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PREFACE 

r=~ 
This report is the result of nearly three years((f discussion wi th 

representatives of the Bureau of Justice Statistics~and the Execut.ive , 
Committee of the National Association of Criminal Just~e Planners. 

Those diSGussions resulted in identifying those areas Wher~ agency data 
l' 

were likely to exist and also in fine tuning the questionnaires used 

for collecting the data, especially in the clarification of t~rms used 

in the instruments so as to make them as generic as possible. 

This repo~t also owes a debt of gratitude to the planners and 

agency personnel who represent the following jurisdictions and who 

went through the effort of filling in the questionnaires as best they 

could: 

'" 

Addison, TX 
Bal Harbour, FL 
Baltimore, MIl 
Baltimore County, MIl 
Biscayne Park~ FL 
Brooklyn Park, MN 
Cambridge, MA 
Carpentersville, IL 
Colfax County, N~ 
Coral' Gables, FL 
Dellver, CO 
Elgin, IL 
Espanola, NM 
Evansdale, IA 
Hanover, NJ 
Hennepin County, MN 
Hialeah, FL 
Jefferson Count.y~ KY 
Jefferson Parish, LA 
Kane County, 1L 
Kenner." LA 
Las Vegas, NV 
L06 Alamos, NM 
Louisville, KY 
Lucas County, OR 
Met.ro-Dade County, it 
W.ami, FL 

- v ... 

Miami Beach, FL 
Miami Springs, FL 
Midwest City, OK 
Milwaukee, WI 
Mine Hill, NJ 
Minneapolis, MN 
Morr.is Township, NJ 
New Orleans, LA 
North .Bay Village, FL 
North Miami, FL 
North Miami Beach, FL 
Oak Park, IL 
Oklahoma City, OK 
Oklahoma County, OK 
Opa-.Locka, FL 
Richfield, MN 
Rochester, NY 
St. Charles, IL 
St. Louts, }K) 
San Miguel County, NM 
South Miami. FL 
Taos, NM 
Toledo, OU 
University City, MO 
Way~ata, MN 
Yon~ers, NY 

I,' 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report: i$ the first in ~ series that examines selected 

operational and cost data from the major component parts of the 

crim:f,nal justice system; Le., law enforcement, corrections and the 

courts (in~luding prosecution). The focus is on agencies that operatec 

at the local l.evelregardless of where the funds may come from to 

operate the agency. This first report deals with law enforcement. 

Fifty-three agencies contributed data to support this analysis of 

law enforcemnt operational and cost data. Throughout the report the 

data: are presented along the dimension of the population size 

of the jurisdiction being served by the~gency. Two popUlation 

categories are used: under 100,000 population; and population of 

100,000 or mQre. Of tl).e fifty-three participating agencies"twenty-
. 

nine (55%) serve popUlations of less than 10d',OOOand "twenty-three 

(45%) ser.'Ve populations of lOO~OOO ot' more. 

lhroughout the report reference is made to averages; i.e. the < . 
average rate of calls per 1,000 population. These averages that are 

presented were computed by summing the entries from each participating 

agency and ,\then dividing that sum by the number of agencies that were 

able to provide the data. The analysis revolves around the experienc~8 

of the agencies and not 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 service, that are cit:f.zen initiated., One agency"may have 
~ 

10,000 calls with 90% of the calls being cit:l.zen initiated while 
11 

another ag~ncy may ,only have 1,JJOO calls with 80% being, citizen 

.:lnit::iated. The way this report tr-eats 'i:.his information is to add the 

two percentages, (90% ,,+ 80% .. 170%).0 and t,hen' to divide by the number of" 
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---- ~-------

agencies providing the data (2). So the average for calls that are 

citizen initiated is 85% (170%/2). If one were to look at the 

individual calls, a quite different result would develop. By looking 

at the calls we would have 9,800 calls being citizen._initiated (90% of 

10,600 = 9(/,000 plus ll 80% of 1,000 = 800) divided into a base 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 

(9,800/11,000). Again, because the analysis focuses on agency 
. , 

"experience, the procedure for calculating the first av.~rage (85%) is 

the method used throughout this report. 

Included in this ane.lysis are data from Sher.iff's 

those familiar with criminal just,ice are aware, the law enforcement 

responsibilities for Sheriff's D~part1ll.ents ranges, from none to sole 
." _C"~ 

As 

reel~onsibility within the jurisdiction. When the Sheriff's Department 

constitutes less than 5% of the law enforceU\..!:nt officers within the 

county that it is serving, which is the case with four of the Sheriff's 

-)~epartments that are included in this report, a problem arises. 'The 
J \ 
il p~blem relat,~s to population sensitive statistics, for eXRtTlple, the 

'\ '\ ~~ \ 

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

calculating .such a rate would be the total. county population to which 

these Sheriff's Departments provide only a small share of the service. 

To address this problem, the report presents the various population 

sensitive statistics in parentheses.
c 

When thia occurs, the .rate !!. ~ 

inCluded in the calculation of th~ averagefJ that appear in the affected 

data tables. 

SheriU's Departm'ents that, constitute a Gmall share of the law 

enforcement ·effort within. a county tend to provide services no,t;: only to 

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

~\ 
... 2 

() 

agencies in the county. For example, the Sheriff's Department is often 

the locus of consolidated diBpatchin~services. The Sheriff's 

Department may also provide specialized services, such as 

investigation or criminal fo~ensics, to the other law enforcement 

agencies in the county. So while the analysis would have benefitted 

from isolating the Sheriff's Departments into a separate sub'-group, the 

number of Sheriff's Departments responding 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 subst!tuted for the names of the 

participating agencies in i4~ntifying site specific data. This was 
I.' 

done in furtherance of a promise made by the project to the 

participating agencies that they.wo)lld remain anpnymous in the 
II 

presentation of any site specific data. This promise was made to 

. 'II 
mitigate any fears that the prospective participants may have had 

about the way the data would be presenteq as well as doubts about how 

the agency would come out looking. No agency wants to be identified 

as the worst in this or that. In effect, the project recognized the 

risk;taking that the prospective participants had to consider in 

getting involved in the effort and responded by offering them 

anonymity. 

In'addition to providing a ml.'!asure of protection to the 

participating agencies, anonymity advances the discussion of what the 
., 

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

like t;his, the emphasis should be on the data., not the. individual 
\. 

l,\ \\ 

agencies. Consequently, while anonymity c:t'i~ps an "open" e)!:amination, 

it has some considerable advantages going for it ~s well. 

As ca'it be seen in Table. 1, the avet:'age population served in the 

... 3 ... 

I) 
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TABLE 1 
PROFILE OF AGENCIES RESPONDING TO QUESTIONNAIRE 

~ 

SQUARE POPULATION TIME TO 
MILES IN PER SQUARE COMPLETE 

JURISDICTION POPULATION JURISDICTION MILE QUESTIONNAIR " 
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 'j 42500 12.25 3469 16,00 
G 11000 27.00 407 20.00 
H 6600 6.00 1100 
i 12000 10.20 '1176· '10.00 
J 19000 110.00 173 3.00 
K 12800 3.20 4000 9.00 
L 4100 2.70 1519 2.00 
K 18486 15.70 1177 7.00 
N S:LOO 9.00 578 16.00 
0 38000 6.50 ' 5846 12.00 
P 17000 4.50 3778 
Q 37500 7.80 4808 1.50 
II. 17500 8.44 2073 22.00 
S 8.00 
'I 42138 6.00 7123 60.00 
U 3800' 2.80 1357 3.50 
V 45000 11.00 4091 10.00 
W 12QOO 3.00 4000 .10'.00 
X 16000 21000.00 1 18.00 
Y 24000 4800.00 5 10.00 
Z 65000 20.30 3202 3.00 

AA 70000 15.40 4545 10.50 
f; 

AB 55000 27.00 2037 9.00 : ~. , AC 58000 4.50 12889 24.00 

AVEkAGE Foa AGENCIES 
SERVING POP. <100000 25672 933.87 3189' 11.00 
---. 

AD 786741 86.00 9148 8.00 
AE 6~4246 610.00 1089 3.00 
AF 100000 6~00 16667 4.00 
AG 497700 111~00 4484 23.50 
AH 180000 22.00 8182 4.00 
AI 385725 316.00 1221 
AJ 297817 61.00 4882 10.00 
AX 872600 1836.00 475 37.00 
AL 440000 34.00 ' ),2941 32 .• 00 
AM 636210 96.00 6627 
AN 327000 58.00 5638 
AO 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 40~OO 
AS 354265 86.00 4119 9.50 

'~, AT 103000 8.00 12875 30.00 
AU (566179) (700.00) N.A. 16.00 
AV (484370) (343.00) N.A. 54.00 
AW (273300) (522.00) N.A. 6.oQ 

I) 
AX 474139 445.00 1065 
AY (945141) N.A. 
).z 19.00OQ 22.00 8636 

AM 381716 7793.00 SO 48.00 ----
0 AVEiAGE Foa AGENCIES 

SERVING POP )100000 418642. 626.65 5762 21.50 
----- --------------~-

AVERAGE Foa ALL 
~.r' ' 

PAilTICl'A'IING AGENCIES 189409 805.86 4269.45 1.5.30 
*********"'*.*."''''tIo***'*****~f'* •• **.*****(r********** •• ***.*ft**~.***·****"* 

\' .-II' 

CJ 

---------------

CI 

i 

c> 
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under 100,000 c~tegory is only 25,672 persons while the average 

population for those agencies in the 100,000 or more category is 

418,642 persons. Despite the vast difference in the average 
. /1 

population size, the reader is cautioned against thinking of these 

agencies as typical small and large agencies. This caution stems from 
" 0 

the much more narrow difference in the average for the. population per 
I· 

square mile found for these two groupings. The population density for 

thec, jurisdictions of 100,,900 or more populations is less than twice 

that of .those jurisdictions of les~ than 100,000 (5,782 to 3,189 

persons per square mile). This is substantially closer than the 

twenty times difference in average popUlation size. 

Many of the agencies in. the populatiqn category of less. than 

100,000 ol?erate within a suburban setting, not a rural one. Th.at is 

the reason for their F~latively high population"density. Because of 
// 

the nature of the environment in ,,,which they must operate, their 

experience does nqt reflect what one would associate with the more 

"noI1lla'l" small size agency which is heavily influenced by agencies 

operating ill rural sett:i.ngs. 

On the ()t.per si46 of the coi,n, those agencies serving populations 
"~ 

, of 100,000 or more do not all serve densely populated urban areas. A 

number of tne agencies in ·this category are county based. In some 

~cnstances, the a~ency s.erves a un:l'.fiedgove.rnmentj i.e., a combined 

city and county governmental structure. ? Such a configuration tends~'to 
", 

ha"e a heavy urban, flavor'. Ho~ever, there are other county based 

agenciest;.hat .serve a iIl:f.xof urban apd suburba.n areas with some 
,\ ~J 

, " , 

evigen~ing a heavy tilt to, the suburban. environment. 
"~, 

The presence of suburbanepvironmentS in each of the population" 

categorie$, tnerefore, prevents us from making such characterizations 
~ ~ 

- 5 ... 

... .-.... 
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as urban and rural for these population categories. Knowledge of the 

type of jurisdiction being served in terms of such categorical 

dcs ig'nations as urban suburban and rural categories is useful. 
. , '( , " 

However the small number ~Of participating agencies in the present' 
, ~'" 

~ .. -" 
effort keeps us from employ:b.~,_§>pch an approach. 

The data presented in this report were drawn from a self-report 

methodology', i.e. agencies were asked to ,complete a seventeen page , 1"'/ 
"'-~ Cj..ues'tionnaire on a number of operational and cost factors associated 

w:i.th their'i8'lJ.tine practices. The overall average time for completing 
c, ' 

the q uestionn!jire was 15 hours. As can be seen 1~ Table 1, the average 

time for those agencies serVing populat.ions of 100,000 or more was 

nearly twice that ()f those serving populations of less than. 100,000 

(21.5 hours versus 11 hours). This is not a surprising finding because 

it is expected that t.hose agencies serving the la'rger populat.ion group 

would be larger in size with more elaborate administrative structures 

and larger workloads. 
'\ 

In examining the individual response1 in'Table 1 for the time 

taken to fill out the questio~maire, one ~s struck by the wide 

variation among the agencies • The time ranges from one-and-a-'half 

hours to sixty hours. 'This finding ptompts us to pause and to consider 

what could bring about such wide variation. While the validity of the 

entry itself may be open t.o question (1), t~:Ls time measure can reneet 

either on, the effort put forth by the agency or on the state of the 

1. The questionnaire asked the person who was fill:lng out the' 
instrument to indicate the total time taken by him/he:r as well as all 
others in the agency providing data for ,the effort'. It:. is possible, 
that the entries made for time to fill out the ques~ionnaire may 
reflect: only that of the pr!ncipal j!outact. and not evetypne who was 
involved in ,t.he effort. 

OJ (I 

agency's records. Based on a review of the retur.ns one can surmise 

that some agencies did not i~ave the :requested information readily 

available and did not take the time to try to retrieve it through 

sampling. In other words, the short response time translated into 

" incomplete returns. Other agencies, however, must have had t.he 
/) 

requested data alr'eady on hand be,cause most of the questionnaire was 

completed in a short: period of time.. Consequently, a short t.ime for 

filling out the 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 yeiri:"::::~~f ... ~~ce period. Whilem06t of the 

data reflect 'the 1982 calendar year, the questionnaire permitted 

entries from some other reference period (a fiscal year, for example) 

if the data were mOl"e rea#,ly ava:i.lable in that format. Consistency 

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 calenda:r year. 

The principal purpos;~ of this :report is t.o demonstrate that 
./; . 

~;r~ministrative and cost data can be collected through the cooperative 

efforts of selected jurisdictions. Doubts have, existed as to whether 
l-{~ 

", 

,Qrnot such data were retri'evable at all, especially in light. of t.he 

var:l.ation that ed.sts within crim1.nal justice apd law enforcement. as to 
'" 

organ:f.zationa,l st.tuctu:rel! pl;'8ctice, procedure and ~cfinit.ion of terms. 

The"'variation is real but t.he, var.iat:io~ need n, ot paralY2e our efforts 
',~ 0, 

to obtain more detaileddat~ on agency operations. 

The data presented in thb report would no,t find acceptance if 

~hey we:re suhjected toclass!cally defined va~idity and t·eliab:l~;f.ty 
,', 

criteria. The purpos~ of this report, howeyer, was qot to ,write about 



, 
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clinical experiments b~t rather to describe how agencies operate based 

on their own accounts. The project'recognizes that there are 

"problems" with the "representati~eness" of the sample which wi's not 

randomly selected and that there are 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 it may be~ into which the agency can 

peer to compare and assess its operations"with th6't of others. 

This report documents that administrative data can be collected in 

partnership with the law enforcmentagency. It is hoped that in those 

instances where an agency does not have certain data elements that it 

can at least see that the data are collectable if it chooses to 

collect them. It ia 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 in 

the report. T~at section focuses on how a major input for law 

enforcement services comes into the agency and how it is 

administratively processed. The next .topic covered in the report :Ls 

that of records wherein an examination is made ~o determine what they 

reveal about the agency" s opel'ations and the types of cases that"-:I.t 

processes. The investigatIve function :f.s then 'analyzed and") this is 
lD: 

the most difficult area to get a handle ,on. The report then closes 
() 

with a description of the agency"'s resources; i.e.', its budget and 

personnel. ";' ,I 

- 8 
(I 
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Chapter I: CALLS FOR SERVICE AND DISPATCHES 

1.1 Calls For Service 

This chapter exam1.nes the process by which a major input into law 

enforcement activity, calls for service, is handled by the agency, 

especially in 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 is useful 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 t.wo 

quite different phen()mena. Be,cause 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 

d:Lstilling the elements of a call for service and a dispatch from the 

information obtained from the agencies participating through this 

present eff.ort. 

, The following 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: 
~~) 

- Any call into the department, e.g. f()r info~r-iOn, notification 
of an abandoned car» need for escort, notifi~ation of a crime, 
et:c • 

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

- Any time an officer.' is dispatched to perform a service or document 
a crime, traffic stops. any other activ~ty generating a report. 

-Any request for police service by a citizen or an ~fficer 
initiated call. 

- A communicadon to the police originating from a cit~zenli all alarm 
sy8tem, a police officer, or other detector reporting the need for 
on the scene poliGe assistance. 

l'{ 
As the reader will J;'eadUy note, thj~l'e is considerable range in the 

scope of activity covered ~n these definit:ions amQng the participating 
'\ 

9 -

'n 
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jurisdictions. Rather than try to come up with a standardized 

definit.ion, let us examine some of the characteristics of calls feor 

service. 

We begin by looking at the number of calls for service by 

controlling for the population size of the jurisdi~,tion being served. . 

This can be done by computing a rate, calls per 1,000 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. This 'facilitates comparisons among the agencies 

because it standardizes the data and so neutralizes differences that 

are attributable to population size alone. 

In examining calls for service in the context of the number of 

calls per 1,000 population, one is struck by the wide range in rates 

among the responding jurisdictions that is observed in Table 2. While 

the average rate is 955 calls per 1,000 population, this statistic 

ranges'from a high of 3,491 per 1,000 po;?ulation to a low of 410 per 

1,000 population. 'rhe standard deviation is quite large (640) which 

indicates a very loose fit around the average. When the rate, calls. 

for serv:tce per ~,OOO population, is examined along the dimension of 

population size of the jurisdiction being served by the law enforcement 

agency, sma;l.l size jurisdictions (less than 100,000) exhibit pretty 

much tbe same rate of calls per 1,000 populntion (982) as the large 

size jurisdictions (populations of 100,000 o~ more) where the rate of 

calls per 1,000 population is 922. Within both population categories, 

considerabla variation exists. 

The source of the calls for service is principallytne public. 

Bett-erthan tl1re~ out of four calls ,(77%) coming into a law enforc~ment 

agency_are citiz~n initiated. Once again, tfie responding agencies 
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JURISuICTION POPULATION 
A 8500 
11 2978 
C 3100 
Il 47000 
l:: 24000 
~ 42500 
G 11000 
11 6600 
1 12000 
J 19000 
11:, 121100 
l. 4100 
H 111466 
N 5200 
U ~1l0oo 
p 17000 
Q 37500 
~ 17500 
S 
T 427311 
V 3800 
V 45000 
W 12000 
X 16000 
Y :t40oo 

TABLE 2 
CALLS FOR SERVICE AND DISPATCHING 

lWHBEk OF 
CALl.S FOR 
SKkVIC~ 

11272 
2911 
1270 . 

24&611 
151111 
88630 
38'100 

3tl4U 
9700 

12000 
5914 
8012 
30611 

26195 
147119 
19870. 
18972 

90011 

19602 
9500 

CALLS FOR 
SEItVICt: 
PEIl 1000 

PUPULATION 
132& 
996 
410 
525 
6S9 

20115 
3491 

5112 
801l 

9311 
1442 
433 
590 
6119 
670 
530 

10114 

2106 

436 
792 

PERCENT 
OF CALLS 

CITlZY.N 
INITlATKU 

U.70 
U.7,) 
0.60 
0.117 
0.911 

U.Y5 
0.75 
0.70 

U.1I5 
0.3U 
0.67 
0.95 
0.75 
0.7U 
0.75 
U.!i8 

0.41 
U.60 
0.85 
0.95 

PoLlCY FUIt 
SCRt:Y.NING 

CALLS 
NO 

Y£S 
NO 

YES 
UO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

YES 

YES 
YI::S 

NO 
NO 

YKS 
NO 
~o 
NO 

.YES 
UO 

YES 
NO 

PERCENT 
. OF CALl.S 
IW/IM:U BY 

PItONE 
0.00 
O.lU 
0.00 
U.OII 
a.oo 
0.00 
U.OO 
0.00 
0.10 

0.10 
0.U5 
0.00 
0.00 
0.01 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

U.03 
O.OU 
0.15 
0.00 

:G /)5000 ': 43395 61111 0.76 YES 
M 7uooo 35112 502 !l.95 rw ~:~g 

PERCENT OF 
CALLS 

RIlSULTlN(; 
IN UI~PATCIt 

U.S8 
0.75 

0.95 
U.60 
0.211 
0.90 
0.96 

0.94 
0.70 
l.OO 
l.OO 
0.78 
l.OU 
0.90 
l.OO 

0.80 

0.115 
0.99 

1.00 
O.ll 

All S5UUO 0.67 NO 0 UO 
______ .... A~ ____ :~~ __ 36403 628 0.70 NO O:OU 1.00 

AVY.KAGE 1'011. AGENCIES - -------------------------.. ------------------
StaV1NG POP. <100000 25672 23452 911~ 0 7 _____ _--..-______________ .. _...:_~___ 0.03 O.8::l 

----------------------------
AI> 78b741 1522140 19J5 1.00 YES 0.02 0.55 
AS b64246 302475 455 0.95 YES 0.09 0.95 
AF 100000 90000 900 0.65 YES 0.&& 
AJJ 497700 602000 1210 0.67 YI::S 0.04 0.67 
AU 111(.'000 11300lt 461 0.65 YES 0.05 0.64 
AI 385725 6416~0 I,' 16&3 YES 0.1!1 
AJ '2971117 308984 1037 0.51. YI::S 0.25 0.54 
AI<. 872600 452852 519 l..00 YE!; 0.11 0.69 
AL 440000 3255~6 740 0.112 YES 0.l5 0.9Y 
AM &3&210 
AN 327000 217162 1164 0.70 YES 0.05 0.9'; 
ltD 570000 4.18370 734 0.8l YEa 0.05 0.90 
AF 409700 250125 till 0.9& YES 0.05 l.OO 
A4: 242900 ~56900 l469 0.78 YKS 0.03 0.711 
AX 453085 917288 2025 YES 0.96 
AS 3542&5 286804 1115 YI::S 0.011 0.80 
AT 103000 78323 760 0,62 YY.S 0.06 0.94 
AU (566179) 0.90 
AV (484370) (12202) H.A .. 0.911 YI::S 0.U4 ,0.911 
All. (273:,tW) (hbU) rI.A. U.64 tiO U.UU 1.UU 
AW 474139 .) 252637 533 0.90 YES 0.04 0.96 
AY (945~41) 

f.J AZ UOOOU 80223 ' 422 AM 3817']'6 0 2177&3 6 0.92 YI>S 0.14 U,64 ____ _ _______________ • 5 :t 0.8& ·YY.S 0.07 0.79 

AVY.ItAGE FOil AGII:NCIES' --------------------------------
SElVIHG POP >lqoouO 41$642 389799 922 0 0.82 _~ __________ ~~-----------~-------------~---~--------------. ____ --~-- 0.07 O.Hl \'," " --.----------------
AVl::1tAG1£ FOl AloL 

l'AkTICl'ATIHG . AGE~CIEII 1894U9 189181 '. 955 0 77' , 
****.*****~*** •• **~************.********.******.********.**.*********~******.** •• ********.**~;~~********~;~~ 
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indicate considerable range in the percent o~ calls that are citizen 

initiated. The percent of calls attributed to citizens range from a 

low of 30% to a high of 100%. Unlike the rate of calls per 1,000 

popul~,Uon, however, the standard deviation fot:' percent of calls that 

are citizen initiated is 0.16. 'While this indicates a tighter fit 

around the average than that which would be found with calls per 1,000 

population, the standard deviation, nonetheless, underscores the 

variability among the rest'onding law enforcement agencies with regard 

to the proportion of calls attributable to citizens. 

