 100,000 which
have 911 systems evidence a higher rate of calls per 1,008 population
than those without 911 (1,020 per 1,000 versus 795 per 1 000) These
agenciles, hoyevet, show minor differences with regard to .the proportion
of callépfor sefvice attributable to c%tiiensq(75% versus 742) and
dispatch rates (88% and 84%).

An examination of agencies serving pOpulationsﬁof 100,000 or more
reveals a eelationship contrary to that found with the smaller agenciles
regarding the impact of a 911 system. Agencies with 9il systems
averaged fewer calls for service than those without (846 per 1,000
versus l,lZZ per 1,000). 1In addition, those without 911 systemé had a
higher proportion of calls for service attributable to citizens than
those with 911 (B4% versus 78%). On the otherAhand, the dispatch rate
for those agencles with 911 was higher than that found- for agencies
withouﬁ %1% (76% veréus~7l%). These are confounding -findings which
deserve more attention inlfuture efforts but which, unfortunateiy,
cannot be addressed he;e.

With regard to the presence or absence of a CAD system the
analysis was 1im1ted to those agencienfbeeving populationg of 100 000
or more. Thevmos;:dramacig, and, to acce:tain extent, expected,:
finding was the much higher dispatch rate for those agencies with CAD
systems than tﬁose without"its. The dispagcﬁ rate f;rkaéencies with.a

CAD pyscem is one~and~a~half times greater than that for-agenciles

without CAD (86% versus 56%).

o

o “
: /// o s . .
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1.5 .Patrol Car Characteristics

A lav enforcement agency”s response to calls for service is

handled by‘its;patrol division. The patrol division of a law enforce~

<

ment agency consumes a considerable amount of its resources. A measure

of the agency”s commitment to patrol (4) iS‘refledEed in the”proportion
of tgtal personnel assigned to the parrol division. Based on the
returns of the agencies participating in the staristical series, better
than half of the agency’s personne1#(54%) works in the patrol division.
While patrol officers do not spend all of their time responding to
calls for service, 4 major portion of their time is dedicated to that
task. Indeed, what the patrol division within an agency does has been

subject to considerable discussion since the Police Foundation

published its report, The Kansas City Patrol Experiment: A Technical

Report, (1974). Wirhout getting into the various proposals fer patrol,
it is useful to examiﬁe; how patrol is organized; how patrol officers
spend their time; and whet some of its cost components are.

Law enforcement agencies deploy most of their patrol force through
beats. A éetrol beet is classically thought of as providing
twenty-~four hour coverage, seven days a week, fifty~two weeks in the
year, to a clearly defined geographical area. This is the full coverage

bear. Not all beats are necessarily full coverage beats. Some beats

~4. Each responding agency was aaked to provide its organization
chart with staffing numbers. Based on a review of those charts, the .
distribution of staff among patrol, investigation, and other was com—
puted. For patrol, in addition to those units designated patrol, we
counted the traffic division (but not traffic investigators) and spe-
clalized units, such as crime prevention and family crisis, that are
assigned to the precinct or station house. Such units were not counted
1f operated out of central headquarters. In addition, persons assigned
to-dispatch, personnel, the. jail/lock~up, and animal: confrol ‘were not
counted as patrol.

R
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may vary based on the time of day and/or the day of the We:ek.. Table 5 * _ o | | ; . ;
‘ nepn ¥ P = i ' ’ ' TABLE 6 _— i ‘
presents a grid of possible beat: configurations wherein the "X _ - | ‘ P | SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF PATROL CARS
4 5 2 g T . P . . ;
; : A
~ . ept of the full coverage * . : : ;
designates the full coverage beaf.. This concep . s AVERAGE ~ AVERAGE  AVERAGE BEAT MILES = AVERAGE  AVERAGE . .
i ieﬁ i ‘ NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF TRAVELLED CAR LIFE = CYLINDER ~
: ng how law enforcement. agencles.Vv S R o MILES TRAV DAYS IN SHIFTS I ONE EXPECTANCY SIZE OF
beat is important for understanding - ‘ : JURISDICTION  PER YEAR  SERVICE  PER DAY  YEAR IN YEARS POLICE CAR
he d ' patrol operations’ N A 129000 330 2.50 38491 2,00 -~  8.00
nderstanding what the data on pa B 20000 300 3.00 24333 2.00 8.00
patrol as well as for unders & 3 .c 47000 . 350 2.00 73521 4.00 - 8.00
e . . A D 48000 330 2.00 79636 2.50 8.00 °
P ey T ; S E 50000 300 2,50 73000 “1.10 7.71
and cost xepresent. 5 F 12644 33 - 3.00 13616 2.50 8.00
‘ G 20000 208 1.01  ° 104246 5.00 8.00
G re : ‘ : H 30000 350 1.20 78214 3.00 8.00
‘ " Table 5 . o I 44407 > 350 3.00 . 46310 2.30 8.00
— J 43000 . N2 . 3.00 50304 2.50 8.00
Illustration of Possible Beat Configurations : X 30000 345 00 31739 2200 800
" ; L 31442 300 3.00 38254 4.00
p & M 60000 365 2.00 90000 1.40 8.00
Y ‘ Ly N 15000 w312 12,00 26322 3.00 ‘
. : Five Days per Week | Seven Days per Week : 0 15625 208 1.00 82257 © 4.00 8.00
§ . , Coverage . .} : : P 15047 315 =} 3.00 17435 3.50
, : Coverage . 0 Q 38500 350 260 46327 2.00 £.00
; - R 40140 ° . 307 2.00 71585 1.80 6.00
- s 8327 1.00 8.00 8.00
o : ; o T 37700 334 3.00 41199. 1.00 8.00 .
8 Hours per Day , v , i v 32500 365 3.00 32500 2.00
Coverage : ' : \ - v 10880 . 365 1.00 32640 3.50 8.00
overag \ Wy W 30000 300 250 43800 4.00 8.00.
X 14296 240 1.00 65225 3.00 8.00
Y 30000 324 3.00 33796 5.00 Sy
. ' " z 48046 '310 2.55 66553 1.75 8.00
16 Hours per Day AA 16000 264 1.00 66364 400" 8.00
verage AB 59862 365 3.00. . . 59862 7400 8.00
Cav BE . ; AC 320000 286 o . . 3.00 40839 4450 5.07
—— » i , s AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES ' TR -
24 Hours per Day ‘ S SERVING POE' <100000 31359 “ 315 2,27 524642 2.94 7.78 %
; ' - . ’ X S : B iv K % = ! 1«’
Coverage b S iy ? \ : o AD 19000 365 3.00 19000 3.50 16400 i
, . : )‘g SRR AE © 43541 320 3,00 /49664 1.80 . 6.00 P
: N . 3 } o AP 30000 348 3.00 / 31466 3.00 8.00 ,g
, ~ ; . . t. . E. i A 45650 340 3.00 49007 1.50 8400,
The "X" indicates the cell that represents the full coverage bea A ¥l . P 19000 - - 226 2.00 46029 3.00 - 8.00 i
o , o : ' - Jigd ¥ AT 200005) S5 100 63478 3.00 8.00 !
’ ‘ . i i AJ 430009~ 325 ° . 3.00 48292 2.00 7.76 ) i
: . , I j ; A 30000 . 329 _3.00 33283 2.00 8.00 ?
R SRR ; S o ! . AL 18000 > 325 1.00 60646 3.50 8.00 j
, : : t patrol , ‘ : : ' A¥ 33619 364 ©3,00 33711 . - 3.00 8.00 ~
’ The manner in, which law enforcement. agencies’ conduct p » , ‘ : o AN 43000 310 3,00 50629 200 8.00
N Tled b ' ' ' o A0 232486 329 = 3.00 25790 3.50 742
. d to be patroiled by AP 28548 . 335 2.00; 46657 3.50 8.00
Qrevolves around the patrol car. While beats use pal AQ 25186 s 300 615
e Con ‘ o AR 19646 335 2.00 32108 3.00 7.79
, tryi to reintroduce some ‘ ' AS . 50000 320 3.00 - 57031 2.00 7.29
S faot and even rhough some agenciea are ying , LN : ¢ . AT 26000 261 2.00 54540 3.00 7.73
. ) ' AU 35000 365 2,00 52500 2,00 o
’ = isdictions, the car is the integral AV 100000 365 3.00 100000 0.75 6.00-
measure of foot patrol to their jur or e AW 48096 220 13,00 79796 2.50 8,00
; o ) - , 5 : i 240 1.00 . 3,60 7.62 :
; : {.0ns . e e ¥ o ‘ SR : : , . AY : 304 3,00 1.00 800
. part of patrol operation | SR ‘ : . | : , I s Az 35000 ) 3100 = 3.00 7.08
8 7 - ¢ short , ) ‘ : , L A 33000 . 348 - 2.00 51918 2.00 8.00
: ) Q ‘ ' The \average parrol car- tocem.ves conside able use,_ during i 5 : e . i
: T L) o S ‘ ; AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES : ,
; teen hours er’ ‘ SERVING POP 3100000 . 34933 319 250 49277 2.55 7:51
L life, ag caii'be seen 1n Table 6.‘ It 13 in operation ﬂiﬂe e P . . , : - M
f one da ; ‘ AVERAGE. FOR. ALL o S . : '
day (2. 37 shifts) for 321 days in rhe year (the equivalent ° Yol . PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 32901 317 2,37 51123 2.76 7.65
o : B e R - iti.tiii'tﬁt'&ﬁtﬂ(&*iii*tﬁ*ttﬁ*ititihi.ttﬂki*itt**itt*uﬁtttﬁi*i*i**tti*t*ﬁiﬁt*ﬁ**tttiittt*tti**tt :
les er ‘ : : , e o
¥ off per week). The average parrol car logs nearly 33, 000 “‘1 P 3 : O o : .
I - o ' - 30 - ‘ ’ ’
+ ‘ K o v .
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year and has a life expectancy of two~and~three-quarter years. These
statistics do not vary substantially when one examines those agencies
serving populations of less than 100,000 persons versus those serving
popuiatioﬁs 6f 100,000 .or more.

With the ameunt of use tﬁat the average patrol car recelves, it is
not surprising to observe that mzny of the law enforcement: agencies use
eigﬁt cylinder cars. So;e of "the agencles (mostly those serving
populations of 100,000 or more)‘evideeee a mixed fleet ef eight and six
cyl%nder cars, with enly fou; of the respondents.indicating a majo;

commitment tc a downslze car Esix cylinder).

The use of the average patrol car is not the equivalent of éﬁe
. T om—— ]
: it

vehicle usage involved in a full coverage beat. There is the need to.

upgrade the eﬁerage number of miles travelled by a patrol car by
multipliers that refleet 24 hour coveragé“(three shifts a day) for 365
days in the year. SuchLadjustments are.neeessery in order to obtain

comparable dara between those agencies that assign cars to speeific'

=\,
oY

officers for a single shift a day, five days a week and thuse agencles
that have no such individual car assignment and basically(gperate the

cars 24 hours a day. Table 6 reflects these adjustments under the

celuﬁn, “Beat Miles Travelled in One Year."

The impact of these:adjustments on the average number of miles
travelled per car ie rather substantial. On -the whole; beat miles

represent a 55% enhancement of the average car miles (51,123 versus

«

32,901). This enhancement is much larger (67%)‘for those agencies serv-

"

ing pOpularione of lesa than 100,000 than that: found for those a&encies'

serving populations of -100, 000 or more (41%)&“ Because of the grearer

impact of these adjustments on the smaller agencies, one now observes

k=l

the bear miles for the smaller abenciea to be slightly higher (6/) Lhan

(AN
& Y

~ 32 ~

PR

RN

> /

| months).

that found for the larger agencies (52,442 versus 49,277).

In e;amining beat miles by the populatiop per square mile, a
Peargson”s r correlation coefficient of .63 wae coemputed. This measure
indicates that 40% of the variation in beae miles among agencies could
be explaired by the jurisdiction”s population density. Mere detailed
analysis along the dimension of the population size of the jefisdiction
being served (under 100,000 versus 100,000 or more) revealed that the
relationship is~ﬁore true of those agencies\serving populations of less
than 100,000 (r = .65) rather than those agencies serving populations
of 100,000 or more (r = .41).

This is a confounding finding in that one ‘would expectia negative,
not a. positive ielationship. The Pearson”s r indicates that the more
densely pOpulated an- rea}is the more. beat miles travelled in a year.
However, tntuition indicaéeu ‘that more beat miles would ee ‘required to
cover more sgersely populated a?eas.v Consequently, this i{s an area

that would merit closer scrutiny in future efforts.

1.6 Patrol Duties

Granted that officers log a lot of miles in"patrolling their beats
but what are they doing when they log those miles? Unfortunately, data
such as these are difficult to obtain because it involvee the officers”

recording how rhey spend their time in a format that facilitetes

‘aggregation by function over a eubetantial period of time (one to two

Howevet, two of the participating jurisdicriona’(Las Vegas
and Denvet) did undertake such an analysis of how patrol officers spend
Ny e
their time.
The Denver study found rhac 34% of Whe parrol officer 8 time was

devoted to handling calls for service. The onher two~thirds of his/her

ool 33 l\T i ) 0



o
G

time was spent on discretionmary police iniriated activity (door checks,

car stops,;etc),‘adyinistrativé matters (mail rums, car maintenance,

roliicall),Aand time “free for patrol” (5). The Las Vegas analysis

was based on information tabulated from its computer alded dis?atch
system. The Las Vegas data indicated that one~third (32%) of a pat;ol
officer’s time was spent on calls for service and officer initiated
activity and the remaining time was spent on administrative matters and
"free for‘patrol." Both Denver and Las Vegas réportéd substantial time
allotted to “free for patrol" (Denver ~ 42%, Las Vegas ~ 35X) (6).

“ Clearly,‘calis for service that result'inKé dispatcﬂ‘are a major
work generator %or‘the‘patrol division. To’a certain extent this
workload can be regulated through mechansisms like call screening which
was discussed earlier. Nevertheless, the call for service resulting in
a dispatch will remain the keystone for patrol operations in the
forse%able future. The issues that arise around patrol deal with such
topfgi as: | o

oxWhat is a good mix for officer initiated activity (proactive

policing) versus the handling of calls for service resulting in
a dispatch (reactive policing)? )

Y

5. It should be noted that meal and coffee breaks were not ,

included in tabulating how time was spent ~~ thgt amount. of. time (45

minutes per shift) was subtracted out.

6. A similar study on how the patrol officer spends-his/hermtimeJ'
was published in 1974 by the (then) National Institute of Law
gnforcement and Criminal Justice (now the National Institute of
Justice). The publicatfon was a prescriptive package on Improving
Police Productivity, Volume I - Routine Patral. On page tiwee qf that
publication it indicpted that, based on\itg&gﬁ@}zsis, patrol officers
spent: 23% of theirifime on calls for service, 23 \vatheir'timeron
administrative time (including lunch), l4%“o§ th?;;“time on officer
initiated activity, and 40% of their time on gggyilable for patrol.” -
The finding on available for patrol is very comparable to the Denver
finding (40% versus 43%) but differences do exist among the other
activity categories which are partially attributable to counting rules;
i.e, how lunch and coffee breaks were handled. - . ' * Ly

u
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e How does an agency solve the problem of balancing workload with~
out: jeopardizing a fast response time for emergency calls?

e How much direction should an agency prdvide the patrol officer
when s/he is one "free for patrol” (directed versus non—directed
patrol)? ;

These 1qsues are qualitative and wili reflect a number of
cdnsideratioﬁk\ég;ﬁ as community expectations and administrative
preferences within the law enforcement agency. However, the
quantitative data presented here provide a context in which such issues
can be considered. In addition to the operational characteriéﬁics of
the car itself, there are matters of staffing and costs that can ‘He

examined here.

