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FOREWORD

.Following a Congressional mandate* to develop new
and improved techniques, systems, and equipment to strengthen
law enforcement and criminal justice, the National Institute
cf Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) has established
the Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory (LESL) at the
National Bureau of Standards. LESL's function is to conduct
fesearch that will assist law enforcement and criminal
JustTice agencies In the selection and procurement of qual ity
equipment,

In response to priorities established by NILECJ, LESL
is (1) subjecting existing equipment to laboratory testing
and evaluation and (2) conducting research leading to the
development of several series of documents, incluaing national
voluntary equipment standards, user guidelines, state-of-
the-art surveys and other reports.

This document, LESP-RPT-0001.00, LEAA Police Equipment
Survey of 1972 Volume 1: The Need for Standards--Priorities
for Police Equipment is a law enforcement equipment report
prepared by LESL and issued by NILECJ. Additional reports as
well as other documents will be issued under the LESL program
In the areas of protective equipment, communications equipment,
sgcurify systems, weapons, emergency equipment, investigative
aids, vehicles, and clothing. A list of the documents
already completed under +his program will be found on the
inside back cover of this document.

Technical comments and suggestions concerning the
subject matter of this report are invited from all interested
parties. Comments should be addressed to +he Program Manager
for Standards, National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
U. S. Department of Justice, Washington, D. C. 20530.

Lester D. <hubin, Standards Program
National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice

*Section 402(b) of the Omnibus Crime Control and § S
Act of 1968, as amended. ‘ @fe Streets
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EXECUTIVES' SUMMARY .

I. SUMMARY OF BACKGROUND & METHODOLOGY *

A, Background (p. 1)

e Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory (LESL) was established in

1971 as part of the NILECJ Eguipment Systems Improvement
Division (ESID). : :

e NILECJ asked the Behavioral Sciences Group of National
Bureau of Standards to develop and carry out a procedure
to get information from the users of law enforcement equip-
ment.

e "User" information would aid NILECJ in setting priérities
for LESL programs and would provide scme detailed informa-
' - tion so that research to develop standards could begin.

e 1In addition, gathering information from the users would
help to make police agencies aware of LESL and ESIP.

e A nationwide mail sample survey was selected as the best
procedure to collect user information. ‘

® An Equipment Priorities Questionnaire (EPQ) and 6 Detailed
Questionnaires (DQs) were developed and administered. A
separate report was prepared for each of these seven ques-
tionnaires.

B. . Design of Questionnaires (pp. 10-12)

@ Questionnaires were developed in conjunction with NILECJ,
LESL, and cooperating police departments. Questionnaires

were pretested at various times with approximately 45 police

departments.

® The EPQ was designed to provide information about needs for

standards for various types of equipment.

@ 1A list of categories of equipment was developed (9 categories:
Building Systems, Communications, Detection Systems, Emergency

Warning Equipment, Lethal Weapons, Non-Lethal Weapons, Pro=
tective Equipment and Clothing, Security Equipment,’ and
Vehicles).

Vi



Lists of equipment items within each of these nine
categories were developed. ’

Each respondent ranked the items in each list (taking each
list sepdrately) in terms of needs for standards for the
items within his own department. ‘

In addition, the EPQ asked for data about numbers of full-
and part-time officers, activities performed in the depart-
ment, budget, size of Jjurisdiction, etc.

The six DQs (Alarms, Security and Surveillance Equipment;
Communications Equipment and Supplies; Handguns and Handgun
Ammunition; Lights and Sirens; Body Armor and Confiscated
Weapons; and Patrolcars) were each developed separately.

The DQs asked about kinds and quantities of equipment in
use, problems with existing equipment, suggestions for
improving equipment, needs for standards related to the
equipment, etc., Although entitled Detailed Questionnaires,
these questionnaires were designed to give an overview of
the use of specific items of equipment.

Sample (pp. 2-7, and Appendix B)

The population sampled was made up of all police departments
listed in a computerized file compiled and maintained by the
LEAA Statistical Service.

Courts, correctional institutions, forensic labs, special
police agenwvies, etc., were excluded.

The sample was stratified by LEAA Geographic Region (10
Regions) and by Department Type (7 Department Types: Staie
police; County Police and Sheriffs; City Departments with
1-9 officers; City Departments with 10~49 officers, City
Departments with 50 or more officers, excluding the Fifty
Largest Cities; the Fifty Largest U.S. Cities by population;
and Township Departments. ;

Overall, approximately 10% of the 12836 departments in the
population were selected as respondents. (See Table 1.2-2
and Table 1.2-3.) >

The Equipment Priorities Questionnaire was sent to every
sample department (1386). Each Detailed Questionnaire was
sent to all States, to all of the Fifty Largest Cities, and
to a randomly selected subsample of the main sample (about
530 departments received each D@},

NS P Y TS L T T e -

e Therefore, States and éhe Fifty Largest Cities wexe asked

to £ill in all seven questionnaires.' Each of -the remaining
1186 departments were asked to £i1l in the EPQ and two of

the DQ=.

guestionnaire Administration (pp. 7-10, and Appendix C)

Stringent control of administration was required.

Introductory letters were sent to heads of departments
asking cooperation.

In June 1972, questionnaire packages mailed.
In July 1972, follow-up by self-return post card was begun.

In August 1972, follow-up by telephone Was begun. Depart-
ments which had not returned questionnaires weFe called.
Also, calls were made to clear up ambiguities in the re-
turned guestionnaires. About 1300 calls were made. About
70% of the sample departments were called at least once.

Each questionnaire was edited and coded by a specialized
team to ensure consistency; they were then keypunched and

tabulated.

Completed questionhaires.were accepted for tabulation
through January 7, 1973.

Rates of Return (p. 20)

83% of the 1386 departments returned usable EPQS.
81-85% of the DQ subsamples returned usable questionnaires.

Highest rates of reﬁurn {over 90%) were from States,‘the
Fifty Largest Cities, and Cities with 50 or more officers.

Lowest rétes of return were from Counties and Townships
(less than 75%}.

Analysis of Rankings (pp. 20-22, and Appendix D)

Objectives were: (1) Establish "composite rankings" for
all departments, all cities, each Department Type and each
Region; and (2) Determine the levels of agreement of rank-

ings within these 19 aggregates.

Composite rankings were formed separately for each list,
for each aggregate.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

A. Characteristics of Responding Departments (pp. 16-23)

The composites were computed from scores that were made
up of three elements: ° (1) The rank assigned to an item
transformed such that poorer ranked items received expo-
nentially less importance than better ranked items; (2)
A weight that corresponded toc the sampling ratio of the
cell from which a department was selected; and (3) A
weight that corresponded to the number of full time
officers in a department. :

" Coefficients of Concordance were calculated to determine

levels of agreement.

95% confidence intervals for each composite were calculated.

The activities most commonly carried out by the respondents o
were Serving Traffic and Criminal Warrants (88%), Traffic u
Safety and Traffic Control (87%), and Intra-departmental " i
Communications (87%). i [

All of the responding Fifty Largest Cities said they pro-
vided In-House Training and Criminal Investigations. This
compared to 68% and 86%, respectively, of all responding P
departments. ‘ . ' !

Only 13% of all respondents had Crime Laboratories. 73% of
the Fifty Largest Cities and 55% of the States had Crime |
Laboratories. -

About three~fifths of the departments in all Department Types
were providing Emergency Aid and Rescue: Ranging from 60% ®
of the Cities with 50 or More Officers to 67% of the Counties.

Overall, the reported Equipment Budgets represented somewhat
over 10% of the Total Budgetg reported.

Among Department Types, there was a wide range of total equipment @
expenditures: From a mean of about $10,000 for Cities with ;
1-9 Officers to a mean of almost $2.6 miliion for the Fifty .
Largest Cities.

One of the Fifty Largest Cities reported an Equipment Budget .
of $40 million. ' ®

xi

Overall, the Fifty Largest Cities reported a mean of 2491
Full-Time Sworn Officers. However, one of the Fifty Largest
Cities had 27% cf all the Full-Time Officers reported by
that Department Type and another had about 12%.

The mean numbers of Full-Time Sworn Ofiicers reported by
the seven Department Types were

Mean No.
Full-Time :
Officers Department ‘fype
2491 Fifty Largest Cities
889 State
132 City with 50+ Officers
€0 County
22 City with 10-49 Officers
14 Township
8 City with 1-9 Officers

Categories of Equipment (pp. 24-30)

Two of the 9 categories of egquipment were said to be of
high importance for standards by all classes of departments:
Communications and Vehicles.

39% of the respondents ranked Vehicles number one, and 33%
of the respondents ranked Communications number one. About
three-quarters of the responding departments ranked these
two categories in one of the first three positions.

Building Systems tended to receive low priority ranks from
most of the aggregates of respondents: It was ranked 8th
or 9th of nine categories by five of the seven Department

Types.

About 70% of the respondents ranked Building Systems either
7th, 8th, or 9th.

" The National Composite Ranking for “he Categories List was

Rank ‘ Category ”

¥ Communications Equipment and Supplies
v Vehicles

{ Protective Equipment and Clothing

4 Weapons, Lethal and Related Ammunition
J Weapons, Non-Lethal )

v Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment
-¥ 'Detection Systems

J Security Equipment

Building Systems

W O30 bW
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e The "level of agreement" among Department Types and Regions
and within Department Types and Regions was very high.

e 42% of the departments that ranked Communications number 1
gave as their reason "We plan to buy this kind of equipment
in the near future. Standards would help us to select the
best equipment at the least cost."

® 57% of the departments that ranked Vehicles number 1 gave
as their reason "We now have maintenance and repair problems
with much of this kind of equipment. Standards might solve
these problems."

Communications Equipment and Supplies (pp. 34-37)

e Of the 9 items in this list, the 3 items basic to most
communications systems were said to need standards most:
Mobile Transceiver, Base Radio Transceiver, and Hand-held
Transceiver.

@ These 3 items were ranked either 1, 2, or 3 in six of the
seven Department Type Composites and in elght of the ten
Regional Composites. ) Sl e

® The National Composite Ranking for the Communications list
was

Equipment Item

Mobile Transceiver

Base Radio Transceiver
Hand-held Transceiver
Digital Data Communications
Scramblers

Car Locators

Repeater Transceiver
Tele-printer Communications

o Respondents tended to make more comments about the use of
the items on the Communications list than any other list.