While the vast majority of calls for service are citi~en 

initiated, thet;'e are a number of communications to; a law enforcement 

agency that are officer initiated. }~ny of the definitions provided by 

the partic:f.pating agencies formal.ly acknowledge those communications in 

their definition of. a call for service. The fact that only two of the 

law enforcement agencies responding to the questionnaire inqica!.~ed 

that the proportion of calls fors~rvice attributable to citizens was 

100%, demonstrates that police initiated activity contributes to the 

calls for service count. On the average, nearly one-fourth (23%) of 

the calls for service are attributable to p01:l.ce officers themselves. 
, '.\ 

These calls may range from the officer notifying the agency that s/he 

has observed a crime and ";I,s requesting permission to. be taken out of 

service to respond to the inc:ldeQt~ to the mo're mQlldane request of being 

taken out of service fO.r a co'ff~,e or lunch break. 

RouUne administrative call8,m~de 'by patrol officers as well as 

calls from citizens involving such matters as informational requests· 
\1 

do not require that an officer be sent to, the scene. Yet a number of 

po1:l.ce agencies def:l.ne a call for servi~ea'~tho8e :f.ilstallceswhere:an 
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officer is dispatched to perform a service. Indeed, many of the 

definiti.ons imply that the call results in an officer being sent t.o the 

scene;: e.g. any call where a police' officer is required to perform a 

servicie. 'What happens to those calls (citizen or officer initiated) 

that do ~ result in an officer being dispatched? Are such calls 

counted? 
. ~-I 

This iEJ a gray area thatwould have to be examined more 

closely in future efforts. 

. In addi tio11 to the fact that not all calls require the sending of 

a patrol officer(s) to the scene, there is also the possibility of the 
;"~J,? 

, matter being taken care of over the telephone. Calls can be screened 

to determine whether a report can be taken over the phone or in person 

with the caller coming to the~iaw e,nforcement agency. Overall, 29 of 

the agencies responding ~nd~cate that they do sc~een calls in this 

manner. Consequently, one ouL of every 20 calls (5%) are handled in 

this fashion. 

This use of call screening varies between those agencies serving 

populations of less than 1'00,000 and those serving populations of 

100,000 or Illore. Of those agencie~ serving populations of less than 

100,000 only one-third (31%) have programs to screen calls so as to 

handle them short of dispatch; .i.e. over the phone or having the caller 

come" to the department. Consequently, an average of only three percent 

of the ca,lls for service are handled in thb fashion by these agencies. 

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

the agencies have programs for screening calls to see if they can be 

handled short of a dispatch. Of those agencies able to provide the 

d~ta (18 of, 24), it was "found t,.hatseven percent of the calls for 
(.' 

" .service are handled in this Illatmer. 
o 
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Overall eight out of ten calls for service result in an officer 

being dispatched to the scene to handle the matter being reported to 

the law "enforcement agency. A standard deviation of .23 reveals 

the variation ~_t-hat 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 serving 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% found for those agencies 

serving populaticms of 100,000 or more. This difference in 

dispatching, however. disappears when one remembers the call sc,:reening 

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 assist-anca is ~eing requested. Understanding what Is coming in as 

a call for service enables us to understand the output generated by the 

law enforcement agency, namely that 14% of the time no official agency 

action is taken in reSponse to a call for service; i.e. ,/,n officer is 
\/"-

not dispa~ched nor is a report taken over the phone. In addition, in 

those instances where an offic,ial action is taken, six percent of the 

time the matte,r is handled over th~ telephone and 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 dispatching of a police 

officer to the scene_ 

This lack of consistency in defining calls for service as well as 

lile lack of consistency in counting calls for se,nice lI&akes it a 

- 14 ':'" 

,i , 

/' 
if 

(j 

( 

/' e, 

$ • 

., ....,1"·~'· " 

!) 

\) 



r 
r 

Chart A 
Work Flow of Calls for Ser'\Tice to Dispatch of Law Enforcement Officer to the Scene 

OUTPUT B 

" 
Police Officer 

Sent to·Scene INPUTS , PROCESS OUTPUT A rl ~-------------------
94% Calls Attributable Action '~I to Citizens \, 

Taken 
~--------~-------- r-i '~f 

I"------~---------~---77% ' " 86% 
Matter 1s Han~.led 

(~ Over Telephone 
~ :.:------------------" 

\\ 6; 
,~, ':, 

Information is ,; 
:. received and agenc) .... 

makes decision on ~ (,' .:,. , 
what to do " I) 

~, .. 
" "~~ {- I 

t I 
" ~ j , 

.-;;::; 'i# Ii 
" 1\ Ij; Ii 

Calls Attributable ) .' \I No Action 
to Police Officers \\ 

Taken t~ 

~ t-~--------___ 'f I 

~------------------23% Ii 14% . 
, \1 

Q 

Percentages in chart are estimates generated from law enforcemeqt agencies parti~ipating in Statistical 
Seri1es Project. '-, 
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measure of l:f.mited utility. Calle for service can be used in computing 

measures dealing with the source and sifting of the calls for service. 

Such measures giv~ us descriptive information on a major input. on the 

demand for law enforcement services. However, calls for service do not 

provide a very sound basis for computing wqxkload or perfo'hnance 

. d b i f h . C7 measures. Dispatches provide a more soun as s or suc measures 

because dispatches are more consistently defined and count.ed than cal~s 
~,'I 

for service as well as t.he fact tbat they represent a formal response 

to a request for service. 

\ 
1.2 Dispatc:!:!. 

\' 

Dispatching i.s the act of sending' an officer(s) to a specific 
(( 

location to take official action on a situation brought to the 

attention of the law enforcement agency; e.g. traffic a'cc~\dent, medical 
., 

emergency, hazardous condition (hole in the street), crime incident~ 

etc. While there is general consistency iu the use of term, there is 

an aspect associated with dispatching that is not necessarily 

consistent; i.e. how dispatches are counted. 

What is the counting Toule? ' Does an agency count the number of 

officers (or units) sent to the scene of the incident or does it count 

the number of incidents? Ther~ is no "correct" answer but we do know 

from t:he survey r,eturns that most law enforcement agencies use the 

number of incidents as the counting rule, not the 4number of officers 
H ~ 

(or units) sent to the scene. Furtli'ermore, while so~e of~the ~gencies 
,. 

indicate that the;l.r dispatch C()~nt, .. is .a JIlix; i.e •. , some~~imes each 

additional police unit fient (cov.er car) is COUnted,,: a,nd sometimes it 

isn't,,, by and large the agency either,. tallies the extrlk un.:l.t(s):J or it 

does not. This'consistency in counting within a depa:r;tment provides a 
\) 
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basis for adjusting the dispatch figures from those departments 
1t '~t , 

where ') 

cover cats are counted in the total dispatc;h count, so. that they can be 

comparable to those ~gencies where the cover cars are not counted (2). 

Despite these variations in counting, d:f,spatching provides a sound 

basis for
J 

examining workload and performance measures for law 

enforcement agencies. Am~~ such measures are: 
c\ 

(/ " 
• Number df d~spat.ches per 1,000 population 

(9 Proportion of diupatches involving c,wer cars 

• Proportion of di,spatches that ai:'e "Priority" 

- Response tilDe to "Priority Dispa.tches" 
- Time spent Ilt the scene for "Priority Dispatches" 

As with calls for service, there is a method of standardizing 

dispatches so that a bal~is of comparison exists among agencies of 

" different sizes. This can be done by dividing the number of dispatches 

by the jurisdiction's Mpulation and then multiplying by 1,000. This 

yields the dispatches per 1,000 population. The average number of 

dispatches per 1,000 pOI)ulation for those agencies participating in the 

statistic'al series proj~~t is 715. The large standard deviation (355) 

along with the range where the low is 60 and the high is 1,841 

un~ler8cores the variabil.ity among the respondents. 
~ 

;,2. For eXCllIl,ple, at~ agency may r.~port that it had, 10,000 
dispatches in the year Bind that it counts cover cars in this number. 
Because th~que~ti()nQ.a:h·e as~ed how frequelltly cover. ca~s were sent, we 
have a basis for making an adjustment c::2!!.!!!! assumption' that all of the 
instance$ in.which c,oveJ~ cars w~re sent; only one oaddit;:I,onal .car was 
involved. This may not ,be the perfect soludon to the problem but it 
beg1.ns tq make such an ~~gency'" s dis.patch, count mote comparable with the 
bulk of the respondents.. Continuing our"example, the agency may 
~eport: that..20%U ~f all dispatc;hes inv()lve a' c,overcar. The following 
correc tion would be milde: . 

c/~ 

Total Dispatche~ -'(Totid Clispatches x Cover Car Rate)"AdjQsted Dsptch. 
Q 10,000 minus (10,000 x .• 20) /"?- ,a,Ooo 

!.J 
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Withreg~;rd to the differential experience of those agencies 
\_~) 

serving larg~ and small population groups, we observe a sizeable 

difference. Those agencies serving populations of less than 100.000 

have 790 dispatches per 1',000 population as opposed to those agencies 

serving populations of 100,000 or more whose rate is 620 dispatches per 

1,000 population. Dispatches per 1,000 l>opulation for smaller 

jur.isdictions is twenty-seven percent (27%) higher than that found for 

larger jurisdictions. 

The disparity i~ dispatch ratea between these groups of agencies 

takes on a different. compl~~ion when one examines dispatch~s from 

another perspective; i.e. the number of patrol units ava:f.lable to 

" 
respond to calla for service. An estimate on the number of patrol 

units available can be obtained by multiplying the total staffing 

component of a law enforcement agency by the percentage of staff 

assigned to patrol and then dividing that product by the staffing ratio 

of the patrol car (all of Chese factors~jUl be discussed in more 

detail later in this ,report:) • When this calculation is done for thos~ 

agencies from which the requisite data are available \i'e observe that 

the numb~r of d.ispatches per available p~,trol unit is 486 in a year for.' 
I' ,;:) 

agencies serving populations of leas thao,,100,000 while the d:l.spatches 

per avails'ble unit is 537 in a yellX' for agenc.ies serving p.opula.ttons of 

l,QQ ,000.or more. Th;is "finding' ·:fos primarily ~:ttr:f.but.e~, t.othe 

diffe,renc'e :f,n f~he,' patrol car. GtafUn,grat.:l6 evidenced by the t:.~types ' 
.. 

o~ jurisdictions .:.the' value of allleasur~ U.1te.th;f.S lies 1.n :f, tp· eb:ll:l t.y 

to call attent:~on tl) ,!the diff~rence: betw(!~n a 'gener:al workload iJ!,easure 
Cl,' 

(d:i.spatct'tes p'~r 1 ,000 popul~don) §lnd the worl4oad ,per aV~,ifable 

reso1urce uni t; :I.. e. the patrol car. ~ 

, I 
1 

The number of dispatches per 1,000 population as well as the 

number of dispatches per available unit in a year are quantitative 

measures that sheds l:J.ght'on how a law enforcement agency elects 

to respond to calls, for service as much ,as it reflects the citizen's 
,~. lj~ 

perception of what: a law enforcement agency is expected to do. For 

example, a call requesting police action on an "abandoned car" may 

receive a r.esponse (perhaps even a quick response) in some 

jurisdictions, while in other jurisdictions an agency response would be 

deferred or the ~:ttizenwould be referred t.o another government agency, 

e.g. the Department of Transportation or the Deparbment of Sanitat:lon, 

There is no standard response acro~,.s law f .~ en orcement agencies in terms 

of how they handle t.he vast majority of calls for service that come 

into ,the agency. In .add1t;l.on, the likelihood of such a call 

("abandoned car") coming into the law enforcement agency to begin with 

is probably higher in agencies serving basically single family homes 

where people have a pretty good idea of which cars belong on the block 

as opposed to densely settled. areas where sl1ch familiarit.y is less 

likely to exist. The number of dispatches per 1,000 population and t.he 

number of dispatches 

measures of ~orkload 
" 

,performed llS well as 

per available unit, ther~re,are relatiVe 

that reUect eXp(H!tati~ns 1101' services to be 
.. 

the actual delivery of such services. 

Another aspect of the dispatch workload as .men.tioned earlier is 

the number of dispatches in which more than ~ne car was sent. to the 

scene (3). In the aggrega:te, three out of ten dispatches (31%) :l.nvolve 

3., In discussing this topic of "cover: cars '1 the analysis deals 
onlywit.h those ~:f,t~at:f,on$ where the 8gency"s re~ords in4icat.e that. 
more than one car 1isi. d;f.spatch~d to the !lcene. It. is not unusual for 
patrol car to respond· toP an.:I;nci4ent: when the oJttcer hears the 
dispatcher sending another unit to. the scene~ 

1\ 
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more than one patrol unit, but once again considerable variation exists 

among the responding agencies as evidenced by the standard deviation of 

.18. While there is some,difference bet.ween the large and small 

agencies in the aggregate (35% versus 29%), the difference i~ modest 

especially when one considers the difference in the staffing ratio per 

car between the two types of jurisdictions~ The staffing ratio for 

agem:ies serving populations of less than 100,000 is 1.02 officers per 

patrol car while the staffing ratio for agencies serving populations of 

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

\cover c~rs 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'sr was computed for the relationS~iP between",,} 

incidence of cov~'r cars and t~e staffing ratio of the patrol car among 

the larger juriadictions, no relatiollship was found (Pe'arscm'" s r ....... 14). 

1.3 PrioritY" Cal.ls 

There are various types of dispatches. These depend on the nature 

of the call so that the response may be anything from an immediate, 

response (red lights and siren) to ~ one or two hour delayed response. 

Consequently, nearly all law enf9rcement agencies ha,ve some type of 
'0 e 

classification scheme for",prioritizing calls for service. Indeed some 

of these class~fication schemes can be rather detailed. To min:t.mize . 

Ute d\1.ff:t.culty of tt:ying to' compare class:f.f1.cat:f.on. schemes among the 

respo~ding agencies, the questionnaire inquired about those calls for 

service that would demand the agency"'s, quickest response. These calls 

were designated, "Righest Prior:l.ty Calls." The questionnaire sought 
" (~. 

information on tM "n~ber of \'i'uch calls as well as. information ont.he 
'" 

time ~pent;f.n respond\lng -to and hand)l1.ng such calb~ 

'," 
(I 

.. 

" l 
r 1\ , 

( 
\, 
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To provide a fl,avor for" how the highest priority 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; 

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

• In progress crimes, orde'l: maintenance and disturbance calls that 
_\'" could lead to violence ,medical emergencies; 
\,r 

• Life threatening situations; and, 

• Life threatening felony in progress. 

Clearly, While in progress crimes and medical emergencies constitute 

the major criter~a :In determining what is a pr:lority call, the 

responding agencies evidet~(:e considerable range in how broadly these 

crit~ria can be interpreted. 

The broadness in scope in terms of how "prio:-it.y call" is 

operationally def:lned is underscored by the ~ange in the proportion of 

dispatches that involve priority calls. The proportion of dispatches 

in~olving pr:lority calls for service ranges among t.he responding 

agencies froUl a low of 3% to a high of 56% with the average being 16%. 

The standard deviat:l,on for this variable is .14. ~en priorit.y calls 
\ .~ , : 

are examined by "the population size of the jur:lsdiction being served, 

one obs~rves a higher inci.denc.e of priority ~alls for those a.gencies 

I' serving populations of 100,000 or more (19%) than t.hati' found' for 

agenc~es serving populations of less than 100,000 (14%). 

Because oJ the non-uniformity among the agenc1.es as to what 

constitut~s"a pri~rity ~all, the data are not measuring s1.milar 

circUlll$tances.However, these data do inform one about law 

enforcement's a<lministrative reponse to a portion of its dispatcQ 
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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 quickly 

the agency is able to respond to its own self-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 time" includes the 

time taken in obtaining information from the caller as well as the time 

it takes t~e patrol unit to arrive at the 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 agencies servicing populations of under 

100,000 indicate that they are able to respond twice as quickly as 

those agencies servicin& populations of lOO,OOO or more (three minutes 

versus six minutes). On the other hand, departments serving 
,. 

populations of 100,000 or more spend 40% more time at the scene than 

those who serve populations. of less than 100,000 (28 minCltes versus 

20 minutes). 

Excun:f.n:f.ng response t:f.me by, pOPJllation per square mile in the 

police jurisdiction reveals no strong relationship when examined in 

the context of all of the x:esponding tigencies. However, when a 

Pea~son"'s r correlation coefficient is computed for thos~, agencies 

serving :populations of 100,000 or more ,the .r' comes out -.56 between 

response t;!me(dispatch to arri.val on scene) and populat.:l.onper square 
,. 

mile; i.e. the higher. the population per 8qu~rem;Uet the slow~r the 

response t;:f.me. It appears that the h:l.gherpopulation per square mile' 

" would t.end to, creat.esu¢h conditions as more t.raf.fic, and ~-1Ilore 

intersections which WQuld inhibit officer:s from stepping on t.he gas all 
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TOTAL DISPATCUES 
NUMBER OF PER 1000 

JURISDICTION DISPATCHES PO(ULATION 
A 9897 1164 
B 2228 148 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
1 
J 
K 
L 
H 
N 
o 
P 

Q 
R 
S 
T 
U 
V 
W 
x 
Y 
Z 

AA 
AB 
AC 

15020 
53118 
10800 
3456 
9500 
7361 

11284 
4150 
8012 
3068 

20330 
14789 
17883 
16972 

71798 
2100 

17536 
, 9400 

43395 
4200 

101256 
36403 

626 
1251 

982 
524 
7'J2 
387 
882 

1012 
433 
S90 
535 
870 
477 

1084 

1680 
5.53 
390 
783 

668 
60 

1841 
628 

I._,~,\ 

TABLE 3 
SELECTEU CHARACTERISTICS OF DISPATCHES 

PRCPORTlON 
NUMBER OF OF 

DISPATCHES DISPATCHES 
INVOLVING INVOLVING 
HORE THAN FRIORITY 

ONE CAll CALLS 
0.37 0.15 
0.25 0.16 

0.50 
0.05 
0.40 0.01 
0.50 0.07 
0.20 0.13 
0.60 0.08 

0.04 
0.20 0.04 
0.40 0.56 
0.23 0.44 
0.30 0.12 
0.41 0.02 
0.05 0.03 
0.10 0.11 
0.13 0.08 
0.25 
0.18 0.14 
0.01 
0.70 0.27 
0.35 0.16 

0.10 
0.25 
0.80 
0.06 i 
0.10 0.01 

RESPONSE TIKE FOR 
PIiIORITY CALLS 

RESPONSE TI~ TOTA~ TlKE POPULATION PRESENCE 
TOO 

1.10 
1.66 
2.00 
3.25 
4.50 
2.17 
3.17 
3.00 
5.50 
2.60 
2.30 
1.33 
2.83 
1.20 
4.05 
2.18 
3.25 
3.20 
3.50 
2.94 
2.12 
2.75 
1.56 

8.00-
6.00 
3.00 
2.00 

AT SCENE FOR PRIORITY PER SQ MILE OF 911/CAD 
N.A. N.A. 3696 

15.00 16.66 5956 
10.00 12.00 3).00 

N.A. N.A. 1741 
18.00 22.50 5455 
15.00 17.17 3469 
20.GO 23.17 407 
10.00 13.00 11.00 
15.00 20.50 1176 
12.00 14.60 173 
59.20 61.50 4000 

9.50 10.83 1519 
19.~ H.~ 1177 
30.00 31.20 578 
23.26 27.31. 5646 
35.00 37.18 3778 
12.00 15.25 4ij08 
17.55 20.75 2073 
45.00 48.50 

7.63 10.57 
11.13 13.25 
20.00 22.75 
15.00 16.58 

20.00 
20.00 
30.00 
12.00 

26.00 
26.00 
33.00 
14.00 

7123 
1357 
4091 
4000 ' 

(1) 
(5) 

3202 
4545 
2037 

i2889 

911 
911 
911 
911 
911 

911 
911 

CAl> 

911 
911 
911. 
911 

CAl>/911 

911 
911 

CAl>/911 
CAl> 

911 

CAl> 
CAD/911 ---------... _----_._----_ .. ',.------------------------

AVERAGE FOR 
AGENCIES SER 

POP <100000 
20667 790 0.29 0.14 

------.---.---------.-~-

AD 
AE 
AF 
AG 
All 
AI 
/I.J 
A'J. 
AL 
AM 
AN 
IJJ 
AP 
AQ 
IJl. .' 
AS 
AT. 
AU 
AV 
AW 
AX 
AY 
AZ 

AM 

1133077 
287170 
,59000 

401500 
53050 

121621 
168298 
4.00951 
323842 

206805 
3'/7116 
250125 
278382 
344863 
229686 

74407 

" (U763) 
(1!l611) 
252637 

67706 
172392 

1059 
432 
590" 
807 
295 
315 
565 
.459 
736 

632 
662 
611 

U46 
761 
648 
722 

(24) 
n (12) 

533 

356 
445 

0.19 
0.50 

0.23 
0.20 

0.09 
0.40 

. C.35 

0.50 
0.46 
0.54 
0.4$ 

t. 