1.7 Patrol Car Costs

The'patrol car is just a means of transportation for the law

enforcement officer. The critical component of the car is its
staffing. While two berson patrol cars were once falrly common in many
law enforcement agencies, they are now more the exception than the rule
d;spite fhe recurring television programs showlng twe officers to a
“car. As can be seen in Table 7, The overall staffing ratio for the
"patrol car from the participating agencles is 1.15 officers per car
(7). There is a substantial difference in the staffing ratio between
juriadictious based on their population size. Agencies serving
populationé of leas than 100,000 have a staffing ratio of 1.92 of £icers
per car;fi.e.ﬂvirtually every car has only one officer. Agencies -
”ﬁerving“pépulations of 100,000 or more show a much higher ratio of 1.25
;fficera pex car whick téanslates ingo: one two~officer car for every

o

three one~officer cars. These agencles serving fthe larger pophlaniOns,

7. This ratio was arrived at by taking the total number of

:officers sent our in a day and dividing by the total number of cars

sent. out in the same day.
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it should be noted, evidence considerable range in their staffing
TABLE 7 o : o .
BEAT COSTS AND STAFFING PATERNS OF PATROL CARS ¥ ratios with the low being 1.00 to a high of 1.70 officers per car.
" The staffing ratio of a patrol car can be an emotional issue for
ANNUAL ANNUAL ~ TOTAL : i
PERSONNEL ~ CAR COSTS ANNUAL  PERCENT OF STAFFING ’ atrol off
COSTS TO  TO COVER COSTS TO BEAT COSTS PATTERN FOR  AVERAGE. patrol officers in terms of their perception of safety. While statis-
. COVER A 24 A 24 HOUR COVER A 24ATTRIBUTABLE POLICE ANNUAL PAT AVERAGE ) £1 ) -
JURISDICTION HOUR BEAT BEAT HOUR BEAT TO THE CAR PATROL CAR OFF SALARY FRINGE RATE = cs were not coll £ .
A 117913 12702 130615 0.10 1.00 23592 0.19 ected to reflect in what circumstances ftwo~officer
B 102480 11193 113673 0.10 1.00 20000 ¢ 0,22 cars i _
c 9558 1.00 18000 were used, conversations with ‘
D 132299 100 24803 0.27 oo respondents indicate that they are
E 24820 1.00 21737 ‘
F 131871 4220 136091 0.03 1.09 23419 0.23 used for the more troublesome neighborhoods a
p 66697 10425 1122 0.14 1.00 11940 . 0.33 _ ; 8 cods and at night. Beyond the
i 71527 19554 91081 0.21 1.00 14808 0,15 ' g g .
1 st P 115008 o 150 22080 oy ; individual officer”s concern, however, the staffing ratio has a drama—
3 12073 : 1.00 18000 . - '
K 1.00 21387 ‘ 5
L , 100 15000 : tic affect on the law enforcement response within a community. The
M 18000 1.00 24885 .
N 1.00 21000 s . .
o 15629 1.00 22500 imple mathematics V\Of‘ a high Stﬂffi!lg ratlic can be described in two
P : 1.00 19333 : L
Q 132048 , 1.00 24000 0,31 basic scenario ,
R 140080 20046 160124 0.13 1.00 26897 0,24 & lnvolving similarly situated agencies. One scenario
s \ \ 1.00 12000- ; .
T 97499 17304 114803 N 0.5 1.00 19841 0,17 would have the agenc -
v i25012 | 100 24804 030 gency with the high staffing ratio maintaining the same
v 115500 14021 129521 0.11 1.00 22000 0.25
W 131040 1.20 20000 0.30 ¢ size patrol division as an a ency with
X 66259 17234 83493 0.21 1.00 12325 0.28 . gency the low staffing ratio. The
Y
z 224063 13710 231773 0.06 1.17 27468 0.66 \ agency with the high staffing ratio would : »
AA 98634 29562 128196 0.23 1.00 18939 0.24 ’ 8 have to compensate for the
AB 98002 8019 © 106021 0.08 1.00 17949 0.30 ,
AC 187531 | 1.10 23039 08 ! ?‘\ fewer units available for patrol by having fewer beats with larger
AVEHAGE FOR AGENCIES ' o G
SERVING POP <100000 117557 15006 125241 0.13 1.02 20420 20,28 R 4 ’ geographical areas to be covered. On the other hand, if the agency
. } o ! N .
: AD 145760 9310 155070 0.06 1.46 7oL . 0.39 S 3 LS with , ‘ .
AE 115873 14899 130772 0.11 1.00 19848 0.39 . . L ‘{ the high staffing ratio wanted to match its sister agency in the
AF 189567 8240 197807 0.04 1.50 25500 0.18 ,; S ber oE
AC 208134 16946 225080 0.08 1.33 27000 0,38 ). B number of beat - : .
AH 140070 : 1.00 23000 0.45 [)n o ). ats, it would then have to assign more personnel to the
: AL 118385 21390 139775 0.15 1.00 19850 0.42 iR patrol division i
.\ A 110177 17828 128005 0.14 1.18 17366 0428 . oy tro vislon in order t :
AX 169194 15626 204820 0.08 1.50 23834 0.30 H & 0 accomplish this. The staffing ratio for
AL 200261 34751 235012 0.15 1.46 22838 0.43  © : , ‘ :
Ay 26000. . 0,56 patrol cars stands not only to affect the size and deployment of h
AN 213791 20758 234549 .0y 1.50 27148 0.25 piloyment of the
A0 158615 7927 166542 0.05 1.70 20891 0.25 : «
AP 119069 14653 133722 0.11 1.26 - 18145 0.26 patrol division, but it is also a major cost factor .
TR SN o | ) rhen it sosts pex
AR X A .08 .3 194 .2 ) . .
AS | 251553 18089 269642 - 0,07 1,58 24939 0.52 °  Patrol car are computed. Personnel and fringe costs constitute 89% of
AT 143413 ) : 1.00 23962 0,43
AU 68L6L - 1.00 14400 0413 ¢ ‘
AV 92355 18501 110856 0417 1.00 15165 0.45 R A he costs associated with providing a full coverage beat. As Table 7
AN 111544 13182 124725 0.11. 1,00 19600 0.36 o ‘ d ‘ : o
AX ‘ . ispl : '
A 110797 1.00 21822 0.21 | Plays, the average cost of a full coverage beat (8) is $152,825 with
AZ 234303 1.55 26271 0,37 ° . , : , ' ~ Oy
AL 174985 16970 . 191955 0.09  1.20 27555 . 0.26 ‘ ) Py
‘. AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES “ N 8. “The full coverage beat involves multipliers that not only !
SERVING POP 3100000 153401 16312 175237 > 0410 1.25 21804 0.35 : i‘ing»car'rcost:s up to reflect full year usage for 24 hours a day, but
| -also multipliers for bringing personnel and' fringe costs (fringe rate
AVERAGE FOR ALL ; . - ‘ times salary) was multiplied by 4.2 (the number of people reguired fe
PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 137271 15621 152825 0.11 1.12 2106 0,32 ) ; provide 24 hour coverage every day in the veas ' [Peop--¢ reguired fo .
FRREAARRRRRRANARBARAARSARRNAANASAAREANAARAAREARANARREANANEARRAARRARARRAASARANRRAARARRARARAARRAARARARA KRR RN RAR further enh dbb y y in ihe year). This total was
. . ’ ¥ o N " . -h anced by mul':j.plying by the staffing ratio for the car. . f«?
] N )
W ' Y] i
E A i
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$137,000 being ‘spent on personnel and fringe costs and only $15,600 : ; gas and oil; maintenance; and capital costs (10). To facilitate the

being spent on the car itself (9). These costs vary substantially among comparison of these costs, they are expressed as costs per mile and they

the agencies responding to the questionnaire. The differences are , appear in Table 8. The total opérating cosﬁ per mile for the vehicle, as
attributable to three factors: reporteq by the resﬁonding agenciés, is 32 cents. Maintenance incurs only
e Salary .of patrol officers; . 24% of the total costs whilé gas and oil costs (352), capiéal costs (32%)
e Patrol officer fringe rates; and, are fairly even 1n their cost contribution. With'regard to maintenance
. Staffiﬁg ratio. ‘ , : and capital costs, a Pearson 8 r was computed to derermine whether any
On all three factors, agencles serving populations of less than ) i ’ relationship existed between the ftwo. Nome (r = .05) was found.
100,000 evidence substantial differences from agenciles serving " Each of the vehicle'cost components display considerable variation
populations of 100,000 or mbre.. The smaller agencles reveal salaries ) among the responding jurisdictions as evidenced by standard deviations
; that are 7% lower ($20,420 versus $21,804), fringe rates that are 25% | ' , - of .05 for each of the component costs and .1l for the total car costs
; lover (28% versus 35%), and a staffing ratio that is 23% lower (1.02 " ‘ per mile. With regard CO‘the costs experienced by agencies serving
versus L. 25), which all contribute to a 40% lower cost for a full - ! populations of less than 100,000 versus those with populations of
coverage beat than that. found for the larger agencies ($125,241 versus e : i 100,000 or more, one observes sizeable differences in gas and oil costs

T i

$175,237). Even with these lower costs, agencles serving populations as well as maintenance cOdis. Agenciles serving pOpulations of 100,000

of less than 100,000 still exhibit a small share of the costs being ‘ %« or more have higher gas and oil costs (14 cents versus 11 cents per
, y

\ N i g\; »‘-'
attributable to the vehicle itself (13%). This share- of the costs , i ~q mile\ and higher maintenance costs (ll centa versus 6 cents per mile). ,

&

assoclated with the vehicle, hoﬁever, 15°30% higher than that found for 'd& The capiral costs are comparable between the two types of agenciles (11

pt agencies serving populations of 100,000 or more where the vehicle ‘share ‘ g- ! cents and 10 cents per mile)
of the costs is only 10%. ‘ ‘! . : ,  Before leaving the topic of patrol vehicle costs, we would like to
With regard to vehicle costs, there are three major components: 1 ' | discuss the auxillary epuipment usually associated with the car. There

are three major pleces of equipment that are.added onto the patrol ve~

; | J—— : . ‘ , hicle. They are the radio, light bar, and the siren (l1l). These items
B + 9., The reader yill note ‘that the personnel and fringe costs along ; )
‘with the equipmenréﬂbsrs do not add.up. This is the result of the S

average costs being computed with different size N“s. All of the \ 1Q. Capital costs were computed by taking the average purchase
. agencies were not able to provide the requisite data for computing : v price of a new car minus the average resale value (if any) and then ‘
i costs. Some provided data that enable us to compute some costs and not ) dividing by the average number of lifetlme miles. §
others. <Consequently, cosf.s are shown wherever they can be computed ; o :
and factored into the average costs within each appropriate category. } 11. The light bar and siren may be a single unir. In those i
. o , o n _ . . ) instances where it is, rhe combined light bar/siren cost, 1s tabulated
P . o » under light bar. ’ ‘ A
© d ‘ : ; i‘ o B N A ) ’ T ' ' ¥s ]
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TABLE 8

PER MILE COSIS OF PATROL CARS

. F

B

# TOTAL CAR
COSTS: PER
COST OF , ,
; OIL GAS AND  COST OF CAR CAPITAL MILE [W/0
: LUBE MAINTENANCE COST PER PERSON: AUX
‘ JURISDICTION PER MILE , PER gng gxgg zquxvngug;
“ 0.0 . . .
4 0.12 0.10 0.24 0.46
c 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.13
D 0.13 0.08 -
E 0.16 0.05 0.13 0.34.
F 0.06 0.04 0.21 0.31
G 0.07 0.0L 0.02 0.10
H 0.12 0.04 .09 0.25
’ I 0.12 0.06 6.08 0.26
J 0.12 0.07 0.05 0.24
K g 0.14
L 0.0% 0.06
M 0.09 0.02 0.09 0.20
p N 0.15 0.05
/% 0 0,11 0.05 0.03 0.19
I P " 0.10 0.02
Q 0:13 .
- R 0.13 0.05 0.10 0.28
s 0.15 0.08
T 0413 0.14 0.15 0.42
- 0.12 0.07
v 0.14 0.08 0.21 0.43
0.17 0.07 :
0.13 0.03 0.10 0.26
v 0.08 0.05 0.08 0.21
’ W 0.14 0.10 0.21 0.45
X 0.04 0,03 0.07 0.13
Y. 0.07 . 0,11 ;
AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES o e .
SERVING POP <100000 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.28
' NoA Nehe NeA. 0.49
i :ﬁ NeA. NeAe NeAo 0.30
AC 0.11 0.05 0.10 0.26
AD 0.11 0.13 0,11 0.35
AE
AF 0.17 0.04 0.12 0,33
- AG 0.14 0.14 0.09 0.37
AR T 0.7 0.17 0.13 0.47
ALY, 0.25 0,25 0.07 0.57
7 AT 7 ’ 0.07 - V. 0.07
L f AK / NeA. NeAo NeA. 0.41
N @ Ao 0.10 0.10 - 6.31
* AN 0.12 0.11 0.08 0.32
: AN 0.15 0,19 0.11 0.45
; A0 0.11 0,17 0.09 0,37
: . AP 0.10 0.12 0.10 0.32
0.14
0.0§ 0,01 - 0.09 0,19
; 0.c8 0,02 0.07 0.17
\‘ )
’ AQ 0.18 0,04 0.07 6.29
; AR 001‘ 0“0 14 w2 0.40
AVERAGE POR AGENCIES , : ;
SERVING POP 2100000 : 0.14 0,11 0.10 q.as
! | ( 4 ” ::(\ . . .
" AVERAGE FOR ALL g
PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 0.12 0,08 0411 0,32
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have life spans that outlast the car and so are not purchased as

frequently. Table 9 displays the average purchase price, life °

expectancy, and annual capital costs for each of these items. While

the purchase price of these‘items can add up to sizeable sums of

money, especially when multiple pleces must be purchased, their overall

contribution to the annual'operating cost of a vehicle is a modest

$261.

1.8 Summay 2

This section of the report focused on a major input into law

enforcement; i.e. calls for service. Calls for service have beéen shown

to cover a broad range of activities from citizen requests for service
to officer requests to be taken out of service for meal breaks. While
calls for service initiate the process by which a significant portion
of the law enforcement agency”s workload is generated, they do not

provide a good basis for measuring that workload. Dispatches provide a

much better basis for examining how an agency responds to demands for

its services.

o

AN

The analfsis has' shown that dispatches are used to handle only d
portion of the calls for servicelcoming into the agency. The agency”s
administrative discretion in handling worklcad was pointed out with the
practice of the agency taking reports over the t.elephone. This
administrative discretion was also shown to exist Iin terms of how the

agency responded to 1its workload regarding such consideratiqns as

prioritizing calls, the use of cover cars, and patrol car staffing

ratios., A}
There has been much variation evidenced among the agencies in

terms of demands for service as well as in their response to those

L%

N



Table 9

Purchase Price, Life Expectancy and Annual Capitél Costs for
Selected Auxillary Equipment for a Patrol Car

Annual Purchase * Average Life Annual Capital
Price Expectancy . Cost.
(in years)

Radio $ 1,555 9.1 $ 171
Light bar "~ § 585 8.1 s 72
: u)
Siren $ 142 8.0 $- 18 /%

. iR »

Total Annual Cost $ 261 .