Vehicles (pp. 44-49)

® The Patrolcar was the top priority item in every Vehicle
Composite; 74% of the respondents ranked Patrolcars number 1.

e The Fifty Largest Cities ranked Motorcycles 2nd and Scooters

3rd. These two items received poorer ranks in the other six
Department Type Composites. :

i

Helmet with Built-in Transceiving Capacity

® The State Composite seemed to be significantly different
from the other Department Types: States tended to give
high priority to Helicopters and Other Aircraft.

® Mobile Communications/Command/Control Vehicles was ranked
2nd in the National Composite and in five of the seven
Department Type Composites.
e The National Composite Ranking for the Vehicles list was
e . : .
. - Rank Equipment Iten
‘\
1l Patrolcars
.2 Mobile Communications/Command/Control Vehicles
g 3 Other Land Vehicles
®. 4 Motocycles
L 5 Helicopters
‘iﬁ 6 Scooters .
' 7 Boats and Other Watercraft .
i 8 Other Aircraft
® E. Protective Equipment and Clothing (pp. 30-34)
- ' @ Police Uniform was the 1lst of 11 items in 18 of the 19
’ l‘ ) : ©  Protective Equipment and Clothing Compgsites.
- |
"
} e In the State Composite, Riot Helmet was ranked number 1.
® In all other Department Types, Riot Helmet was ranked 2nd.
i .
f ® Bomb Disposal Device was ranked 3rd in the Fifty Largest City
. » Composite and 4th in tha City With 50+ Officers Composite.
. - It was ranked poorly in all other Department Type Composites.
o - ® Hand-held shields, Vehicle Armor, and Crash Helmets tended to
he in the three lowest priority positions (9th, 10th, and I1lth).
® The National Composite Ranking for the Protective Equipment
and Clothing list was
g : S . Rank Equipment Item
i 1 Police Uniform
2 Riot Helmets
. 3 Gas Masks
- ® 4 Rainwear
5 Body Armox
6 Bomb Disposal Devices
7 Ballistic Helmets
8 High Visibility Clothing or Patches
9 Crash Helmets
® 1Q Vehicle Armor
11 Hand-held Shields
xiv
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Lethal Weapons (pp. 37-41)
® 40% of the departments ranked the .38 Special Revolver e The National Composite Ranking for the Non-Lethal Weapons
number 1. It was lst in 17 of the 19 ILethal Weapons list was
Composites. .
@ Rank Equipment Item
» The .357 Magnum Revolver was ranked number 1 in the State :
Composite. 1 Batons/Billy Clubs/Nightsticks
2 Tear Gas Dispensers
e Regular Service Ammunition was 2nd in most of the Composites. 3 Tear Gas
However, it was in 4th place in the unweighted National Com- 4 Gas Grenades and Cannisters
posite. P 5 Blackjacks/Saps
' ; 6 Tear Gas Generators
e The Shotgun was clearly the highest priority shoulder weapon. f 7 Tranquilizer Dart Guns
! 8 Water Cannon
® The National Composite Ranking for the Lethal Weapons list 9 Dye-marker Guns
was . 10 Pellet Guns
’ -11 Electric Shockers
Rank Equipment Item . ‘ S
" H. Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment (pp. 52-56)
L1 .38 Special Revolver . ' :
2 Regular Service Ammunition for Handguns e The Combined Siren/Light/Loudspeaker (CS/L/L) was ranked
3 Shotgun number 1 in 17 of the 19 Composites in this category and
4 .357 Magnum Revolver by 38% of the departments.
5 Frangible Bullets
6 Rifle e Furthermore, two of the components of the C5/L/L system,
7 Regular Service Ammunition for Shoulder Weapons Flashing Lights and Sirens, were ranked high in the National
8 High-drag Bullets Composite: Flashing Lights was 2nd and Sirens was 4th.
9 9 mm Pistol
10 Carbine ® Rescue Equipment, 3rd in the National and City Composites,
11 Armor-piercing Bullets was also given relatively high ranks by Department Type and
12 .45 Automatic Regional Composites.
Non-Lethal Weapons (pp. 41-44) ® The National Composite Ranking for the Emergency Warning and

e Many departments said the items on this list did not apply
to them, and many said they were unfamiliar with the items.

® No single item on this list dominated the top priority
position in the Composites.

® Six of the 11 items (Blackjacks/Saps, Batons/Billy Clubs/

Nightsticks, and the 4 Tear Gas items) tended to be ranked
in the top 5 or 6 positions.

XV
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Rescue Equipment list was

Kank Equipment Item

Combined Siren/Light/Loudspeaker System
Flashing Lights
Rescue Egquipment
Sirens

First Aid Kits
Spot Lights
Loudspeakers

Fire Extinguishers
Flares

Flood Lights
Reflectors

HFOW®ONOU & WN
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Detection Systems (pp. 61-64)

e In general, the 11 items in this list fell into two groups
reflecting higher and lower priorities for standards.

e 5 of the items (Field Narcotic Screening Kits, Quantitative
Breath-Alcohol Screening Device, Pre~arrest Breath-alcohol
Screening Device, Narcotic and Explosive Detectors, and
Fingerprint Kits) were ranked in one of the top five posi-
tions by more than two-thirds of the respondents.

e This general pattern was found in all of the Composites
except for the Fifty Largest City Composite in which Walk
Through and Hand-held Metal Weapons Detectors were given
higher priorities. ‘ :

e The National Composite for Detection Systems (with the dotted
line marking the general division in priorities) was

Rank Equipment Item

Fingerprint Kits

" Field Narcotic Screening Kits
Narcotic and Explosive Detectors
Quantitative Breath-Alcohol Device

U S WN
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Polygraph

Hand-held Metal Weapons Detectors

X-Ray Equipment Used by Bomb Squads
Walk-through Metal Weapons Detectors

Gas Chromatograph for Laboratory Use Only
11 Other Types of Weapons Detectors

OV ONO

|

e The only item consistently in a high priority position in
all aggregates was Field Narcotic Screening Kits.

Surveillance and Security Equipment (pp. 57-61)

e The weighting scheme played a significant role in the Composite
for this list. .

.

e Smaller departments (in terms of numbers of officers) tended
to give higher priorities to Alarm Displays in Department.
Larger departments tended to give better rankings to Low Light
Level Closed Circuit TV.

e State departments tended to give higher priority to Night
Vision Scope Suitable for Rifles than any other Department Type.

xvll : -
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® 41% of the respondents ranked Alarm Displays in Department
number 1, although this item received only the 3rxrd rank in
the National Composite.

® Hand-held Night Vision Equipment was the top ranked item in
the Fifty Largest City Composite.

e The National Composite Ranking for the Surveillance and
Security Equipment list was ‘

Rank Rank
Unweighted Weighted Equipment Item
5 1 Low-Light Level Closed Circuit TV
2 2 Hand-held Night Vision Equipment
1 ) 3 Alarm Displays in Department
3 4 Still Camera Equipment for Night Vision Devices
8 5 Closed Circuit TV '
6 6 Night Vision Scope Suitable for Rifles
7 7 Lenses-for Night Vision -Surveillance Equipment
4 8 General Purpose Locks
2 9 Special Locking Devices for Detention Centers

Building Systems (pp. 49-52)

e Police Station Design/Construction was ranked number 1 by 63%
of the respondents. I+ was lst in every Composite.

® Since each of the items in this list covered a broad range of
equipment and/or facilities and since respondents may not have
had the same things in mind when assigning ranks, the analysis
of this list may not be as meaningful as the others.

e The National Composite Ranking for the Building Systems list was

Rank Equipment Item

Police Station Design/Construction
Detention Center Design/Construction
Building Materials

Institutional Equipment
Institutional Furnishings
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Background

During the past several years, law enfcrcement agencies in.the
United States have become more aware of the importance of equipment
in the performance of their duties. Much ofvthe;r equipment had
originally been designed for other uses and héd o be modified.
Other equipment items had to be used as given. Mo standards existed
\against which equipment performance could be measured nor were any
standard test methods or procedures available. It has been aifficult
for agencies to comparé the performance of equipment items. Rec&gnizing
this problem, in 1971, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administrétion :
{LEAA) of the Department of Justice began a concentrated program toward
the improvement of law enforcement equipment.

. As the first step in its Equipment Systems Improvement ﬁfﬁision
(ESTDY, LEAA, in cooperatioﬁ with the Department of Commerce, established
a Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory (LESL) at the National Bureau of
Standards (NBS). The broad goal of LESL is to recommend performance
standards which can be promulgated by LEAR as voluntary aids for the
gelection of equipmeht by law enforcement agencies. Additionally, LESL is
devéloping standard test methods and procedures, so that the relative per-
formance of similar items may be evaluated by departments themselves.

In order to pravide equipment'user information for the ESIP program,

in 197lvthe National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice

(NILECJ) of LEAA asked the Behavioral Sciences Group of the Technical
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Analysis Division at NBS to gather information from law enforcement
agencies about»their specialized equipment needs and problems.
Although face-to-face interviews with a large sample of representa-
tives from law enforcement agencies would have been desirable, time
and manpower constraints led to the development cof a nationwide mail
sample survey having two general objectives: (1) To assist NILECJ in
the establishment of priorities for LESL's standards development
activities: and (2) to obtain detailed information about.certain broad
equipment categories so that research to develop standards in these
areas could begin. ‘

The present report deals with the first general objective stated,
and the aséociated survey questionnaire will be referred to as the
Equipment Priorities Questionnaire (EPQ). A copy of the EPQ may be found

in Appendix A. The second objective is accomplished in the reports on

Ed
Alarms, Security and Surveillance Systems; Communications Equipment and

Supplies; Handguns and Handgun Ammunition; Sirens and Emergency Warning
Lights; Body Armor and Confiscated Weapons; and Patrolcars. The six

questionnaires associated with these specific equipment areas will be

referred to as Detailed Questionnaires (DQs).

1.2 Sample Design

Although the objective of ESIP is to serve all types of law enforce-
ment agencies, this particular study was purposefully limited to police
departments as the largest single group of law enforcement agencies with

identifiable equipment needs. WNo attempt was made to survey correctional
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institutions, courts, forensic laboratories, or special police agencies
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Townships in Regions 4,6,7,8,9 and 10. Alﬁost 63% of the departments
were City police, 43% having 1-9 full-time officers. County departments
comprised about 24% of the éopulation. By Region, the smallest (Region
10) contained only 3.4% of the police departments, while Region 5, the
largest, had 22.5%. The variation in the number of departments in

a cell (Region/Department Type combination) was even greater than that
across the strata, i.ef the number of departments in each cell ranged
from 0 to 1470.