0.21 
0.61 

0.29 
0.30 

0.16 
0.42 

0.18 
0.17 
0.32 
0.30 
0.03 \ 

0.29 
0.06 

0.19 
0.33 

0.10 

0.31 
!l.08 

0.34 
0.14 

3.01 

6.12 
7.00 
N.A. 
7.45 
2.17 

10.14 
6.00 
4.90 
4.50 

2.75 
7.05 
9.14 
6.15 
5.00 
8.00 
6.33 

6.00 
8.32 

5.00 
5.00 

20.07 

25.00 
22.00 
N.A. 

23.45 
N.A. 

13.64 
24.00 
67.10 
45.00 

25.00 
27.0,5 
51.00 
32.93 
N.A. 

22.00 
10.10 

12.50 
54.17 

35.00 
16.18 

23.14 

31.12 
29.00 
25.00 
30.90 
N.A. 

24.36 
30.00 
72.00 
49.50 

27.75 
34.10 
60.14 
39.06 

N.A, 
30.00 
16.4~ 

18.50 
62.49 

40.00 
21.18 

9148 
1089 

16129 
4471 
8182 
lZ21 
4923 
475 • 

12828 
6641, 
5938 
2907 
631 

6637 
7.383 
4119 

12875 

( 1412) 
. (525) 

1065 

8636 
50 

CAD/911 
CAl>/911 

911 
C.\D/911 

CAD/911 
CAD/911 

CAll/911 
CAD 
CAD 

CAD 
CAD 

91l. 

911. 

.. -.. __ ---.,~~-...-~_~ .. _. -"'~----''''.JC-.---.---~~ __ --, ... p _..,. .. __ .".. .. _--:--___ ~~---.. --_-'""'i 
;AVERAGE roll. 

AGt:NCIES SEll. 258033 '0,620 0.35 0.19 6.1,9 2Q.12 35.64 5767 
pop >100000 ._"!' __ ..... _--.-w._-.-...........-"'--~ __ ........ _______ ~ .... ___ ~----....----... - .. - _____________ -. 

4Vl!IUGE 
FDa ALL 
M)ENCIES 1255$0 715 0.31 0.16 4.32.. 23.44 28.38 4J54 

... * .. *.* .. *.** ... ****.~.*."' ............. *.** ... ** ... *fI**U.*** •• fI*.***.i1*fI*"' .. ** •••••••••••• fI* •••• " •••• i/~ •••••••• ".IhII'I!.'I! 
. 1-',' ," 'b . n .' 



\') 

---- -----..-..-------

of the way. So this relationship between response time and population 

per square mile is somewhat understandable. 

1.4 911 and CA,,) Systems ---
Does electronic technology affect law enforcement .... s response to 

calls, for s~rvice? The answe:r would appear to be yes based on an 

analysis of the data along the dimension of the presence or"absence of 

a 9+1 Emergency Number System or a Computer Aj,ded Dispatch (CAD) 

system. 

To begin with let us first discuss the preva*ence of 911 and CAD . 

among the agencies participating :lin the statistical (series project. 

Table 4 presents the information on these systems by the size of the 

population being served by the la~ enforcement agency. As Table 4 

illustrates, 911 is more prevalent than CAD. A 911 system is present 

i'n on.e out of every two agencies (49%) while CAD.S :1.8 present ;I.~\:three 

out of every ten (30%). Of those agencies indicating that they have 

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

enhanced features that are available for 911 (automatic locator or 

number indicator) or is used, in conjunction with a CADS. ,As discussed 

here, therefore, 9).1 goes beyond the mere presence of a phone number 

that is' easy to call to :Lnclnde system aspe,cts that 'also provide 

information on the call (the phone number_ or the a<lorel:l!3 of t.he 

caller). () 

It should be noted t118.t among the part:le:f.pating' agencies in. the 
'~ I 

statistical series project, a number o~ agencies serv:i.ns populat:lons 

under 100,000 operate in count:iea in which there is it county wide 91.1' 

system. . A s:l.zeable' number of these respond:l.ng agencies(r' are 

concentr~ted within two such counties: Dade County, Florida and , \ . 
" 

Henne.,inCount-y, Minnesota. ' Consequently, the~flnding that.. 911 is 
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Table 4 

p~rcent Distribution of Agencies Having 911 or Computer A:l.ded 
Dispatch (CAil) by Size of Population Served 

Agencies 
Serving Popu-
lations of 
< 100,000 

.' 
Agencies 

Serving Popu-
lations of 

100,000 or more 

Total 

I) ,,:! 

Agencies 
Serv:l.ll8 Popu-
lations of 
< 1,00,000 

Agencies 
ServingPopu-
lations of 

100,000 or more 

Total 

'~ 
',\ 

Does' Agency Have System? 
----------~- --------------

Yes No 

c 

59% 41% 
(17) ( 1.2) 

38% 62% 
(9) (15) 

49% 51% 
(26) (27) -, 

2i% 0 79% 
(6) (23) 

(\ 
)~ 

42% 58% 
(10) (14) 

, 

30% ' 70% " 
(16) (37). 

,) 
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" 

.,. 

r ,I 

Total 

100% 
(29) 

100% 
(24) 

100% 
(50) 

100% 
(29) 

100% 
(24) 

" 

100% 
(13) ." . 

" .r*"" 
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present in 6 out of 10 (59%) agencies serving populations under 100,000 

versus 38% of those agencies serving populations of 100,000 or more is 

probably not reflective of the general condition in law enforcement. 

The distribution on the presence and absence of CAD, on the oth~r hand, 

" is probably more reflectve of general law enforcement experience in 

that such systems are much more likely to be found with larger 

departments. 

Do 911 and CAD 'make a difference? With regard to eliciting a 

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

major consideration to law enforcement agencies in responding to 

emergencies. In looking at time in the context of dispatching, two 

distinct processes occur. 

information from the caller 
~.\ 

First is the time involved in obtaining 
() 

regarding location and nature of ,the 

the 

emergency • ., This accounts for approximately one-third of the total time 

involved in responding to a priority c,a1I. (one minutell 30 seconds out 

of four minutes, 24 seconds). The remaining time is tied up between 

the moment the patrol officer is dispatched to the scene and hia/he~ 

arrival there. 

In both aspects agencies with 911 systems evidence faster response~ 

\~ 
times. Those agencies with 911 use nearly one minute lev~ than those 

\; ,~, ' 

agencies without 911 in taking the inf.ormation f~om the caller and 

relaying it to the dispatch sec~ion (o~e minute, 34 seconds ve~sus two 

mi~~tes, 30 seconds for those agencies serving populations of 100,000 
" 

or more and 32 seconds v~rsus one minute, 20 seconds for age~cies 

serviDg popUlations of less than 100,000). 
~ 

In a4dition, those age~cies 
"I 

o 

with 9?.:'J; systems evidence a faster UJUe for dispatch to arrival at the 

scene than those without 911 systems (three minutes, 15 seconds 'versus 

f i 31 
;; ~. 

our m nutes,' seconds for agencies aerviIlg popUlations of 100,000 or \1 

.. 26 ... 
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, 
more while the difference is one minute, 52 seconds versus three 

i', 

minutes, 22 seconds for those agencies serving populations of less than 

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

nearly fifty percent quicker for those agenc:f.es with 911 systems than 
,-... .:.,.-.: 

those without. 

The other aspect of time involving priority calls is the amount of 

til.l1e spent at the scene to address the situation. While agencies, 

serving populations with less than 100,000 population and without 911 

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

(23 minutes, 40 seconds versus 19 minutes, 50 seconds), the opposite 

holds for those agencies serving popUlations of 100,000 or more. There 

the time spent at the. scene is 36 minutes, 30 "seconds for those 

agencies with 911 as opposed to 2~i~~tes, 42 seconds for those 

i h '911 L w tout • 
C;} 

In analyzing these time components along the dimension of the 

presence or absence of a CAD,system, we were limited to looking at the 

experience of those departments that service populations of 100,000 or 

more. It should be noted that six out of the ten agencies in this 

population c~tegory ~hat had a 911 Qystem also had a CAD system. 

Consequently, a good deal of overlapexist.s in the distr!bution of 

cases in this analysIs and that just described for 911. The findings, 

therefore, are nc;'t substantially different. from t~ose found with 9U; 

i.e. faster response times forc.taking the call as well as the' patrol 

of~!cer's get.t.ing to "the Bcene a10n8 with longer average times spent at 

the 8gene. 

The impact of a 911 system on calls for service coming i~t.o the 
'\ 

law enforcement agency var:l,es" with tlte size of the population being 

- 27 -
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served. Those agencies servl!,:S populations. of less th~n 100,000 which 
- \ 

have 911 systems evidence.a higher rate of calls per 1,000 population 

than those lii.thout 911 (1,020 per 1,000 versus 795 per 1,000).D The~e 

agencies, however, show minor differences· with regard to .. the proportion 
( ) 

of calls for service attributable to citizens (75% versus 74%) and 

dispatch rates (88% and 84%). 
.. 

An examination of agencies serving populations of 100,000 or more 

reveals a relationship contrary to that found with the smaller agencies 

regarding the impact of a 911 syste1ll. Agencies with 9.11 systems 

averaged fewer calls for service than those without (846 per 1,000 

versus 1,127 per 1,000). In addition, those without 911 systems had a 

higher proportion of calls for service attributable to citizens than 

those with 911 (84% vedlUs 78%). On the other hand, the dispatch rate 
(. 

for those agencies with 911 was higher than, that foundc for ag~ncies 

without 911 (76% versus 7l.%). These are confounding f;l.ndings which 

deserve more attention in future efforts but which" unfortunately, 

cannot be addressed here. 

W;l.th regard to the presence or abseng.e ofa CAD system the Ii 

/ . '\'i analysis was limited to. thQse agenc:l.e~::1~e~ing populations of 1.00,000 

or more. The mostdrama'Hc, and, to a certain extent, ex~ected, 
t~" (\ 

finding was t;pe much higher dispatch rate for those age~cies with ctW \'1 
.'~'\ 

systems than those without it. The dispatch rate tQr .. age~c:l.es with a 

CAD system is one-and-a-half t:f.mes g1,'eater than that.; t.or'<llgencies 

w;l.tho\J,t CAD (86% Versus S6%). 
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1.5 ,Patrol Car Characteris.tics 

A law enforcement agenc~"s response to calls for service is 

handled by its patrol division. 0 The patrol division of a law e~force­

ment agency cons~mes a considerable amount of its resources. A measure 
" 

of the. agency"s commitment to patrol (4) is reflected in the proportion 
CJ 

of total personnel assigned to the patrol division. Based on the 

returns of the agencies participating ip the statistical series, better 

than half of the agency'" s personnel·~(54%) works in the patrol division. 

While patrol officers do not spend 'all of their time responding to 

calls for service, a 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 

publfshed its report, The Kansas City' Patrol Experiment: A Technical 

Report, (1974). Without getting into the various proposals for .patrol, 

it is useful to examine: how patrol is organized; how patrol officers 

spend their time; and what some of its cost components ar.e. 

Law enforcement agencies deploy most of their patrol force through 

beats. A patrol beat 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 

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

4. Each responqingagency was asked to provide its organization 
chart with staffing numbers. Based on a review of those charts, the 
distribution of staff among patrol,investigat;l.on, and , other was com­
puted. For patrol, in addition' to those units designated patrol, we. 
counted the traffic div.is:l.on (but nQt traffic investigators) and spe·· 
cialized units, such as crime prevention and family crisis, that are 
assigned to, the precinct or station house. Such unit.s were not counted 
if operated out of central headq'uarters. In addition, persons assigned 

.' to dispatch,.personnel, the. jail/lock.-up, and animal control were ~ 
counted as patrol. 

29 
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may vary based on the t~me of day and/or the day of the week. Table 5 

presents a grid. of ,possible beat conf~gurations where~n the "X" 

designates the full \~overC1ge beat. , This concept of the full coverage 

beat is important for understanding how law enforcement agencie$.view 

patrol as ~ell as for understanding what the da~a on patroi operations 

Table 5 
Illusr-ration of, Possible. Beat Configurations 

Five Days per Week Seven Days' per Week 

Cove,rage ,Coverage 
({ 

8 Hours per Day 
Coverage 

'"1 -
16 Hours per Day 

Coverag~< 
// " 

'I ~ 

24 Hours per Day 
X 

Coverage ) 

The "X" indicates the cell that represen,ts the full coverage beat. 

The manner i~i which law enforcement agencies conduct patrol 

',,>revolves around the patrol car. While beats used to be patrolled by 

foot, and even though some agencies are tryiJ\g to reintroduce some 

measure of foot patrol ,to their jurisdictions, the ca~. ,is the integral 

part of patrol operations. ,\\ 0 .' 

The '>averagep~t:rol 'car-:.tec~'ives conslde.:able ~se'7during its short 

life, as' caii;':;be seen in Table 6,. ,It is in oper,ation ninet.een hours per 

day (2,~37 shUts) for 321, day~~inthe y~t~r (,the equivalent 9f one ,day 

off per week). The .' average patrol car logs nearly 33,000 miles per 
l~ 
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TABLE 6 
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF PATROL CARS 

AVERAGE 
NUHlIER OF 

MILES TRAV 
JURISDICTION PER YEAR 

A "29000 

AVERAGE 
NDHBE.R OF 

DAYS IN 
SERVICE 

330 
300 
350 
330 
300 
339 
208 
350 
350 
312 
345 
300 
365 

II 

B 20000 
C 47000 
D 48000 
E 50000 
F 12644 
G 20000 
Ii 30000 
I 44407 
J 43000 
Ie,. 30000 
L 31442 
Ii 60000 
N 15000 
o 15625 
P 15047 
Q 38500 
R 40140 '" 
S 8327 

\'~ 31'2 
208 
315 
350 
307 

T 37700 334 
U 32500'365 
V 10880 365 

'~ , ' ~ 30000 300 
X 14296 240 
Y 30000 324 
Z 48046 310 

AA 16000 264 
All 59862 365 

AVERAGE 
NUHBER OF 

SHIFTS 
PER DAY 

2.50 
3.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.50 
3.00 
1.01 
1.20 
3.00 
3.00 
3~00 
3.00 
2.00 
2.00 
1.00 

"\\ 3 .00 
';'2.60 

2.00 
1.00 
3.00 
3.00 
1.00 
2.50 
1.00 
3.00 
2.55 
1.00 
3.00 

BEAT MILES AVERAGE 
TRAVELLED CAR LIFE 
l!i ONE EXPECTANCY 

YEAR IN YEARS 
38491 2.00 
24333 2.00 
73521 4.00 
79636 2.50 
73000 '1.10 
13614 2.50 . 

104246 5.00 
78214 3.00 
46310 2.30 
50304 _ 2.50 
31739 .. 2.00 
38254 4.00 
90000 1.40 
26322 3.00 
82257 4.00 
1743.5 3.50 
46327 2.00 
71585 1.80 

8.00 
41199 1.00 
32500 2.00 
32640 3.50 
43600 4.00 
65225 3.00 
33796 5.00 
66553 1.75 
66364 4.00 " 
59862 

AVERAGE 
CYLINDER 
SIZE OF 

POLICE CAR 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
7.71 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 

8.00 

8.00 

.8.00 
6.00 
8.00 
8.00 

8.00 
8.00 
8.00 

8.00 
8.00 
8.00 _______ ~-~_C-- 32O:X> ___ , _286 _~) 

AVERAGE FOR. AGENCiES ' 

000 
,.- 3.00 40839 Z.50 5.07 

---------
SERVING POP <100000 
--~--:::r-------

(j AD 
AE 

(1 AF 
AG 
All 
AI 
AJ 
AK 

31359 

19000 
, 43541 
30000 
45650 \\ 

19000 
200000 
43000J)'" 
30000 ' 
18000 '\"",:-

33619 
43000 
2324f1 
285"8 
25186 
19646 
50000 
26000 
35000 

'100000 
48096 

\ 
/) 

u 315 2.27 52442 2.94 7.78 --------------,,---------
365 
320 
346 
340 
226 

,345 
\325 
329 
325 
364 
310 
329 
335 

3.00 . 19000 3.50 
3.00)f 49664 1.80, 
3.00) 31466 3.00 
3.00 49007 1.50 
2.00' 46029 3.00 
1.00 63478 3.00 
3.00 48292 2.00 
3.00 33283 2.00 
1.00 60646 3.50 
3.00 33711 .. , 3.00 
3.00 50629 2.00 
3.00 25790 3.50 
2.00 46657 3.50 
3.00 3.00 

335 2.00 321(l8 3.01) 
320 3.00 57031 2.00 
261 2.00 54540 3.00. 
365 2,00 52500" 2.0Q 

6.00 
6.00 
8.00 
8.00, 
8.00 
8.00 
7.76 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
7.42 
8.00 
6.15 
7.79 
7.29 
7.73 

365 3.00 iooooo 0.7~ 6.00 
220 , 3.00 79796 2.50 8 00 
240 1.00 • « • AY 304 3.00 3.60 7.~2 

. . AZ 35000 3 00 1.00 a.oo 
AAA 33000 348' 3.00 7.08 

Al. 
AM 
AN 
AD 
AP 
AQ 
AR 
AS 
AT 
AU 
AV 
AW 
~ 

____________ ~ ___________ ~.oo . 51918 2.00 8.00 

AVBIlAGE FOil AGENCIES " --~-----,.------------

~~.!2~~ __ ~~__ 319. 2.5Q, ,49277 .2.55 - 7.51 -----.. ----------~-... -~----..;.---------
AVE~E rOll ALL 
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These ye~r and has a life expectancy of two-and-three-quarter years. 

statistics do not vary substantially when one examines those agencies 

serving populations of less than 100,000 persons versus those serving 

populations 6f 100;000 .. ,or more. 

With the amount of use tllat the average patrol car receives, it is 

not surprising to observe that mtmy of the l,aw enforcement agencies use 

eight cylinder cars. Some of the agencies (mostly those serving 

popul~tions of 100,000 or more) evidence a mixed fleet of eight and six 

cylind'er cars, with only four of the respondents. ind:lcating a major 
\' 

commitment to a downsize car (s:t'!t cyl:lnder). 

The use of the average patrol car,.!! ~ ~ equivalent of ~\~Ie 
'/ 

vehicle usage involved in a full cover-age beat. There is the need to 

upgrade the a~erage number of miles travelled by' a patrol car by 

multipliers that refl~;ct 24 hour coverage (three shifts a day) for 365 

days in the year. Such adjustments are necess('.',ry in order to obtain 

comparable d~ta between those agencies that assign car.s to s~~.tf~,~ , 

officers for a single shift a day, five days a week and those agencies 

that have no such ind:f.vidual car assignment and basically \~,?erate the 

cars 24 hours a day. Table 6 reflects these adj1,lstments under the 

column, "Beat Miles Travelled in One Year." 

The impact of these adjustments on the average numbe~ of miles 
.,' 

travelled per car is t'~ther substantial. On·the whole, beat miles 

.' 