AN

Sz 0 Y e

A

¢l

5 T T I
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demands. The variation stems not only from the different environments

. in which these agencies operate but also to the discretion that each

agency has in implementing its administrative response. In the next
section the analysis moves from a descriptian of how the agency

g v
responds to a major#@orkload factor, calls for service; to an

examination of agency records. Administrative discretion plays a major

role in determining how well an agency 1s able to document what it

does.

o8 >>
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2,1 Report Writi_g Rate }

Chapter II: AGENCY REPORTS

k2 ’
i

The value of an inquiry into the official reports mainrained by

the law enforcement agency lies with the 1ight that they can shed on

= .
2

agencyhreporting practices; i.e. how much activity shows up in written
reports as~opposed to matters being handled verbally. Agency records

also provide some insights into the activities in which law

e

enforcement officers engage.

The first area of inquiry addresses,the rate at which an agency

i
o

writes up reports on its dispatches.: In the:questionnaire,dthe agency

was asked to provide & count on the number of reports that were

- generated as an official dispOsitionnto a dispatch: This number was

then divided into the total number of dispatches (modified as outlined

ea§11é£ in this report)‘to{generate a report writing rate. Report
ﬁiiting rates vary suhstantially; A few agencies indicated that all of
their disparches result in a report being written while one agency |
indicated thar report; are written up only 137 of the rime. The \\
overall report writing rate as shown in “Table 9 for the participating |
jurisdictions is 57%. When the agencles are examined in the aggregate

P

by the size of the jurisdicrion that they serve, a substantial

Odifference is observed. For agencies serving populations of less than

100 000 population, the average report writing rate is 63% in conrrasr
8

to the rate of 48% for agencies serving populations of 100 000 or more.

‘Within each population Lategory, however, agencies continue te evidence

B

-k

vconsidersble range in their report writing rates.’

Clearly, then, official akency records, especially in agencies
serving larger jurisdictions, provide a filtered view on services

\\
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being performed by the law enforcement agency. This shortcoming in
documentation is not necessarily limited to non-crime related calls.
Evidence exists fthat crime related matters may also suffer gaps in

documentation. The IACP~UCR Audit/Evaluation Manual (1976) outlined

the following major reporting system deficiencies when it examined the

practices of twenty law enforcement agencies (p. 132):

e There: is a high degree of officer autonomy and discretion with
regard to report accountability. Although a [dispatch] card
is prepared, a complaint number is not assigned to each com-
plaint and/or call for service which comes to the attention of
the agency.

e The disposition code system may be abused. A rather high
proporticn of the Part I and Part I relevant activity discovered
at the dispatch card stage was handled with a A (gone on arrival),
B (no report required), or C (unfounded complaint) code.

o The dispatch cards are not matched with the companion
incident/offense reports at the staff review level.

Without gerting Into a discussion over the merits and demerits of
a law enforcement agency s recerding everything tha; comes to its
attention, let us simply say that an agency”s report writing praétiées
are anﬂimportant element to be considered when examining the agency;s
records,‘érimé or othefwisee Knowledge of the frequency at which
reports get wrltten up alerts us to the limits of the records and may

~

even prompt us to inquire whether some formal or informal criteria

a

gulde the decidsion to record, for example the relative serilousness of

[
5

an event.. Khowledge on reporgrwriting practices also assists us‘in
1ntérpret;pg changes in volume counts over fihe.‘ Are the changes the
product of changes in r?gprt‘writing'practices or an 1ncrea§e/decrease
in the deméﬁ&s for servi;e? An agency’s report writing practices;
therefore, are an important gonsideration in interpreting and analyzing

~

agency records. The measure presented here is crude but: its utility is
b , = by ;

~ 46 - 4
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illustrated when we examine the crime data provided by the

participating jurisddictions.

2.2 Types of Keports

Before pursuing this point, let us first turn our attention to an

overview of the types of reports maintained by law enforcement

agencies. Four types of reports aré examined here ~—~ traffic tickets,

-traffic accidents,; crime incidents and arrests. Traffic and c¢rime are

not the 6hly matters that require the attention of the law enforcement

. agency. The agency may engage in a range of activities from licensing

(taxicabs for exémple) to- emergency rescue services that may result‘in
a report. However, when responées from the agencies were tabulated,
fh&se reports that were not traffic or crime related (categorized as
"Other”) evidenced considerable range in terms of their proportionate
share of the total reports shown. Some agencies showed the "Other"
category as constituting more than 60% of the agency”s reports while
other agencies showed the "Other" gategory ;aking up less than.S% of
the agency”s reports. One out of every four ofléﬁﬁvrespondihg agencles
did not even provide~an entry. This developmentwmakes the examination

of these other reports very problematic and so the analysis focuses

only on traffic and crime related reports.

As can be ob§erved in Table 10, the automobile occupies a good
deal of an officer”s attention. As outlined in Table 10, 57%
of the reports are traffic related (tickets and accidents) while 43%
are crime related (criminal incident:s and arrests). This general
distribution holds for agencies. serving small jurisdictions (less tgan
100,000 poﬁhlation) as well as large jurisdictions (populations of

100,000 or more). ‘However, considerablg variagion 18 evident in the

‘*47—-
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TABLE 10
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT REPORTS,

PERCENT

DPISTRIBUTION
OF REPORTS
NUMBER EXCLUDING OTHER .
REPORT . OF . REPORTS . :
WRITING EXCLUDING TRAFFIC  TRAFFIC CRIME ARREST
JURLSDICTION RATE OTHER TICKETS ~ ACCIDENTS REPORTS REPORTS
A 1.00 10637 0.64 0.07 0.17 0.12
B 1.00 6758 0.92 0.04 0.03 0.0
c 1600 0.90 0.02 0.04 0.03
D 23621 0.22 0.04 0.72 0.02
E 0.67 10928 0.47 0.06 0.40 0.07
F 0.27 31080 0.68 0.12 - 0.16 0.04
= G 6099 0.45 0.13 0.26 0.16
- H 0.73 1314 0.33 0.08 0.43 0.16 .
1 1.00 13208 0.23 0.04 0.68 0.05
J 0.27 57917 0.63 0.08 0.23 0.06
K 0.38 10339 0.71 0.05 0.17 0.07
L 1.00 405% 0.64 0.03 0.26 0.06
M ~£569 0.73 0.08 0.10 0.10 .
N 0.80 2279 0.70 0.11 0.69 0.10
] 0.46 15555 0.52 0.15 0.22 0.11
R 4 1.00 19881 0.21 0.04 0.72 0.03
Q 0.62 8347 0.58 0.09 0.30 0.03
R 0.87 7460 0.41 0.17 0.29 0.13
S 4912 0.37 0.07 0.42 0.15
T 0.15 9340 0.19 0.06 0.53 0.22
U ; 3711 0.81 0.06 0.14 0.00
v 0.99 23759 0.59 0.11 0.26 0.04
W 0.50 17048 0.73 0.04 0.17 0.06
X (252) 0.04 0.25 0.60 0.12
Y (455) 0.02 0.01 0.70 0.26
z 0.39 23959 0.43 0.11 0.37 0.09
AA : 20001 0.55 - 0.12 0.10 0.23
AB 0.13 16299 - 0.49 0.12 0.26 0,13
AC 0.41 21972 0.40 0.07 0.41 0.12

AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES \

SERVING POP <0000 0.63 12108 V.50 0.08 0.32 0.10
AD 0.87 . 430627 0.54 0,09 0,21 Q.15
AE 0.34 179698 0.36 0.09 0.42 0.13
A¥ 41403 0.51 0.13 0.29 0.08
AG 0.86 329059 0.51 0.09 0.23 0.17
AH 116581 0.31 « 0,07 0,56 0.05
Al 61723 0.38 0.16 "0.30 0.16
Al 148509 0.57 - 0,10 0.18 0,16
AK 0.61 357169 0.51 0.06 0,33 7 0.09
AL 0.51 262811 0.50 0.08 0.28 0,15
AM 928471 0:85 0.02 0.07 0.05
AN 0.25 111115 0.36 0.06 0.44 0.14
AO 0.28 645706 0.81 0.04 0.08 f 0407
AP
AQ 0.27 : 131152 0.39 0.11 0.38" T 0412
AR 0.24 588141 0.66 0.03 0.25 0.05
AS 138778 0.26 0.15 0.49 0.11
AT 0.46 '

AU
AV 0.47 (7166) 0.18 0,05 0.6} Q.16
AW 0.74 (13851) 0.34 0.14 © 0.52 0.00
AX
AY ‘ , )
AZ 0.53 69528 ' 0.69 0,02 0.24 = 0405
AAA 0.30 234027 0.43 0.05 0.33 0.18
AVERAGE FOR  AGENCIES '
SERVING POP >100000 0,48 282029 0,48 0.08 0,33 C 0.1

AVERAGE FOR  ALL N .
PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 0.57 116396 0449 0.08 : 0.32 0.10

RAARANNARARRARRDARRASARARNAANAARARRANRRNANRRAAAAAAAARANRRRARANRANARAAARARANAAARRARAAANAAAARARARRAANR N RN AR AR Wb

ﬁbsqgg%;distributions of these reports among the agencies within each
groug?hg. While these statistics do not indicate how much time was
spent in responding teo the circumstances that necessitated the filling
,out: of these reports, the percentage share of these records given to

traffic matters underscores the fact that vehicular traffic absorbs a

conslderable amount of attention from law enforcement agencies.

2.3 Crime Reports

Traffic related activity tends to be an officer initiated
activity. Crime,‘on the other hand, tends’to be something that is
brought: to the attention of the off@cer by individual citizens rather
than through the officer”s personal observation as ¢an be seen in Table
1l. Eight out of every Een crimes recorded by the law enforcement
agency (79%) come to the agency’s attention due to citizen

| notification. This finding does nof vary in the aggregate betwcen
’those agenéies sexrving large jurisdictions (populations of 100,000 or
more) and those serving small jurisdictions (less than 100,000
population). However, the agencies continue fto exhibit considerable
variation individually. The range for proportion of crime reports
lattributable‘to citizens goes from a low of 35% to a high of 97%.
When official crime report data are preseﬂted to the public, it is

.

usually in the context of the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) Part I Offenses

where counts of crime arg ptesented\without benefit of standardization
that would facilitate c;oss agency comparisons. In presenting the
crime data here, the data are standardized by expreséing crime as a
rate per 100,000 popu%gtion (i.e., number of crimes divided by th9'
jurisdictién’s population and then mﬁltiplied bf;IO0,000).

x?ble 11 presents the crime rates for the.tokal crimes réporte&

e -‘-49-—
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SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF CRIME REPORTS AND CRIME RATES
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PROPORTION CRIME RATES
* OF CRIME (PER 109000 PGPULATION)
REPORTS PROPORTION
. GENERATED UCK UCR OF TOTAL
. THROUGH TOTAL PART 1 VIOLENT CRIME THAT
JURISDICTION CITIZENS CRIME RATE CRIME RATE CRIME RATE IS UCR PT I
A 0.92 20859 12118 . 847 0.58 -
B 0.75. 6783 6279 2720 0,93
c 0.65 ‘
D 0.87 36170 5366 255 0.15
E 0.90 18033 6588 250 7 6.37
F 0.90 11522 736
G 14555
H 0.90 8500 4545 45 0,53
1 0.75 75000 6667 1042 0,09
J 0.79 6905 2337 79 0,34
K 0.90 13695 9625 836 0,70
L 0.37 26000 3415 171 0.13
M 0.35 3462 151
N 0.95 3904 3538 231 0.91
0 0,77 8984 8363 1063 0.93
P 0.70
qQ 0.77 7061 4280 664 0,61
R 12457 5434 851 ) 0,44
s 0.80 W
T 0.76 11531 7977 576 (sv ) 0.69
U 13289 6395 632 & 0.48
v 0.80 13702 9313 878 e 0.68
W 0.70 24000 10025 1625 0.42
X 0.95 (938) (938) (63) . 1.00
Y 1.00 -
2 0.75 13808 7129 446 0.52
AA 0.90 2820 567 567 0.20
AD 0.85 7791 1080 :
AC 15503 5821, 562 0.38
- AVERAGE FOR AGENGIES
~ SERVING POP - <100000 0.79 16836 6452 709 0.53
AD 0.95 11765 9267 2121 0.79;:
AE ' 11375 6481, 985 0.57
, AF 0.97 11855 8492 862 0.72
v \ AG 15365 8492 1089 0.55
T A 0.65 36551 4611 667 0.13 |
AL 4825 3649 239 0.76 |
AJ 0.90 8902 - . 7762 865 0.87
AK 0.95 13585 9742 1397 0.72
AL 16614 12023 2264 0.72
AM 10477 7264 591 0.69,
AN 14993 . 11413 1299 0.76
A0 8987 1504
AP 9421 1046
AQ 0.78 20565 11042 1156 0.54
AR 0.52 ° 32755 13273 2222 0.4
AS 19051 8538 679 "0.45
AT 14004 11203 1064 0.80
o AU 0.75 (1s1) (44) _(5) 0.23
AV 0.65 (904) (826) 97 0,91
AW (2649) ‘
AX 0.90 5491 -1}
AY 0.85 (n) (61) 9) 0.30
AZ 0.93 8896 5523 472 0.62
AAR 0.37 21725 11696 1153 0.54
AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES.,  °
SERVING POP  >100000 0.78 16065 8718 11 0.63
AVERAGE FOR  ALL
PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 0,79 . 7510 896 0.55
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by the agency. as well as the UCR Part I crime rate and the Violent UCR
Part I c;ime rat%}(IZ). One of the interesting developments in Table

11 4is how the agggegate rates for the two types of agenciles compare
i)with one another. While those agencies serving populations of less
than 100,000 show an overall crime rate that is glightly higher than
that found fqr agencies serving the larger populations of lb0,000xor
more (16,836 per 100,000‘versus 16,065 per 100,000). the laréer juris~
dictions evidence a considerably higher UCR Part I crime rate (8,718
versus 6,45Y) and Violent UCR Part I crime rate (1,111 versus 709).

’ Another way of presenting these data is to compute ratios between
the two groups. Taking the above information the following ratios for
crime rates from agencies serving populations of less than 100,060 to
the crime rates from‘agencies‘serving populations of 100,000 or more

can be computed:

0 Total Crime Rate Ratjo = 1.05
UCR Part I Crime Rate Ratio = .74
Violent UCR Part I Crime Rate Ratio = .64
To whap extent does the variation in these ratios reflect a
differential experience with the various types of crime versus
differential recording practices? A precise answer is not available
but: both factors need to be taken into account. We know from the
National Crime Syrvey victimization data as well as from the UCR Crime

u

Reports that urban areas have hiéher crime rates than suburban and

o

rural areas and that suburban areas experience ‘higher rates than rural

areas. Are we to believe that such differences in crime rates begin to

N

12¢  The average rates shown in Table 11 were comput:ed by ¢
the rates within each appropriate category and then digid;ng gyszzzing
numberx of ageq9ies‘provid1ng rates. The rates are aVerageé, therefore,
and were not computed by dividing the total number of crimes into the ’
total number of people covered and multiplying by 100,000, k

iy

Q
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narrow as one proceeds down the hierarchy of crime from Violent UCR offenses: We begin this section on arrests by examining three admin~

Part I to total crime? Are smaller communities plagued with the saume istrative characteristics of arrests: the arrest rate per sworn

volume of crime, though it may be less serious, as found in the larger | officer; the proportion of arrests made by the patrol officer; and the

communities? i : proportion of grrests made with an arrest warrant.