The considerations disicussed in the previous paragraph led to the
sampling plan discussed briefly below, and in detail in Appendix B. All
of the State departments and the Fifty Largest City departments were
included in the sample and were asked to complete all six DQs, i.e. they
were sent the entire package of seven questionnaires.

For the remaining

cells the variation in cell size presented a problem:

If the same fraction

of the entire population were to be selected from the members of each cell,

a constant sampling fraction large enough to allow a sufficignt number of
sample units (police departments) in small cells would yield an unmanage-
ably large total sample; on the other hand, a constant sampling fraction
small enough to make the total sample manageable would yield too few
sample units in small cells. To solve this problem, a fixed sample of

30 police departments/cell was chosen, wherever possible, resulting in a
different sampling fraction for each cell. A fixed sample size of thirty
departments/cell was chosen to facilitate the eguitable distribution of
the six DQs. This plan resulted in sending the EPQ to 1392 departments,
and each DQ to approximately 530 departments. Table 1.2-3 presents the

total EPQ sample which represents 10.8% of the total population of police

departments under consideration.
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Table 1.2.-3 Sample of Police Departments by Region and Type
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*Questionnaires were actually sent to 56 State Police departments since there were 6 State

Departments which listed two police agencies without reference to a common central agency.
However, only one set of questionnaires was accepted from each of these 6 agencies.
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Comparison of Tables 1,2-2 a;d i.2-3 shows the effect of employing
a constant sized sample/cell. The cell having the smallest sampling
fraction is Region 5, City (1-9 Officers), with just over 2% sampled,
whereas somé cells are sampled 100%. Furthermore, it should be
noted that about 5.5% of Cities With 1-9 Officers are in the sample,
compared to 100% of the Fifty Largest Cities. The fractions sampled by
region show somewhat more stability, lying betwsen 6% and 25%.

The departments were selected randomly within each cell, from the
total cell population, for EPQ mailing. The DQs were also randomly
distributed within each cell, each department (other than the States and
the Fifty Largest Cities) receiving two DQs. Thus, in c¢ells having 30

sample units, each DQ was mailed to 10 departments; cells having fewer

sample units were allocated correspondingly fewer of each DQ (see Appendix

-

B).
Once the sample was selected, each sample unit was assigned a unique
seven-digit identification number, coding region, tvpe, and questionnaire

assignment.

1.3 oQuestionnaire Administration

From the beginning of the project, it was evident thatst;ingent
control would be required in administering the questionnaires to ensure a
high rate of response. Computer-stored daily status records were input
via a teletypewriter terminal for each sample department. 1In general the
following procedure was used: | -

(a) Each ‘department in the sample was mailed a letter, signed

by the director of NILECJ, addressed to the head of the

department. This letter introduced the survey and requested
qooperation. |

(5) About one week later, the questionnaire packages were mailed.

(c) Departments not returning the questionnaires within a month
were identified by the computer and were sent a postcard
requesting information és to the status of the questionnaires.
Departments not feceiving the questionnaire package were
.sent another; those not returning the postcard were placed
on a list for telephone follow-up.

(d) About a month and a haif later, departments with which no
contact had been made were called by telébhone.

{(e) Returned questionnaires were reviewed for compléteness and
either codgd for keypunching or filed for telephone call-
back to supply missing data or to clear up ambiguities,

Considerable effort was expended to ensure a high rate of response, and
this effort was rewarded with an 83% response for the EPQ, and between
81% and 85% for each DQ.

The distribution of respondents.(departments which returned usable

EPQ's) is exhibited in Table 1.3-1. Comparing this table with Table 1.2-3

shows that greatest response rate was from the States and larger cities

(over 90%), while Counties and Townships had the poorest response rates
{(under 75%). This would seem to be partly explainéd by the fact that the
larger departments use more equipment than do smaller departments and there-
fore have a greater interest in developing standards. &n inspection of the

average annual equipment budget for the various department types supports



Table 1.3-1. MNumber of Respondents to the Equipment Priorities Questionnaire by Region and Type.

LEAA REGION
; ; : . . . ) ) . | I percent of
DEPARTMENT TYPE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 TOTAL ' Sample
State 6 2 5 8 6 s 3 6 3 3 a7 | 944
County 17 24 19 18 25 19 25 25 29 24 225 7 5%
City (1-9 Officers) 21 27 26 28 25 19 23 24 23 0 22 238 | 80%
City (10-49 Officers)25 26 24 22 29 25 27 29 27 28 262 87%
City (50 or more : | :
. officers) 27 23 29 30 26 29 19. 18 27 16 244 91%
50 largest cities 1 3 4. 7 8 8 3 1 8 2 45 90%
; Township 19 24 21 0 17 : O 0 0 o 0 , 8l . C 67%
: : - . ; ‘ ;
| . ) ! ’ l . :
Total 116 | 129 . 128 i 113 | 136 | 105 100 103 |117 95 (1142 | 83% |
o © N T " H R 3
T « ; 1 . : —
_ i { ' : ‘ .
Percent of Sample 75% 83%  80%! 82% Bl% . 78% | 83% 88% | 88% 843 ;| 83%
H N { . N RS

.
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this hypothesis. Additionally, telephone contacts with non-respondents - that standards development for sophisticated communications equipment

revealed that many small departments considered themselves to be under- 7 was important, but he may have had no need for such equipment himself
® .

staffed and thus unable to answer the questionnaires. : and was not planning to buy any. Therefore, these items should have

A more detailed description of the EPQ administration may be found - been ranked poorly Ez_him,
in Appendix C. ’ ' The nine categories of equipment were established on the basis of

discussions with LESL, NILECJ, and police departments. Computers and
1.4 Development and Design of the EPQ

computer related equipment wer
116 survey plan-and questionaire design swolved over a 12-ponth quip ere purposefully excluded from the survey.

i , Other ways to grou olice equipment . - i
period. During this time the survey team consulted at length with @' i TRt (8.9, By cost) were clearly possible,

. _ b upi 2) i i
NILECT equipment experts, LESL program managers, and equipment manufac- " 'Ut grouping by type seemed to offer the most convenient and logical form.
; P Furthermore, this type of categorization presumably minimized the number
turers. In addition, the officers and administrators of about 40 police
B of "apples/oranges" comparisons.
departments served as consultants and/or as respondents for pretests of o .
One of the more difficult tasks in the preparation of the lists was
various versions of the guestionnaires. :
| that of limiting the number of items in each list. Ranking a number (N)
The EPQ in its final form is reproduced in Appendix A. Each . \J ' : )
) A { of items involves assigning the integers 1 through N (in some permutation)
respondent was asked to rank-order the items on each of ten lists: One :
to each item, (Instructions for this survey asked that rank 1 be
1ist contained nine general equipment categories; the other nine lists - | o _
| i . assigned to the highest priority item, rank 2 to the next higher priority
contained items within each category. There were 87 items, (or item/ ! -
item, etc., and rank N to the lowest priority item.) In a task of this

systems) in the nine category lists, the longest list (Lethal Weapons) e .
. | kind, if N is too large, a respondent may not be able to make rational
having 12 items and the shortest (Building Systems) having 5 items.
comparisons and may be more prone to making errors, e.g. assigning the
The criterion for rank-~ordering was the need for standards of . '
Bt el ad = ) ; ® same rank to two different items. Therefore, decisions were made by the
entries in the list. Considerable care was taken to render the phrase
) study group (with the advice of LESL, NILECJ, and the pretest departments)
"in need of standards" and its negative as clearly and concisely as ‘ ,
to exclude those items least likely to be found in the field. However,
possible (see page A-4 of the EPQ, Appendix A). Emphasis was given to _ '
- ° space was provided at the bottom of each list for the respondent to
the request that rankings reflect the needs of the respondent's department, . . o )
write-in" additional items or make comments. These additions were not
not what the respondent thought were general police department needs. ' .
ranked with the others but were recorded and are discussed in this report.
This distinction is important. For example, a respondent may have felt
‘ ,
10 11
3 ‘ .



In addition to the nine category lists, the respondents were asked to
rank the categories themselves and to check two of eiéht reasons for
their choice of thé top priority category.

Explicit instruétions appeared on each pagé of the EPQ in an effort
to minimize the number of misinterpretations and errors. Since it was
learned through pretesting that many police departménts receive more than
ten gusstionnaires per month from universities and other research qrgani-
zations, extra care was taken to obtain conscientious and thoughtful
responses. Because it is likely that an item's position in a list may
influence the rankiné it receives, approximately half of the‘re5pondents
were sent EPQs with lgsts in reQerse order from those éent to the other
half. Although no statistical tests were made, it is assumed that this
procedure led to a cancelling of order effects, if any.

Other data describing the characteristics of the responding depart-
ments were requested in the EPQ. Among these were pobulation served and
physical size of the jurisdiction served; type of jurisdiction (as a
check against the NILECJ data tape); number of full- and part-time
officers (as an update to the ériginal data tape); approximate total,
equipment and personnel expenditures during l97l;vand activities handled
by the police department>(e.g. custody/Detention, Traffic Safety and

Contrxol).

12

- ,.,_,‘.{

g

1.5 BAn Overview of the EPQ Analysis

The analysis of the rankings performed for this study had two
maﬁor objectives: . . “ '
"(a) To determine the le§e1 of agreement in rankings within
various aggregatés of reépondents; and
(b} to est&blish "composite rankings"* for various aggregates
of respondents. |
In tﬁe following discussion of analytical techniques, no distinction
is made between the ‘nine caﬁegory lists of items and the list of categories.
The generic term for a list "item" or "category" ié entry. Furthermore,
since all ten lists were analyzed in the same way, the discussion of analytical

.

techniques refers to "the list" instead of referencing a particular list,

1.5.1 4Composite Rankings

The final form of the EPQ askéd respondents *o rank each entry
in the lists. Both rating and partial ranking techniques were considered
as alfernatives to the ranking method selected and were not adopted.
A rationale for the choice of the present ranking scheme over these

alternative methodologies is presented in Appendix D, -

* The term "composite ranking" is used to dispel any notion that there is
some underlying "true" ranking for the aggregate under consideration, as
there exists no evidence to support such an hypothesis, even though the
level of agreement is high, as indicated by the appropriate statistical
tests.

13



The ‘rankings from each deparément were aggregated into composite
rankings.* Each composite ranking was obgaiﬁed by ordering "seores"
based on the rankings giveﬁ by individual departments within the entire
aggregate under consideratijon. That is, a "sco:e" was célculated for
each entry on the list, based‘on the ranks assigned by departments in

the group of interest. The score for an entry, then, was:

- Z-WK2 “Fk
wnere the summation wa; taken over all respondents (K) in the.aggregaté .
of interest; r was the rank given the entry by the respondent, -and W was
the weight associated with the respondenﬁ.