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

32,901). Th~s enhan~ement is much larger (67%) for those agencies serv-
I,' ,. 

ing p()pulat:lonlll of less .. than 100,006 than that found for those ~geJ;l¢:les 

serving populations of ,100,000 or more (41%) ~~ Because of the greater 

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

tQe beat miles for the smaller agenc:les to be slightly higher (6%) than 

... 32-

, 

• 

,'0 

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

In examining beat m:lles by the population per square mile, a 

Pearson's .r correlation coefficient of .63 was computed. Th:ls measure 

indicates that 40% of the v.ariation in beat miles among agencies could 

be explained by the jurisdiction's, popUlation dens:lty. More detailed 

analysis along the dimension of the population size of the jurisd:tction 

be1.ng served (\,lnder 1,00,000 versus '100,000 or more) revealed that the 

relationship is more true. of those agencies, serving p.:>pu1ations 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 expect'Zla, negative, 

not a'Positive~,FTa~tionshi~. The Pearson's r indicates that the more 

den/:iely populated B.x'f".:;rea is the more, beat. miles travelled in a year. 
"\' F'\\ _ .~ 

However, intu:f.tion :f,ndicat~b,A:hat more beat miles would be' ~required to 

cover more sparsely populated areas.' Consequently, tbis is an area 

that would merit closer scrutiny in future efforts. 

1.6 ~atrol 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 involves the Officers' 

recording how t.hey spepd their time in a fOJ:'ID~t ~,hat facilitates 

'aggregation by function OVer a substantial peX'iod of t;l.me (one to two 
Co 

months). However, two of the paX'ticipating jurisd:lct:l.ons(Las Vegas 

" 

and ,Denver) dic\ undeX'take such an an.alysis ',of how patrol off:l.eers spend 
'~ 

the;l.';' Ume. 

The Denver study found, that 34:; .of,~the pa.,t.rol officer's t:lme was 

" 
devoted to handling calls fo.X', servi¢'~. The other two ... thirds of h:f.a/her 

... 33 ';r 
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!~1 

time wal2 spent on discretionary police initiated activity (door !!he!!ks, 

car stops, etc), a~~nistrati ve matters (mail runs, car maintenance, 

roll call), ,and time "free for patrol" (5). The Las Vegas analysis 

was. based on information tabulated from its computer aided dispatch 

system. The Las Vegas data indicated that .a;ne-third (32%) of a patrol 

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." BQth Denver and Las Vegas reported substantial time 

allotted to "free for patrol" (Denver - 42%, Las Vegas- 35%) (6). 
,0 

Clearly, calls for service that; result in a dispatch are a major 

work generator for the patrol division. To a certain extent this 

workload can be regulate~ through mecha~Bisms like call screening which 

was discussed earlier. Nevertheless, the call for service result;!.ng iIi 

a dispatch will remain the keystone for patrol' operatiC'jns in the 

forse~,able future. 
-') 

;-;/ 

top:(f.~ as: 

The,issues that arise around patroldea.l with such 

• What is a good mix for officer initiated activity (proactive 
policing) versus the handling of cal.ls for service resulting in 
a dispatch (reactive policing)? 

<:1 

5. It should be noted that meal and coffee breaks were not 
.. included in tabulating how time was spent -- that amou':!-t of, t:l.me (45 
minut.E:s per shift) was subtracted out. 

6. A similar study on how the patroi Qffi.cer spends his/her time 
was published in 1974 by the (then) National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice (now the National Institute of 
Just:lce). The publication was a prescript:l.ve package Qn Improving .' 
Police Praductiv:l,~plume 1- Routine Patr~l'll. O~ page ttlree ~f that 
publication it iIl:a:f.c~ted that) based on :l.ts.~~YSiS, patrol off:l,cers 
spent 23% 'of thei~\~ime on calls for servi4e~¥3:iff thetr time on 
administrati've time (including l.unch), 14% o~\;the"5 time on officer 
initiated activit.y, and 40% of their t;f.me 'on ~ilable for patrol." 
The finding on av.aUable for pat,~ol is very comparable to. the Denver 
f1tlding (40% versus 43%) ... but di'fferencesdo eX.ist among the other 
activity categodes which are partially attributable to counting rules; 
i.e. hO.wlunch .and coffeebrea~s were 'handled. 
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• How does an agency solve the problem of balancing workload with­
out jeopardizing a fast response time for emergency calls? 

• How much direction should an agency provide the patrol officer 
when s/he is one "free for. patrol" (directed versus non:directed 
patrol)? 

These issues are qualitat:l\'e and will J;'eflect a number of 
, ''1\ ,. " 

,consider~tions~~h 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 characterisd.cs of 

t'he car itself, there ara matters of staffing and costs that can 'S's 
/) 

examined here. 

1.7 Patrol Car Costs 
I, 

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

enfor!!ement officer. The critical component of the car is its 

staffing. While two person patrol. cars were once fairly common in many 

law enforcement agencies, they are now more the exception than t.he rule 

despite the recurring television programs showing two officers to a 

car. As can be aeen in Table 7, ~he overall staffing ratio for t·he 

I, patrol cait' from the participating agencies is 1.12 officers plar car 

(7). There is a substantial diffetence in the staffing ratio between 
\\ 

) 

jurisdict.ions based on their population size. Agencies serving 

po~ulationa of less than 100,000 have a st.affing ratio of ~.02 officers 
,. 

per car; ,i.e. virtuall)- every car has only one ofUcer. Agencies 

serving "populatio.ns of 100,000 or more show a much higher ratio of 1.25 

officers per car which translat.es in!=o: one two-offic~r car for e'V'ery 

three one-ofUcfn cars. These agencies serving the larger populations, 

7. ~his rat;~o. was ~~.rj,veq 8,t by taking, the total nUDlber of 
, officers sent out in a day and dividing by the t.ot.~ nUmber of cars 
sent out in the $!\,me day. 
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.lUlUSDICTION 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
Ii 
I 
J 
l{ 

L 
K 
N 
o 
P 
Q 
a 
S 
T 
U 
V 
W 
X 
'i 
Z 

M 
.U 
AC 

.ANNUAL 
PERSONNEL 

COSTS TO 
COVEll A 24 

HOUR. BEAT 
117913 
102480 

132299 

131871 
66697 
71527 

107574 

132048 
140080 

97499 
125012 
115:500 
131040 

66259 

224063 
98634 
98002 

157531 

TABLE 7 
BEAT COSTS ANU STAFFING PATERNS OF PATIlOL CARS 

ANNUAL 
CAR COSTS 

TO COV~1l 
A 24 IIOUR. 

BEAT 
12702 
11193 
95.~8 

24820 
4220 

10425 
19554 
12041 
12073 

180110 

15629 

20044 

17304 

14021 

11234 

13710 
29562 

11019 

TOTAL 
ANNUAL PERCENT OF ~TAFFING 

COSTS TO BEAT COSTS PATTERN FOR. 
COVER A 24ATTlUBUTABLE POLICE 

KOlIIl BEAT TO THE CAR PATROL CAR 
130615 0.10 1.00 
,1136730.10 1.00 

136091 
77122 
91081 

119615 

,,160124 

114803 

129521 

83493 

237773 
126196 
106021 

0.03 
0.14 
0.21 
0.10 

0.13 

\. 0.15 

0.11 

0.21 

0.06 
0.23 
0.08 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.09 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.,00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.20 
1.00 

1.17 
1.00 
1.00 
1.10 

AVERAGE 
ANNUAL PAT AVERAGE 
OFF SALARY FlUriGE RATE 

23592 0.19 
~OOOO 0.22 
18000 
24803 0.27 
21731 
23419 0.23 
11940 0.33 
14809 0.15 
22080 0.16 
18000 
21387 
15000 
7.4885 
21000 
22500 
19333 
24000 ~;.31 
26697 0.24 
12000· 
19841 0.17 
24804 0.20 
22000 0.25 
20000 0.30 
12325 0.28 

27468 0.66 
18939 0.24 
17949 0.30 
23039 0.48 

" 0.28 20420 AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES 117551 15006 125241 0.13 1.02 _StR_VI_N_G •• PO_P_<_100_00_0_. _____ ,,... _____ • __ • __ ,_. ___ , ________ _ 

AD 145760 9310 155070 0.06 1.46 17101 ,0.39 
AE 115873 14899 130772 0.11 1.00 19848 0.39 
AF 189567 8240 197807 0.04 1.50 25500 0.18 
AG. 208134 16946 22S080 0.08 t.~ ~~ggg g:~~ 
All 140070 1'00 19850 0 42 Al 11838,5 21390 139775 0.15. • 
AJ 110177 17828 126005 0.14 1.18 11368 0.28 
AX 189194 15626 204820 0.08 1.50 23634 0.30 
AL 200261 34751 235012 0.15 1.46 22838 0.43 

24000 0.56 
: 213791 201.$8 234549 C..09 1.50 27148 0.25 
AD 158615·7921 166542 0.05 1.10 20891. 0.25 
lIP 119069 14653 133722 0.11. 1,.24 18145 ,0.26 
AQ 135291 . 1..00 21765 'g:~~ 
All 14353), 11.924 155455 0.08 1.38 19499 '0.52 
AS 251553 18069 269642' 0.07 ".58 24939 

4 4 ".66 23962 0.43 
AT 1 3 13 l..00 14400 0.13 
AU 68161 18.501 110856 0.17 1.00 15165 0~45 
~ 1~~~!! 13182 124725 0.11, l.oo 19600 0.36 

AX 1..00 21822 0.21 AY 110197 () 37 
".55 26271 • 

AZ 234303 1.20 27555 c 0.26 
____ . ___ ,. ~ ""'"-_1 ... 7_49_8_5 __ .. ~_~~_~_:~_?_. _______ ..,..--__.-----. 

AVEIlAGJ Foa AGENCIES 1.$3401 16312 175237" 0."o 1.25 21604 0.35 SnVING'l'Or )10000Q ____ , ••• _______ _ ,------_---....-------------
AVEIlAG! FOR. ALL 62 ~52825, 0 11 1.12 21044, 0.32 

PAiTICIPATING AG~NCIES , .' .1~ .. 7.27 •• 1 •• * •••• !~.*!* ••• *~; ••• ** •••• *.* •• ;* •• ******* •••• *.*.* •• ~ •••• ** ••• * •• *.* •• ............................... ". ..,. '. ' '. " 
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it should be noted, evidence consiaerable range in their staffing 

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 

patrol officers in terms of their perception of safety. While statis-

tics were not collected to reflect in what circumstances two-officer 

cars were used, conversations with respondents indicate that they are 

used for the more troublesome neighborhoods and at night. Beyond the 

indiv:f.dual officer"s concern, however, the staffing ratio has a drama-

tic affect on the law enforcement response within a community. The 

simple mathematics of a high staffing ratio can be described in two 

basic scenarios involving similarly situated agencies. One scenario 

would have the agency with the high staffing ratio maintaining the same 

size patrol division as an agency with the low staffing ratio. The 

agency with the high staffing ratio would have to compensate for the 

fewer units available for patrol by having fewer beats w.:i,th larger 

geographical areas to be covered. On the. other hand, if the agency 

with the high staffing ratio wanted to match its sister agency in the 

number of beats, it WOUld. then have to assign more personnel to the 

patrol division in order to accomplish this. The staffing ratio for 
~:) 

patr~~ cars stands not only to affect the size and deployment of the 

patrol diVision, but: it is a150 a major cost factor when unit costs per 

pat.rol car are computed. Personnel and frin~e costs constitute 89% of 

the costs associated with providing a full coverage beat. As Table 7 
(j 

displays, the average cost. of a full COVerage beat (8) is $152,825 wit.h 

, , 

8,. The full coverage ,beat inVolves mult:i.pliers t.hat not only 
bring car costs up to reflect full year usaae for 24 hours a day, but. 
aleQ mult:lpliers fot' bring:f.ng personnel a.nd'fringe costs (fringe rate 
,times salary) was lDul tipU.ed by 4.2 (the number of people reguired to 
provide 24 hour coverage every day in 'the year). This total was 
.,futt.~,er enh(lnced by JDulUplying by the stafting ratio for the car. 

\' 
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$137,000 being ~spent on personnel and fringe costs and only $15,600' 

being spent on the car itself (9). These costs vary substantially among 

the agencies responding to the questionnaire. The differences are 

attributable to three factors: 

• Salary _of p~,trol officers; 

• Patrol officer fringe rates; and, 

• Staffing ratio. 

On all three factors, agencies serving populations of less than 

100,000 evidence substantial differences from agencies serving 

populations of 100,000 or more. The.smaller agencies reveal salaries 

that are 7% lower C$20,420 versus $21,804), fringe rates that are'25% 

lower (28% versua 35%), and a staffing ratio that is 23% lower (1.02 

versus 1.25), which all contribur~ to a 40% lower cost f~r ~ full 

coverage beat ttlan that found for the larger agencies ($125,241 versus 

$P5,237). Even with these lower costs, agencies serving populations 

of less than 100',000 still exhibit a small share of the costs being 
~ 
~ " 

attributable to the vehicle itself (13%). This share of the costs 

associated with the vehicle, however, is'130% higher than that found for '):1 

agencies serving populations of 100',0'0'0 or more where the vehicle shar.e 

of the costs is only 10'%. 

With. regard to vehicle costs, there are three major components: 

!t-'~oc.·,,-·-·-,~, -"'~, 

9. The reader pill note ''that the personnel and fringe costs along 
with the equiPment/losts do not add "up. This is the resu~t of the 
average costs bein I computed with different size N"s. All of the 
agencies were not able to provide the requisite data for computing 
costs. Some provided data that enable \IS .tocompute some costs and not 
others. Consequently, costs are sh.own wherever t.hey can be COmputed 
and factored intI) the average cos.tswithin each appropriate category. 
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gas and oil; maintenance; and capital costs (10'). To facilitate the 

" 
comparison of these costs, they are expressed as costs per mile and they 

appear in Table 8. The total operating cost per mile for the vehicle, as 
'.' 

reported by the responding agencies, is 32 cents. Maintenance incurs only 

24% of the total costs while gas and oil costs (35%), capifal costs (32%) 

are fairly even in their cost contribution. With regard to maintenance 

and capital costs, a Pearson's r was computed to determine whether any 

relationship existed between the two. None (r = .0'5) was found. 

Each of the vehicle' cost components display considerable variation 
o 

among the responding jurisdictions as evidenced by standard deviations 

of .05 for each of the component costs and .11 for the total car costs 

per mile. With regard to the costs experienced by agencies serving 

populations of less than 10'0',00'0 versus those with populations of 

100',0'00 or more, one observes sizeable differences in gas and oil costs 
D 

as well as maintenance cos·ts. Agencies serving populations of 10'0,000' 

or more have higher gas and oil coat~ (14 cents versus 11 cents per 

miie)' and higher maintenance costs (11 cents versus 6 cents per mile). 

The capital costs are comparable between the two types of agencies (11 

cents and 10' cents per mile). 

Before leaving the topic of patrol vehicle costs, we would l:f.ke to 

discuss the auxilIary epuipment usually associated with the car. There 

are three major pieces of equipment that are. added onto the patrol Ve­

hicle. They are the radio, light bar, and the siren (11). These items 

10. Capital costs yere computed by taking the. average purchase 
price of a neW" car minus the average resale value (if any) and thel.l 
dividing by the average number of lifetime miles. 

1].. The light bar arid Sir'en may be a Single unit. In .t:hose 
instances where it is., the combined light ba~/ siren cos~) ;I.e t;abulated 
under light bar. 
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TABLE Q 
PEa KILE COSTS OF PATROL CARS 

/"/ " 

TOTAL CAR 
COST OF COSTS PEa 

OIL GAS ANI> COST OF CAll CAPITAL KILE (wID 
WBE MAINtENANCE COST PEa PERSON AUX 

Jl1111SDICTION I;'ER KILE PEa KILE KILE EQUIPMENT) 
A 0.07 0.04 0.22 0.33 
B 0.12 0.10 0.24 0.46 
C 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.13 
1> 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 0.01 0.02 0.10 
H 0.12 0.04 C.09 0.25 
I 0.12 0.06 C.08 0.26 
J 0.12 0.07 0.05 0.24 I 

Ie. Q 0.14 
L 0.05 0.06 
K 0.09 0.02 0.09 0.20 

;'') N 0.15 0.05 
(J 0 0.11 0.05 0.03 0.19 

P 0.10 0.02, 
Q 0.l.3 
a 0.13 0.05 0.10 0.28 
s 0.15 0.08 
T 0.13 0.14 O.lS 0.42 
U 0.12 0.07 

0.14 0.08 0.21 0.4,3 
0.17 0.07 
0.13 0.03 0.10 0.26 

V 0.08 0.05 0.08 0.21 
W 0.14 0.1.0 0.21 0.45 
X 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.13 
Y ,0.07 0.11 
------

AVERAGE FOil AGENCIES " 0 
SERVING POP (100000 0.11 Q.06 0.11 0.28 

M, N.A. N.A. N.A. 0,.49 
AB N.A. N.A. N.A. 0.30 
AC 0.11 0.05 0.10 0.26, 
AD 0.11 0.13 0.11. 0.35 
AE 

r;:. AP 0.17 0.04 0.12 0.33 
NJ 0.14 0.14 0.09 0.37 

'-~~ 0.17 0.17 0.13 0.47 
0.25 0.25 \ 0.07 0.$7 <1 

#.J I 0'.07 0.07 l[ 
N.A. N.A. N.A~ 0.41 Al

J 
0.11 0.10 0.10 0.31 

',~ 

AL 
AM O.ll 0.11 0.013 0~32 
AN 0.15 0,19 0.11 0.45 
AO 0.11 0.17 0.09 0.37 
AP 0.10 0.12 0.10 0~32 

0.14 

0,09 0.01 0.09 0.19 
0.C8 0.02 0.07 0.17 

o 
AQ 0.18 0.04· 0.01 0.29 
All 0.14 0.14, 0.12 0.40 

----------~------- -~------ . 
AVERAGE FOil ~GENCIES 
SEIlVING POP >100000 0.14 0.11 0.10 " 0.35 

-----~- •• !'" .• --~~---~-' 
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have l~fe spans that outlast the car and so are not purchased as 

frequently. Table 9 disp~ays the average purchase price, life 
\.:- ',\ 

expectancy, and annual capi tal costs for each of these i:,l;:ems. While 

the purchase price of thes,e items can add up to sizeable sums of 

\\ money, especially when mUltiple pieces must be purchased, their overall 

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

$261. 

1.8 Summary 

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

enforcementj i.e. calls for service. Calls for service have been 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 me~suring that workload. Dispatches provide a 
\% 

much better basis for ex~ining how an agency responds to demands for 

it!9 sel'Vices. 

\ The analysis has' shown that. dispatches are used to handle only a 

portion' of the calls for service com:lng into the agency. The agency" s 

admin~stratlve discretion in handling workload was pointed Qut with the 

pract:lce of the agency taking reports over the telephone. This 

adminIstrative discretion was also shown to exist in terms of how the 

agency responded to its workload regarding such considerations as 

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

ratios. 

There has be~n much variation evidenced a\1long the agencies in 

terms of ' demands for service as well aa in the:i.r response to those 

" 
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Table 9 

Purchase Price, Life Expectancy and Annual Capital Costs for 
Sftlected 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 $ ~85 8.1 $ 72 

" 

Siren $ 142 8.0 ,$ c 18 
r~ 

,. 

,I '" Total Annual Cost $ 261 

--------------------------------------------------------------~~------------
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demands. The variation stems not only from the different envirollments 

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 description of how the agency 

responds to a majO~Jworkload factor, calls for serVice, to an 

examination of agency records. Administrative discretion plays a major 

role in determining how well an"agency is able to document what it 

does. 

\ 
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Chapter II: AGENCY REPORTS 

Report Writ~ng ~ 

The value of an inquiry into the official reports maintained by 

the law enforcement agency lies with the light that they can shed on 
'::) 

agency rel>0rting practices; i.e. how much activity shows up in written 

reports as opposed to matters being handled verbally. Agency records 

also ,pr,ovide SODle insights into the activtties in which law 

enforcement officers engage. 

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

writes up reports on its dispatches.c- In the ,questionnaire, the agency 

was asked to provide 0 count on the number of reports that were 
. ., Ii 

generated as an official diS.position to a dispatch. This number was 

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

earlier in this report) to generate a report writing rate. Report 

dJ 
writing rates vary substantially. A few agencies indicated .that all of 

their di~patches result in a report being written while one agency 

indicated that repot'ts are written up only l.3% of the time. The 
~ 

overall report writing rate as \.1s hown in '"-Table 9 for the part.1.cipating 

jUJ;'.!sdict.:lons is 57X. When the agencies areex~mined in the aggregate 

by the she of the jurisdiction that they s,~rve, a substantial 
o 

'diffeJ;'ence is observed. For agencies serving populations of less-than 

100,000 population, the average report writing rate is ()3% in contrast 
.II 

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

Wi thin each popula t:i.on ta tegory, h()wever. agencies continue to ~vidence, 
o 

. con~ider,8:~e 78nge in their re~o~~ 'J writing r~tes. 