Perhaps yes, but we also cannot discount the influence of report As can be observed in Table 12, the average number of arrests per

writing practices on this finding as well. Earlier it was found that sworn officer in & year among the participating agencies is 25. There

the report writing rate for agencizs, serving the population grouping of is a substantial difference in this rate between those agencies serving
100,000 was substantially 538her than that found for those Large jurisdictions and those serving amall jurisdictions (30 versus 20
less than N - :

- agencies serving the larger population grouping of 100,000 or more (637 C - arrests per sworn oficer). However, the rdnge among the participating

versus 48%). Could this higher reporting rate be a principal agenciles is conside;able with a low of 4 arrests per sworn officer to a

contributor to the development of the overall crime rate being nearly ﬁigh of 64 arrests per sworn officer.

tween the two population categories? Quite possibly, because In exanining the relationship between the number of arrests per
equal be pop ’ l

one can envision officers serving the larger population grouping mot . sworn officer and the proportion of total afrests that are felony, a

writidg up the less serious types of offenses (disturbing the peace for 8 mild negative relationship (Pearsons r = ~.28) was found. An

e g 7
P

example) as frequently as their counterparts 1n}the smaller population | ”,:h fntaresting developmsnt ocours, hovever, when thls relationship is
grouping. The depth of the data collected through the questionnaire 'tri % examined by the size df the jurisdiction being served by the agency.
does not allow us to make a definitive statement in this regard but the ’ g ol While the correlationS“pemain nodest, the relationship is & negative
juxtaposition of the report writing,fates andvthe crime rate ratilos f, ;j [ : one for th§se agencics serving populations of lesd than 100,000 (i _
certainly make this explanation plausible. . %év | Loy ‘ =.35); 1.e. the higher the arrest rate per sworn officer the lower the

AT

felony share of arrests is. The relationship for those agencies
2.4 Arrests

‘ serving ‘populations of 100,000 or more, on the other hand, is a
The other major component of an agency s crime records is that of ng pop ’ ’ ,

N

‘ : ositive one r = .39); i.e. the higher the arrest rate per sworn
arrests. As was shown in Table 10, for every three crime reports there . p )i g p

officer, the higher the felony share of arrests is. Once again one
is one arrest report. The analysis of arrest reports focuses on soume ’ g y g

. L must ask to what extent can these differences be attributed to
administrative considerations with regard to arrests. This section ~ . :
[

" e - : ' environment as opposed .o administrative prioriﬁieg. \
looks at the distribution of arrests by the general classification in X , . ‘

Another aspect of the arrest deals with wh de the arrest. o
the jurisdiction”s penal code; i.e., felony or misdemeanor, along with, | AR ) o made Hhe arrest. fe ‘ (

Coei o ‘ (olations and durenile stabus can be seen in Table 12, nearly nine out of every teén arrests (87%) are
thoge arrests for local ordinance viola - ar [ { A

made by the pan:ollofficar; There 1q,a.hotablezdiffetence between -
} : ” - 52 - r " ] . . o‘ i | » | ‘ a ”
£ r | : . ) <‘ : k3 |
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TABLE 12

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF ARRESTS

AKREST  PKOPOKTION PROPORTION
RATE BASED OF AMKESTS OF ARRESTS
TOTAL . ON TUTAL  MADE WITH  MADE BY
. NUMBER OF NUMBER OF AN ARREST  PATROL
JURISDICTION .AKKESTS  SWORN UFF, WAKRANT ~ UFFICER
A 0.05 0.98
B 72 4 0.03 0.95
¢ 1.00
D 16 . 0.03 0.75
K Bl4 23 0.75
F 1343 10 0.14 0.94
¢ . U.95
u 160 23 0.01 1.00
L 630 24 0.60 0.60
J "
K 717 21 0.10 0.88
L 262 29 0.90" 0.85
M 630 15 0.45 0.95
N 275 13 0.20 0.85
0 1209 13 0.04 0.90
P 1049 24 0.02 0.90
y 237 6 0.05 0.95
K 897 25 0.83
s 1.0U
T 2205 29 0.43 0,97
u 1.00
v 975 10 0.10 0.90
W 1150 21 0.15 0.82
X 30 4 0,99 1.00
Y 120 15. 0.80 1.00
z
AA
AB 5382 64 0.05 0.83
AC
AVERAGE FOR
AGENCIES SER 909 20 0.27 0.90
POP <100000 i
AD 47666 o 16 0.24 0.82
AE 22750 17 0.67 0.89
AF 10842 44 0.28 0.85
AG 41201, 30 ‘
AH 0.02 0.73
AL 9194 22
A | 23327 34 0.23, 0.89
AK 33840 17 0.20 0.90
AL 35490 34
An 62098 30
AN 23159 34 0.15
A0 o
AP 31096 42 0.05
Ay 15792 26 0.09 0.90
AR 0.45 0.66
AS 12 r
AT 9560 36 B
Al 1200 40 0.85 <
AV 1160 24 0.47 0.50
AW
AX 42909 51 0.09
AY 490 0.37
AZ 295 7 017 0.82
AAA o L
AVERAGE FOR :
AGENCIES SER 22911 30 0.29 0.0
PUP 2100000 % :
AVERAGE
FOR ALL
AGENCIES 1133}, 0.28 0.87

***t*i*ti‘ttttﬂ*iﬁttiﬁtﬁi*ltiihﬁtiitiittﬁtﬁtﬁt**itﬁiﬁht*t*it

k4

b e

PERCENT DISTKIBUTION OF
ARRESTS TOTAWL
JUVENILE  LOCAL ORDIN B
STATUS OFF.  VIOLATION MISDEMEANUR FELONY
0.00 0.00 0.53 U.47
1.00 0.00 V.00 0.0V
0.00 0.00 0.72 0.28
0.00 0.32 0.32 0.36
0.00 0.00 0.93 0.07
0.04 0.22 0.23 0.50
s 9,01 0.00 £9.55 0.44
0.11 0.86 0.03 0.00
0.07 0.00 0.88 0.04
0.00 0.05 0.59 0.36
0.01 0.00 0.61 0.38
0.00 0.00 0.65 0.35
0.07 0.00 0.64 0.29
0.13 0.02 0.75 6.11
0.02 0,33 0.38 0.27
0.00 0.00 0.71 .29
0.00 0.00 0.70 U.30
0.00 0.50 0.42 0.08
0.08 0.13 0.54 0.26
0:00 0.00 0.70 0.30
0,01 0.00 0.63 0436
0.00 0.09 0.24 0467
0.03 « 0.15 0.55 ¢les
0.00 0.17 0.68 d[lk
0.00 0.03 0.80 - 0.17
0.60 0.00 0.60 0.40
0.00 0.00 074 0.26
0.22 0.00 0.36 0.42
0.01 0.00 0.91 0.08
0,00 0.00 0.69 0.30
0.01 0.31 0.52 0.16
0.03 0.00 080" 0.17
0.00 0.00 0.03 0497
0.00 0.16 0.54 " 0,30
0-02 0006 0059 0033
0.10 0.56 0.29

. L4
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agencies serving 1arge and small juri;dictions (80% versus 90%). This
high percentage of arrests attributable to patrol officers is not
particularly surprising given the substantial share of the agency’s
staff .dedicated to patrol which is the eyes and ears of the law
enforcement agency in the community.

Another‘aspect of arrest is whgther it was effected with a
warrant. - As.can be’seen in Table 12, warrants were used in betrter than
one out of every four arrests (28%Z). While there is little difference
in the aggr;gate between the two population categories, one notes the
considerable variation among the agencies whére the propertion ranges
from 1% to 90%.

When arrest statistics are presented in the Uniform Crime Reports,
they appear in the context of the UCR crime categories. Such a
presentation provides a measure of uniformity in terms of what the
person was arreste@]for and also enables one to relate the information
back to the érime data so as to calculate arrest rates per c%ime
category. This is useful information but it does not shed light on how
that arrest might be prdcessed through the local criminal justice
system. i

The 1picial step in that process lies witﬁ how the law enforcement
officer interprets the offense; l.e. ordinance violation, misdemeanor
or felony. That interpretation may be changed at a later timé by the
prosecutor but thét initial interpretation by the officer still has an
administrative impact.

As can be seen 1; Table 12, nearly tﬁree out: of every ten arrests
(29%) is for a felony. M%sdgmegnors make up the overriding share of
arrests (56Z)>whi1e-only one out of every ten a;rests is for a ldcal;

ordinance violation. The remaining arrests (9%) are for juvenile

W
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status offengés; i.e. behavior that weculd not be a cflme if the person
were an adult (truancy for example).

When we compare the data in Table 12 between those‘agencies
serving populations of less tha# 100,000 and those serving ﬁbpulat%ons
of 100,000 or more, Qe note more arrests for State penal code
violations in the larger jurisdictions. Better than nine out: of every
ten arrests in jurisdictions of 100,000 or more are misdemeanor or
felony arrests with very f;w arrests for local ordinance violations or
juvenile status offenses. Agencies serving populations of less than
100,000 evidence a higher proporilonate share of thelr arrests being
attributed to local ordinance violations and juvenile status offenses
(23%) than that found for the larger jurisdictions (9%). This finding
might reflect the different crime problems experienced by these two
types of jurisdictions as outlined earlier. However; this difference
may also stem from such considerations as cgmmunity expectations and
the availability of court facilities for processing the arrestees.

As Table 12 demonstrates, there is considerable Qariation among
the‘fesponding agencies ip the proportion of arrests involving local
ordinance violations and status offenses even within each populatioh
category.  Some agencies in both population categories show no arrests
for juvenile status offenses or local ordinance violations while others
show substantial entries for ghese arrest categories. This probably
reflects the variety in s;ate‘codes on the leéislative authority of
local governments as well as the variety among juvenile courts as to
how they view their role.

One significant characteristic of local ordinance arrests
involving adults is the fact that the arrest is processed through a

city or county court of limited jurisdiction. These courts of limitred

~ 56 ~
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jurisdiction, depending upon state code, may also.have the authority to
try misdemeanor cases (Chart B illustrates the possible ;outing
patterns). The judicial environment in which a law enforcement agency
operates probably has a substantial impact on the officer”s arrest
decisionmaking. It should be pointedkout that an arrest creates cross
system impacts. Consequently, the officer”s arrest decisionmaking‘can
be affected not only by the judicial environment but also by the
charging practices of the prosecutor and even by the capacity of the
local jail.

These cross-syétem interactions are difficult to explore because
each component uses i;g own counting rules and methods of counting in

) o
handling their caseload. In addition, each component has its own

- \
. berspect.ives on where its interests begin and énd in the process.

Perhaps future effor:q\can bet.ter address these issues.

In the meantime, another major consideration in processing arrests

is the age of:thekoffender. If the person arrested is a juvenile, that

person is processed through the juvenile court division. The
definition of a juvenile varies among jurisdictions. Of those agencies
responding to the survey, 80% indicated that their definition of
Juvenile was a person under 18 yearsrof age. The remaining agenciles
were evenl; divided between definitions where the person was under 17
and those where the person was under 16. i
The data on juvenile arrests are deait Qith in two distinct wéys:

proportion of arrests that are attributable to queniles;’and the

percent. distribution of arrests across the various offense categories.

- The analysis first turns its attedtion to the proportion of arrests

that are attributable to juieniles vis~a~vis adulﬁg.

The aggregate average among the participating agencies with regard

=57 -
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CHART B
Flow of Arrests to Court that Will Hear the Case i
Age of Offender " Type.of Offense . Trial Court
R ‘
" Status
K Offense
Ordinance
o Violation
Juvenile Juvenile
e . CourtP
Misdemeanor .
Felony
N i
& Arrest B
Pocal Ordinance
. %\ Violation
(K ) Court of Limited”
o Jurisdiction
\
Adult - . (ﬁ Misdemeanor
LY
-é, Court of Original
‘g|! Jutisdiction
oy Felony °
a. Routing would depend on what the state code permits. . .
b. While some juvenile cases may be transferred to the adult criminal court, this is a rare development with the vast &
majority of cases handled «.n the juvenile court. - ° “
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to the proportionate share of arrests attributed togﬁuveniles is 21%
This proporti;naté share does not differ pgreatly between the two
population categories where agencies serving populations of less than

B ] . 100,000 show 22% of the arrests involving juveniles compared to 20% for
those agencies serving populations of 100,000 or more. As can be
observed in Table 13, the smaller jurisdictions do, however, evidence a
much ‘higher piopdrtion of locdl ordinance violations being attributable
to juveniles compared to that found for the larger jurisdictions (35%

£ versus 164). On the other hand, the larger jurisdictions show a

higher proportion of their felony arrests involving juveniles than that

§ found for the smailer communities (257 versus 20%).
f While the proportion just discussed compared juvenile arrests to
5 % _ the total number of arrests, we now look strictly within the juvenile
é arrests to examine how théy are distribut.ed among status offenses,
§ - ordinance violations, misdemeanors and felonies. From Table 14 we
\ k# observe that three out of every ten (31%) juvenilé\arrests are fori
* ' , o L felonies and one out of every two (51%) are for mis&emeanors. Arré;ts

‘w ,
for minor offenses are just about evenly distributed between status and

local or&inancevviolations (11% and 9% respectively). The highlight

o v . o of Table 13 lies with the aggrégate figureslfor the two types of

jurisdictions. The Agencies serving the larger jurisdidtions (100,000

or more) evidence a proportionate share of juvenile felony arrests
o

 that is nearly twlce thdZ of those agencies serving smaller

E,Jjuvisdictions (40% versus 23%). 1In fact when the distribution of

e ;
5/ . o arrests is examined within the larger jurisdictions between adulés and
o o juveniles, we obse;ve juvenilg felony arrests constituting 40% of all
. i ‘c3;b17 ’ . juvenileuarrests compared to the 25% shape found under adultufelony
| 4 N ) | 5§§£ests.‘ Do the jgven;lés in thésév1arger“juriédictions represent. a