This method of aggregating ranked data yields a "composite ranking"
influenced importantly by two factors. Firstly, the exponential formula #*=*
employed has the property of assigning most importance to an entry
ranked number one by many respondents and exponentially less importance
to the poorer rankings given that entry. For example, the assignment
of an entry to third place by eight departments would be equivalent to
the assignment of that same entry.to éirst place by one department. This
procedure gives considerable emphasis, then, to positive gtatements (i.e.

ranking an entry number one) about "needs for standards” and very little

emphasis to expressions of either indifference or lack of need for standards.

¥ The aggregates of respondents considered are Regions, Department Types, all
Cities, and the nation (i.e., for each list, there are ten composite rankings
for the ten LEAA Regions, seven composite rankings for the seven Department
Types, a composite ranking for the Cities and a national composite ranking.)
The Cities composite ranking is based on data from the responding departments
in the four City Department Types:  Fifty Largest Cities, Cities (50+),
Cities (10-49), and Cities (1-9). .

** This formula was supplied by Mr. Marc Nerenstone of NILECJ, Department of
Justice. :

14

Sécondly, the weighting factor muitiples the‘départment's vote by
the number of full-time sworn officers;iﬁ that department, and in
that sense, gives each officer qneivoge. Othetr means of weighting
thg responses were considered‘égd rejected: Developmental work indi-
cated ﬁhat the number of officers in the respondiné department was
.generally the best siﬁgie.index of that department's use of equipment.
fbompésite rankings éssﬁming equal waigh;s for all responding depart-
ments (W = 1) We¥e calculatedias well, and are used in Section 3.0 of
this report to highlight the effects of the present weighting scheme.
In adéition, details of the severél formula/weight combinations con-

sidered during the course of the analysis are discussed in Appendix D.

1.5.2 Level of Agreement

~ The analysis included the calculation of a statistic (Coefficient

of Concordance) which would indicate whether or not certain groups of

- departments tended to assign similar ranks to an entry (e.g.,whether -

fhere was agreement among the seven Department Types or among the ten
Regions in their rankings of the entries ). This statistic was calculated
for the departments within each pepartment Type, and within each Region.
In addition it was calculated among Regions (with all departments in a
LEAA Region regarded as a single "respondent”) ahd among Department Types
(with all departments in a particular Depar£ment Type regarded as a
single "respondent"). ~Note that when calculating the statistic among
Department Types or Regions, that it is possible for the level of'agree—
ﬁent among the. groups to be high while the level of agreement between any

two of those groups is low, and vice versa.

15
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One additional statistical test was made regarding the rankings,

- This test identifies entries ranked consistently high or low (based upon

the simple rank sum) by respondents and was applied to the same aggre-
gates of respondents as were tested for level of ggreement. (See
Appendix D)

Camplete tables, including simple relative filequency couﬁts (ox
distributions) of the ranks, have been tabulated and appear in Appendix

E. .. - ' | B

2.0 CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDING DEPARTMENTS

Eqﬁipment needs of police departments ére clearly a function of
their activities as evidenced by the responses to ﬁhe_check—list of 30
typical police department activities that was iﬁgluded in the EPQ.
Results are tabulated by Department Type in Table 2.0-1.

The activities most frequently checked were (1) Serving Traffic
and Criminal Warrants (88%); (2) Traffic Safety ahd Traffic Control (87%) ;

and (3) Intra-departmental Cammunications (87%). All 45 of the Fifty

Largest Cities responding indicated that their departments provided In-

house fTraining and performed Criminal Investigations. These compare to

68% and 86%, respectively, of all respondents. Aithough only 13% of

the responding departments overall had Crime Laboratories, 73% of the Fifty

S ——

Largest City Departments had them, as did 55% of the State Departments.
The activity appearing to be most constant for all Department Types was
that of providing Emergency Aid and Rescue, ranging from 60%

(Cities with 50+ officers) to 67% (County Departments).

16
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Table 2.0-1. Percent of Respondents Having Each Activity, By Department Type:

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY: City City . City 50

State County (1-9) (10-49) (50+) Largest Township Total

% % % % % % % %

Serve Traffic and Criminal Warrants 70 89 84 89 94 87 93 a8
Traffic Safety and Traffic Control 92 56 94 96 96 98 94 87
Communications for Own Department 94 86 76 95 94 96 70 87
Criminal Investigation 66 86 71 95 97 100 79 86
Police Training for Own Department © 98 55 48 77 87 100 42 68
Custody/Detention-Less than 1 Day 15 79 51 73 72 80 43 i 65
Breath~Alcohol Test 89 46 47 72 83 91 49 64
Emergency Aid and Rescue 62 67 62 63 60 67 62 63
Public Building Protection 15 40 63 60 58 44 68 54
Service Function 30 30 48 55 60 60 42 48
Animal Control (Dog Catcher) 0 26 58 63 42 16 37 44
Highway Patrol 96 38 48 36 31 24 88 43
Maintenance of Police Buildings ' 51 36 34 41 48 47 30 40
Custody/Detention-Less than 1 Week 0 73 20 36 46 49 2 38
Communications for Other Agerncy 66 56 29 40 24 24 14 36
Sexve Civil Process 6 88 29 15 9 11 31 32
Police Training for Other Agency 77 22 2 11 42 84 10 24
Custody/Detention~One Year or Less 0 78 7 10 14 16 1 22
Underwater Recovery 34 42 6 11 16 42 9 19
Bomb Disposal ' 45 20 5 11 23 82 1 - 17
Polygraph 62 8 1 5 36 90 Z 17
Vehicle Inspection 55 16 21 14 14 11 9 17
Crime Laboratory , 55 6 2 7 20 73 1 13
Narcotics Laboratory Analysis 43 9 2 8 12 62 1 11
Harbor Patrol 6 14 3 2 9 31 1 7
Lab Analysis for Blood Alcohol 34 | 7 0 1 7 53 2 7
Other 2 7 4 7 5 2 5 6
Coroner 0 16 2 3 1 0 2 5
Tests for Drivers License 34 4 4 2 0 2 0 3
Custody/Detention/More than 1 Year -0 13 0 0 1 2 1 3




Other activities, not on the list but written in, included meter

parking and maintenance; crossing guards; court duties; river, lake and

.~ park patrol; licensing and license reguiation; juvenile detention;
vehicle accident investigation; and local zoning and ordina*,cg enforce~
ment.

PY ‘

Table 2.0-2 shows a summary of the descriptive data obtained from
the responding depairtments. As can be seen from the column for Annual
Equipment Budget, there was a wide range of expenditures among the
. " different Department Types, from a mean of about $10 thousand for cities
‘ with 1-9 Officers to almost $2.6 million for the Fifty Largest Cities.
: The lafgeS‘t individual eciuipme.nt budget was $40 million, occurring in
.L,li one of the Fifty Largest cities. Overall, Equipment Budgets répresented
- somewhat over 10% of the total annual budgets reported.
":\“" The mean Number of Part-time Officers was based on those respondents
* having Part-time Officers in their departments. Of the 45 responding
i’! ~ from the Fifty Largest Cities, only six had Part-time Officers, including
’ ~ one city which had‘nearly 6000. Thus, the mean value of 1115 féJr this

¢ Department Type is scamewhat misleading. It should be noted that the
categ.ory "Part~time Officers" included o%ficers described as auxiliary,

° volunteer, reserve, school-crossing guard, dispatcher, summer, special
agent, traffic supervisor,‘ posse, and cadet. All of these classifications
were counted in the Part-time Of‘;'icer category éince it has different

° meanings for different departments.

Variations in these descriptive averages by LEAA Region (see Table
2,0-3) were considerably smaller than variations by Department Type.
L J
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Table 2.0-2. Descriptive Data by Department Type (Means)
Number of Number of Annual Annual
Rrea Full~Time Part-Time Annual Total Equipment Personnel
Department Type (Sg. Miles) Population Officers Officers Budget Budget Budget
50 Largest 187 851,342 2,491 1,115 $43,268,865 $2,669,920|$34,712,818 |_
State 62,580 3,936,410 889 18 S16,377,358 | S2,304,339] 512,020,572 |
County 1,518 130,254 60 25 $ 1,082,919 $ 58,539]s 859,984
City (50+4) 31 83,344 132 26 $ 1,733,340 $ 173,099|s% 1,407,177
City (10-49) 12 15,849 22 9 $ 257,927 | $ 24,362|S 206,187
Township - 28 13,228 14 8 $ 175,654 S 20,854|8 141,675
City (1-9) 9 5,038 8 5 ) 82,381 $ 9,7641§ 60,061
Table 2.0-3. Descriptive Data by LEAA Region (Means)
~ Number of Number of Annual Annual
. Area Full-Time Part-Timé Annual Total  Equipment Personnel
LEAA Region (Sg¢. Miles) Population Officers Officers Budget Budget Budget
1- 750 158,112 96 18 $ 1,360,155 $ 135,130]$ 979,911
2 648 240,781 365 97 $ 7,148,315 $ 148,1721{$ 5,265,546
3 1,086 245,733 216 7 $ 3,412,567 { $ 435,153}s$ 2,879,293
4 3,691 340,996 151 11 $ 2,318,382 $ 248,600)$ 1,767,292
5 2,652 448,174 283 3 $ 4,916,607 | & 4231,4781% 3,879,374
6 5,738 271,386 160 17 $ 2,193,823 $ 160,363{$ 1,709,910
7 2,37¢ 112,094 84 e $ 1,22C¢,385 $ 121,001]58 983,696
8 6,346 83,023 54 9 S 728,549 $ 77,081} 8 568,463
9 4,218 372,094 281 46 $ 5,743,553 $ 728,801|$ 4,528,692
10 3,580 104,877 69 9 $ 1,253,894 $ 82,198/ 1,011,604 |

g
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Regions 1 and 8 had smaller budgets than the othersf primarily because
each had only one of the pifty.Largest Cities.

It was mentioned previously that tﬁe number of officers cited by
respoqdents could serve as a cross-check and update of the original data
tape from LEARA.  Table 2,0-4 indicates changes in the original classifi-
cation. As an example of how this table can be read, 33 of the city
departments having 1-9 officers according to the LEAA tape iﬁ fact
reported 10-49 oéficers. The relative symmetry of the table matrix

indicates that changes in numbers of officers occurréd‘approximately

equally in the positive and negative directions.