ClearlY,~ then, off1c~~l agency J;'ecords, especially in agencies 

serving l~rger jurifidictiolls, 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 that crime related matters may also suffer gaps in 

documentation. The .!..ACP-UCR Audit/Evaluation Manual (1976) out.lined 

the following major reporting system deficiencies when it examined the 

practices of t:!,!enty la.w enforcement agencies (p. 132): 
~, 

• 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. 

• The disposition code system may be abused. A rather h:f.gh 
proportien of the Part I and Part I relevant activity discovered 
at the dispatch cal:,d stage was handled with a A (gone on arrival), 
B (no report required), or C (unfounded complaint) code. 

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

Without getting into a discussion over the merits and demerits of 

a law enforcement agency's recording everything that comes to its 

attention, let us simply say that an agency's repot'.t writing practices 
C' 

are an important element to be considered when examining the agency's 

records, crime or otherwise~ Knowledge of the frequency at which 

reports get written up alerts us to the limita of the records and may 

even prompt us to inquire whether some formal or informal criteria 

guide the decision to record, for example the relative seriousness of 

an event. Knowledge on report writil~ practices also assists us in 

interpreting changes in volume counts over time. Are the changes the 

product of changes in re~ort writing practices or an increase/de~rease 
CI~) 

in the demands for service? An agency's xeport writing practices, 

therefore, are an important consideration in interpreting and analyzing 

agency records. The measure presented here is crude but its utility is 
b ~ 
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illustrated when we examine the crime data pro,rided by the 

participa ting jurisdictions. 

2.2 Types of ~eports 

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 are examined here -- traffic tickets, 

. traffic accidents, crime :f.ncidents and arrests. Traffic and crime are 

not the only matters that require the attention of the law enforcement 

agency. The agency may engage in a range of act:f.vities from licensing 

(taxicabs for example) to emergency rescue services that may result in 

a report. However, when responses from the agencies were tabulated, 

those 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" category making up less than 5% of 

the agency's reports. 
;'-- ,', 

One out of every four of 'fn:), responding agencies 

did not eve~ provide an entry. This development make~; the examination 

of these other reports very problematic and so the analysis focuses 

only on traffic and crime related reports. 

As can be o~~erved in Table 10, the autqmobile occupies a good 

deal of an officer's attention. As outlined in Table la, 57% 

of the reports are traffic related (tickets and.acciqents) while 43% 

are crime related (criminal incident.s and arrests). This general 

distribution holds for agencies. serving small jurisd:l.ctions (less than 
" 

" 

100,000 population) as well as large jurisdictions (populat;l.ons of 

100,000 or more). However, considerabl~ variation is ,evident in the 
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TABLE 10 
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF LA~ ENFORCEMENT REPORTS, 

PERCENT DIS T RIB UTI 0 N 
OF REPORTS 

NUHBEIt EXCLUDING OTHER 
REPORT OF REPORlS , 

WRITING EXCLUDING TRAFFIC TltAFFlC CnIH£ Al!REST 
JURISDICTION RATE OTHER TICKETS ACCIDENTS REPORTS REPORTS 

A 1.00 10637 0.64 0.07 0.17 0.12 
B 1.0i) 6758 0.92 0.04 0.03 0.01 
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 
Ii 0.73 1314 0.33 0.08 0.43 0.16 
I 1.00 13208 0.23 " 0.04 0.68 0.05 
J 0.21 5797 0.63 0.08 0.23 0.U6 
K 0.38 10339 0.71 0.05 0.17 0.07 
L 1.00 4U51 0.64 0.03 0.26 0.06 
K ~~j69 0.73 0.08 0.10 0.10, 
N 0.80 2279 0.70 0.11 0.ci9 0.10 
0 0.46 15555 0.52 0.15 0.22 0.11 

\~" p. 1.00 19881 0.21 0.04 0.72 0.03 
Q 0.62 8?47 0.5S 0.09 0.30 0.03 
R 0.87 1460 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 Q.26 0.13 
AC 0.41 21972 0.40 0.07 0.41 0.12 ---_ ... _------

AVERAGE FOil AGENCIES 
S!;1lVItIG POP <109000 0.63 12108 0.50 0.08 0.32 0.10 -----

AD 0.87 430627 0.54 0.09 0.21 0.15 
AE 0.34 179698 0.36 0.09 0.42 0.13 
AF 41403 0.51 0.13 0.29 0.08 
AG 0.86 329059 0.51 0.09 0.23 0.17 
Ali 116581 0.31 ., 0.07 0.56 0.05 
AI 61723 0.38 0.16 0;30 0.16 
AJ 148509 0.57 0.10 (1.18 0.16 
AX 0.61 357169 0.51 0.06 ,0.33 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 0.26 645706 0.81 0.04 0.08 0.Q7 
AP 
14 0.27 131152 0.39 0.11 0.38 ' 0.12 
All. 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 0.61 0.16 
AW 0.7H (13851) 0.34 0.14 0.52 0.00 
AX 
AY ; 
AZ 0.53 69528 0.69 0.02 0.'24 0.05 

AM 0.30 254027 0.43 0.05 0.33 0.18 ._--- ----_._ ... _--------....--
AVERAGE FOil AGENCIES 

SEIlVING POP >100000 0.48 282029 0.48 0.08 0.33 0.11 - - ---_. -----------------------
AVERAGE FOil ALL 
PAlI.TICIPATING AqT:lNCIES 0.51 ,116396 0.49 0.08 0.32 0,10 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~*~I***~~~~***~.~*****~*~~~~~~****~~~~*~*~**~~****~~*~~~.**.~* •• ***.~.** •• *~*~*.****.* •• ** •••••• ~ 
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p~:rC:~:f·distributions of these reports among the agencies within each 

grou~!ng. While these statistics do not indicate how much time was 

spent :tn responding to 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 

considerable amount of attention from law enforcement agencies. 

2.3 Crime Reports 

Tr.affic related act.ivity tends to be an officer initiated 

activity. Crime, on the other hand, tends to be something that is 

brought to the attention of the officer by individual citizens rather 

than through the officer~s personal observation as can be seen in Table 
" 

11. Eigpt out of every ten crimes recorded by the law enforcement 

agency (79%) come to the agency's attention due to citizen 

notification. This finding does not vary in the aggregate between 

'those agencies set'Ving large jurisdictions (populations of 100,000 or 

lUore) and those serving small jurisdlctions (less than 100,000 

popul.ation). However, the agencies continue to exhibit considerable 

variation individually. The range for proportion of crime reports 

~ttributable to citizens goes from a low of 35% to a high of 97%. 

When official crime report data are presented to the public, it is 

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

where counts of crime are presented without benefit'of standardization 

that would fac:l,li tate cross agency comparisons. .In presenting the 

crime data here, the dat{~ are stimdardized by expressing crime as a 

rate per 100~OOO population (i.e. J number of crimes divided by the 

jurisdiction"s population and then multipH.ed by 100,000). 

T((ble 11 presents the crime rates for the. total crimes repo1!'ted 
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TABLE 11 
SULECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF CRIME REPORTS AND CRIKE RA!ES 

PROPORTION CRIME RATES 
OF CIUHE (PER 100000 PCPULATION) 

Il.EPOli'rS PROPORTION 
GENERATED U C R UCR OF TOTAL 

TWl.OUGU TOTAL pART I VIOLENT. ClWll:: TUA'£ 
JURISDICTION CITIZENS CRIKE RATE CllIKE 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 G 0.37 
F 0.90 11522 736 
G 14555 
H 0.90 8500 4545 45 0.53 
I 0.75 75000 6667 1042 0.09 
J 0.79 6905 2337 79 0.34 
K 0.90 13695 9625 836 0.70 
L 0.3? 26000 3415 171 0.13 
H 0.35 346~ 151 
N 0.95 3904 3538 231 0.91 
0 0.77 a984 8363 1063 0.93 
P 0.70 
Q 0.77 7061 4280 664 0.61 
R 12457 5434 851 0.44 
S 0.80 ,', 

T 0.76 11531 1977 576 ») 
~\. J/ 0.69 

U 13289 6395 632 0.48 
V 0.80 13102 9313 878 0.68 
W 0.70 24000 10025 1625 0.42 
X 0.95 (938) (938) (63) • 1.00 
y 1.00 <:::-

446 0.52 0.75 13808 7129 Z 
M 0.90 2820 567 567 0.20 
An 0.85 7791 1080 
AC 15503 5321 562 0.38 

-----
AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES 
SEIlVING POP <100000 0.79 16836 6459 109 0.53 _. . ...... -- ---- ------

0.79!, AD 0.95 11765 9267 2121 
6481 985 0.57 AE 11375 
8492 862 0.72 11 lIE 0.97 11855 

15369 8492 1089 0.55 \AG 
0.13 1' , 

~;\ AU 0.65 36351 4611 667 
6 I AI 4825 3649 239 0.7 II; 

a902 7762 865 0.87 , A.1 0.90. 
Ai{ 0.95 13585 9.742 1397 0.72 
At 1661.4 12023 2264 0.72 

0.6~ AM 10477 7264 S91 
14993 (\ U413 1299 0.16 AN 

10,0 8987 lS04 
AP 9421 ~O46 
All 0.78 20565 11042 1156 0.54 
All 0.52 " 32755 13273 2222 0.41 

0.45 19051 8538 679 AS 
14004 11203 106(\ 0.80 AT 

(44) (5) 0.23 (; AU 0.75 (191) 
"(97) 0,91 AV 0.65 (904) (826) 

AW (2649) 
AX 0.90 ,5491 :iSl 
Ai 0.85 (171) (6l) (!I) U.3b 
AZ 0.93 8896 5523 472 0.62 

AM 0.31 21725 11696 1153 0.54 -...-..----------_. .. ~-~-----------~-------
AVEIlAGE FOR AGENCIES 

SEiVING POP >100000 0.7.8 16065 8718 11.11 0.61 
------ - ... ----;.-----------..,------~----

AVERAGE FOR ALL , 16491 7510 896. 0.55 
~AaTIClPATlNG AGENCIES ~~.!!~~~.~~ ...•• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• * •••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••• " ••• ~t ••••••••••••••• ".................................. .. , '. , 
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by the agency, as well as the uca Part I crime rate and the Violent UCR 

Part I crime rate .. (12). 
f\ One of the interesting developments in Table 
L~ 

11 is how the aggregate rates for the two types of agencies compare 

with one another. While those agencies serving populations of less 

than 100,000 .show an overall. crime rate that is slightly higher than 

that found .for agencies serving the larger populations of 100,000 or 

more (16,836 per 100,000 versus 16,065 per 100,000) the larger juris-

dictions eVidence a considerably higher UCR Part I crime rate (8 J 7lB 

versus 6,459) and Violent UCR Part I crime rate (1,111 versus 709). 

Another way of pr.esenting thes~ data is to computerat:i..os between 

the two groups. Tak:i..ngthe above information the following rat:i..os for 

crime rates from agencies serving populations of less than 100,000 to 

the crime rates from. agencies serving popUlations of 100,000 or more 

can be computed; 

Total Crime Rate Ratio ... 1.05 
UCR Part I Crime Rate Ratio .. .74 

Violent UCR l'ar.t I Crime Rate Ratio .. .64 

To ,what extent does the variation in these ratios reflect a 

differential experience w:i..th the various types of crime versus 

differential recording prac'tices? A precise answer is not available 

but both factors need to be taken into account. W~ know from the 

Na tiona! Cr:l.me S~rvey victimization data as well as from the UCR Crime 

aeports that urban areas have higber crime rat.es than suburban and 

rural aress and that suburban areas experienCe 'higher rates than rural 

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

--------,------------
12 ~ The average r.!ltetil shown in Table 11 were comt>uted by summing 

the rat.es wi/t.hin eacb appropriat.e cat.egory and then dividing by the 
number of agencJ.esproviding rates. The rates are averages, ther:efore, 
and were not computed by dividing the total number of crimes int.o the 
total number of peopl,e covered and mult.iplying by 100,000. 
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narrow as one proceeds down the hierarchy of crime from V;I.()lent UCR 

Part I to total crime? Are smaller communities plagued with the same 

volume of crime, though it may be less serious, as found in'the larger 

communitie.s? 

Perhaps yes, but ~e also cannot discount the influence of report 
(: 

writing pract.ices on this finding as well. Earlier it ~as found that 

the report writing rate for agenci!;g, serving the population grou:ping of 

less than 100,000 was substantia~ly h~gher than that. found for tho.se 

agencies serving the larger population grouping of 100,000 or more (63% 

ver&us 4~%). Could this higher reporting rate be a principal 

contributor to the development of the overall crime rate being nearly 

equal between t.he two population categories? Quite possibly, becausp. 

one can envision officers serving the larger population grouping not 

writing up the less serious types of offenses (disturbing the peace for 

example) as frequently as their counterparts in the smaller population 

grouping. The depth of the data collected through the questionnaire 

does not' allow US to make a definitive statement in this reg&rd but the 

juxtaposition of the report writing ~iates and the crime rate rat.ios 

certainly make this explanation plausible. 

2.4 Arrests 

The other major component of an agency's crtme records is that of 

arrests. 'As was shown in Table 10, for every t.hree crime reports there 

is one arrest report. The analysis of arrest repoJ;'ts focuses on sOllle 

administrative cond.derations with regard to arrests. This ~ection 
, I 

\ , •. r'" (.~.~~<::f 

looks at the distribution of arrests by the gen~ral class:Lfic.ation in 

the jurisdiction's penal .cooe; i.e., felony or misdemeanor, along wit.h 

those arrests for .local ordinance v.iolations al'\d JUVenile status 
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offenses. We begin this section on arrp.sts by examining three admin-

istrative characteristics of arrests: the arrest rate per sworn 

officer; the proportion of arrests made by the patrol officer; and the 

proportion of arrest.s made wit.h an arrest. warrant. 

As can be observed in Table 12, the average number of arrests per 

sworn officer in a year among the participating agencies is 25. There 

is a substantial diff~rence in this rate bet.ween those agencies serving 

large jurisdictions and those serving small jurisdictions (30 versus 20 

arrests per sworn oficer). However, the range among the participating 

agencies is considerable with a low of 4 arrests per sworn officer td a 

high of 64 arrests per sworn officer. 

In examining the relationship between the numbe.r of arrests per 

sworn officer and the proport:l.onof total arrests that are felony, a 

mild negative relationship (Pearsons r = -.28) was found. An 

interesting development occurs, however, when this relationship is 

examined by the size of the jurisdiction being served by the agency. 

While the correlations remain modest, the relationship is a negative 

one for th9se agencies serving populations of less than 100,000 (r = 

·~.35); :i..e. the higher the arrest rate per sworn officer the lower the 

felony share of arrests is. The relationship for those agencies 

serving'populations.of 100,000 or more, on the other hand, is a 

positive one r • .39); i.e. the higher the arrest rate per sworn 

officer, the higher the felony share of arrests is. Once again one 

~U8t ask to what extent can these d:f.fferencee be attributed to 

environ~ent as opposed to ad~inistrative priorities. 

Another aspect of the arrest deah with who made the arrest. As 

can be seen in Table 12, nearly nine out of every ten arrests (87%) are 

lJ.lac1e :by the pat.rol office.r. There ;i.s, a notable ,difference between ' 
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TABLE 12 
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF ~~TS 

TOTAl.. 
.' NU!tlIER OF 

JURISDICTION .AkkESTS 
A 
II 72 
(; 

D 
J:: 
F 
G 
Ii 
I 
J 
K 
L 
Ii 
N 
o 
P 
~ 
it 
S 
T 
U 
V 
W 
X 
Y 
Z 

AA 
AD 
AC 

AVEMGE FOR 
AGENCIES SJ::lI. 

POP <100000 

AD 
AE 
AI! 
AG 
All 
AI 
AJ 
.AI{ 

AL 
.us 
AN 
AD 
Ai 
All 
All 
AS 
AT 
AU 
AV 
AW 
Ai 
AY 
AZ 

AM 

16 
1114 

1343 

160 
630 

717 
262 
630 
275 

1209 
1049 
237 
1197 

2205 

.975 
1150 

30 
120 

5382 

9(l9 

47666 
22750 
101142 
41201, 

9194 
.23327 

331140 
35490 
620911 
23159 

31096 
15792 

91180 
1200 
1160 

42909 
490 
295 

AlUlliST 
RATE BASED 

ON TOTAL 
NUHIIER OF 
SWORN OFF. 

4 

23 
10 

23 
24 

21 
29 
15 
13 
13 
24 
6 

25 

29 

10 
27 

4 
15 

64 

20 
C) 

.-.16 
17 
44 
30 

22 
34 
17 
34 
30 
34 

42 
26 

36 
40 
24 

51 

7 

PROPORTION PROPORTION 
OF ~STS OF ARRESTS 

HADE WITH MADE BY 
AN ARREST PATROL 

WAkRANT OFFICER 
0.05 0.911 
0.03 0.95 

0.03 

0.14 

0.01 
0.60 

0.10 
0.90' 
0.45 
0.20 
0.04 
0.02 
0.05 

0.43 

0.10 
0.15 
0.99 
0.80 

0.05 

0.27 

0.24 
0.67 
0.211 

0.02 

0.05 
0.09 
0.45 

0.85 
0.47 

0.09 
0.37 
(l.17 

1.0/) 
0.75 
0.75 
0.94 
U.95 
1.00 
0.60 

0.811 
0.85 
0.95 
0.85 
0.90 
0.90 
0.95 
0.83 
1.00 
0.97 
1.00 
0.90 
0.82 
1.00 
1.00 

0.83 

0.90 

0.a2 
0.89 
0.115 

0.73 

0.89 
0.90 

0.90 
0.66 

0.50 

0.112 

-------------~--.-"~--------------------AVklWiE FOR 
AGENCIES SEa 22911 30 0.29 0.110 

POP >100000 

AVEKAGE 
FOR ALl. 
AUENCIES l133~25 . 0.211 0.87 

•••• ***.* •• **.~*.**.* •••• * •••• *.~***.* •••••••• *.* ••• *.* •••• * 

PERCENT DISTklllUTIdN 
A R RES T S TOT A-L 

JUVENILE LOC~ OROIN 
STATUS OFF. VIOLATION MISDEMEANOR 

0.00 

1.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.04 

0.01 
0.11 
0.07 
0.00 
0.01 
0.00 
0.07 
0.13 

0.02 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.32 

0.00 
0.22 

0.00 
0.86 
0.00 
0.05 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.02 

0.33 

0.00 
0.00 

0.50 

0.53 

0.00 
0.72 
0.32 

0.93 
0.23 

i:~.55 
-0.03 
0.811 
0.59 
0.61 
0.b5 
0.64 
0.75 

0.38 

o.n 
0.70 

--------------------_. 
0.011 0.13 0.54 

o F 

FELONY 

0.47 

O.OU 
0.211 
0.36 

0.07 
0.50 

0.44 
0.00 
0.04 
0.3b 
0.311 
0.35 
0.29 
0.11 

0.27 

U.29 
0.30 

0.011 

0.26 

'. -----------------
0.00 
0.01 
0.00 
0.03 •. 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.22 
0.01 

0.00 
0.01 

0.03 
0.00 
0.00 

0.02 

0.00 
0.00 
0.09 
0.15 

0.17 
0.03 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.31 

0.00 
0.00 
0.16 

0.06 

0.70.· 
0.63 
0.24 
0.55 

O.bll 
0.110 -
0.60 
0.74 
0.3b 
0.91 

0.69 
0.52 

O!,,&O If 

0.03 
0.54 

0.59 

0.30 
0.3b 
(1'.67 
C ~211 

JI.14 
0.17 

. 0.40 
0.26 
0.42 
0.08 

0.30 
0.16 

0.17 
1>.97 

. 0.30 

0.33 

------..:...----------------
\\ 

0.05 O.lO 0 •. 56 0.29 
** ••• ****~*.*********.* •• * ••••• * •••••• ** ••••••• * 

-------- .------------------~~--. - -.--

r 
agencies serving large and small jurisdictions (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 whether it was effected with a 

warrant. As. can be seen in Table 12, warrants were used in better than 

one out of every four arrests (28%). While there is little difference 

in the aggregate between the two· population categories, one notes the 

con",iderable variation among the agencies where the propot'tion 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 ~n terms of what the 

I person was arrested. for and also enables one to relate the information 
'"i 

I :t " II 

\

' ;1 
'i 

b£!,ck to the crime data so as to c~Llculate arrest rates per crime 

category. This is useful information but it does not shed light on how 

that arrest might be processed through the local criminal justice 

~:ri'. 
. ~: •• • ~ ! 

'.t;. 

system • 

The initial step in that process lies with how the law enf.orcement 

officer interprets the offense; i.e. ordinance violation, misdemeanor 

or felony. That interpretation may be changed at a later time by the 

prosecutor but that init.ial interpretation by the officer still has an 

admini.s t r ati ve impact. 

r . As can be seen in Table 12, nearly three out of every ten arresta 
I, , 
1 

(29%) is for a felony. ~~sdemeanors ma~e up the overriding share of 
Ie 

arre~~s (56%)whUe only one out of every ten arrest.s is for a local 
,. 

ordinance violation. The remaining arrests (9%) are for juvenile 
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status offenses; i.e. bahavior that would not be a crime if the person 

were an adult (truancy for example). 