L ,, . Es . 59 .
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Q ' i TABLE 13 , TABLE 14
: PROPORTION OF ARRESTS ATTRIBUTABLE TO JUVENILES ; \ PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF JUVENILE ARRESTS
' 4 ' PERCENT ISTRIBUTION OF
PROPORTION OF ARRESTS ARRESTS JUVENILE
JUVENLLE STATUS LOCAL ORDIN
STATUS LOCAL ORDIN N . JURISDICTION OFFENSE VIOLATION MISDEMEANOR FELONY TOTAL
JURISDICTION OFFENSE = VIOLATION MISDEMEANOR FELONY TOTAL A O
: A B 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
B 0.05 0.00 6.03 c
c p I
D E 0.00 0400 0.38 0.61 1.00
E , 0.10 0.41 0.19 F 0.00 0.44 0.19 0.37 1.00
F 0.68 0.30 0.52 0.50 G
G : H 0.00 0.00 0.93 0.11 1.00
H 0.11 | 0.18 0.11 1 0.12 0.40 0.22 0.27 1.00
1 1.00 0.63 S 0.23 0.19 0.35 J
J H K 0.13 0.00 0.60 0.32 1.00
. K 1.00 0.12 0.08 0.11 , L 0:57 0443 0.00 0.06 1.00
: L 1.00. 0.10 0.00 0.20 M 0.18 0.00 0.82 0.01 1.00
M 1.00 0.38 0.10 0.41 N 0.00 0.11 0.69 0.21 1,00
N 0.48 0.28 0.14 0.24 0 0.04 0.00 0.57 +0.38 1.00
o - 1,00 « 0.14 0.15 0.15 P
; P ‘ qQ 0.19 0.00 0.68 0.14 1.00
Q, 1.00 0.38 0.17 0.36 R 0.41 0.02 0.45 0.12 1.00
B 1.00 0.36 0.34 0.35 - 0.35 } s
s : g T 0.08 0.13 0.47 0.30 1.00
T 1.00 0.08 0.26 0.23 0.21 | U
U . ' v 0.00 0.00 0.61 0.39 1.00,
v 0.09 0.14 0.10 i oW 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.37 1.00
_ W 0.0 « 0.14 0.11 X
L‘ X & . v
Y 0 z
2z '\: 5 £ AA . ;
AA - S : ‘ N AB 0.00 0.50 0.44 0.07 1.00
AB” 0,15 0.16 0.13 0.15 Ac ‘
AC ' }
: . AVERAGE FOR AGENCLES .
AVERAGE FOR = AGENCIES ‘ ., ¥4 , SERVING POP <100000 0.11 0.13 0.54 0.23 1.00
SERVING POP  <100000 1.00 0.3 040 0.20 0.22 o} ‘
! AD 0.00 0.00 0.53 0447 1.00
AD E 0.16 0.33 0.21 AE 0.02 0.00 0.45 0.52 1.00
AE 1.00 A Y] 0.34 0.24 ; AF 0,00 0.05 0.31 0.62 1.00
AF 1.00 - 0.15 0.35 0.25 0.27 ; AG 0.21 0.08 0.33 0.59 1.00
AG 1.00 0.08 0,09 0.32 0.15 . Al ,
Al - * AL 0,04 0.32 0.38 0.27 1,00
AL 1..00 0.17 0.05 0.17 0,09 : ‘ A 0,00 0.14 0.56 0.33 1.00
A B 0.49 0.07 0419 0.10 | Lé AK 0.00 0.00 0.59 0.41 1.00
AX 0.24 0.24 0,24 AL
AL AM 0.53 0.00 0.20 0.26 1.00
AM 1550 ) 0.24 0.26 0.42 ot AN 0,07 0,00 0.77 0.16 1.00
AN 0.17 0.40 0.20 A0
AO ‘ AP 0.03 0.00 0.49 0.50 1.00
AP 1,00 - 0.24 T 0426 0,58 AQ 0,15 0.00 0.75 0.21 1,00
AQ . 1.00 0,00 , 0.13 0.12 0.09 AR
AR g AS
AS y . AT
AT AU
AU 0.04 0.20 0.08 . AV :
. AV 0,05 AV . .
AW AX 0.47 0,00 0.53 0.00 1.00
AX , 0.14 AY 0,00 0.00 0.14 0,86 1,00
TR AY. 0'1010 0009 0010 @ AZ 0'00 QoO’ 0058 0.36 l.OO
Nmeriil P 0.0 0.27 0,30 0,25 AAA i
e AVERAGE FOR AGENGIES , '
AVERAGE FOR AGENCLES » SERVING POP >100000 0.1 0.05 0,47 0.40 1.00
SERVING POF >100000 « 1.00 © 0616 - 0419 0425 0.20 - , '
. . AVERAGE FOR . ALL »

' AVERAGE FOR ALL ' ( PARTICIPATING AGENCXES = | 0.11 0.09 0,51 0.31 1.00
PARTICIPATING . AGENCIES 1.00 027 0.19 0.21 0.21 unnn-aunwnnnnnnnuununnu"annannnnunannunnnaunnunu
ittttttttttttﬁiﬁttﬁ.tﬁitttﬁ.*ﬁﬁ*ifmttlt*t*aﬁtﬂt*tttttti*tt*ttlm*itﬁtﬁii‘}‘riﬁtﬁtﬁtiiﬁii “ i §
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tougher breed of criminal than the adult population or do these

statistics reflect the larger jhrisdiction’s priorities to pursue the

Pl

(-

more serious juvenile offenses formally and fo handle the other
offenses informally? We caﬁnot answer this question with the present
data but we think the latter point deserves serious consideration. ;
2.5 Summary

This section has focused on agency records and has pointed out the
apparent impact of administrative discretion on those records. While

the analysis cannot provide a quantitative measure on the impact of

administrative discretion, a number of differences observed throughout

this section underscores its presence especlally in terms of report

writing rates and the type of arrests being made.
Up to now, the analysis has been describing aspects of an agency”’s
patrol division. The next section deals with another major component

of a law erforcement agency, the investigative division.

o
L0} 62 —

b

e

pitt

iy

Chapter III: INVESTIGATIONS

3.1 The Role{gﬁ Patrol

Like the patrol division, the investigative division enjoys a high
profile with law enforcement agencies and requires ; sizeable amount of
an agency”s resources (13). The term, investigation, however, is o
Ibosely defined because igican be used to describe a broad range of
activities from fqllow up work on crime incident reports to the pursuit
of the organized crime element within the community or the enforcement
of vice, gawbling and drug laws. For the purposes of the analysis
here, the investigative function is narrowly defined to cover only that

process by which law enforcement conducts follow up inquiries on crime

incident reports.

Chart C provides an overview of how this section will attempt to
address the investigative process. The.staréing point for this
analysis is the total number of recorded crimes in an agency for a one
year time period. From that base the analysis then examines how many
cases are referred to the invesgtigative division. This referral
process usually involﬁes the screening of cases and the analysis
discusses which divisions within the law enforcement agency;become
involve& in the screening process. From the perspective of caseg‘that

are "actively”" investigated, the analyéis then explores how cases are

disposed of. Included in this examination is a discussion of the

process by which cases are deactivated.

The vast majority of an agency s racorded crimes are generated by

the patrol division. Not only does the patrol officer take down

13. The investigative division makes up better than 10% of an
agency”s staff. GSee the next section on resources for further
discussion of this toplc. ‘
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information on the crime incident but s/he may even conduct follow up
investigations. The questionnaire inquired of the agency as to whether
or not the agency permitted patrol officers to conduct such follow up

investigatibns.

. As can be seen in Table 15, three out of four agencies<(74%) permit

their patrol officers to conduct such investigations. The scope of
such follow up woerk as to the various types of crime eligible for
investigation or the depth to which officers were allowed to probe is
not covered in the questionnaire and so cannot be addressed here.

Nevertheless, this finding alerts us to the fact: that patrol officers

.do perform some role in the investigative process.

In examining the responses to this question by the size of the
jurisdiction being served, we observe that 76X of those agencies
serving populations of less than 100,000 permit their patrol officers
to conduct khese follow up infestigations compared to only 63% of those
agencles serving populations of 100,000 or more. A possible
explanation for this is that the personnel size of those agencies
serving tﬁe smaller poéulations hinders specialization so that the
patfol officer is more of a generalist who is expected to perform both
patrol and lvestigative functions; Indeed, some of those agenciles
serving smaller‘pbpulations did not provide informaticn on the number
of officers‘aésigned to th§ 1nvgstigative function wﬁile almost all of
the agencies serving the larger .populations dié. Thig may very well
reflect that some of these smaller agencies do not have an investiga—
‘tive division. Of those agencles that were able to provide the
1nformation, the average staff size for the investigative function was
ten officers for the smaller agencles versus an average staff size of

134 for the 1arger agencies.

This specialtzation in.law enforcement between patrol and

- 6) -
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S investigative functions has been viewed as a mixed blessing by some in
TABLE. 15 . 3
SCREENING: THE FLOW OF CRIME REPORTS TO INVESTIGATION )
, - R = the law enforcement community. Since the early 1970”s some law enforce~
: ) . ment: -
. PATHOL o PROPORTION executives have come to believe that it may not only be more effi~
OFFICERS CASES OF TOTAL fent
CONDUCT  .AGENCY USES TOTAL REFERRALS SCREENED : CRIMES THAT cient to permit patrol
. FOLLOW UP  SCREENING NUMBER OF TO INVEST  AFTER ACTIVE , BECOME ACTIVE P P officers to do follow up investigations, but also
JURISDICTION INVEST. CKRITERIA RPTD CRIMES IN THE YEAR REFERRAL  REFERRALS REFERRALS that h 1
A YES NO 1773 474 , ‘ 474 0.27 at such a practice m :
A B o - 7 s P ay glve the patrol officer more job satisfaction.
¢ s s 5 ‘ donsequently th et £
D - YES YES 17000 4425 4425 0.26 :' » the practice of patrol officers” com -
B g Yo 4328 ) P ducting follow up inves
¥ YES YES 4897 2834 2834 0.58 N
¢ YES YES 1601 218 . 218 0.14 s tigations may stem not only from resource considerations but policy
H YES YES 561 224 224 0.40 =
! oy e g o e 3800 0.42 : | preferences as well.
K NO YES 1753 1121 1121 0.64 :
L YES - YES 1066 496 496 0.47 :
M NO NO 640 . 597 - 597 0.93 3.2 N
N NO NO 203 203 : 203 1.00 -4 Case Screening
0 YES YES 3414 2072 829 1243 0.36
P YES YES 14239 2786 1867 919 0.06 This di
2 YES o 2648 1376 1376 0.52 8 discussion on patrol officers conducting follow up
R YES NO ; '2180 996 996 0.46 _ ,
s YES NO 2050 ' , ‘
? ‘ES YES 4928 1729 1729 0.35 investigations leads to the issue of what gets referred to the
v YES YES 505 277 277 0.55 j
v NO YES 6166 4653 4653 0.75 ; invest .
y No vES 2880 1800 1800 063 ¥ igative division and what does not. Furthermore, not all cases
X YES YES : i :
Y YES YES referred to the i1
7 S vBs 4975 3959 3959 o0ulh ! nvestigative division receive follow up. Cases do get
A& YES ES R z p
AB YES YES 4285 4285 ) 4285 1.00 ‘ screened out. ty ©
At s o Py - | 7 The ability to analyze this screening process and other
) — & - - ~ - . o 3 wre =
/ AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES . ‘ aspects of the investigative function
SERVING POP <100000 0.76 0.72 4064 1916 1781 0.51 ¢ ‘ . 8 on is very limited. To begin with,
A = . i ! '
AD YES YES 92562 10492 10492 0.11 ‘ ? 4 {; agencles do not appear to keep very good counts o
AE YES YES 75557 7692 S 7692 - 0.10 1 b . : ety & f what comes in and
AF ¥NO YES 11855 2228 2228 0.19 y 1t , : :
AG YES YES 76494 76494 76494 1.00 J; : , what: goes out of the investigative division. 1In addition, some of the
Al NO NO . 65432 7800 7800 f.12 (;
AL NO YES 18613 : \ i :
AJ YES YEE 26513 6993 ” 6993 (/.26 S questions in the questionnaire were not targeted well. For example,
AK NO YES 118543 16350 16350 0.14 E’;} .
AL YES YES 73101 26073 17208 8865 0.12 z, th
o o o Leish ; o e questionnaire approached case screening as being a single step
AN YES YES - 45028 11677 11677 0.24
AY No YES 51226 51226 51226 .00 rocess.
e o e 20562 20592 P - Screening was conceived as occurring either in the pat:rol
AQ YES YES y 29253 4548 ; 4548 0.09 divisi i Eh
AR NO YES 148410 148410 120212 28198 0.19 vision or in the investigativ :
_ AS YES YES 67491 47896 4789 0.71 gative division. Based on the entries from
' AT YES YES 9480 8206 2216 5990 0.61 the: ticipati .
AU NO YES 1080 1080 1080 1.00 parcic pa ng agencies screenin o
t AV YES YES 4381 2183 2183 0.50 & ’ 8 occurs In both places..
AW YES YES: 7241 '3991 Q- o 3991 0.55 In response to th e1
AX YES ES : . ; 0 the question as to whether or not
Y YES  YES . 1613 1613 1613 1,00 he agency
' AZ YES YES : 16903 ‘1574 1574 © 0,09 . ,
AL YES YES y 84230 . 20318 ‘ 20318 0.24 o screens cases for 1nvestigation based on solvability or other criterila,
AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES o o S , N ; , : )
SEEVING BOP >100000 0.63  0.88 $0762 24650 18010 0441 i : three out of four agencies indicated. that they did. The affirmative
A y ' v y ;
: . response on t:his question was substani::lally higher among those agencies
AVERAGE FOR  ALL \ . P §
PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 0.74 0.79 25467 13565 10093 0.46 serv ,
u*nt**n*nuu*nuu*un*tu***nnuntutn*aunnnnununuunnwtunnnnnn““nutunn*nuuan* ing populations of 100 »000 or more t‘han for those age“"—ies Berving s
‘- W | B o o o populations of 1
. ess than 100,000 (88% versus 72%). As can be observed
‘ ~ 67 ~
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in Table 15, the absence of a screening process based on solvability or

other criteria did not prevent agencles from screening cases. In that
situation, the screening process was informal.

The questionnaire also inquired as to the proportion,of cases
screened out. -The entries provided in response to this question were
examined in conjunction with the“responses to the question as to which
division within the agency screened the cases. In those instances where
the investigative division was identified, the percentage was used to
‘ which was then

create an entry, "cases scrfeened after referral,”

subtracted from the "referrals in the year" to create an entry
designated "active referral}.“ (14)
a =

As Table 15 indicates, 46% of recorded crimes become active
referrals to the investigative&division: There is considerable '
range among the responding‘agencies. Several agenciles indicate
that all of their cases receivehinvestigative follow up while at the
other extreme several agencies indicate that only 10-12% of their crime
reports receive such follow up. When one examines the data by size of
population being served, a substantial difference is observed.
Agenciles serving populations of less than 100,000 have a higher
proportion of total crimes that become active referrals to the

investigative divisicn than that found for those agencies serving

14. It must be noted here that this process could not be followed
in all cases because the results were very inconsistent with other data
provided by the agency.. For example, one agency indicated that it ’
screened out 100% of its cases while at the same time it showed 228
referrals to the investigative division. In addition, when the
proportion given for the cases screened out was applied against the
total number of crimes, the result was not always ccunsistent with other
entries provided by the agency (this was done where a divislion other
than the investigative division was identified as the screening agent).
In fact, the odds were oaly 50-50 that you would come up with a
conslstent answer. Consequently, it is very difficult to discern what
the percentages given by the agencles in response to the proportion of
cases screened out represent. :
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cases represent of the total workload.

have any policy guiding the practice;

deactivated cases are viewed.

T S R T T T e e

Yy
N

populations of 100,000 or more (51% versus 41%).
These active referrals in the course of a year generally

constitute the major component of the workload of theé investigative
Y )

division but 35‘15 not the entire worklcad.

% g

Chart D diagrams how one
¢an visualize the inputs and outputs fornthe investigative process
wherein the other input into the investigative workload, cases carried
over from the previous year, can be observed. |

In Table 16 these carry over cases are designated as "Active

W ©

Cases, January l." These carry over cases are divided into the "Total

Acrive Caseload” (active cases as of January 1 and the active referrals

in the year) to gerierate a percentage as to what share these carry over

Overall the share of the
¥ I\ )
workload is modest with several notablé‘exceptiona. Those agencies

(especially AK and AN) that evidence a high proportionate ‘.aare of the

;/

workload attributed Lo carry over cases probably continue to hold cases

" . in an active status even though there may be no new evidence or

wiitnesses on the case.

When a case becomes cold (no witnesses or evidence coming in),

there is a tendency for investigarors to “deactivate" the case. The

//

sprocess of deactivating cases is difficult to track b/cause of the

c ,ﬁ’//

variety in praciice among the agencies by wh ““1s carried out.

\\»

First of all, only 15% of the participating agencies Indicate that they

The second major problem is how

Is deactivation a diSposirion?

S

For many

agencles it ia and constirutes betrer than one third of the

: dispositions reported by the agencies as to how their investigations

y

are taken care of . Deactivation, however, may not alWays show up as a

diSposition. Cases that are deactivated are in a very ambiguous state.