Table 2.0~4 Numbers of Officers in City Departments

DEPARTMENT TYPE: ACTUAL NUMBER OF OFFICERS REPORTED FROM THE SURVEY:

(From LEAA Tape)

1-9 110-49 50+
City (1~9 Officers) 195 33 4 T
City (10-49 Officers) 28 230 4
City (50 or more Officers) 1 7 236

Eighteen different titles for respondents were coded., Slightly over

37% of the EPQs were coampleted by department chiefs. The EPQ was more
likely to be completed by department chiefs in the smaller cities and
rownships. " Only 4% of the EPQs sent to the rifty Largest Cities Qere
filled in by the chief; over 22%~of the ré5pondents from the Fifty Largest
cities were non-uniformed éersonnel {planning staff, administrators, etc.}.
Sheriffs, peputies and ynder-sheriffs cbmprised over 78% of the

gounty respondents.

Far cities other than the Fifty Largest, Chiefs,

Captains and yieutenants were the primary respondents. State departments

o
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provided a fairly even distribgtibn of responding personnel, including
Céptains,~Majors, Lieutenants, Sergeants and non-uniformed pefsonnel.
ggsgé_of response by dep&rtment typ; are exhibited in Figure 2.0-5.
(p.‘22). Generally, the two months having the highest ¥ates of return
were June (after the initial mailing) and August (after the follow-ug
post card). State departments and the larger Cities had higher than
average returgs, while the small cities‘(l-Q officers), Counties and

2

Townships -indicated the lowest. It is interesting to note that the Fifty

Largest Cities had their highest return rate during the month of July,

prior to the post card mailing, suggesﬁing pessibly a longer.time period
to complete the EPQ because of the six DQs they received, A similar
observation may be made for State Departments. (See the further discus-

sion of this topic in Appendix C.)

3.0 'ANALYSIS OF RANKINGS

This section presents a discussion of the results of the analyses
of the responses té the EPQ. A subsection is provided for the analysis
of each of the ten listsiin the EPQ. Note again that composite rankings
were based on a Qeighted exppnential formula*, the weights being propoxr-
tional to the number of full-time officers in the responding department.
It should be further emphasized that these analyses of rankings provide
only one of many inputs to thé decision-making process by which priorities
for developing standérds for police equipment will be determined by

NILECT,

* See Section 1.5.1 or Appendix D.
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CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE RETURNED

Figure 2,0-5. Cunmulative Percentages of EPQ Returns by Month and Department Type.
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Tﬁe reader should also be cautioned to treat individualblisté
separately.‘-For example,-there is no basis in the data for comparisons
between the priorities from two different lists. The type
of inference th&t one might be tempted to draw is that since Communi-
cations was ranked highe: than ProtectiQe Equipment and Clothing,
‘Mobile Transceivers (the top priority Communications item) should
be ranked higher than Police Uniform (the top priority Protective
Equipmgnt and Clothing item). This conclusion would not be deducible

from the data.

It is highly likely that man% of the respondents ranked lists
aceording to the criterion of impértance to the police department,
rather than that of need for standards development. Although the
latter is in principal what was sought, it is fully appreciated
that some respondents used the former in selecting ranks. This |
possible ambiguity in the interpretation of the criterion has nSt
necessarily generated "contaminated" data. The imposition of a |
strict distinction between that which is important to departments
{for which rglatively little standards déveiOpment would be neéded)
and that which departments rarely used (for which considerable standards
development would be needed) contributed an additionél dimension to

the problem of setting priorities, Leaving this trade-off decision

to individual respondents' rankings yielded data which more accurately.

- reflected the oVerall priorities as individually perceived.
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3.1 Rankings of Categories of Equip&ent

- 3.1.1 The Categories

Nine general equipment categories were selected for inclusion
in the EPQ. it was assumed, based on discussions Qith law enforcement
experts during the developmental phase of the study, that the categories
were meaningful to ﬁhe respondentldepartments and that tbey provided a
logical structure for the wide variety of equipment used by those depart-
ments.

Of the nine categories in the list, two categories were said to
be of high importance for standards by all classes of departments:
Communications and Vehicies. Almost 39% of the respondents ranked
Vehicles number one, and over 33% ranked Communications in that position.
Communications and Vehicles were ranked among the top three (of nine
categories) by over 78 and 74%, respectively, of the respondents. These
same two categories received either the number one or two rank for each
Department Type composite, except for the Fifty Largest Cities (for which
Vehicles rankgd third); for each Region camposite except region 2 (for
which Vehicles ranked third); for the City composite; and for the National
composite. In the case of Region 2, one respondent, which had over two-
thirds of the total weight for that Region (i.e. over two-thirds of the
fgll—time officers in the Region were in one department), ranked Vehicles
seventh. This pa%tially accounts for the fact that Vehicles was third in
the Region 2 éomposité ranking. |

At the other extreme, Building Systems tended fo réceive low

priority ranks from most of the aggregates of respondents. Only Cities

With 10-49 Officers and Townships failed to arrive at a composite rank

24
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of 8 or 9 (out of 9) for ;his caéégory among tﬁe seven Department Types.
Composites for six of the ten LEAA Regions ranked Building Systems eighth
or ninth, and in both the City composite and National composite it was
ninth. These results are pot sutprising in view of the fact that almost
40% of all respondents ranked Building Systems ninth; nearly 70% ranked
that category seventh, eighth or ninth.

Relative frequency histograms for the numker one-ranked categoryA
appear in Figure 3.1-1.1‘ | |

Figure 3.1-1. Percent .Respondents Selecting Each Category as
Number 1 In Importance.

RELATIVE
EQUIPMENT CATEGORY : FREQUENCY :
Communications 33% L B O S W B R
Vehicles 39 L e 2 o o o 0 T T R W N U IO S S BN R S Y Y B
Protective Equipment 5 +++++ o
Lethal Weapons 6 Aot
Non-Lethal Weapons 2 ++
Emergency Warning 4 4t
Detection Systems 3 +++
Security Bquipment 4 +4++
Building Systems 5 4+ .

In the histogram, the categories have been ordered according to the
National composite rankings, so that the extent to which the latter corre-
sponds to a ranking based on the number of numker-one fanks received may

be seen from the overall trend of the histogram. Although the Vehicles
category received more number one ranks than did Communications, the latter
nevertheless was ranked number one in the National composite. The level

of agreement among the seven Department Types, taking their ranking of all
of the categories into consideration, was 100% as was the level of agree~

ment within each Department Type. (See Appendix D for a discussion of
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the meaning of the phrase "level of agreement." Basically if the "level
of agreement" is 100%, there is a negligible probability that the observed
similarity of rankings could have occurred by chance alone.)

Tables 3.1-2 through 3.1-5 show the National composite, the Cities

composite, the Department Type composites, and the Regional composites,

respectively. Regional differznces appear to be somewhat less pronounced .
than Department Type differences. A closer examination, however, does
reveal significant differences in pairs of Regional composites. For
example, there was a relatively low level of agreement (82.1%) between
Regibns 2 and 6 (t = 0.278). Additionally, the level of agreement for

the Fifty’Largest City composite and the Cities composite was determined.
In this case, the lavel of agreement was 99.98% (t = 0,78). This latter
example illustrates the possible effect of the weights upon the determi~
nation of the composite rankings. That is, the largest weight carried

by respondents in the Fifty Largest Cities might account for the high
level of agreement between this aggregate and the aggregate of all cities.
This hypothesis is supported by the fact that the levels éf'égreement of.
the Fifty Largest Cities with each of the other city departmernt types were:
87% (Cities With 1-9 Officers); 46% (Cities With 10-49 Officers); and 96%

(Cities With 50 or More Officers).

3.1.2 Reasons for Choosing Number One Category

Respondents were asked to indicate two of seven reasons for their
selections of the category ranked number one. Table 3,1~-6 indicates the
distribution of their choices of reasons by top priority category and

overall. Of the departments choosing Communication as the equipment area
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'I‘able 3.1-2 Composite Ranks for All

® . y . Departments for Equipment Categories
. CATEGORY RANK
. Communications Equipment and Supplies 1
L Vehicles 2
Protective Equipment and Clothing 3
Weapons, Lethal and Related Ammunition 4
Weapons, Non-Lethal 5
Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment 6
t ' Detection Systems 7
o ' Security Equipment 8
. ' Building Systems 9

. ’ Table 3.1-3 Composite Ranks for All
. \,& . Cities for Equipment Categories
i '
@
o CATEGORY - RANK
| : 4
i Communications Equipment and Supplies 1
‘ Vehicles 2
® Protective Equipment and Clothing 3
Weapons, Lethal and Related Ammunition 5
Weapons, Non-Lethal 4
Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment 7
Detecticn Systems 6
Security Equipment 8
® ’ Building Systems 9
o
@
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Table 3.1-4 Department Type Compoéite Ranks for Equipment Categories

DEPARTMENT TYPE

50
CATEGORY ' State County City (1-9) City (10-49) City (50+) Largest Township
Communications Equipment and Supplies 2 1 2 2 1 1 2
Vehicles . 1 2 1 1 2 3 1
Protective Equipment and Clothing 5 4 5 7 '3 2 5
Weapons, Lethal and Related Ammunition 4 3 3 3 4 7 3
Weapons, Non-Lethal 7 5 8 9 9 4 8
Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment 3 7 4 4 6 8 4
Detection Systems 6 8 6 - 8 7 - 9
- Security Equipment 8 6 7 6 5 "6 7
Building Systems 9 9 9 5 8 9 6
Table 3.1=5 Region Composite for Equipment Categories
'LEAA REGION
CATEGORY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Communications Equipment and Supplies 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 1
Vehicles 1 3 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2
Protective Equipment and Clothing 4 1 3 4 6 6 6 4 3 4
Weapons, Lethal and Related Ammunition 3 7 5 3 4. 3 3 5 4 6
Weapons, Non-Lethal 7 4 8 8- 3 8 5 7 5 7
Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment 6 6 4 5 8 4 4 3 7 5
Detection Systems 8 -5 7 6 5 5 9 8 8 8
Security Equipment 9 8 9 7 7 9 7 9 6 3
Building Systems 5 9 6 9 9 7 8 6 9 9
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Table 3.1-6. Reasons Given for Ranking Category Number 1, by Categofy.

DEPTS. . :

Giving Of Those Ranking That Category Number 1,

That Cat. REASON FOR NUMBER ONE RANK

Number '
CATEGORY ‘ One Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

| No. % I T T .