When we compare the data in Table 12 between those. agencies 

serving populations of less than 100,000 and those serving populations. 

of 100,000 or more, we 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 few arrests for local ordinance violations or 

juvenile s ta tus offenses. Agencies serving populations of less than 

100,000 evidence a higher proportionate share of their arrests being 

attributed to local ordinance violations an,!, 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 c?mmunity expectations and 

the availability of court facilities for processing the arrestees. 

As Table 12 demonstrates, there is considerable variation among 

the responding agencies in the proportion of arrests involving local 

ordinance violations and status offenses even within each population 

category. Some agencies in both population categories .show no arrests 

for juvenile status offenses or local ordinance violations while others 

show substantial entrie's for ,r-hese arrest categories. 'l;his probably 

refl~cts the variety in st~te codes oD, the legislative 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 lim:f.r-ed jurisdiction. These court's of l:f.m~,ted 
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jurisdiction, depending upon state code, may also have the authority to 

try misdameanor cases (Chart B illustrates the possible routing 

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 pointed out 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-system interactions are difficult to explore because 

each component uses its own counting r 1 d h d u es an met q s of counting in 
j 

handling their caseload. In addition, each c~mponent has its own 
I, 

,perspectives on where its interests begin and 'end in the process. 

Perhaps future effort~~can better address these issues. 
"--:::;,-...:::::< 

In the meantime, another major consideration in p~ocessing arrests 

is the age o.f the offender. If th . e person a~rested is a juvenile, that 

person :l.s processed through the juvenile court divi.sion. 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 years of age. The remaining agencies 
, 

were evenly divided betw~en definitions where the person was under 17 

and those where ,the person was under 16. 

The data on juvenile arrests are dealt with in two distinct ways: 

proportion of arrests that ar,e attributable to ju~\eniles; and the 

percent distrib.ution of arrests across the various offense categories. 

The analysis first turns itsatterif:ton to the proportion of "arrests 

that are attributable to juveniles vis-a-vis adult'~. 
,f 

The aggregate average among the participating agencies with regard 
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CHART B 

Flow of Arrests to Court that Will Hear the Case 
(J 

~ !!! Offender 

Juvenile 

Adult Ii 

~ l) 1 
!, I 

" \1 ' 

~,~ Offense 

Status 
Offense 

Ordinance 
Violation, 

Felony 

a. Rout.ing would depend on what. the stat.e co,ae pemit.s. 

Trial Court ------

Juvenile 
Court b 

Court of ,Lilli ted"' 
Jurisdiction 

Court of Ori~inal 
Jurisdict;ion 

b. While sOllie JuvenHe cases llIay be I:,ransferred to the adult; criminal court, this ls a rare development with the vast. 
lIajorir:y of cases handled ,'j,n the Juvenile court. 
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to the proportionate share of arrests attributed to juveniles is 21% 

This proportionate share does not differ gre~tly between the two 

population categories where agencies serving populations of less than 

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 proportion of loca.'l ordinance violations being attributable 

to juveniles compared to that found for the larger jurisdictions (35% 

versus 16%). On the other hand, the larger jurisdictions show a 

higher proportion of their felony arrests involving juveniles than that 

found for the smaller communities (25% versus 20%). 

While the proportion just discussed compared juvenile arrests to 

the total number of arrests, we now look strictly within the juvenile 

arrests to examine how they are distributed among status offenses, 

ordinance violations, misdemeanors and felonies. From Table 14 we 

<?bserve that three out of every ten (31%) juvenile arrests are for 

felonies and one out of every two (51%) are for misdemeanors. Arrests 
',:0 

for m~nor offenses are just about evenly distributed between status and 

local ord'inanceviolations (11% and 9% respectively). The highlight 

of Table 13 lies with the aggregate figures for the two types of 

jurisdictions. The agencies serving the larger jurisdictions (100,000 

or more) evidence a proportionate share of juvenile felony ~rrests 

that'.ls nearly twice that::' of those agencies serving smaller 

"1 ' ,~jur'isdict!ons (40% versus 23%). I~ ,fact when the distribution of 
C\ 

arrests is examined within the l'arger jurisdictions between adults and 
" 

juveniles, We observe juvenile felony arrests constituting 40% of all 

juvenile arrests compared t.o the 29% share found under adult felony 

Aitrests. 
l./ 

.'! 

, ' 

Do the juveniles in these larger jurisdictions represent. a 
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JU~ISDICTION 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
1 
J 
K 
I. 
M 
N 
o 
P 
Qj 

R' 
S 
T 
U 
V 
W 
X 
Y 
Z 

ItA 
AB 
AC 

TABLE 13 
PROPORTION ot ARRESTS ATTRIBUTABLE TO JUVENILES 

PROPORTION OF ARRESTS 
JUVENILE 

STATUS LOCAL OIlDIN 
OFFENSE VIOLATION HISDEHEANOR FELONY 

0.05 0.00 

0.10 0.41 
0.68 0.30 0.52 

0.11 0.18 
l.OO 0.63 0.33 0.19 

1.00 0.12 0.08 
1.00 0.10 0.00 
1.00 0.38 0.10 

0.48 0.28 0.14 
1.00 0.14 0.15 

1.09 0.38 0.17 
1.00 0.36 0.34 0.35 

1.00 0.08 0.26 0.23 

0.09 0.14 
0.10 0.14 

0.15 
J>' 

0.16 ().l3 

,-------------~---------------,---------AVERAGE POll AGEMCIES 
SERVING POP <100000 1.00 0.35 0.20 0.20 

.------U---------------------'------------------------
AD 
M 
AF 
AG 
All 
AI 
A.J 
AX 
AL 
AM 
AN 
AO 
AI' 
AQ 
All 
AS 
AT 
AU 
AV 
AW 
AX 

""'" AY 
'\~~:tt 

AM. 

1.00 
1.00 0.15 
1.00 0.06 

1.00 0.17 
0.49 

1~0 

1.00 
1.00 0.00 

0.10 

0.16 0.3~ 
0.17 0.34 
0.35 0.25 
0.09 0~32 

0.05 0.17 
0.07 ,,0.19 
0.24 0.24 

0.24 0.26 
0.17 0.40 

0.2.4 0.26 
0.13 0.12 

0.04 0.20 

0.44 0.09 
0.27 0.30 

TOTAL 

0.03 

0.19 
0.50 

0.11 
0.35 

0.11 
0.20 
0.41 
0.24 
0.15 

0.36 
0.35 

0.21 

0.10 
0.11 

0.15 

0.22 

0.21 
0.24 
0.27 
0.15 

0.09 
0.10 
0.24 

0.42 
0.20 

0.56 
0.09 

0.08 
0.05 

0.14 
0.10 
0.25 

--------------------,--~-----------,---------------------
AVERAGE Foa AGBNCIES 
SERVING POP >100000 p 1.00 0.19 ,0.25 0.20 

----------~---------------------------------.. -_ .. 
, AVBIlAGE Foa ALL 

pAaTICIpATING AGENCIES 1.00 Q.27 0.19 0.21 ' 0.21 
************* •• ********** •• *.****.*.***.*.~.***********.* •• **., •• * •••• * •• ~~.~* •••• *** j~{ ~ (, (.:...,,~ 
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TABLE 14 
PERCENT DISTRIBl~ION OF JUVENILE ARRESTS 

PERCENT DISTR!BUTION OF 

JURISDICTION 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
I. 
K 
N 
o 
l' 
Q 
R 
S 
T 
U 
V 

"W 
X 

Z 
ItA 
AB 
AC 

ARRESTS 
STATUS LOCAL OROIN 

OFFENSE VIOLATION 

0.00 0.00 
,--,-; 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.44 

0.00 0.00 
0.12 0.40 

0.13 0.00 
0.57 0.43 
0.18 0.00 
0.00 0.11 
0.04 0.00 

0.19 0.00 
0.41 0.02 

0.08 0.13 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.50 

,------------
AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES 

SERVING POP <100000 0.11 

AD 
M 
AF 
AG 
AH 
Al 
A.J 
AI(. 

AL 
AM 
AN 
AO 
AI' 
AQ 
All 
AS 
AT 
AU, 
AV 
AW 
AX 
AY 
It:L 

AM 

AVERAGE FOR AGENCIBS 
SElVING PUP >100000 

0.00 
0.02 
0.00 
0.21 

0.04 
0.00 
0.00 

0.53 
0.0:1 

0.03 
O.LS 

0.47 
0.00 
0.00 

O.ll 

0.13 

0.00 
0.00 
0.05 
0.08 

0.33 
0.14 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00, 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
a.07 

0.05 

JUVENILE 

MISDEMEANOR FELONY TOTAL 
~> 

1.00 0.00 1.00 

0.38 0.61 1.00 
0.19 0.37 1.00 

0.93 0.11 1.00 
o.n 0.27 1.00 

0.60 0.32 1.00 
0.00 0.00 1.00 
0.62 0.01 1.00 
0.69 0.21 1.00 
0.57 0.38 1.00 

0.68 0.14 1.00 
0.45 0.12 1.00 

0.47 0.30 t.OO 

0.61 0.39 1.00" 
0.63 0.37 1.00 

0.44 0.07 1.00 

--------
0.54 

0.53 
0.45 
0.31 
0.33 

0.38 
0.56 
0.59 

0.20 
0.77 

0.49 
0.75 

0.53 
0.14 
0.58 

0.47 

0.23 

0.47 
0.52 
0.62 
0,,59 

0.27 
0.33 
0.41 

0.26 
0.16 

0.50 
Q.21 

0.00 
0.86 
0.36 

1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

0.40 1.00 
,-~-~"""'-------- ... ---.. _---,--_._-------------
AVSIlAGE roll. ALL 
,pAIlTICIpATlNG AGENCIES " 0.11 ,0.09 "0.51 0.31 1.00 •••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••• * ••••••• * ••• ~ ••••••• * ••••••••••••••••• * ••••••••• * ••• *.** •• * 
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tougher breed of criminal than the adult population or do these 

statistics reflect the larger Jurisdiction's priorities to pursue the 

more serious juvenile offenses formally and to handle the other 

offenses informally? We cannot answer this question with the present 

data but we think the latter point deserves serious consideration. 

2.5 ~ary 

,\ 
\\ 

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 especially in tet'ms of report 

writing rates and the type of arrests be:l,.ng 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 erJorcement agency, the investigative division. 
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Chapter III: INVESTIGATIONS 

3.1 The Role of Patrol 

Like the patrol division, the investigative division enjoys a high 

profile with law enforcement agencies and requires a sizeable amount of 

an agency's resources (13). The term, investigation, however, is 

loosely defined because it can be used to desc'dbe a broad range of 

activities from follow up work on crime incident reports to the pursuit 

of the organized crime element within the community or the enforcement 

of yice, gambling 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 report~. 

Chart Cprovides an overview of how this section will attempt to 

address the investigative process. The starting 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 investigative division. This referral 

process usually involves the screening of cases and the analysis 

discusses Which' divisions within the law enforcement agency}" become 

involved in the screening process. From the perspective of cases that 

are "actively" inves tiga ted, the analysis then explores h~w cases are 

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

process by which cases are deactivated. 

The vast majori~y of an agency's recorded crimes are generated by 

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

13. The ;l.nvcst:l.gat.ivedivision makes up better" 'than 10% of an 
agency"s staff. See the next section on. resources for further 
discussion of this topic. 

\) 
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The Flow of Cases through the Investigat.~ve Process 
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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 suc,:h follow up 

inves tiga tions. 

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 wcrk 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 ~hat 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 76% of those agencies 

serving popUlations of less than 100,000 permit their patrol officers 

to conduct these follow up investigations compared to only 63% of those 

agencies serving populations of 100,000 ,or more. A possible 

explanation for this is that the personnel size of those agencies 

serving the smaller populations hinders specialization so that the 

patrol officer is more, of a generalist who i.s expected to perform both 

patrol and ivestigative functions. Indeed, some of those agencies 

serving smaller 'populations did not provide information on the number 

of officers assigned to the investigative function while almost all of 

the agencies serving the l,argcr "populations did. This may very well 

re~lect that some of these smaller agencies do not have an investiga-

tiye division. Of those agencies that were able to provide the
Q 

information, the average staff size for the investigative function was 

ten officers for the smaller ag~'ilcies versus an average staff size of, 

134 for the larger agencies. 

This specialization i,n:..,law enforcement between patrol and 
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TABLE 15 
SCREENING: TIlE FLOW OF CRIME REPORTS TO INVESTIGATION 

'. PATROL PROPORTiON 
OFFICERS CASES OF TOTAL 
CONDUCT AGENCY USES TOTAL REFERRALS SCREENED CRIMES TIiAT 

FOLLOW UP SCREENL>W NUMBER OF TO INVEST AFTER ACTIVE • BECOME ACTIVE 
JURISDICTlON INVEST. CRITERIA RPTD CRIMES IN TIlE YEAR REFERRAL REFERRALS REFERRALS 

474 0.27 A YES NO 1773 474 
D '''YES YES 202 
C YES YES 69 
D YES YES 17000 4425 4425 0.26 
E YES NO 4328 
F YES YES 4897 2834 2834 0.58 
G YES YES 1601 218 218 0.14 
H YES YES 561 224 224 0.40 
I NO YES 9000 3800 3800 0.42 
J YES YES 1312 
K NO YES 1753 1121 1121 0.64 
L YES YES 1066 496 496 0.47 
K NO NO 640 597 597 0.93 
N NO tlO 203 203 203 1.00 
0 YES YES 3414 2072 829 1Z43 0.36 
P YES YES 14239 2786 1867 919 O.Ob 
Q YES NO 2648 1376 1376 0.52 
R YES NO 2180 996 996 0.46 
S YES NO 2050 ;}; 

T YES YES 4928 1729 1729 0.35 
U YES YES 505 277 277 0.55 
V NO YES 6166 4653 4653 0.75 
W NO YES 2880 1800 1800 0.63 
X 1~S ,.YES 
Y YES, YES 
z YES YES 8975 3959 3959 0.44 

M, YES YES 
AD YES YES 4285 4285 4285 1.00 
AC NO NO 8992 -------. -

AV,EItAGE FOR AGENCIES 
SERVING POP <100000 0.76 0.72 4064 1916 1781 0.51 

~; --------------------
AD YES YES 92562 10492 10/,92 0.11 
AE YES YES 75557 7692 7692 0.10 
AF NO YES 11855 2228 2228 0.19 
AG YES YES 76494 76494 76494 1.00 

7800 1).12 AH NO NO 65432 7800 
AI NO YES 18613 

" 6993 11.26 YES YEf!, 26513 6993 AJ 
118543 16350 16350 0.14 A1C NO YES 

AL YES YES 73101 26073 17208 "8865 0.12 
AM NO NO 66658 

11677 0.24 AN YES YES 4~028 11b77 
1.00 AU NO YES 51226 51226 51226 

AP NO NO 60992 60992 
4548 4548 0.09 AQ ¥ES YES 49953 

0.19 ;) 148410 148410 120212 28198 AR NO YES 
AS YES YES 67491 47896 4789b o.n 
AT YES YES 9880 8206 2216 5990 0.61 
AU NO YES ).080 1080 1080 1.00 
AV YES YES 4381 2183 2183 0.50 
AW YES YES 7241 3991 3991 0.55 
AX YES YES 

1613 1613 1.00 YES 1613 AY YES 
1'574 1574 ,0.09 (, AZ YES YES 16903 

84230 \~, 20318 20318 0.24 AM YES YES /!;~ --------- -------'------------
AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES 
SERVING POP >100000 0.63 0.88 50762 24659 18010 0.41 

" " -------.: .... -------------~---.... --------------------
AVERAGE FOR ALL " "25467 13565 10093 0.46 

PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 0.7~ ~~~~~~~~!!~"''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''.'''.'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''.''''''''''''"''''''''''''''''''''''.''''''''' ••• '''.''''''*'''''''''.''' •• ''' "'."' •• "'''''''''''''''''''''''''''' •• *.'''''' •• '''''''''.'''''''''.''''''.'''ft''''''Wftftftft~~W ~~ . 
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investig,ative functions has been viewed as a mixed blessing by som~. in 

the law enforcement community. Since the early 1970's some law enforce-

ment executives have come to believe that it may not only be more effi-

cient to permit patrol officers to do follow up investigations, but also 

that such a practice may give the patrol officer more job satisfaction. 

C'onsequently, the practice of patrol officers' conducting follow up inves-

tigations may stem not only from resource conaicierations but policy 

preferences as well. 

\\ 

3.2 ~ Screening 

This discussion on patrol officers conducting follow up 

investigations leads to the issue of what gets referred to the 

investigative division and what does not. Furthermore, not all cases 

referred to the investigative, division receive follow up. Cases do get 

screened out. The ability to analyze this screening process and other 

aspects of the investigative function is very limited. To begin with, 

agencies do not appear to keep very good counts of what comes in and 

what goes out of the investigative division. In addition, some of the 

questions in the questionnaire were not targeted well. For example, 

\ 
the questionnaire appro'ached case screening as being a singlr:a step 

process. Screening was conceived as occurring either in the patrol 

division or in the investigative division. Based on the entries from 

the participating agencies, screening occurs in both places. 

IIi response to the question as to whether or not the agency 

screena cases for investigation based on solvability or other criteria, 

t~.ree out of four agencies indicated., that they did. I', The affirmative 

response on this question was substantially higher among those agencies 

serving pop,ulations of 100,000 or more than for those agencies serving 

populations of less than 100,000 0 (88% versus 72%). As can be observed 
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i~ Table 15, the absence of a screening process based on solvability or 

other criteria did not prevent agencies 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 divisio~ was identified, the percentage was used to 

create an entry, "cases screened after referral," which was then 

subtracted from the "referrals in the year" to create an entry 

designated "active referral~}." (14). 
O?/ 

As Table 15 indicates, ,46% of recorded crimes become active 

referrals to the investigative, division. There is considerable 

range among the responding agencies. Several agencies indicate 
c 

that all of their cases receive investigative 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 d:l.fference is observed. 

Agencies serving populations of less than 100,000 have a higher 

proportion of total crimes that beco~e active referrals to the 

investigative division than that found for those agencies serving 

14. It must be noted, here that this prqcess could not be followed 
in all cases because the results wer.e very inconsistent with other data 
provided by the agency." For example, one a8ency indicated that it . 
screened out 100% of its cases while at the same time it shQwed 228 
referrals to the investigative division. In addition, when tJle 
proportion given for the cases screened out was applied against the 
total number of cr:!lmes, the result was not always cens,istent with other 
entries prov:f.ded by the agency (this was done where a division other 
than the investigative divi~ion was identified as the scx-eening agent). 
In fact, the, odds were only 50-50 that you would come up with a 
consistent an~wer. Consequently, it is very difficult tc) discern ,what 
the percentages given by the agencies in x-esponse to the proportion of 
cases screened out represent. 
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populations of 100,000 or more (51% ver-sus 41%). 

These active referrals in the course of a year generally 

constitute the majqr component of the workload of the .. ;i.nvestigati:Ve 
,,,~,:::---, 

division but it is not the entire workload. Chart D diagrams how one 
j' 

"'~ 

q~'1n visualize the inputs and outputs for the investigative process 

wherein the other input into the investigative workload, cases carried 

over from the previous year, can be observed. 

In, Table 16 these carryover cases are designated as "Active 
'\'j \1 

Cases, January" 1." These carryover cases are divided into the "Total 

Active Caseload" (active c~ses as of January 1 and the active referrals 
l! 

in the year) to gen'erate a percentage as to what share th~se carry ovel 

cases represent of the total workload. Overall the share of the 
l' )'" 

kl d ~ 
wor oa is modest with several notable exceptions. Those agencies 

(especially AI< and AN) tha't evidence a 'high PFoportionate ;:'~lare of t.he 

workload attributed to carryover cases probably continue to hold cases 

in an active status eve~ tho\lgh there may be no new evidence or 

witnesses on the case. 

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

there is a' tende9cy for investlgators to "deactivate" tpe case. The 

process of deactiyating cases 

variety in PFactice among the 

First of all, only 15% of the 

is difficult to track ~d:ause of the 
/1 

? 
agencies by Wh~~s carried out. 

.~ 

participating agencies indicate that they 

,have any policy guiding the practice'. The second major problem is how 

deactivated cases ~reviewed. Is deactivation a" disposition? For many 

agencies it ill and constit!,1tes' better than one' thi.rd of the 
<, 

dispositions r,~ported by the agencies as to h~w thei.F iny,estigations 

are taken care of. Deactivation, however, may not al~ays sh~w up as a 

disposition. Cases th, at: a",re deactivated are in a very amb"'g t t '''''' uous s.a e. 
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Based on conversations with staff from the 'participating agencies, 

there appears to be a reluctance to close out serious crimes with this 

disposition. However, time has a way of making these cases fade from 

view. One might even sper-ulate that they might also begin to fade from 
/" 

the workload count., 'Such a development ~herein the cases just fade 

away might help to explain the inconsistency in counts 0:.1 inputs and 

outputs provided by so many of the" agencies. 