5 R ) X
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Diagram of Inputs and Outputs of the Investigative Process
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) . o , TABLE 16
' . ‘ , SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF WORK FLOW FOR INVESTIGATION
2 ¥ R
' 4 AGENCY.  CARRYOVER
N , CASES ACTIVE =~ HAS POLICY CASES AS A DISPOSITION DISPOSLTON PERCENT OF
= ) /! ACTIVE TOTAL DISPOSED CASES FOR DEACTI~ PERCENT OF ,, KRATE ON RATE BASED INVESTIGATION
! CASES ACTLVE ACTIVE = DURING CAL.  AS OF - ATAING IN- TOT. ACT. TOTAL ACTIVE ON ACTIVE  CLEARED BY
i : ' JURISDICTION ,JANUARY L REFERRALS  CASELOAD YEAR ~ DECEMBER 31VESTIGATIUNS CASELOAD INVEST  REFERRALS ARREST
' o A 505 474 979 463 516 NO 0.52 0.47 0.98 0.46
. B 12 461 473 447 26 NO 0.03 0.95 0.97 0.25
. @ 'c 6 154 160 140 3 NO 0.04 0.48 0.91 0.10
N D 4425 4425 NO
E NO
. F 34 2834 2868 2786 48 YES 0.01 0.97 0.98 0.01
R 39 218 257 NoA. 85 NO 0.15 0.4U
T 4 224 228 220 23 NO 0.02 0.96 0.98 0.29
1 15 3800 3815 : 150 NO 0.35
J NO } .20
K 120 743 863 - 758 105 NO 0.14 0.88 1,02 U.10
E L 292 83 375 83 292 No 0.78 0.22 1,00 0.12
i M 453 144 597 144 453 NO 0.76 0.24 1.00 u.82
o N 205 66 2n 66 139 ) 0.76 0.24 1.00 0,50
0 70 1243 1313 1260 61 NO 0,05 0.96 1.01 0,09
P 281 919 1200 972 209 NO 0.23 0.81 1.06 0.35
Q 497 NO 0.36
R 30 996 1026 963 28 NO 0.93 0.94 0.97 0.16
5 NO
T 1677 ; NO 0.33
v 15 277 292 277 15 NO 0.05 0,95 1,00 0.39
v 1000 4653 5653 4600 1000 NG 0.18 0.81 0.99 0.10
! . W 150 1800: 1950 545 150 No 0.08 0.28 0,30 0.10
z X No 0.05
=4 Y NO 0.50
z 28 2605 2833 2503 28 YES - 0.01 0.99 1,00
g AA 120 No 0.65
: AB 40 4439 4479 4439 5 No 0.01 0.99 1.00 0.23
P AC v 0]
AVERAGE FOR
‘ . it AGENCIES SER 174 1538 1548 1218 74 o 0.07 0.21 0.74 .85 0.29
" e : ) POP <100000
o X C’
: AD 3000 8906 11906 89U6 3000 NO 0.25 0.75 1.00 v,27
7 s AE 78 5683 5761 5616 145 YES 0.01 0.97 0.99 0.27
" AF 288 2228 2516 1940 288 HO 0.11 0.7 0.87 0.03
3 AG x NO 0,20
"’ & Al 262 7800 8062 292 Ko 0.03 v.19
: AL . YES
Al 620 6993 7613 7062 651, No 0,08 0,93 1.01 0.35
AX 68656 16350 85006 20486 64520 NO e.51 0,24 1.25 0.24
. Ca ‘ g AL 1583 8865 10448 8363 3557 :o 0.15 0,80 0.94
Y AM 0 [
p AN 40616 11677 52293 13481 39060~ NO "ours - 0.26 1.15 0.25
AD 274 53860 58234 53974 4260 NO 0.08 0.93 1.00 0.17
) AP 8133 60992 69125 64650 4475 NO 0,12 0.94 1.06
7 ; AQ 231 175 1946 . 1709 237 YES . 0,12 0.4@ 1.60 0,40
7 AR 862 26198 29060 16514 909 YES 4 0.63 0.5%, 0.59 0.26
f4f// i’ AS 250 28570 28820 28560 260 YES 0.0L 0,99 1.00 © 032
/4/” o . Ag 140 5990 6130 5986 140 No 0,02 0.98 1,09 V.16
/ AU WO
N , AV 480 2183 2663 817 556 NO 0,18 0,31, 0,37 0.07
“ s AN : NO ,
AX ‘ No : 0.52
AY 3z7 1613 1940 1782 158 Mo 0,17 0.92 110 0,47
Az 160 1574 1734 . 1574 160 YES 0.09 0,91 1400 0.8
) AAA ‘ NO - 0440
N g o “ AVERAGE ¥OR )
Ny - AGENCIES SER 7651 14894 20071 15089 7216 0,25 0.18 0.76 0,96 ~ 0,28
s » / 3 ] ' POP 5100000 ‘
N - ‘ - . AVERAGE
} - . e FOR ALL : , « :
O o - AGENCIES 3704 7674 10178 7559 3410 0.15 . . 0,90 v.28
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Based on conversations with staff from the participating agencies,
there appears to be a reluctance to close out serlous crimes with this
disposition. However, time has a way of making these cases fade from
vieﬁ. One might even speculate that they might also begin to fade from
the workload count. (goch a development wherein the cases just fade

away might help to explain the inconsistency in counts ca inputs and

outputs provided by so many of the’agencies.

3.3 Disposition of Cases

Returning to Table 16, we ca;l your attentlon to two columns. One
is titled, "Disposition Rate on Total Active Caseload.” This column
takes the number of cases disposed of during the calendar year and
divides it into the total active caseload #h;ehois the summation of

active cases as of January 1 and active referrals during the course

of the year. The other column is titled, "Dispositicg Rate Based on

. Active Referrals." This column takes the number of cases disposed of

during the year and divides it into only the active referrals that came

53

in during the course of the year. .

These are complimentary measures that take into account the
different circumstances surrounding the management of the investigative
workload. For example, agencies with‘high carry over ratos from the
previous year will have lower dispositions rarea based on total
workload because of the larger base workload that the carryover cases
create. The disposition rate on active referrals provides a relative

measure 'of how well the agency is keeping up with new inputs. As can

be.obeerved in Table 16, the average disposition rate bésed on active

referrala is 90% which indicates a very srrong tendency on the part of

the inveatigarive divisions of the agenciea ro dispose of almost as
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many cases as come in during the course of the year.

With regard to the nature of the disposition, arrest appears to be
the only commonly defined disposition category. While the-
questionnaire provided other disposition categories such as referred to
another agency, deactivated or ouspended due to lack of
witnesses/évidence, oxceptionally cleared, crime incident unfounded and
other, these terms did not appear to enjoy any common use or
understanding among the participating agencles. Consequently, only the
data on the percentage of dispositions attributed to, "cleared by
arrest,” is presented in Table 16.:

While arrest may enjoy a common understanding amon% the responding
agencies, one must be advised that it may not enjoy the same degree of
commonality in how it is used. One agency may use one arrest to close
out: 100 cases while another may use a simllarxy situated ‘arrest to
close out only 10. The difference in such practice muy be affected by
agency policy which would delineate the information required/ﬁofore a
person who is arrested for cne crime can be linked to a seriis of
similar crimes that were committed 15 the community. Some departments
may have stringent. regulations applying to this circumstance while

others may have quite liberal policies or none at all.

- Twenty~eight percent of all iavestigative dispositions involve an

arrest. The range among the participating agencles is once again

W

conaslderable. One agency reports that 82% of its 1nvestigatiyg%¢£>
dispositions are due to an arrest while another reports thatﬁonly 3% of
its dispositions fall 1nto the arreoo category. The aggregate averages
between the two differenr population groupings are practically the same
(28% and 29%). |

i
¥
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3.4 Summary
The data provided by the pargicipating agencies on the

investigative process contained many gaps and inconsistencles. The
main value of the information provided by them lieg not 8o much with
the’numbers themselves but with the insights into the investigative
process that th;‘d@tanwete able to provide limited though the data may
be. The information presented here sensitizes us to the need to
examine the screening processes within an-agency along with its
deactivation practices to obtain some idea of what an agency’ s
investigative workload represents.

There is the need for better accounting procedures to keep track
of what happens to investigations. Hopefully software progrgms like

the Investigative Management Information System (IMIS) can make- a

substantial contribution in this effort, However, such software is

only a tool that supports administrative practices which may just as

often be informal as they are formal. There is the need to knoy‘what
the practices are in order to better understand the datgﬁthat may come
e

forth from programs like IMIS.
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Chapter IV: RESOURCES

4.1 Agency Budgets

Up ﬁo now, this report has focused on two specific functions of
the law enforcement agency: patrol and inveétigation. The analysis
now shifts focus to examine the ageﬁcy as a whole. This sedtieﬁ on
resources covers budget as'well as personnel data oa law enforcement
agencles. In addition, data on recruit training is also examilned.

A law enforcement égency’s budget: is as much a legal document as
it 18 a financial one. The budget does not reflect what an agency‘
actually expends money on but r;ther provides the legal authority for
the agency to incur those expenditute;‘that are listed in it., . However,
there tends to be a strong cor;glation berween the amount of money
budgeted and the amount of money spent by an agency. The advantﬁge of
looking at budgeted monies versus expended monjies is time. Budget
information is available in a single ddqument prior to the stert of the
fiscal yean;whilglexpegditure information becomes available only some
time after the fiscal year has ended and may or may not show up in a
single financial'dqcument. |

The principal focus of a governmental budget is on the authority

to spend money. Interest in put:iting a cost on government services

varies considerably among jurisdictions. Consequent.ly, when one

R

examines a law enforcement agency budget., that budget may or may not

contain all of_the.ppospective expenditures that will be incurred in “

providing law enforcement services. Specifically fringe ltems such as
E I¥] E I

”

reftirement. contributions for law enforcement personnel or the medical

insurance paynents for the agency’s‘perqpnnel may just as likely -show

up fn some other agency's budge§,,the jurisdiction”s personnel

oy

5
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department. for example,‘aé in the law enforcement agency”s budget.
Capital expenditures, whiéh may cover building constructioh.as well as
equipment, including motor vehicles, -also may experience this %
phenoménon”of being assigned to some other agency” s budget.

In the questionﬁaife distributed tc the participatingc
jurisdictions, s serles of Questions were asked about the law
enforcement. agency”s budget. Information was sought on the total
budget as well as how the bd&get was distributed among the following
categories: personnel; fringe; eqaipﬁent; and other. Additional"
inquiries were made with régard to fringe items that migﬁt appear in
other agency budgets as well as a number of other prospecti?ely
expensive operational items which included the pur;hase of vehicles and
th?ir maintenance ané fueling costs. The agency was also asked about
the amount of money it budgeted for rent and utilities.

This infoimatioﬁ provided'the basis for making adjus;ments to the
total bgdggt figures provided by the agencles. The adjustments grew
ouf: of modifications to the fringe, equipment and other budget
categories. No changes were Qade to the personnel budget category.

rThe fringe category Qas amended so that ir reflects gﬁose monies
budgeted outside of the law enforcement agency. Fifteen out of
fifty-three of the agencies (28%)4underwent thig change.‘ In making
some of these changes, the fringe rate bgsed on an officér'a salaty

. that was providéd by the agency was usednto coﬁpute the fringe coats\
‘when the actual budgeted figures weré not made avallable. For example,

1f it were known that ;héJoﬁficer'q fringe rate was 30% of salary and

the togal persoﬁnel budget: was"one million dollars, a fringe budget

figure of $300,000 was computed and entered into the agency”s pudget in

those instances where all of the fringe budget feliﬂoutside of the law

o v i 76 ~
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enforcement agency”s budget and the detailed costs were not provided.

The equipment bu&get was Increased bykthe‘amount of money that the
agency reported for the purchase of police vehicles but which appeéred
in another agency’s bdﬁget. Similarly, in those Instances where the
maintenance and fuel budgets for the agency”s fleet appeared in another
agency s budget, the "other" category was increased by the stated
amount:.. e /ij H

The "other" category aiéo stood to be decreased. Thi;voccurred in
those instances where the agency indicated that its budget included

funds for rent and utilities. This &as done because these items are

‘handled very differently among lccal governments. Many agencies do uot

. have these costs in their budgets. If they do not appear in the

agency” s budget,_it is very difficulfr to track them down. In the
interest of trying to create a “"standardized budget” among the
agencies, it was easler to subtract these costs out whenever they
appeared than to try to track them down when they occurred outside of

the agency”s budget.

4,2 Budget Distribution

Table 17 presents the total budget figures provi&ed by the
agencles along with the budget figures that were modified along the
lines just discussed. An entry of 1.00 in the column "R;tio: Modd fied
Budget to Original Bu&get" indicates that there was no change or a very
small change to the qugeé figures provided by the agency. In several
inst;nces thé'rauio falls bel;w %.00 anqlthis is due to the subtracting

out. of rent and utility costs. Of those agencies where the data were

.avallable for making modifications (N f;31)} better than half (55%)