Vehicles : 441 39 6 29 23 57 13 31 29 7
Communications Equipment and Supplies 375 33 . 18 4z 21 26 16 32 34 7
Weapons, Lethal and Related Ammunition 65 6 .22 38 14 14 17 34 37 8
Protective Equipment and Clothing &0 5 76 32 18 3 13 62 47 8
Building Systems 56 5 2 60 29 36 9 ] 21 23
Security Equipment 50 4 6 56 18 16 10 24 52 4
Emergency Warning and Rescue Eguipment 42 4 10 33 19 26 29 38 36 5
Detection Systems 33 3 12 46 21 9 6 27. 46 15
Weapons, Non-Lethal : 20 2 10 30 25 6" 0 55 66 10
TOTAL ) ‘ ‘ 11 37 21 35 14 32 34 8

KEY TO REASONS

Most of this kind of equipment is now made by one or two firms, Starlards might encourage others
to start making it.

We plan to buy this kind of equipment in the near future. Standards would help us to select the
best equipment at the least cost.

Much of the equipment we now have of this kind does not really meet our needs. 'Standards could be
used o guide the manufacturers who develop equipment,

We now have maintenance and repair problems with much of thisg kind of equipment. Standards might
sclve these problems.

We buy equipment in this category fram several different makers and find thét parts and camponents
cannot be interchanged among the different brands. Standards might help solve this prablem.

When we bu& equipment in this category, we must compare many different brands. If there were
standards, we could stop a lot of this investigation and/ox testing.

We are not able to test this type of equipment. If there were standards, we could use the results
of tests made by the laboratory. '

Other



which most required standards, 42% chose the response "We plan to buy this
kind of equipment...Standards would help us to select..." Of the department
choosing Vehicles as the equipment area‘which most required standards, 57%
chose the response "We now have maintenance and repair problems...Standards
might solve these problems.” Four of the seven alternatives wefé chosen
with almost equal frequency regardless of the equipment category marked
number one. In addition to the two reasons mentioned abovg( the departments
said that standards would‘help eliminate their current need to test and
compare different brands of equipment and cited their inability to test
equipment. | ‘

Nearly 100 comments were given by respondents regarding the reasons
for why various equipment‘was in need of standards. Many of these suggested
that respéndents were thinking of the importance oé eéuipment in running a
police department, rather than of ﬁhe ne=d for setting equipment standards,

although these two notions are obviously related. The absence of inter-

changeability of components and high costs of desired equipment Q;re two
comments made which may relate more directly to standards. Despite the

fact that Building Systems raﬁked last in priority for standards development,
several comments were made regarding lack of space, inadequacy of facilities
and outdated equipment. Some of these problems, howéver, could probably be
attributed to budget constraints rather than to lack of standards., It is

interesting to note that 59% of those ranking Building Systems first indi-

cated that their redson was the forthcoming purchase of such Systems.

3.2 Protective Equipment and Clothing

Of the eleven items on the Protective Equipment & Clothing list, nearly

50% of all respondents indicated the Police Uniform as the item of protective

30

™

S

b i e . ovne s wan

W ame o

.

equipment -and clothing most in need of standards. The National composite;
Cities composite and all Regional composites had Police Uniform in first
place. The State Department composite ranked Riot Helmets first and
Police Uniform second. All other Department Type composites ranked Police
Uniform first and Riot Helmets second.

The Fifﬁy Laréest Cities composite had Bomb DiSposal Devices ranked
ghird, and'the composite for Cities With 50 or More Officers ranked this
-fourfh. However, Bomb Disposal Devices were ranked poorly in all other
Department Type composites. One obvious e;plapation for this 'is that the
fhreat of bombs is greater in larger cities, perhaps because of greater
conéentrations of people ana the sociological pressures existing in such
high-density areas.

Hand-Held Shields, Vehicle Armor and Crésh Helmets tended to occupy
the three lowest priority positions {ranks 9, 10, 11) for most composites.
One significant exception was Region 8 which raﬁkeé Crash Helmets with

the second highest priority. This item was ranked eleventhk (last) din

Regiah 8 in the unweighted (equal weights) casé, suggesting that perhaps

‘a few respondents having many officers ranked Crash Helmets as high priority.

Although the level of agreement is 100% among the Department Types and
among Regions, there are some pairs that have lower levels of agreement.

These, however, all appear to be above the 90% level, i.e. there is

-certainly not much conflict among composite rankings. Tables 3.2-1

through 3.2-4 show composite rankings for the several aggregates econsidered.
Among the additional items listed, although by less than 9 departments

each, were specific uniform and accessory clothing items; equipment to
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Table 3.2-1 Composite Ranks for All Departments for Protective

e o v Equipment and Clothing

CATEGORY ITEM

£

PY ' ' Police Uniform
' Riot Helmets
Gas Masks
Rainwear
Body Armor
Bamb Disposal Devices
.;,3 : " Ballistic Helmets
; : . . High Visibility Clothing or Patches
&‘ " Crash Helmets
»;“‘z ) Vehicle Armor .
Hand Held Shields

L

FOWONOU & WP H

Ui g

‘ | Table 3,2-2 Composite Ranks for A11'Cities for Protective
) \ Equipment and Clothing

3

! * CATEGORY ITEM

/ Police Uniform
Riot Helmets
o ) Gas Masks
Rainwear
Body Armor
Bomb Disposal Devices
Ballistic Helmets
High Visibility Clothing or Patches
o Crash Helmets
" Vehicle Armor
Hand Held Shields
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Table 3.2-3 Department Type Composite Ranks for Protective Equipment and Clothing

Table 3.2-4 Region Composite Ranks for Protective Equipment and Clothing

CATEGORY ITEM LEAA REGION
4 5

=
8]
w
[22)
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5

Police Uniform

Riot Helmets

Gas Masks

Rainwear

Body Armor

Bomb Disposal Devices

Ballistic Helmets ’
High Visibility Clothing or Patches
Crash Helmets

Vehicle Armor

Hand Held Shields
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CATEGORY ITEM DEPARTMENT TYPE
City
City City (50 or 50
State County (1-9 Officers) (10-49 Officers)more . Largest Township
Officers) Cities
Police Uniform 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
Riot Helmets 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
Gas Masks 3 5 5 4 5 5 4
Rainwear ' 4 3 3 3 6 8 3
Body Armor 6 6 7 6 3 4 7
Bomb Disposal Devices 8 7 8 8 . 4 3 11
- Ballistic Helmets 7 ] 6 5 7 7 5
H;qx Visibility Clothing or Patches 5 4 4 7 11 10 6
125h Helmets 9 8 9 10 8 6 10
Vehlcle Armor 11 10 10 9 9 9 8
Hand Held Shields 10 1l 11 11 10 11 9



protect the hands and feet; face shields; in custody restraints; tamper-

proof identification cards; and waterproof shoes.

3.3 Communications Equipment and Supplies .

This category of equipment was ranked number one in the National
composite. (See Section 3.1 above,) Of the nine items of communications
equipment listed, the three items basic to most compunications systems
predominated: Mobile Transceiver (National composiie - number 1 rank);
Base Radio Transceiver (Naticnal composite - number 2 fank); and Hand-Held
Transcelver (Mational compqsite ~ number 3 rank). These three items
appeared in the top three ranks in six of the seven Department Type canpo-
sites, in eight of the 10 Regional camposites: in the City compésite and
in the National composite. 1In the exceptional cases, the worst rank
received by any of the three was raﬁk 5. Mobile Transceivers were ranked
1, 2 0r 3 by 67% of all respondents; Base Radio Transceiver and Hand-Held
Transceiver by 56% and 62%, respectively.

Tables 3.3-1 through 3.3-4 present the‘varioﬁ§ éompésites. Tables
3.3-3 and 3.3-4 show that the levels of agreement among all Department Types
and among all Regions were high; in fact, calculated to be 100%. Addition-
ally, the level of agreement within each Department Type and within each
Reglon was also 100 percent,

Several departments commented about their communication equipment: on
the general importance of communications equipment to the police function; -
that their communications systems were outdated and that they were planning
te buy new equipment; that an improved scrambler system was needed ; and

that their spectrum allocation was insufficient. Twenty-five respondents

34

Table 3.3-1 Composite Ranks for All Departments for

e Communications Equipment and Supplies

CATEGORY ITEM

£

Mobile Transceivers

o Base Radio Receiver

) Hand~Held Transceivers

Digital Data Communications

Scramblers

Car Locators

Repeater Transceivers

o . Tele-Printer Communications

. Helmet with Built-in Transceiving Capacity

WONO U D WK

L
\1 Table 3.3-2 Composite Ranks for All Cities for
o » : Communications Equipment and Supplies

| ' CATEGORY ITEM

Mobile Transceivers
® Base Radio Transceiver
. Hand-Held Transceivers
Digital Data Communications
Scramblers
Car Locators
Repeater Transceivers
® Tele~Printer Communications
Helmet with Built-in Transceiving Capacity
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Table 3.3-3 Department Type Composite Ranks for Communications Equipment and Supplies

CATEGORY ITEM DEPARTMENT TYPE

City(50 50
City(1l=9 City(10-49 or More Largest
State County Officers) Officers) Officers Cities Township

Mobile Transceivers 1 3 2 2 3 1 1
Base Radio Transceiver 2 5 1 1 2 2 2
Hand-Held Transceivers 3 1l 3 3 1 3 3
Digital Data Communications 5 2 9 8 7 4 8
Scramblers 7 4 4 4 4 8 4
Car Locators 6 6 7 7 5 5 7
Repeater Transceivers 4 8 6 6 6 7 6
Tele-Printer Communications 8 7 5 5 8 6 5
Helmet with Built-in Transceiving Capacity 9 9 8 9 9 9 9
4
Table 3.3-4 Region Composite Ranks for Communications Equipment and Supplies

CATEGORY ITEM ' LEAA REGION

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Mobile Transceivers - 2 2 1 i 2. 1 1 1 2 2
Base Radio Transceiver 3 1 3 2 3 2 2 3 5 3
Hand-Held Transceivers 1 3 2 3 1 3 5. 2 3 1
Digital Data Communications 7 4 8 8 5 9 3 8 1 6
Scramblers 4 7 4 4 4 L4 6 5 8 5
Car Locators 8 8 7 5 7 6 4 6 4 7
Repeater Transceivers 5 5. 6 7 8 5 8 4 7 4
Tele-Printer Communications 6 6 5 6 6 7 7 7 6"’ 8
Helmet with Built-in Transceiving Capacity 9 9 9 9 9 8 9 9 9 9

-

-
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irdicated that their departments do not use or were not planning fo use

items on the list because of large cost or lack of need. Many additional

communications items were suggested:

7
-

Teleccmmunications Equipmeq;ﬁ/"//
Computer Dispatching* -

Paging Systens

Generators

Radio Monitors

Miniature Transceivers
Portable/Mobile Repeaters
Undercover Transceivers

Microfiche for Dispatch
Departments tended to discuss their problems with Communications equipment

more than for any other list. Six respondents attempted to explain their

rankings of this list.