3.3 Disposition of Cases 

Returning to Table 16, we call your attention to two columns. One 

is titled, "Disposition Rate on Total Active Case10ad." This column 

takes the number of cases disposed of during the calendar year and 

divides it into the total active case10ad i;h;l.ch. is the summation of 
" / 

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

of the year. The other column is titled, "Dispositi"f Rate Based on 
J 

Active Referrals." This column takes ttt~ number of cases disposed of 
",:::..,r 

during the year and div:l:des it into only the active referrals that-6'ame 

in curing the course of the yearc 
\' 

These are complimentary measures that take into account the 

different circumstances surrounding the management of the i~vestigative 

workload. For example, agencies with high carryover rates from the 

previous year will have lower dispositions rates based on total 

workload because of the larger base workload that the carryover cases 

create. The disposition rate on active referrals provides a, re1at;ive 

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

be observed in Table 16, the average disposition rate based on active 

referrals ;is 90% which indicates a ve~y strong ,tendency on the part of 

the investigative divisions ()f the agencies to 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" 

que'stionnaire provided other disposition categories such as referred to 

another agency, deactivated or suspended due to lack of 

witnesses/evidence, exceptionally cleared, crime incident unfounded and 

other, these terms did not appear to enjoy any common use or 

understanding among the participating agencies. 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 among 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 similatly situated 'arrest to 
<>--

close out only 10. The difference in such practice muy be affected by 

agency policy which would delineate the information required Ib~fore a 
;f 

(/ 
person who is arrested for ahe crime, can be linked to a seri~s of 

similar crimes t~t were committed in the community. Some departments 

may have stringent regq.1ations applying to this circumstance while 

others may have quite liberal policies or none at all. 

Twenty-eight percent of all investigative dispositions involve an 

arrest. The range among the participating agencies is once again 

f1onsiderab1e. One agency reports thf:lt 82% of its inVElstigt't:f.v~,,_~! 

dispositions are due 'to an, arrest while another reports that only 3% of 

its dispoSitions fall into the arrest category. The aggregate averages 

between the t.wo different. ~pulation groupings are practically the same 

(28~ and 29%). 
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3.4 Summary 

The data provided by t he participating agencies on the 

investigative process contained many gaps 'and inconsistencies. The 

main value of the information provided by them lies not so much with 
(:) 

the numbers themselves but with the insights into the investigative 

process that the d~ta,were able to provide limited though the data may 

be. The information presented here sensitizes us to .the need to 

~xamine the screening processes within an> agency along with its 

deactivation pt'i\ctices to obtain some idea of what an agency'" ~ 

investigative w<;>rkload represents. 

There :ts the !leed for better accounting procedures to .keep track 

of what happens to investigations. Hopefully software programs like 

the Investigative Management Informa.tion 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 kuowwhat 

the practices are :J.n order to better understand t~e data/that may come 
'/ 

forth fromprog~ams like IMIS. 

o 

!/ 
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Chapter IV: RESOURCES 

4.1 Agency Budgets 

,Up to now, this report has focused on two specific functions of 

n nves gat on. The analysis the law enforcement agency'. patrol a d i ti i 

now shifts focus to examine the agency as a whole. This section on 

resources covers budget as well as personnel data on law enforcement 

agencies. In addition, data on recruit training is also examined. 

A law enforcement agency"s budget is as much a legal document as 

it is a financial one. The b d t d u ge oes not reflect what an agency 

actually expends money on but rather provides the legal authority for 

the agency to incur those expenditures that are listed in it. However, 

there tenc;,s to be a strong correlation between the amount c>f money 

budgeted and the amount of money spent by an agency. The advantage of 

looking ~t budgeted monies versus expended monies is time. Budget 

information is available in a single document prior to the s~art of the 
\ 

fiscal yea~ while expenditure inform~t10n bccomes available only some 

time after the fiscal year has ended and mayor 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 putting a cost on government services 

varies considerably among jurisdict;i,on?., Consequentt'y, when one 

examines a law enforcement agel!~y budget., that budget mayor may not 

contain all of tht:' p~o8pective expenditures that will be incurred in 
J:!( ; '_' 

providing law enforcement services. Specifically fr.inge items such as 
\/ 

retirement contributions for law enforcement personnel or the medical 

insurance payments for the 6\gency"'sper~onnel may just as likely show 

up ,.n some othe}: ag~ncy"'s budget •. the Jurisdiction" s personnel 

. ) 
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department for example, as in. the law enforcement agency's budget. 

Capital expenditures, which may cover building construction as ~ell as 

equipment, including motor vehicles, also may experience this 

phenomenon of being assigned to some other agency's budget. 

In the questionnaire distributed t.o the participating 

jurisdictions, & series of questions were asked about the law 

enforcement. agency's budget. Information was sought on th~ total 

budget as well as how the b~dget was distributed among t.he following 

cat.egories: personnel; fringe; equipment.; and other. Addit.ional 

inquiries were made with regard to fringe items that might appear in 

other agency budgets as well as a number of other prospectively 

expensive operational items which included the purchase of vehicles and 

t~jir maintenance an~ fueling costs. The agenci' was aho asked about. 

the amount of money it budgeted for rent and utilit.ies. 

This information provided the basis for making adjustments to the 

t.otal budg,~t f.igures provided by the agencies. The adjust.ments grew 

out of modifications to the fringe, equipment and other budget 

categories. No changes were made to the personnel budget category. 
\.1 

The fringe category was amended so that it reflects those monies 

budgeted outside of the law enforcement agency. Fifteen out of 

fifty-three of the agencies (28%)iunderwent. thi~ change. In mak;.ing 

some of these changes, the ~ringe rat~ based on an officer;s salary 

that was provided by the agency was used to compute the fringe costs 

when the actual budgeted figures were not made available. For example, 

if it were known that the::c officer' 8. fr:Lnge rat.e was ~O% of salary and 

the total personnel budg~t was one m:l.1lion dCll1~rs, a fringe budget 

£:f.gure of $300,000 ~a8 computed a~ entered into the ~~encY"8 ,~udget in 

" those instances where all o~ the fringe budget fell outside of the law 
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enforcement agency"s budget and the detailed costs were not provided. 

The equipment budget was increased by the amount of money that the 

agency reported for the purchase of police vehicles but which appe~red 
" in another agency's buaget. 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. 

The "other" category also stood to be decreased. This occurred in 

those instances where the agency indicated t.hat. its budget. included 

funds for rent and utilities. This was done because these :f.tems are 

handled very differently among lccal governments. Many agencies do liOt. 

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

-,agency's budget, it is very difficult to track, them down. In the 

interest of trying to create a "standardized budget" among the 

agencies, it was easier to s~btl'act 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 provided by the 

agencies along with the budget figures that were modified along the 

lines just. discussed. An ent.ry of 1.00 in the column "Ratio: Modified 

Budget to Original Budg~t" indicates that there. was no change or a very 

small change to the budget figures provided by the agency. In several 

instances t.he ratio falls bel.ow 1,.00 and this is due to the subtracting 

out; of rent and ut;l.lit.y costs. of those agencies where the data were 

\'. available for malting modifications (N • 31), better than half (55%) 
. ~ ~ 

V evidence a ratio of more than 1.0,0.. In Bome instances there are 
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TABLE 17 
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LAW ENFORCEMENT BUDGET 

RA'£l0: 
KQDIFlCATlON MOU1FlEU 

TO SUUGET TO 
TOTAl. POLICE ORIGINAL 

JUklSlJICTION BUUGET BUDGET BUUGET 
A 1635U611 16311U611 1.00 
B 94473() 944730 1.00 
c: 210000 210000 1.00 
D 1907479 1907479 1.00 
~ 1461975 14511375 1.01) 
F 70055113 7032742 1.00 
G 1196970 896970 (=;' 

1.00 
11 278457 
I 1016000 1016000 1.01i 

J 13751155 
K. 133~208 13912011 1..04 
1. 192500 
M 16261199 
N 729156 743250 1.02 
0 3810473 3810473 1.00 
P 1753575 1755395 1.00 
4 1712b31 11127331 1.07 
Ii. 1764225 1852006 1.05 
S 4714011 466736 0.99 
T 2564263 30321113 1.111 
U 240:140 
V 35411315 43121166 1.22 
W 13171114 15113309 1.20 
X 167476 167476 1.00 
Y 
Z 5180655 5179475 1.00 

AA 2387166 2374066 0.99 
AB 29431151l. 2943858 1.00 
AC 61161l1:126! 611681126 1.00 

-------' ---------
AVEl!AGE FOR 

AGEl'<C1ES SEa 2322324 1.03 
POP <100000 

All 117295131 116377790 0.99 
AE 415619114 54826287 1.32 
AF 11259855 96131190 1.10 
AG 63240300 63142300 1.00 
AH 13869530 190713111 1.38 
AI 18397990 111115140 0.9/i 
AJ 23275419 26721569 1.15 
AI<. 111257000 109592000 0.99 
AL 57261000 571)3645 1.00 
AM 1111260889 1178112732 1.00 
AN 33071'3115 32932345 1.00 
AO 591124151 62252697 1.04 
AF 29636942 29636942 1.00 
A4 31019000 309211100 1.00 
M 62265000 69744202 1.12 
AS 29416810 2941681Q 1.00 
AT 1411011239 19489366 1.32 
AU 16566511 165t-6511 1.00 
AV 139aU95 1710308 1.22 
AW 1551404 2023911fi 1.30 
AX 18208944 18208944 1.00 
AY 76!H298 7697298 1.00 
AZ 17020021 23466906 1.311 

AM 440811259 431l707/i9 1.00 
----~-

AVERAGE FOR 
AGENCIES SEll. 37264221 311919670 1.10 

POP>lOOOOU 
-------~ 

AVEI{AGE :~ 

PER C E N T U! S T Ii. I BUT ION 
OF ITEMS 

IN MODIFIEO BUUGET 
PERSONNEL FRING~ E4UIPMENT .~ 

.0.73 0.12 0.06 
0.75 0.16 0.03 
0.81 0.11 0.07 
0.62 0.17 tl.04 
U.69 0.07 U.13 
u.65 0.15 U.03 
0.68 0.15 0.03 

0.77 

0.118 

0.83 
0.66 
0.118 
0.79 
0.57 
0.77 
0.71 

o.n 
0.73 
0.54 

0.90 
0.65 
U.93 
0.63 

0.74 

0.63 
0.64 
0.79 
o.n 
0.61 
0.56 
0.611 
0.65 
0.61 
0,64 
0.71 
0.1l4 ( 
0.70 
0.61. 
0.69 
0.71 
0.b3 
0.75 
0.61 
0.66 
0.72 
0·71. 
0.68 
0.67 

0.12 

0.04 

0.02 
0.011 
0.01 
0.00 
0.23 
0.00 
0.l.2 

0.11l 
0.22 
0.17 

0.07 
0.10 
0.00 
0.24 

0.11 

0.25 
0.25 
0.1.4 
0.16 
0.27 
0.24 " ' 
0.1.9 
0.17 
0.26 
0.30 
O.lll 
0\.00 
0.11 
0.211 . 
0,19 
0.1.9 
0 .• 27 
0.1.0 
0.l8 
0.23 
0.11 
0,L5 
0.25 
0.17 

0.06 

0.02 :, 

0.04 
0.02 
O.UO 
0.03 
0.05 
0.04 
0.05 

0.05 
0.01 
0.09 

0.02 
0.),5 
0.04 
0.02 

0.05 

' 0.1.2 
0.01 
0.06 
0.05 
0.07 
0.05 
O.Ol 
0.04 
0.01 
0.01 
0.00 
0.04 
0.1:2 
0.02 
O.O~ 

.0.04 
'-'0.01 
0.09 
0.03 
0.03 
0.01 
0.08· 
0.05 
O.OJ 

PEl{ CAPITA 
SUllGETIW 

OTIiEIi. COST 
0.09 193 
0.06 317 
0.00 611 
0.111 42 
0.11 61 
0.17 165 
0.14 112 

42 
0.05 115 

72 
O.Ob L09 

47 
Illl 

0.11 143 
0.23 LOO 
0.10 103 
0.111 49 
0.15 L06 
0.20 
0.12 71 

b3 
0.04 9b 
0.03 132 
0.19 (10) 

0.01 110 
0.10 34 
0.U2 54 
0.11 118 

0.11 97 

------
0.00 148 
0.11 113 
0.00 96 
u.05 127 
0.05 L06 
0.15 47 
0.12 90 
0.14 126 
0.12 ).30 
0.05 l31l 
0.11 101 
0.1.2 109 
O.O~ 72 
0.09 1.27 
O.LO 154 
0.07 113 
u.09 lll9 
0.07 (3) 

. 0.18' ,~ (4) 
0.011 (7) -
0.15 31\' 
0.06:' (II) 
0.02 124 
o.p 11.3 

.~----~-~~------~~-------­o 

0.611 0.04 0.09 110 

------_.-----------
FOR ALL , 
J1GENCIES H')40969 1.07 ',' .0.71 0.l5 0.04. O.lO ,).03 

"'''' .. :11.''' ..... ** .............. :11 ••••• ** .. " •••••••• ** ........ ''' •• ''''''''' ....... "."'."'''.''' ••• ''' •••••• *~.,,**''.***'''.'''** .. ''' •• ''' .. ''' ... ''** ... ''* 
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modest increases but in quite a few the ratio climbs above 1.30jLe. 

the budget figure presented by the agency would only be three-quarters 

of the actual budget required to operate the agency. These higher 
~ / 

ratios tend to occur when the fringe budget or signtficant components 

of the fringe budget appear outside of the agency's budget. 

In looking at the data by the size of the jurisdiction served, we 

observe that cthe ratio of the modified budget to the original budget is 

smaller for thos~ agencies serving populations of less than 100,000 

than for those agencies serving populations of 100,000 or' more (1.03 

versus 1.10). Perhaps this is due to more complex bureaucracies that 

one may encounter in these larger jurisdictions. For example, these 

jurisdict·ions might have their own retirement plan as opposed to a 

state retirement plan or a central purchasing department as opposed to 

individual purchasing components within each agency. 

The percent distribution of the budget across the various 
/'.') 

categories is also pr«(~~)lted in Table 17 and is illustrated in Chart E. 

In reading these figures one should really look at personnel and fringe 

costs together because some agencies include some fringe items, 
c:.~ 

especially vacation and sick time~ in the personnel budget',,~,,';ltegory. 

Indeed, some agencies indicated that all of the fringe costs are 

included in the'personnel budget category. We can observe that 86% of 

an agency's budget iSCJ~evoted to the people who staff it; I.e. 

personnel and fringe costs. This distribution does not differ to any 

substantial degree between the two types of agencies. 

The equipment category comsumes only 4% of the budget. In 

'examining the information provid~d by more than half of the responding 

agencies, the purchase of police ve.hicles constituted the entire or 

79 I~ 



r 
r 
l 

o 

\ 

I) 

() 

--- --,,----~- -- ----.---.----

() 

r~ . 
•• lo.' 
~ . 

,I 
.[ 

1:' . ) ,r 

(j 

i ., 
i' 
i 
1 i 

o 

I.' 

'-\ 

j
".'.'1 .. 

" 

r 
\1 

o 

() 

. 1. 
"," 0 

;,;~~~;;~-:;;.:=!~~.l~=~~if~~~=~~~;;.~.;.~"..~~I.bt~~~~~X~:;;::~M";' :;:}·rrn~~.~,~· .. h~ ... ;tt7::t:r;';::~~ , 



-----~-~~ - --- -

CH..~!r E 

Distribution of the Law Enforcement Budget 

\ ,\ 

Personnel' 

(71%) 
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Other I 
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Vehicle Maintenanc 

Fringe 
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...... -. ...... -. 

(4%) 
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a substantial share of the equipment ,bud;get. 

ii, " 
~_1 c 

The "other" category consumes one-1~enth of the law enforcement 

agency'" sbudget. A substantial share of,· this "other" budget category 

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 

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

purchasing vehicles but instead are leasing them. Of two agencieEI that 
'~~.'):-:-;:;~,,"'-~ 

lease instead of purchase, one. showed th~~ le'~6ing costs which include 

ma:i.ntenance as falling into the equipment category while ~the eecond 

Ii agency placed it in the "other" categoi:',Y. 
',i 

It would appear from the informatiot\provided on vehicle purchase 

a1cng "?:l:th vehicle maintenance and fue1:l.ng, .that the agency'" s fleet 

consumes on the average 7-9% of the agency'" s budget:. That represellts 

half of what is left -in the budget: after personnel and fringe COStl3 

are taken out of consideration. 

Budget figures on utilities and rent were provided by only a f,ew 

agencies. Rent as reported by these agencies represented one-half ()f 

one percent .of the agency"'s budget. while utilities came in somewhat 

higher (0 .. 7%). Whether these figures r.epresent "real " costs is 
'o\ 

difficult to say,~ -There is a tendency for governments to be more 

sens1.t:!,vet:o' rent; after they just completed :a new bui1diug; as opPosed 
:! 1'1 

to that circumstance w~ere the agency's headquarters, is forty or fifty 

years old. 

The \'la8t, column in Table 17 provides the per capita budgeted co~t 
.. 

for providing law enforcment to a jurisdiction which comes in at an 
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average of $103 per year for the ~gencies responding t~, the 
I' 

questionnaire. In examining thec'bsts, by the size of th(>Pjurisdiction 

servell,,'~ we observe that the budgeted cost is 13% higher for those 

agencies serving populations of 100,O()0 or more, compared to those 

agencies serving populations of less than 100,000 ($llOversus $97 per 

year). 

The range in the per capita budgeted. costs is very broad. There 

iI is a high of $317 per i cap ta per ye"r to a low of $38 per capita ver 

year. These costs may reflect the type of jurisdiction being served 

(a resort/vacation area) as well as the agency's share of the law 

enforcement responsibHity within the jurisdiction (a county police 

department providing direct service to only a portion of the county 

population) • 

Another prospective fact0t: that could afi;ect the variation in per 

capita budgeted cost is the average number of years ,in service that the 

officera have in the agency. Based on presentations that 

representatives from three participating jurisdictions made at the 

national conference of the NACJP t 1 ffi , pa ro 1;,,0 cers stand to obtain pay 

increases based on the numb~r .of years in service as well as based on 

merit. 
"r\ 

These increases can have theeUeet of increasing the officer" g' 

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

factor in law el\forcement, can change not only due to changes in the 

nUfuber of employees or newly negotiated salaries .but also due to 

changes in the average time on the job for :the officers. r 
4.3 ' Staffing 

Unfortunately the questionna:l.re d:l.d n~t att.eml)t to cqllect 
,~) '.' 

information regarding the average time on the job, but :l.t did collect 
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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 personnel versus the authorized level of sworn officers for 

Fhe agency. As can be seen in Table 113, the r\~~io ~ends to be very 
.~ 

hIgh with the overall rat.io being .97; i.e. for every 100 authorized 

sworn positions there are 97 employed'staff. 

~ f' 
I, In examining the ratios for tlltd individual agencies we observe 

several of them falling below .90. Based on conversations wit.h staff 

f~om some of these jurisdictions, these low ratios are due to the need 

to meet budget cut.backs which are primarily accomplished by not 

replacing officers who leave the agency. The,extent to which these 

cutbacks in staff and budget are temporary cannot 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 a8encies '" 

received considerable discussion in t.he 1970's. A principal argument. 

in favor of it. was to free the sworn officer from administrative tasks 

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

\ fac~~itate the introduction of technically skilled people into the 

agency, ch~ists for the crime lab for example. So the move toward 

civilianization was i~tended 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 

civilianization rates among" the individual agencies one' observes a 

cons:tde~ablerange from a high~f 42% to a low of 7%. IntereEltingly 
1.,,) 

enough agencies serving populations of less than 100,000 have a 
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AVERAGE FOR 
AGENCIES SER 

POP <100000 

AD 
Ai'. 
AF 
i.e 
AN 
AI 
AJ 
AX 
AL 
AM 
AN 
AIJ 
AP 
AQ 
All 
AS 
AT 
AU 
AV 
AW 
AX 
AY 
At. 

AM 

T~'LE 18 . 
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF STAFFING WITHIN LAW ENFORCEMENT 

n 

RATIO OF 
AUTHORIZED ACTUAL TO PERCENT OF TOTAL 

SIZE OF 
AGENCY 

45 
26 
6 

56 
42. 