-y

) .
evidence a ratio of more than 1.,00. 1In some instances there are
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. .. j § modest increases but in quite a few the ratio climbs above 1.30; i.e.
LE ‘ : : g
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LAW ENFORCEMENT BUDGET ,
! the budget figure presented by the agency would only be three—quarters
) RATI0: . : o T of the actual budget required to operate the agency. These higher
: * 5 1 X rd
MODIFICATION  MODIFIEY PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
TO BUGET TO OF ITEMS . PER CAPITA ratios tend to occur when t 1€
TUTAL POLICE  URIGINAL - IN MODIFIED BUDGET : BUDGETED ’ : he fringe budget or sign!ficant components
JURLSULICTION BUDGET BUDGET  BUDGET PERSONNEL FRINGE EQUIPMENT _  OTHER COST i £ he f0d bud
A 1635068 1635068 1.00 ) 0.73 0.12 0.06 ~ .0.09 193 i o ¢ fringe budget appear outside of the -
B 944730 944730 1.00 : " 0475 .16 0.03 0.06 7 ! & PP agency”s budget.
¢ 210000 210000 1.00 0.81 0.11 0.07 g.00 : b8 i
D 1907479 . 1907479 1.00 0.62 .17 .04 0.18 42 » In looking at the data by the size of the jurisdiction served, we
E 1461975 1458375 1.09 V.69 0.07 0,13 0.1) b1 ’
F 7005583 7032742 1.00 0.65 0.15 0.03 0.17 165 .
G 896970 896970 -, 1.00 0.68 0.15 0.03 0.14 82 observe that -the ratio of the modified budget to the original budget is
H 278457 L . 42 :
1 1016000 1016000 1.06 0.77 0.12 0.06 0.05 . 85 ,
3 1375855 _ 72 smaller for those agenciles serving populations of less than 100,000
K 1336208 1391208 1,04 0.88 0.04 0.02 .06 109 ‘ .
L 192500 E 47
M 1626899 . v ‘ : Y than for those agencies serving populations of 100,000 or more (1.03
N 729156 743250 1.02 0.83 0.02 V.04 0.11 143
0 3810473 3810473 1.00 0.66 0.08 0.02 0.23 100 r .
2 T7esre 1755395 1 00 o 88 onol 000 0 10 ot “ versus 1.10). Perhaps this is due to more complex bureaucracies that
" 1712031 1827331 1.07 0.79 0.00 0.03 0.18 49
K 1764225 1852006 1.05 5 0.57 0.23 0.05 0.15 106 one may encounter in these 1 :
$ 471408 466736 0.99 0.77 0.00 0.04 0.20 y arger jurisdictions. For example, these
T 2564263 3032613 1.18 0.71 0.12 0.05 0.12 71 fed
U 240340 03 jurisdictions might have their own retirement
V3548315 4312866 1.22 : 0.73 0.18 0.05° 0.04 9% : & nt.plan as opposed to a
W 1317814 1583309 1.20 0.73 0.22 0.01 .03 132
X 167476 167476 1.00 0,54 V.17 0.09 U.19 (10) : state retirement plan or a central purchasing departument as opposed to
v :
z 5180655 5179475 . 1.00 0.90 0.07 0.02 0.01 80
aA 2387186 - 2374066 0.99 0.65 0.10 0.15 0.10 94 individual purchasing components within each agency.
AB 2943858, 2943858 1.00 .93 0.00 0.04 0.02 54 :
AC 68685267 6868826 1.00 0.63 0.24 0.02 0.1 118
i " The percent. distribution of the budget across the various
AVERAGE FOR ! M -
AGENCIES SER 2322324 1.03 . 0.74 0.11 0.05 0.11 97 o4 .
TP <L00000 @ N 4 _ 10 categories is also pr(iitnted in Table 17 and is illustrated in Chart E.
\\( g“ ) .
; ) v ol In reading t : V
Ad 117295131 116377790 0.99 0.63 0.25 o1z . - .00 48 ng these figures one should really look at personnel and fringe
AE 41561984 . 54826287 1.32 0.64 0.25 0.01 0.1 83 . :
AF 8259855 9613890 1.16 0.79 0.4 0.06 0.00 96 , costs together because som
AG 63240300 63142300 1.00 0.73 0.16 0.05 . U.05 TET T R — o8 ome agencies include some fringe items,
AH 13869530 19071381 1.38 0.6 0.27 0.07 0405 UG 106 @ ' g S ‘ :
AL 18397990 18115140 0.98 0.56 0.24 7 0.05 0.15 ’ 47 especially vacation and sick time, in the r Cm
Al 23275419 26721569 1.15 0.68 0.19 0.01 0.12 0 . _ 2 personnel budget rategory.
AK 111257000 - 109582000 0.99 0.65 0.17 " 0.04 0.14 C126 0 :
AL 57261000 57133645 1.00 0.61 0+26 0.01 0.12 130 : Indeed, some agencies indicated that all of t
AM 88260889 87882732 1.00 0.64 0,30 0.01 0,05 138 8 ‘ i he fringe costs are
AN 33071385 32932345 1.00 0.71 0.18 0.00 - 0.11 101
A0 59824151 62252697 1.04 0.84 ¢ 0400 0.04 0.1 109 _ included in the persomnel budget category. We can observe that 867% of
AP 29636942 29636942 .00 0,70 0.1 0.12 0.07 ; 72 ‘
Ay 31019000 30928100 1.00 0.6 0.28 0.02 0.09 127 . X
AK 62265000 69744202 1.12 0.69 0,19 0.02 0.10 154 - an agency”s budget lsodevoted to the people who staff it; i.e.
AS 29416810 29416810 1.00 0.7k 0.19. 0.04 0.07 83 ‘ :
AT 14808239 19489366 1.32 0.63 0.27 ~0,01 ¥.09 189 : :
au 1656658 Leseiny 100 0.75 0.30 009 007 o ; personnel and fringe costs. This distribution does not differ to any
AV ;393@92 1710308 _ 1.22 0.21 -0.18 0.03 Q.18 = (4) : : ,
AW 155140 2023986 1.30 0,66 0.23 0.03 0.08 . 7) ¢ ;
AX 18208944 18208944 1.00 0.72 0.11 . 0.01 0.15 (32; - substantial degree between the two types of agencies.
AY 7697298 7697298 1.00 0.7 0,15 . 0,08 0.06% (8) , 5
AZ 17020021 23466906 1.38 0.68 0.25 0.05 0.02 124 : { The equipment ca 3 E
AMA 44088259 43170789 1.00 0.67 0.17 0.03 0.3 113 e ‘ quipment category comsumes only 4% of ‘the budget. In
AVERAGE FOR S T e ' ” ‘examining the information provided :
AGENGIES SER 37264221 38979670 1.10 0.68 0.19 0.04 0.09 110 . & v P d by more than half of the responding
POP>10000Y : R : o : ‘ . . : ‘
pome— agencies, the purchase of police vehicles constituted the entire or
FOR ALL -
AGENCILES 21040969 L.07 0.7 ol 0,04, . 103 i
***ijt******it*i*ttk*ﬂ****tﬂtﬁt**iatttﬁ*ttt*ttt*tttilﬁttﬁ*ﬁ*ittiitit#ﬁﬁiiﬁ**ﬁ*&**ﬁ*ﬁﬁtjt’ﬁﬁt!ﬁﬁt*tt**htt*i*iiﬁ*ti***iitﬁ*ﬂﬁ ) :
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a substantial share of the équipment bu?gét,
« f
N

™’ _ The "other" category consumes one-fenth of the law enforcement

" CHART E )
agency”s budget. A substantial share of.this "other"” budget category

Distribution of the Law Enforcement Budget

goes to vehicle maintenance. Two~thirds of the responding agencies
provided budget figures for vehicle maintenance and fuel and they -
revealed that 5% of the total agency”s budget or half of the "other"

category goes to keeping the fleet operating. With regard to vehicle

s

Vehicle Maintenance

4%y } , purchasing vehicles but instead are leasing them. Of two agenciles that

maintenance; it should be noted that some agencies are no longer

S

Equipment (4%) léase instead of purchase, one showed th§ féﬁeing costs which include

maintenance as falling into the equipment category while .the second

agency.placed it in the "other" categonj} - A

N

\

It would appear from the 1nformatid£&provided on vehicle purchase

aleng with vehicle maintenance and fueling, that the agency”s fleet
consumes on the average 7~9% of the agency”s budget. That represents
half of what is left in the budget after personnel and fringe costs

are taken out of consideration.

Budget figures on utilities and rent were provided by only a few
Personnel:

agenclies. Rent as reperted by these agenclies represented one~half of
(71%)

one percent of the agency”s budget while utilities came in somewhat

R higher (0.7%). Whether these figures represent "real " costs is :
N . »
g difficult to say., There is a tendency for governments.to be more

sensitive to rent after they just completed a new buiidiniyaa opposed
to that clrcumstance where the agéncy'a headquaréers‘is forty or fifty
years old.

The "last: column in Table 17 provides the per capita budgeted cost

for prbviding‘law enforcment to a jurisdiction which comes in at an

“ o | o | | | o | ~ 81 ~




average of $103 per year for the~§gencies responding to the
questionnaire. In examining the'éhsts:by the size of the~jurisdiction
served; we observe that the budgeted cost is 13% higher for those
agenciés serving populations of 100,000 or more compared to those
agencies serving populations of less than 100,000 ($110 versus $97 per
year). “

The range in the per capita budgeted costs is very broad. There
is a high of $317 per capita per year to a low of $38 per capita per
year. These costs may reflect the type of jurisdiction being served
(a resortfvacation aréh) as well as the agency”s share of the law |
enforcement responsibility within the jurisdiction (a county police
department. providing direct service to only a portion of the county
population).

Another prospective factor that could‘afﬁect the variation in per
capita budgeted cost is the average number of years in service that the
officers have in the agency. Based on presentations that
representatives from three participating jurisdictions made at the
national conference of the NACJP, patro%sofficera stand to obtain pay
increases based on ‘the number of years iﬁ gervice as well as based on
merit. These increases can have the effect of increasing the officer”e

starting salary by as much as 40~50%. Personnel costs, the major cost

, factor in law ehforceﬁent, can change not only due to changes in the

nunber of empf%yeem or newly negotiated salaries but also due to

changes in the,aVergge‘mime on the job for the officers. o T
. {

4.3 Staffing
Unfortunately the questibnngire did not attempt to collect
a N M R . o o

1nfofmation regarding'the average time on the job, but it did collect

¢
1
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information about recruits and staffing characteristics of the agency.
One such characteristic is the relationship between the actual number
of sworn persognel versus the authorized level of sworn officers for
Fhe agency. As can be seen in Table 18, the ﬁg%io %en&s to be very
ﬁigh with the overall ratio being .97; i.e. fo;/every 100 authorized
sworn positions there are 97 employed staff.

ﬁln examining the ratios for tﬁ& individual agencles we observe
several of them falling below .90. Based on conversations wiéh staff
fébm some of these jurisdictions, these low ratios are due o the need
to meet budget cutbacks which are primarily accomplished by not
replacing officers who leave the agency. The\extent to which these
cutbacks in staff and budgetf are temporary caﬁnot yet be determined.

While the sworn officer makes up the principal component of a law

enforcement. agency”s staff, a substantial portion of the staff is

composed of civilians. The civilianization of law enforcment agencles.

received considerable discussion in the 1970°s. A principal argument
in favor of it was to free the sworn officer from administrative tasks

so that s/he could patrol the streets. Another argument was to

\ facilitate the introduction of technically skilled people into the

hel "

agency, chegists for the crime lab for example. So fthe move toward
civilianization was intended to cover not just clerical positions but:
positions that required professional skills.

As can be seen in Table 18, better than one out of every five law

" enforcement employees is a civilian (22%). From examining the

éivilianization rates among the individual agencies one observes a

congiderable range from a high of 42% to a low of 7%. Interestingly

v
T ,«'J M
enougﬁ agencles serving populations of less than 100,000 have a
: e ‘ i
i

[t}
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TABLE 18
SELECTED CHARACTERIS?%CS OF STAFFING WLTHIN LAW ENFCRCEMENT

RATIO OF " PERCENT OF AGENCY TOTAL AGEN.
AUTHORIZED ACTUAL TO  PERCENT OF TOTAL ASSIGNED TO = SIZE RATE
e , " SWORN AUTHORIZED AGENCY  SIZE OF INVEST~ ~ PER 100000
“ ™~  JURISDICTION  STRENGTH ~ STHENGTH CIVILIANIZED = AGENGY PATROL  IGATION OTHER =~ POPULATION
;7= A 33 1.00 0.27 45 10447 0.1 0.42 529
' B 23 0.83 0.27 26 0.77 0.08 0.31 873
c 6 1.00 0.00 6 ‘ 194
D 40 0.98 0.30 56 o 123
E 36 0.97 0.16 42. 0.63 0.10 0.29 173
F 135 0:96 0.23 168 0.52 0.16 0.32 395
G 28 0.89 0.38 40 0.53 0.08 0.48 364
e 7 1.00 - 0.42 12 : 182
S 26 1.00 0.21 33 v 275
J 32 0.94 0.21 38 ) ; 200
X 35 0.97 0.17 a1 N 0.63 0.12. 0.27 320
L 9 1.00 0.10 10 i 244
M 43 0.98 0.19 52 0.60 0.10 0.33 281
N 21 1.00 0.22 27 8 519
0 93 1.00 0.16 1) - 0.57 0.20 0.23 292
P 45 0.98 0.31 b4 ‘ 76
Q 42 0.98" .  0.35 63 168
R 36 1.00 0.19 45 0.63 0.04 0.34 254
s 15 0.93 - 0433 21
) T 79 0.96 0.22 98 0.59 0.09 0.32 229
hi u 7 1.00 0.13 8 211
Y v 0.16 126 ; 258
W 43 0.98 0.29 54 0.65 0.07. 0.28 450
X 17 1.00 0.46 13 (81)
Y &p | 1.00 0,47 15 (63)
z 94, ) 0.99 0.34 141 0.66 0.11 0.23 217
2 AA l 0.16 83 ‘ 0.53 0.18 0.29 119
: AB Ball /) 1.00 0.26 114 0.44 0.12 0.4k 207
AC 125 =7 0.96 0.34 181 , 312
AVERAGE FOR " R
. AGENCIES SER 43 0.97 0.25 59 : 0.59 0.10 0.31 299
POP <100000 , <o
AD n72 . 7 0.97 0.14 3595 0.70 0.06 0.25 457
AZ 1396 0.98 0,11 1543 0.58 0.09 0.32 232
; AF 259 0.97 0.10 277 0.64 0.06 0.29 277
: AG 1375 1.00 0.18 1680 0.44 0.13 0.43 338
: AH 268 0.86 . 0.33 368 o ‘ 204
; AL 447 0.94 0.37 670 0.40 0,12 10449 174
f A 695 0.98 0.22 871 : 0.50 0:15 0.35 292
‘ AX 2282 0.87 0.46 2688 0441 0.16 Cubb 308
AL 1050 0.99 0.26 1402 0.43 0.09 048 319
AM 2098 0.98 0.13 2366 0.72 0.14 0.14 kY/
AN 692 0.98 0.12 767 ‘ 0.65 0,12 0422 235
A0 1465 0.92 0.27 1854 0.40 0.07 0.53 325
. AP 762 0.98 0.22 962 0.5 0.13 0.38 235
; AQ 617 0499 0.17 748 0.60 0,09 0.32 304
{ AR 1900 0.94 0.23 2339 0.55 0,08 0.37 516
; AT \ . , i
L AU 127 0.91 0.12 34 0,2), 0,56 0.24 (6)
! AV 240 1,00 0.08 52 0.56 0.10 0.33 (11)
: AW 98 1.00 0.1 61 ‘ 0.56 0.11 0.33 (22)
; AX 1068 1.00 0.08 834 176
< AY O 1y - , 0.19 0.16 0.65 (13)
; AZ 483 0.95 0.13 528 0.62 0,13 0.25 278
; AAA 745 0.95 0.42 1218 0.42 0,09 0.49 34
AVERAGE FOR 3 ) ‘
o > AGENCIES SER 997 0.96 0419 1113 0.51 0.13 0.36 291
¢ = POP »100000 ; ; : :
AVERAGE -
FUR ALL . a L ; , 1 L
AGENCIES 471 097 0.22 525 " 0454 0412 0:34 296
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higher civilianization rate average than that found for agencies
serving populations of 100,000 or more (25% versus 19%).

When one examines the placemént of civilians in the law
enforcement agency, one does not expect to see them in the patrol or

investigative division. As expected, the civilians are heavily

_concentrated in the divisions outside of patrol and investigations

(called "other") to the extent that civilians c¢onsfitute better than

half of this staffing componenﬁ\(54%). Agencies serving populations

er civilianization rate in this

)

less than 100,000 evidence a hig

category than that .found for the larger agencies (63% versus 467).

4.4 Distribution of Staff

The report has made refefence to. patrol and investigative staffing
componénts eariier. It is useful at this point to describe how
staffing counts were generated fot‘thd;e components.

The starting point for this effort was the organizational chart
that was provided by the responding agency. The agencles were
requéﬁ;éd to Indicate how many swofn officers were assigned to each

i

organizational cell and how many civiliansvwere assigned to each

o

oréaniz&tional cell.

As can be imagiﬂgd, there is no proEOCypical organizational chart
that law eénforcment. agencies adhere to. In fact as the agency gets

larger in ‘size, one encounters increasingly specific organizationai
cells, some of which can be quite unique such as a separate unit that

©

is epecifically charged with taking calls and handling them over the

phone. Not hllyof thé cells are easily identified as patrol of
ihveétigation 80 gome rules had{ﬁo be diawn up. Also not all of the

ataff 1h somé cellé fell neatly into an all patrol or an all




investigative designation. Some counts had o be splii between those
two categories as well as Qith the "other" category. Basically the
counting rules were as foliowa:

Patrol ~ patrol divisions, including traffic and specilalized

) patrgl areas such as airports, but did not include
investigators, dispatchers, crossing guards, lock up
personnel, etc.

Investigation ~ those persons assigned to do follow up
investigation at the station house level as well as
those at hea&huarters including specialized Qntts

{haddressing burglary, homicide, robbery and the juvenile
bureau, but did not count: staff assigned to;Internal
Affairs, Vice, 6rganized Crime, Traffic gnd non~crime
specific units such as.crime prevention or victim
services.

Othér ~ _this includes all those persons who did not fa'’l into
elther patroi or investig;tion.

We acknowledge that there may be some disag}eement on how these
functions were definéd and how we may have assigned various components
from the agencies. However, Qe feel that these rules at least create a
degree 6f consistency to provide some basis for making comparisons
among the different agencies.

As canjbe seen in Table 18, better thgn half of the agency staff

654%) is assigned to patrolwand that one ouﬁlcfuevery ten staff (12%)

is assigned to invebtigationa. The range in these assignments can be

§r

considerable. With patrol, one agency showé 774 of its staff assigned

to patrol while another has only 40% assighed theré. Similarly, with

o

o . 3 ":\ 18 6 -
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investigations the range goes from 4Z to 20% of the agency”s staff
Eﬁing assigned to that function.