3.4 Lethal Weapons , ‘

This l2-item list was the longest list in the EPQ. Since a wide
variety of handguns and shoulder weapons are employed by police departments
in this country, it was necessary to include at least the four most
frequently used handgun calibers, the three most frequently used types of
shoulder weapons, and five general types of ammunition in the list.

Table 3.4-1 shows the Natignal composite ranks. The .38 Special
Revolver was the top priority item, having received 40% of its ranks in
the number 1 position. Only State Departments indicated a preference for

another type of handgun, the .357 Magnum Revolver, ranking this item number

1l in 43% of the cases; the .357 Magnum also ranked first in the State

~

* These items would probably involve computers.
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Table 3.4-1 ‘Composite Ranks for All Departments

for Lethal Weapons

CATEGORY ITEM

.38 Special Revolver )
Regular Service Ammunition for Handguns
Shotgun

<357 Magnum Revolver

Frangible Bullets

Rifle

Regular Service Ammunition for Shoulder Weapons
High-Drag Bullets : v
9 mm Pistol

Carbine

Armor-Piercing Bullets

.45 Automatic

RANK

WO, bwD-

Table 3.4~-2 Composite Ranks for All Cities for Lethal Weapons

CATEGORY ITEM

.38 Special Revolver

Regular Service Ammunition for Handguns
Shotgun

.357 Magnum Revolver
Frangible Bullets
Rifle

Regular Service Ammunition for Shoulder Weapons
High-Drag Bullets

9 mm Pistol

Carbine

Armor-Piexcing Bullets

.45 Automatic

[y
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Department composite. (The detailed handgqun questionnaire* showed that

94% of all departments had officers using a .38 handgun on duty, but 66%

of all State Departments haq officers using a .357 handgun on duty.)

Region 10 respondents also showed less favor to the .38 Special, ranking
.it behind the .357 Magnum, Regular Service Ammunition for Hamdguns, and
Shotguns., (89% of the departments in Region 10 had officers using a .357
Magnuﬁ on duty*.) The .38 Special ranked number one in all other compo-
sites. Furthermore( it was identifiéd as having a significantly consistent
hiéh priority,.both within aggregates and among aggregates (i.e. Department
Types and Regions).

Regu;ar Service Ammunition received the second highest priority rank
in the National composite, but this result is somewhat attributable to the
weighting factor.. Handgun Ammunition ranked behind the .357 Magnﬁm and
the Shotgun in the ﬁnweighted version;' Regular Service Ammunition for
Shoulder Weapons ranked pretty far down the list, in the pﬁmber 7 spot
natibnally. If it were not for the weights, this item would have ranked
tenth (of twelve).

The Shotgun is clearly ranked ahead of all other shoulder weapons in

%

every composite.

Of the more esotericvitems, Frangible Bullets ranked ahead of both
Higﬁ;Drag andkArmor—Piercing Bullets in all composites but Townships.
Armor-Piercing bullets tended to be ranked poorly and in fact ranked next
to last in the National composite (last in the unweighted case).

Tables 3,4-3 and 3.4-4 show the composite rankings for Department

* See LEAA POLICE EQUIPMENT SURVEY OF 1972, Volume V: Handguns and Handgun
Ammunition, ; :
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Taﬁle 3.4-3 Department Type Composite Ranks for Lethal Weapons

CATEGORY ITEM , DEPARTMENT TYPE»

City(50 Fifty
C1ty(1-9 City(10-49 or more Largest
State County Officers) Officers) Officers Cities Township

+38 Special Revolver 3 1 1 1 1 1 1
Regular Service Ammunition for Handguns 2 2 2 3 2 2 4
Shotgun 4 4 3 4 3 3 3
.357 Magnum Revolver 1 5 4 2 5 9 2
Frangible Bullets 5 3 5 5 4 5 6
Rifle < 6 6 6 6 6 7 . . 8
Regular Service Ammunition for Shoulder Weapons 7 9 11 10 9 4 10
High-Drag Bullets 9 7 8 7 7 6 5
9 mm Pistol ) 8 8 7 9 8 10 12
Carbine 11 10 9 8 11 8 11
Armor-Piercing Bullets ) 10 11 12 12 10 12 "9
.45 Automatic 12 12 10 <11 12 11 7
Table 3.4-4 Regioh Composite Ranks for Lethal Weapons
CATEGORY ITEM B - ’ . LEAA REGION .
1 2 3 4 5 € 7 8 9 10
..38 Special Revolver , ’ 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4
Regular Service Ammunition for Handguns 3 1 2 3. .4 3 2 4 2 2
Shotgun 2 3 3 4 3 5 3 3 3 3
.357 Magnum Revolver 4 5 8 2 5 2 4 2 4 1
Frangible Bullets 8. 6 5 6 2 4 5 5 6 - 5
Rifle ‘ 6 7 4 5 8 6 6 6 5 7
Regular Service Ammunition for Shoulder Weapons 9 4 9 8 10 9 7 10 7 11
High~Drag Bullets : 12 8 10 9 6 7 8 9 8 9
9 mm Pistol 10 11 6 10 7 12 9 7 9 8
Carbine 5 9 7 7 9 8 10 8 12 10
Armor-Piercing Bullets 11 10 11 11 11 10 12 11 11 12
.45 Automatic 7 12 12 12 12 11 11 12 10 6
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Types, and Regions, respectively. .The level of agreement within each

aggregate was 100%, as were‘the“levels of agreement netwaen Department
Types and between Regions. The two Depértment Types which sppeared to
‘be most divergent were the Fifty Largest Cities and Townships. Even in

this case, however, the level of agreement was about 88%.

Other items in this category suggested by respondents included rifle
scope, pistol range, machine gqun and submachine gun, small concealed hand-
gun, holster, and tear gas adaptor. Elght‘respondents ranked only items
which applied «o them, and five provided explanation of their rankings.

Three others emphasized the need for test standards.

3.5 Non-Lethal Weapons

As a general category, Non-Lethal Weapons received the smallest
overall percentage of top priority ranks (2%). Several of the smaller
departments indicatsd that some of the items did not apply to them or
that there was a general lack of knowledge about some of the QonéLeshal
Weapons in»the list. . ' ‘

Altnouén all levels of agreement were lOO%,vno single item seemed £§
dominate the top priority position in the somposites.. Tables 3.5-1 through
3.5-4 show the compésite rankings. Of the eleven items, the Blackjasks/
SaPS.'Bstons/ﬁilly Clubs/Niéhtsticks, and the fou? tear gas related items
tended to rank in the top six positions, while the remalnlng, less frequently
used items, tendsd to have poorer composite ranks. This was true for the
National csmposite, the City composite, four of the seven Department Types,
and six of ten Regional composites., 1In the remaining'composites,-fivs of

the six top positions were always filled by some combination of these same

six items,
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Table 3.5~1 Composite Ranks for All Depariments for Non~Lethal Weapons

CATEGORY ITEM

Batons/Billy Clubs/Nightsticks
Tear Gas Dispensers

Tear Gas

Gas Grenades and Cannisters
Blackjacks/Saps

Tear Gas Generators

* fPranquilizer Dart Guns

Watex Cannon
Dye-Marker Guns
Pellet Guns

Electric Shockers

PBovowounswn - ‘g
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Table 3.5-2 Composite Ranks for All Cities for Non-Lethal Weapons

CATEGORY ITEM

» Batons/Billy Clubs/Nightsticks

Tear Gas Dispensers

Tear Gas

Gas Grenades and Cannisters:
Blackjacks/Saps

Tear Gas Generators
Tranquilizer Dart Guns
Water Cannon

Dye-Marker Guns

‘Pellet Guns

Electric Shockers
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Table 3.5-3 Department Type Composite Ranks for Non-Lethal Weapons

CATEGORY ITEM . ‘ DEPARTMENT TYPE
City (50 Fifty
City(1-9 City(10-49 or More  Largest
State County Officers) Officers) Officers Cities Township

Batons/Billy Clubs/Nightsticks
Tear Gas Dispensers

Tear Gas

‘Gas Grenades and Cannisters
Blackjacks/Saps

Tear Gas Generators
Tranquilizer Dart Guns
Water Cannon

Dye-Marker Guns

Pellet Guns

Electric Shockers
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Table 3.5~4 Region Composite Ranks for Non-Lethal Weapons

CATEGORY ITEM ' : LEAA REGION

6 7
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Batons/Billy Clubs/Nightsticks
Tear Gas Dispensers

Tear Gas >
Gas Grenades and Cannisters
Blackjacks/Saps

Tear Gas Generators
Tranquilizer Dart Guns
Water Cannon

Dye-Marker Guns

Pellet Guns

Flectric Shockers
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Levels of agreement between pairs and other sub-aggregates of .
- Table 3.6-1 Composite Ranks for All Departments for Vehicles.
composite rankings were all very high (over 95%), even though the item ' £ ‘
ranks in each composite were not the same. This occurred because the .
' CATEGORY ITEM RANK
. same items consistently appeared in the same groups of rankings (e.g. ‘
Patrolcars : 1
the top six ranks). For example, considering the 4 City Department ) L ' Mobile Communications/Command/Control Vehicles 2
' ’ Other Land Vehicles - 3
Types as a sub~aggregate of the seven Department Types (see Table 3.5-3), ’ - Motorcycles ' 4
' - ‘ "\ Helicopters 5
the level of agreement among these was 100%, - : : Scooters ; 6
e -Boats and Other Watercraft 7
: Other Aircraft 8
3.6 Vehicles .
Vehicles, as a ciategory, received the greatest number of number 1 5 "
xanks and was ranked number 2 in the National composite. The top ®
: , 3
priority Vehicle item was the Patrolcar in all Department Type composites,
all Regional composites, the composite for the Cities, and the National - » .
' b Table 3.6-2 Composite Ranks for All Cities for Vghicles.
composite (see Tables 3.6-1 through 3.6-4). Overall]l, Pattrolcars was -;. \: :
ranked number one in priority by 74% of the respondents. The range of ‘ : .
‘ y CATEGORY ITEM RANK
percentages by Department Type was 61% (Counties) to B85% (States). One j
' Patrolcars _ 1
possible explanation for the dominance of Patrolcars in the rankings is ® Mobile Communications/Command/Control Vehicles 2
. § : Other Land Vehicles 3
the fact that all police departments were familiar with that item, all i Motorcycles 4
Helicopters 6
departments probably had at least one, and Patrolcars probably represented ' ) , Scooters ‘ 5
: ) Boats and Other Watercraft 7
a significant fraction of their annual equipment budgets. (See the DQ on ® Other Aircraft 8
Patrolcars* for more details.) And, in addition, the notion of a perform-
. < EEN B
ance standard was likely to be better understood when applied to Vehicles v
than to Protective Equipment and Clothing. Since patrolcars probably were, Y
* LEAMN POLICE EQUIPMENT SURVEY OF 1972, Volume VII: Patrolcars.
; L
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and still are, more frequently used tgan many other types of equipment,
respondents may have developed stronger opinions regarding their draw-
baéks. It is interesting to note that the sum of the ranks for Patrolcars
in Cities with 1-9 officers was 299, and there were 234 such citiés in
the sample for a mean rank of 1.28.