SWORN AUTHORIZED AGENCY 
STllENGTli 

.33 
23 

6 
40 
36 

135 

STRENGTH CIVILIANIZED 

28 
7 

26 
32 
35 

9 
43 
21 
93 
45 
42 
36 
15 
79 

7 

43 

1.00 
0.83 
1.00 
0.98 
0.97 
0.96 
0.a9 
1,00 
1.00 
0.94 
0.97 
1.00 
0.98 
1.00 
1.00 
0.98 
0.98 .' 
1.00 
0.93 
0.96 
1.00 

0.98 
" 7 1.00 
\8 II 1.00 
9;';r J 0.99 

B4l ) 1.00 
125 '=,~ 0.96 

0.27 
0.27 
0.00 
0.30 
0.16 
0.23 
0.38 
0.42 
0.21 
0.21 
0.17 
0.10 
0.19 
0.22 
0.16 
0.31 
0.35 
0.19 
0.33 
0.22 
0.13 
0.16 
0.29 
0.46 
0.47 
0.34 I:') 
0.16 
0.26 
0.34 

168 
40 
12 
33 
38 
41 
10 
52 
27 

III 
&4 
63 
45 
21 
98 

8 
116 
54 
13 
15 

141 
83 

114 
181 ----------

43 

3172 
~"'.k.~,l"_'l 

1396 
259 

1375 
26e 
447 
695 

2282 
1050 
2098 
692 

1465 
762 
617 

1900 
674 

(j 
127 
240 
98 

1068 

483 
745 

0.97 

0.97 
0.98 
0.97 
1.00 
0.86 
0.94 
0.98 
0.87 
0.99 
0.98 
0.98 
0.92 
0.98 
0.99 
0.94 
0.88 

0.,91 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

0.95 
0.95 

0.25 

0.14 
0.11 
0.10 
0.18 
0.33 
0.37 
0.22 
0.~6 
0.26 
0.13 
0.12 
0.27 
0.22 
0.17 
0.23 
0.07 

0.12 
0.08 
0.11 
0.08 c; 
0.13 
0.42 

59 

3595 
1543 

277 
1680 
368 
670 
8n 

2668 
1402 
2366 
767 

1854 
962 
n8 

2339 
637 

34 
52 
fjl 

834 
119 
528 

1218 

PERCENT o F AGENCY TOTAL AGt:N. 
ASSIGNED TO SIZE RATE 

INVEST- PER 100000 
PATROL !GATtON OTHER POPULATION 

·0.47 0.11 0.42 529 
0.77 0.08 0.:31 873 

194 
123 

0.63 0.10 0.29 173 
0.52 0.16 0.32 395 
0.53 0.08 0.48 364 

182 
275 
200 

0.63 0.12 o.?,,? 320 
244 

0.60 0.10 0.33 281 
519 

0.57 0.20 0.23 292 :. 
376 
168 

0.63 0.04 0.34 254 

0.59 0.09 0.32 229 
211 
258 

0.65 0.07 0.28 450 
(81) 
(63) 

0.66 O.li 0.23 217 
0.5;.\ 0.10 0.29 119 
0.44 0.12 0.44 207 . 312 ----------
0.59 0.10 0.31 299 

... .. .. . --..... ~ .. 
0.70 0.06 0.25 457 
0.58 0.09 0.32 232 
0.64 0.06 0.29 277 
0.44 0.13 0.43 338 

204 
0.40 0.12 ' 0.49 174 
0.50 0.15 0.35 292 
0.41 0.16 ';'.44 308 
0.43 0.09 O~48 319 
0.72 0.14 0.14 312 
0.65 0.12 0.22 235 
0.40 0.07 0.53 325 
0.51 0.13 0.38 235 
0.60 0.09 0.32 304 
0.55 0.08 0.37 516 
0.63 0.15 0.22 180 

0.21 0 .• 56 0.24 (6) 
0 • .56 0.10 0.33 (11) 
0 • .56 0.11 0.33 (22) 

176 
0.19 0.16 0.65 (13) 
0.62 0.13 0.25 278 
0.42 0.09 0.49 314 .... ----.. --------.---------....... --.-----....~-.------.-.. ---

AVERAGE FOR 
AGENCIES SER 

.~ POP >100000 
997 '.' 0.96 0.19 lU3 0.51 0.13 0.36 291 

-- ............... . ------_. ---"" .... ------------------..-,-----_ ..... --------
AVERAGE 
FOll. ALL I) 

AGENCIES 471 0.97 0.22 525 0.54 0.12 0.34 296 .......•........•.........•..•......•....•...•... ~~ .. ~ .•..........••.........••.....•......•...........•...•..•........• 
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higher civi1ianization rate avera,~ethan that found for agencies 

serving popUlations of 100,000 01:i. more. (25% versus 19%). 

When one examines the placement 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.onstitute better than 

half of this staffing component~(54%). Agencies serving populations 

less than 100,000 evidence a hiJ~er civilianization rate in this 
I! 
1/ 

category than that >.found for the larger agencies (63% versus 46%). 

4.4 Distribution of Staff 

The report has made reference to patrol and investigative staffing 

components earlier. It is useful at this point to describe ho~ 

staffing counts were generated for those components. 

The starting point for this effort was the organizational chart 

tha.t was provided by the responding agency. The agencies were 

requec~:.}ed to indicate how many sworn ufficers wer.e assigned to each 
. \ 

organizational cell and how many civilians were assigned to each 

organiz~~tiona1 cell. 

As can be ima~ined, there is no prototypical organizational chart 

that 1a~' enforcment agencies adhere'to. In fact as the agency gets 
Q 

larger ilQsize, one encounters increasingly sPeCifiC organizational 

cells, s~lme of which can be quite unique such as a separate unit that 

is specifically charged wit.h taking calls and handling them over the 

phone. Not all of th~ cells are e~.sily identified as patrol or 

inVestigfli:~.On so some rules had to be drawn up. .A:1so not. all of the 

~taff in so~e cells fell neatly into an all patrol or an all 
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investigative designation. Some counts had to be. split between those 

two categorieo as well as with the "other" category. Basically the 

counting rules were as follows: 

Patrol - patrol divisions, including ,traffic and specialized 

patrol areas such as airports, but did ~ 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 head~uarters including specialized untt.s 

':~:addressing burglary, homicide, robbery and the juvenile 

bureau, but did not count staff assigned to Internal 
, -

Affairs, Vice, Organized Crime, Traffic and non-crime 

specific units such as" crime prevention or victim 

services. 

Other - this includes all those persons who did not fa~l into 

either patrol or investigation. 

We acknowledge that t.here may be some disagreement on how these 

funct.ions were defined and how we may have assigned various component.s 

from the agencies. However, we f~el that these rules at least create a 

degree of consistency to provide some basis for making comparisons 

among the different agencies. 

As can be seen in Table 18, better than half of the agency staff 

(\54%) is assigned ~o patrol and thatpne outGfevery ten staff (12%) 

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

condderable. With patrol, one agency shows 77% of its staff assigne~ 

to patrol while another has only 40% assigned there. Similarly, with 

r 

, r 

I 
i 
I 

j 
, 

investigations the range goes from 4% to 20% of the agency's staff 

being assigned to that function. 
() 

Better than one third of the agency~s staff (34%) is assigned to 
~ ..... 

"other." It should be remembered that "other" goes beyond 

admini'stration to include such services as dispatching, training, and 

special,t..!isk forces (organized crime, for example). While it would 
,/ 

\1 
be inforl,ative to break this cat.egory down into more specific functi{)ns 

Ii, 

such as service versus administrative funct.ions, the problems 

encountered in trying to isloat~ patrol and investigative functions 

gave us pause in trying to expand the categorical breakdowns in the 

descript.ion of staff allocation within the agency. 

What. has just been discussed is the agency's regularly employed 

staff. Nearly two out of three agencies (65%) make use of auxillary 

officers to complement the regular staffing component of the agency 

(15). The use of these auxillary officers can be une'Ten in those 

agencies that have programs; i.e. the number of hours can be very 

minimal to modest. No agency evidenced substantial reliance on all: 

auxillary staffing component. What kind of functions these auxillary 

officers perform cannot be addre,saed here because the questionnaire did 

not eeek information on the qualifications needed to be an auxillary 

officer or the types of tasks that they performed. 

Finally, with regard to staffing, we observe in Table 16 that the 

number of law enforcement. employees (both sworn and civilian) per 

100,000 popUlation does not vary in the aggregate between the two types 
...... , 

,15. The indivi~ual law enforcement agency may distinguish between 
auxilla~y staff who would not have police officer powers and reserve 
8taf~ whp wpulcl have police officer powers. "The present effort did not 
attempt to distinguish between these two types of part-t\ime staff. 
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of jurisdictions. The overall rate i8,,296 law enforcement employees 

per 100,000 population. While there is no appreciable difference 

between the two types of agencies, 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 toa low of ;1,19. 

4.5 Training 

A critical element in staff development is traini~g. Training may 

address itself to recruits or to officers already in the agenc.y 

(in-service training). The focus of this section is on recruit 

training because it is 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 
i! 

number of recruit training requirements. One column presents the 

minimum number of hours required by the state while the other column 
;-;-, 

presents the number of hours required by the law enforcement agency. 

As can be seen in Table 19, there is a tendency fO'l those agencies 

serving populations of less than 100,000 to match state requirements. 
I ,~ 

J/ Of those that exceed the state requirements, three are ih Dade County, 

Florida, where nearly all of the law enforcement agencies use a 

regional training program that has much higher training requirements 

than those demanded by the state. Those agencies serving jur~sdictions 

of 100,000 or more, on the other hand, e'Videh~e a very strong tendency 

to exceed ,the state miniuaum require- ments such that on the average the 

agency required hours is 60% higher than that of the statle mi.n:f.mum 
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JURISDICTION 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K , 
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M 
N 
a 
P 
Q 
R 
S 
T 
U 
V 
W 
x 
Y 
Z 

AA 
All 
AC 

STATE 
MANDATED 

HOURS 
340 

360 

400 
320 

340 

640 
560 
320 
320 
320 

280 
640 

320 
320 
425 
425 
400 
240 
300 
400 

~ --~--~ 

TABLE 19 
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RECRUIT TRAINING 

RATIO 
AGENCY AGENCY TO 

REqUIRED STATE MAND 
liOURS ATED HOURS 

340 1.00 

360 1.00 

400 1.00 
320 1.00 

340 1.00 

.;40 1.00 
560 1.00 
~,?O 1.00 
810 2.53 
810 2.53 

280 1.00 
640 1.00 

810 2.53 
320 1.00 
1125 1.00 
425 1.00 

300 1.25 
880 2.93 
400 1.00 

RECRUIT 
DROP OUT 

RATE 

0.00 
0.00 

0,00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

0,00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.29 

PERCENT OF 
GRADUATED 

RECRUITS TO 
TOTAL ACT. 
SWORN OFF. 

0,16 

0.04 
0.23 

O,ll. 
0.10 

0.02 

0.14 
0.09 

0.13 
0.03 
0.21 
0.08 
0.04 

WHERE TRAIN 
TAKES PLACE 

[INSWE/ 
OUTSWK] 

OUT 
OUT 

OUT 
OUT 
OUT 
OUT 
OUT 
OUT 
OUT 

IN 
OUT 

OUT 
OUT 
OUT 

OUT 
OUT 
OUT 
OUT 

OUT 
OUT --------------- ---------------------------. --------------

AVEHAtE FOR AGENCIES 
SERVING P~l' ,<100000 404 494 1.36 ,0.02 0.11 
---~---,...---------------------------- -------------_ ... _---

AD 424 
AE 484 
At 240 
AG 334 
AH 320 
AI 400 
AJ 400 
AI{ 320 
Alofl/'~\. 320 
AM 240 
AN 
AO 240 
AP 300 
Aq 285 
All. 600 
AS 292 
AT 320 
AU 300 
AV 350 

700 
1051 

240 
703 
720 
520 
680 
810 
810 
BOO 

650 
760 
673 
640 
720 
810 
300 

1.65 
',2.17 

1.00 
2.10 
2.25 
1.30 
1.70 

2.71 
2.53. 
2.36 
1.07 

. 2.47 
2.53 . 
1.00 

1/ 

0.10 
0.04 
0.11 
0.08 
0.00 
0.10 'J 

0.00 
0.12 
0.11 
0.04 

0.19 
0.10 
0.07 
0.16 
0.07 
0.0f) 

0.09 
0.01 
0.03 
0.04 
0.06 
0.06 
0.05 
0.24 
0.22 
0.06 

0.05 
0.10 
0.02 
0.00 
0.08 
0~05 
0.10 

AW !ill\) 544 1.51 0.00 0.05 

IN 
IN 
IN 
IN 

OUT 

IN 
IN 
IN 

IN 
IN 

OUT 
IN 
IN 

OUT 

OUT 

AX 240 680" 2;830.00 0.04 I" 
~ \ n 

AZ 285 500 \')\, 1;75 0.00 0.02 OUT 

-----'"""r---~--~---~~~---.-~-+~:--------~~---~~~-------------..:~ 
AVERAGE Fofl AGE~CIES . ' =---=~_ 
SEaVING P9r >100000 330 664 2.12 -- 0.07 0.07 (J 

-~~;GE ~~r'~----' -----.-----:---------~~~------------------------
PARTICIPATI~ AGENCIES 364" 583. 1.76 0.05 0.08 ............ ~ .. -::;:::::: ................... '.' ....... ~ ............................................................ . 
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requirements (583 versus 364 hours). 

With regard to the agency required hours for recruit training, we 

observe considerable range among th~ agencies with a low of 280 hours 

to a high of 1,051 hours. In looking at the number of agency required 

training hours, 'We find that those agencies serving populations of 

100,000 or more ~equires one-third more training than those agencies 

serving populations of less than 100,000 (664 versus 494). Perhaps this 

higher training requirement among the larger agencies is required for 

the recruit to understand how the larger (and mor~ complicated) agency 
;::=-;;-., 

works as well as to learn how to cope with the many different~~YJl~.:;:;:~f 

people and cir~umstances that the officer will encounter there. 

4.6 Recruits 

The data on recruit inflow and outflow f~om the agencies sheds 

light on the dropout rate from recruit training as well as a measure of 

new blood being injected into the agency. As can be seen in Table 19, 

there is a negligible drop out rate (2%) among the recruits for those 

agencies serving populations of less than 100,000. Of those agencies 

providing the data from that population grouping, only one agency 

indicated that they had any dropouts at all. Those agencies serving 

populations of 100,000 or more, on the other hand, evidence a. dropout 

\1 

~~--~~~- _. ~---. ~-.-- .-~ . -

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 facility 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 number of recruits completing training does provide a 

glimpse into the makeup of an agency in terms of new persons coming 

into the agency. On the average, rec!'uits completing training 

constitute 8% of the total sworn staff of the agency.~t\!n~ng the 
'~~~, 

responding agencies we observe considerable variation among Ithem. It 
·1 
)1 

is difficult to interpret these data on recruits completing /;I:raining in 

terms of those agencies experiencing high percentages of the staff 

being recruits. Are these agencies going through an expansion or are 

thel experienc~ng higher exit rates from the agency?-Future efforts 

may want to examine how many offi~ers left the agency and why 

(rerr-irement, fired, etc.) along with the officer's average time spent 

with the agency. Information such as(')his can provide a more rounded 
'\._,.-

vie\if of the turnove.r wi thin the agency. 

, 
rate of 7%. 4.7 Traini~ Costs 

One wonders: Is the dropout rate related to where the training In examining training costs, we limit the analysis to the larger 

takes place? Thirteen out of eighteen agencies serving populations of 

100,000 or more .indicated that they conduct the recruit tra:l.n:lng 

themselves compared to only one out of twenty of the smaller 

agencies. Because the bulk of these larger agep.des provide their O\m 

o 

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

recruits in terms of their, suitability for law enforcement service 

... 90 ... 
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agencies only. While two-thirds of these agencies were able to provide 

all of the requisite data elements for~omputing training c9sts, few of 

the smaller agencies were able ~~ do so. 

The average cosf, to train ~ .recruit in these larger jurisdictions 

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

AE 
AF 
AG 
AH 
AI 
AJ 
AI{ 

AL 
AM. 
AN 
AO 
AP 
AQ 
AR 
AS 
AT 
AU 
AV 
AW 
AX 
AY 
AZ 

AM 

TABLE 20 
RECRUIT TRAINING COSTS 

RECRUIT 
TRAINING PERSONNEL RECRUIT 
FACILITY COSTS FOR FRINGE 

COSTS TRAINING COSTS 
2347 5250 2048 

26000 8124 3168 
2736 1848 333 
2982 6657 2530 
1400 6394 2877 
2000 3349 1406 

2224 8080 4525 

11224 3959 990 
2920 4955 1288 
2500 5653 2714 
1393 4518 1220 

605 7646 2294 

5500 3962 922 

2514 " 5972 1553 

TOTAL 
TRAINING 

COSTS 
9645 

37293 
4917 

12169 
10671 

6755 

14829 

16172 
9164 

10867 
7131 

10545 

10084 

10039 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
4739 5455 1969 12163 AVERAGE FOR AGENCIES 

SERVING POp·· )100000 
------------------------------------------------------------------------
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., (j 
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is attributable to the training facility costs (including instructor 

salaries and fringe). The bulk of the costs (61%) 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, especially for the training facility costs. These 

variations may be attributable to the age of the training facility 

(agencies with newer. facilities may be reflecting capital costs in 

thei~ figures while those with older facilities would not). There may 

also be different degrees of rigor in separating training costs for 

recruits from those incurred for in-service training. 

4.8 Summarl 

While this chapter-9n resources was limited in depth and scope, it 
(~I 

did underscore the personnel intensive nature of law enforcement. 

Staffing is a cr1:'tical component in the cost of.-. law enforcement 

services and the types of services provided depends on now personnel 

are assigned within the agency. Deliberations on the relationship 

between cost and services are hindered by a number of factors including 

the purpose of, an agency budget (fiscal accountab:f.l tty) and the 

incomplete rendering of total agency costs (most notable wit.h fringe 

cos ts) • l(ow~ver, this chapter was able to delineate. the broad 

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

cost specific inquiries. 
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CONCLUSION 

This report clearly illustrates that t'here is considerable 

variation in law enforcement administrative practice in the United 

States. This is not a surprising finding because law enforcement is' 

primarily a function that is performed by local government. 

Consequently J how a, law enforcement agency ope,>:at:es is heavily 

influenced by the community that. it serves. 

Variation also stems from the administrative discretion afforded 

law enforcement officials in running their agencies. There are 

different ways by which law enforcement officials can approach the 

workload coming int~~ their agencies. .For example with investigations, 
-. c 

some agencies have policies that direct the screening of crimes before 

they canbecome eligible for investigation. ,This reflects an attempt 
",. 

to exer.cise some control over t.he investigative workload coming iIfto 

the agency" 

This report strove to be non-judgmental as to what constituted 

good ver~us bad practice. The aim of t.he report was to describe, and 

'I 
not to assess, law enforcement practice in a number of different 

settings. Variety need not be looked at with a zero-sum approach 

wherein one practice, is viewed as good a~d ',the other as not so good. 

Va~;l.ety can"u,so be seen from the perspective of providing options to 

elected and agency ofUc;l.alB when they dis'cu8~ the mission and 

operation of, the la.w enforcEaent 8gency wit.hin it;s(Jcommunity. By 
~ 

describing exist;l.ng practice, thin teport ,hopes to facilitate the 

dilcussiont.hat 'needs to take place Wit.h;f.n each communit.y a& to' what 

services, and functions the·( law enforcment '8genc1 ;I., to perform, how the 

agency is to perfo~~ t.hem, and OR what hads the agency's performaq~e 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 given 

the way law enforcement is organized within the United States, it is 
Ie, 

the community which must decide what it wants from its law enforcement 

agency. 

While variation has its positive aspects, it has drawbacks as 

well. One drawback is the lack of a common language within the law 

enforcement community. The most notable example of this that ~,as 

discussed in the report dealt with calls for service. 'In addition, 

minimal attention is paid, by law enforcement and elected officials as 

well as by 'the public, tothe.affects of prior decisions on various 

operational, practices. For example, a high carryover ,rate in 

investigations will have a substantial affect on the disposition rate 

of investigations. There is the need to be sensitive to thef,;l,ltering 

that goes on within an agency and, to obtain measures on the degree of 

that, filtering. 

The fact that filtering occurs dem,onstrates the need to be aware 

of the qualitative aspects of the workload as much as the quantitative 

aspects of it. The most notable illustration o~ the impact of 

filtering in the report appeared ~hen the crime rates of jurisdictions 

serving populations of less ,than 100,000 were, cOmpared ~r-0 the ~rime 

rates of those serving populations of 100,000 or more. While the 

ovet'all crime 'rates sRowedthe amaller juri~dict!ons to"actual;ly have a 

higher rate, their rate,_ :fortlu;! UCRPartI crimes anel ~he Violent VON: 
," 

" Part .. 1 crimes ,were only a fr,action 'of what the larger jurisdictions 

experienced. I 

- 9.6 -
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The reliability 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 validity 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 standards for 

reliability and validity. Acc~odation to the work environment needs 

to take place or there is the risk of paralyzing future data collection 

efforts. This report provides a basis for moving ahead in the 

collection of statistical data that not only describes law enforcement 

practices but also begins the routlnization of such efforts so as to 

obtain trend data on law enforcement operations. 

o 

... 97 -

-,------

: I 



) r )' 

r 
;: ,I 

i ; 

~ 

, 4 ~ 
11 
:i , 
'1 
'J 
·i~ 

" '2 
II, ,I 

I~ 
,1 
(~ 
'~ 

) I 

:] 
;il 

... }\ 
,/ ":! 

§ F 
/'/ 1 

,,5 

l 
':.: ,f\ 

1/ ~ f' 
i .. ~, 

£~ 
~: 

I, J \ ',I 
:~ ,I .q) ,4

1 
i,1 ((',~; 

~111 
1'\ ' ~ \; r it, 

,. 
\1 " 

'h· ,1\ I! . ' . ,-;) 
'I 

1.1 ~ ~I' I \1 0 

',. :. l " \J \~ 

~ ,) 
, , 

-' tli \; 
I' f ~\ ;/ 

1/ '.' D 

(j 

a 

o 

o 