Better than one third of the agency s staff (34%) 1is assigned to
“"other." It should be remembered that "other" goes beyond
administration to include such services as dispatching, tréining;’and
specialv}ask forces (organlzed crime, for example). While it would
be info£§ative to break this category down into more specific functilons
such as ;ervice versus administrative functions, the problems
encountered in trying to isloate patrol and investigative functilons
gave us pause in-trying to expand the categorical breakdowns in the
description of staff allocatibn within the agency.

What has just been discussed is the agency”s regularly employed
staff. Nearly two out of three agenciés (65%) make use of auxillary
officers to complement the regular staffing coﬁponent of the agency
(15). The use of these auxiilary officers can be uneven in those
agenclies that have programs; i.e. the number of hours can be very
minimal to modest. No agency evideﬁcéd substantial reliance on aﬁn
auxillary staffing component. Whaﬁ kind of functions these auxillary
ofgicers perform cannot be addressed here because éhe questionnaire did
not. seek iﬁformation on the qualifications needed to be an auxillary
officer or the types of tasks that they performed.

Finally, with regard to stafﬁing, we obgerve in Table 18 that the
number of law enforcement employees (both sworn and civilian) per

100,000 populaticn does not vary in the aggregate between the two typés

.15+ The 1ndiv1§ua1 law enforcement agency may distinguish between
auxillary staff who would not have police officer powers and reserve
staff who would have police officer powers. ‘' The present effort did not
attempt to distinguish between these two types of part~time staff.

~ 87 -
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of jurisdictions. The overall gete 18.296 law enforcement emplo;ees
per 100,0006population. While there is no appreciable difference

between the two types of agencles, we do see cOnsiderable‘variation
among the agencies within each population grouping. The range among

all of the agencies goes from a high of 873 law enforcement employees

per 100,000 population to a low of Li9.

4.5 Training
A critical elementwin staff develonment is training. Training may
address\itself to recruits or to officers already in the agency
(in-service training). The focus of this section is on recruit
training because it 1s well defined and better structured than
in~-service training. Three aspects of recruit training are examined
here: the hours of training, the flow of recruits through training,
and its costs.
Table 19 presents two columns that provide information on the
number of recruit training requirements. Oée column nresents the
minimum number of hourssrequired by the state while the other column
presents the number of;hours required by the 1a; enforcement agency.
As can be seen in Table 19, there is a tendency foi those egencies
serving popularions of less than 100,000 to match state requirements.“ ﬁ
Of those that exceed the state requirements, three are in Dade County,
Florida, where nearly all of the law enforcement agencies use a
regional training program that has much higher training requiremenrs
than those demanded by the gstate. Those agencies serving jurisdictions
of 100 000 or more, on the other hand, evidence a very strong tendency

to exceed the state minidium require~ ment.s such that on the average rhe ;

agency required hours is 60% higher than that of the etate minimum

v

7

AR ,:“?vm«;

TABLE 19
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RECRUIT TRAINING

PERCENT OF
RATIO . GRADUATED WHERE TRAIN
STATE AGENCY AGENCY TO RECRUIT RECRUITS TO TAKES PLACE
MANDATED REQUIRED STATE MAND DROP OUT TOTAL ACT. [INSIDE/
JURISDICTION HOURS HOURS ATED HOURS RATE  SWORN OFF. . OUTSIDE)
A 340 340 1.00
B
c 360 - 360 1.00
D
E 400 400 1.00 ouT
F 320 320 1.00 0.00 ouT
G 0.00 0.16
H 340 340 1.00 : our
1 0.00 0.04 . ouT
J 0.00 . 0.23 ‘ our
K . ouT
L 640 540 1.00 0.00 0.11 ouT
M 560 560 1.00 0.00 0.10 ) ouT
N 320 220 1.00 ouT
0 320 810 2.53 . 0.00 0.02 IN
3 320 810 2.53 ouT
R
s 280 280 1.00 0.00 0.14 83§
3 640 640 ©1.00 0.00 0.09 oUT
v 320 810 2.53
W 320 320 1.00
X 425 425 1.00 ggg
Y 425 425 1.00 0.00 0.13 oUT
z 400 0.00 0.03 ouT
AA 240 300 1.25 0.00 0.21
A3 300 880 2.93 0.00 0.08 ouT
y AC 400 400 1.00 0.29 0.04 ouT
AVERACE FOR AGENCIES ’
SERVING POP <100000 404 494 1.36 50,02 0411
AD 424 700 1.65 0.10 0.0
AE 484 1051 32417 0.04 g.og iﬂ
AF 240 240 1.00 0.11 0.03 IN
AG 334 703 . 2.10 0.08 0.04 IN
AH 320 720 225 0.00 0.06
AL 400 520 1.30 0,10 % 0.06 ouUT
Al 400 680 1.70 0.00 0.05
A 320 810 2.53 0.12 0.24 : Y
AL 0320 810. 2.53 0.11 0.22 N
ﬁ: 240 ¥ 800 3.33 0.04 0.06 N
A0 240 650 2.71 i 0.19 0.05. N
AP 300 760 2,53 . 0:10 0.10 IN
AQ 285 673 2,36 +07 0.02 ouT
AR 600 640 1.07 0.16 0,00 IN
AT 320 810 2,53 0.00 0405 OUT
AU 300 300 1.00 ' " 0.10
AV 350 ouT
AW 300 544 1.51 0,00 005
AX 240 680 2.83 -0.00 0,04 CIN
AY ‘X . ) .
AZ 285 500 iy 1475 i 0.00 0.02
N AMA 200 628 ﬁ’ 3.14 0.05 0.03 TN
AVERAGE vog AGENCIES P S ) .
SERVING FOP 100000 330 664 2,12 0,07 0,07
AVERAGE ¥O\ AL . e o
PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 364 . . 583 1.76 0.05 0.08

\'**iﬁtt**i** tii*k*it**ﬁﬁ*ﬂﬁitit*tt**llit***iiii**i*i*iﬁi**tt**tii*tttﬁ***t*i**‘t***t**iitttt****hi*tﬁ****ﬁ**t***ﬁ***ihi*
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requirements (583 versus 364 hours).

With regard to the agency required hours for recruit training, we
observe considerable range among the agencies with a low of 280 hours‘
to a high of 1,051 hours. 1In looking at the number of agency required
training hours; we find that those agencies serviﬁg populations of
100,000 or more requires one~third more training than?those agencies
serving populations of less than 100,000 (664 versus 494). Perhaps this
higher traihing requirement among the larget agencles 1s required for
the recruit to understand how the larger (and more complicated) agene%i
works as well as to learn how to cope with the many different types “of

people and cirdéumstances that the officer will encounter there.

4.6 Recruits

The data on recruilt inflow and outflow from the agencles sheds
light on the dropout rate from recruit trailning as well as a measure of
new blood being injected into the agency. As can be seen in Table 19,
there 18 a negligible drop out rate (2%) among the recrults for those )
agencies serving populations of less than 100,000. Of those agencles
providing the data from that population group?ng, only one agency
indicated that ‘they had any dropoute at all. Those agencies serving
populations of 100,000 or more, on the other hand, evidence a dropout
rate of 7%.

One wonders: 1Is the dropout rate related to where the training
takes place? Thirteen out of eighteen ageneiee serving populations of
:100,000 or more jndicated that they conduct the recruit training

= . themselves compared to only one out of twenty of the smaller
” agencies. Because rhe bulk of these larger agencies provide rhetr own

training, perhaps they are better able to make assessments of the

recruits in terms of their. sultability for law enforcement service

~ 90 ~

A\

before they are sworn in. Such assessment may be harder to make by
outside trainers who basically cover specified subjects and then test
only the recruit’s knowledge of those subject areas. The recruit is
not an employee of the outside training facillity but rather a client so
it is easy to understand how s/he might be treated differently from
those who receive their training directly from their prospective
employer.

The numbet of recruits completing training does provide a
glimpse into the makeup of an agency in terms of new pefsons coming
into the agency. On the average, recrults completing training
constitute 8% of the total sworn staff of the agency. \Aygpg the
responding agencies we observe considerable variation amongiyhem. 1£
is difficult to interpret these data on recruits completing fraining in
terms of those agencies experiencing high percentages of the staff
'being recrults. Are these agencles going through an expansion or are
they experienc%ng higher exit rates from the agency?atFuture effortg
may wane to examine how many officers left the agency and why
(retirement, fited, etc.) along with the officer”s average time spent
with the agency. Information such as{ 3his can provide a more rounded

view of the turnover within the agency.

4.7 ,Trainig& Costs

In examining training costs, we limit the analysis to the larger
agencies only. While £w0~thirds of these agencies were able to provide
all of the requisite data elemente for eemputing training costs, few of
the smallér agencies were able t¢ do so.

The average cost’ to train a-recruit in these larger Jurisdictions

is $12 163. As can be observed in Table 20, 39% of the cost ($4,739)

-91-.
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TABLE 20
RECRUIT TRAINING COSTS

RECRUIT
TRAINING PERSONNEL RECRUIT TOTAL
FACILITY COSTS FOR FRINGE TRAIN%NG
JURISDICTION COSTS TRAINING COSTS. COSTS
“AD 2347 5250 2048 9645
AE 26000 8124 3168 37293
AF 2736 1848 333 4917
AG 2982 6657 : 2530 12169
AH 1400 6394 2877 10671
AI 2000 : 3349 1406 6755
AJ
A-K Y i
AL i
AM 2224 8080 4525 14829
AN y ; ,
A0 11224 - 3959 990 16172
AP 2920 4855 1288 9164
AQ 2500 5653 2714 1+10867
AR 1393 4518 1220 7131
AS
AT 605 7646 2294 10545
AU
AV
AW
AX
AY 5500 3962 622 10084
AZ
AAA 2514 . 5972 1553 . 10039
AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES ) ;
SERVING POP  >100000 4739 5455 1969 12163

v
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‘is attributable to the training facili;& costs (including instructor
salaries and fringe). The bulk of the costs (61%Z) is incurred by
personnel and fringe costs payable to the recruit.

We observe in Table 20, considerable range in the cost figures
among the agencies, espécially for the training facility costs. These
variations may be attributable to the age of the training facility
(agencies with newer. facllities may be reflecting capital costs in
their figures while those wilith older facilities would not). There may
also be diff&renE degrees of rigor in separating training costs for

recruits from those incurred for in~service training.

4.8 Summgrz
While this chapteprn resources was limited in depth and scope, it

did underscore the personnel intensive nature of law enforcement.

Staffing is a critical compounent in the cost ofni;w enforcement

services and the types of services provided depends on how personnel

are assilgned wihhin the agency. Deliberations on the relationship

between cost and services are hindered by a number of f;ctors including

the purpose éfoan agency budget (fiscal accountabil{ty) and the . i

incomplete rendgring of total agency costs (most noftable with ff%nge

costs). ’Howgver, this chapter was able to delineate the broad Q}

boundaries that need to be established before one tries to delve into

cost sﬁecifid 1nquifies.
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CONCLUSION
This report clearly illustrates that there is considerable:
variation in law enforcement administrative practice in the United
0 States. This is not a surprising finding because law enforcement is .-
primarily a funct%on that is performed by local goverument.

= Consequently, how a law enforcement agency operates is heavily

AN

influenced by the community thag»it serves.

Variation also stems from the administrative discretion afforded
law enforcement officials in runniné thelr agencles. There are
different ways by which law enforcement officlals can approach the
.workload coming into their agencles. For example with investigations,
some agencles have policies that direct tﬂéxscreening of crimes before
they can become eligiblg\for Investigation. .This reflects an attempt
to exercise some control over the investigative workload coming;iﬁto

y:" the agency. |
This repoit strove to be non-judgmental as to ﬁhat constituted
good versus bad practice. The aim of the report was to describe, gnd
_ not to assess, law enforcement practice in a number of different
set.tings. Variety need not be looked at with a zero~sum approach
wherein one practice is viewed as gdod apd'thev;ther as not so good.
Variety can algo be seen from the perspective of providing Options,to
elected‘and,agency officials when they discuss the mission and
o opexration of the law enforcement fgeé@y\winhin icd?community, By
describing exidting practice;‘:hin reportihope§.to.facilinatethe
discussion that needs to take place within each community‘asrgoxwhatﬁ
servicea:énd~funcéiona the ‘law enforcment agency is tO‘éerform, how the

agency is to perfor:. them, and or what basis the agency”s performance is
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to be assessed. The community needs to struggle with these issues
because there is no set formula on how a law enforcement agency should
conduct its business. <Communities can learn from one another‘but glven
the way law enforcement is organized within the United States, it is
the community which mu:t decide what it wants from its law enforcement
agency.

While vari#tion has its positive aspects, it has drawbacks as
weli. One drawback is the lack of a common language within the law
enforcement community. The most notable example of this that wvas
discussed in the report dealt with calls for service. 1In addition,
minimal attention is paid, by law enforcement and elected officlals as
well as by the public, to the affects of prior decisions on various
operational practices. For example, a high carryover rate in
investigations willhh;ve a substantial affect on the disposition rate
of investigations. There 1s the need to be sensitive to the fAltering
that goes on within an zgency and to obtaiﬁ'mééaures'on the degree of
that filtering.

The fact that filtering occurs demonstrates the need t§ be aware
of the qualitative aspects of the workload as much aé the quantitative
aspects of it. The most notable‘11¥u§tration of the impact of
filtering in the report appeared~}hen the crime rates of jurisdictions
setving populations of less than 100,000 were cdnpared\§o-the crime
rates of those serving populations of 100,000 or more. While the

overall crime rates showed the smaller jurisdictions to'actually have a

higher rate, their rates for theMUCR»Patt‘I.crimea‘andifhe'VIOIent UCR

.Part I crimes yere‘oﬁly a fxnction'of'whac:thg,larger Jurisdictions

{ B

expeiienced.l
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The reliabllity and the validity of the statistics presented in ‘

~ this report also suffer from the variation in the practices of the law

enforcement. agencies analyzed here. More can be done to improve the
reliability and valldity of these statistics and the very presence of

this report should do much to advance that improvement. This report

points out where some major problems exist so that future efforts can

focus more closely on those areas, especially in the area of
investigations. However, data collection efforts that attempt to deal
with agency operations will always fall short of clinical standatds for
rellability and validity. Acc&&odaC1on to the work environment needs
to t;ke place or there is the risk\pf paralyzing future data collection
efforts. This report provides a basis for moving ahead in the
collection of statistical data thag not. only describes law enfcrcement

practices but also begins the routinization of such efforts so as to 5

obtain trend data on law enforcement operations.

s “ .

w97 -




- -
i %
: B~ i AR TG AR DA 1 Y
- o iy RN b - . ; x
- a e T " T e e i S Sl ot S, N P T . . " -
- e - - s oo i e e e -2 - i o
«
] e .
‘ ‘ y -~ T
- - * O
‘ 3
3
* -
=
N
i
i
i
4
i v
Pf R 3 N
. B
3
g
e
w -
Vi |
L [ ] ) u » | |
i P
| _ . | H, w |
— £t ! 3
i 5] 2 ¥ i !
| “ < & b .
5
o . S 5
) B - )
= o ) it
o 3
B ,a A‘
W ) =
a -
| e . y .
= i7
Q
. " .
. .= 3 R o S o : m
\ o, E
FE.. . w
)
e, . |
55 = Ry p il e - . '
e
~
=
- P
>
o )
¥
b
"
=
©
o
L
&
o =
«
o .
L3
el
: h r.
.M ; =
o

ks

[