Table 3.6-2 sho@s the Cities composite ranking and Table 3.6~3 shows

the Department Type composite rankings. Motorcycles and Scooters ranked

behind Patrolcars (ranks 2 and 3, respectively) in the Fifty Largest

Cities. These items received progressively poorer ranks in the composites

of the smaller Cities, Counties énd States.

Mobile Communications/Command/Control (MCCC) Vehicles ranked second
in all Depaftment Type composites except Cities With 1-9 Officers (vwhere
it was ranked third) and the Fifty Largest Cities (where it was-ranked
fourth), This item received the second ﬁighest number of rank positions
(18%) and the largest percentage of number 2 ranks (31%) overall. MCCC
Vehicles ra;ked ahead of Scooters in the Fifty lLargest Cities unweighted
composite, where Scooters ranked sixth, suggesting that a‘few of the
largest cities (i.e. those with many fuli—time officers) ranked Scooters
with high priority. ‘

Tﬁe State Department composite seemed to be significantly different
from all the other Department Type composites, primarily due to the high
priorities given Helicopters and Other Aircraft by the States. The

levels of agreement between the State and other department types are given

in Table 3.6-5.

A
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Table 3.6-3 Department Type Composite Ranks for vVehicles.

CATEGORY ITEM . ' ’ DEPARTMENT TYPE

City(50 PFPifty
City(l-9 City(10-49 or More Largest
State County Officers) Officers) Officers) Cities Township

’

Patrolcars 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mobile Communications/Command/Control Vehicles 2 2 3 2 2 4 2
ther Land Vehicles 6 3 2 3 4 5 3
Motorcycles 5 6 4 ’ 4 3 2 4
Helicopters 3 4 7 6 6 6 7
S cooters 8 7 6 5 5 3 5
Boats and .Other Watercraft 7 5 5 7 7 7 6
Other Airxcraft 4 8 8 .8 8 8 8
Table 3.6-4 Region Composite Ranks for Vehicles.
CATEGORY ITEM LEMA REGION
1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10
Patrolcars , 1 1 1l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mobile Communications/Command/Control Vehicles 2 3 3" 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Other Land Vehicles 3 S 2 4 3 3 3 4 5 5
Motorcycles 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 3 3 4
Helicopters 7 7 6 5 4 5 6 5 4 3
Scooters : 5 2 5 6 7 6 5 7 7 7
Boats and Other Watercraft 6 6 7 8 6 7 7 8 8 6
Other Aircraft 8 8 8 7 8 8 8 6 6 8
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Table 3.6~5. Levels of Agreement Between State Comppsite and
Other Department Type Composites.

Level of Agreement

State vs. County

‘ 94.6%
State vs. City {50 or More Officers) 91.1%
State vs. City (10~49 Officers) 86.2%
State vs., City (1-9 Officers) 81.1%
State vs. Township 8l.1%
State vs, Fifty Largest Cities 72.6%

'Since‘the level of agiéement was 99,.97% among all seven EEpartment Types,
it may be safely concluded that it was higher than this among allibepart-
ment Types, excluding the States. - Within each Départment Type, the

level of agreement among all respondents was 100%.

Regional composite rankings are given in Table 3.6-4. The number 2
positibn of Scootéfs in Region 2 may beAexplained ky the‘high_priority
given that item by the single departmént,having over two-ﬁhirds the total
Qeight for that Reéion. With this exception, regicnal differences were
relativély minor. -Helicopters seemed to be ranked more favérably in the
more western regions. The levels of agreement within each Region were
100% .,

The most frequent comment made by respondents who ranked Véhicles
first among the main categories was that Vehicles are probably the single
most important type of equipment used by pﬁlicé departmentsj Several-
regpondents indicated that their patrolcars, (basically modified passenger
sedans) , were inadeguate for police use, not simply in terms of road
performance, but also in terms of durability of seats, repair dowﬁtime
and expense, and comfort,

These aspects of the patrolcar were also

revealed to be important by the DQ on Pafrolcars;

48

1éboratories, beach buggies, and amphibioug vehicles.

e

A lafger than average number ;f Vehicles lists wére not completely
rankad. It is likely that the high cost of some of ;hg items {(Helicopters,
Aircraft and Watercraft) and the absence of need eliminated them from
purchase consideration. Several comments were éiso made }egarding the
aesirability of a specialized police patrol vehicle,

| Other items suggested include snowmobiles, 4-wheel drive vehicles

for rugged terrain, armored vehicles, bicycles/light motorcycles, mobile

v

3;7 Building Systems
T As a general category, Building Systems ;anked last in priority in
the National composite. Overall, it réceived almost'48% of the rank 9

(of 9) responses, énd.Only‘abouﬁ 5% of the rank 1 responses. Interviews
with department officials during the pretest phase of the project revealed
that departments would almost always rank Building Systems low in'priority
unless they were considering, planning, or actually constructing such
facilities.

Additionally, since zhe pretests demqnstrated that it was difficult
to idenﬁify a meaningful list of Building System components, a relatively
short list of genergl entries, each encqmpassing a fairly wide scope of
individual items, was developed. This list included: Detention Center
Design/Construcéion; Institutional Furnishings, Police Station Design/
anstruction; institutional Equipments; and Building Mateiials. Detention
Centeré were meant to indluae only those facilities controlled by the
department to Qhom the EPQ was sent. Institutibnal Furnishings included

items such as desks, chairs, lighting fixtures, and the like. Institutional
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o Table 3.7-1 Composite Ranks for All Departments for Building Systems

CATEGORY ITEM . RANK

) Police Station Design/Construction
o Detention Center Design/Construction
Building Materials
Institutional Equipment
Institutional Furnishings

U W

o .
i ‘ -
A
o
‘.‘. Table 3.7-2 Composite Ranks for All Cities for ,Buildinag‘Systeins
! ) .
LA ' | CATEGORY ITEM ’ ~ RANK
'} Police Station Design/Construction 1
{ Detention Center Design/Construction 3
' Building Materials 2
® Institutional Equipment 4
Institutional Furnishings . 5
¢
®
o
50
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Table 3,7-3 Department Type Composite Ranks for Building Systems
CATEGORY ITEM DEPARTMENT TYPE '
_ City (50 Fifty
City(1l-9 City(10-49 or More Largest
‘State County Officers) Officers Officers Cities Township
Police Station Design/Construction 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detention Center Design/Construction 5 2 2 2 -3 3 4
Building Materials 3 4 5 5 5 2 5
Institutional Equipment 2 3 4 3 2 4 2
Institutional Furnishings 4 .5 3 4 4 5 3
~ Table 3.7-4 Region Composite Ranks for Building Systems

CATEGORY ITEM _L_E_zlA REGION

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Police Station Design/Construction 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1l
Detention Center Design/Construction 2 4 4 3 2 3 2 4 2 2
Building Materials ' 4 2 2 5 3 5 5 5 5 5
Institutional Equipment 3 3 3 2 4 2 3 2 2 3
Institutional Furnishings 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 3 4 4
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Equipment included typewriters, filing cabinets, sanitary facilities,-
kitchen equipment, and heating/air conditicning.

| Police Station Design/Cénstruction received the largest proportion
of humber 1 ranks (63%) and was the top priority entry in every composite
(although it did rank number 2 in the unweighted County composite, where
Detention Center Design/Construction ranked number 1). A large majority
of the written comments about this list pertained to the inadequacies of
Police Station Design/Construction. | | )

Tables 3.7-1 through‘3.7-4 show the composite rankings for the Nation,
the Cities, the Department Types, and the Regions, respectiQely. Statis-
tical analyses of these data are probably less meaglngful since each of
the items covered a broad range of equipment. and/or faCLlltles, and
respondents may not have had the same thlngs in mind WhllP assigning
rank : Differences among Department Type composites were more pronounced
than those among Regions. For example, State and Township Departments
gave low rankings to the Detention Center Design/Construction because,
perhaps, almost none of the State and Township Departments said that they
were responsible for detaining prisoners longer than one day (see Table
2,0-1). The level of agreement - among Department Types was 99.9%, and it
was 100% within each Department Type.

The level of agroement was 100%

within cach Regicn and among the ten Regions.

3.8 Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment

The Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment list containéd eleven
items. The Combined Siren/Light/Loudspeaker (CS/L/L) system ranked
numbeyr 1 in all composites except two, and in both of these cases it was

ranked number 1 in the unweighted composite. The CS/L/L system received
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38% of the total first priority ranks for this list, randing from a low
of 27% of Townships to 45% of Cities With 50 or More Officers. Further-~

more, this item was identified by the rank sum test (see Appendix D) as

p—t

having been consistently ranked in a high priority position in every
aggregate considered. Pretest interviews revealed that many departments

were considering or planning to convert to a CS/L/L system. Note that

two of the components of this system, Flashing Lights and Sirens, also
received relatively high rankings (second and fourth in the National

composite). Furthermore, the Lights and Sirens DQ* showed that flashing

liéhts were used by 99% of all responding departments for signallying motor-

ists to pull over at night and that 62% of those departments used sirens

in the same context. These two items of equipment were the two most

frequently vsed pieces of emergency warning equipment, overail.

The relétively.high rankings of Rescue Equipment (third in the
National and Cities composites) perhaps reflect the high percentages of
departments (60-67% of each Department Type, see Téble 2.0-lf which
assume responsibility for Emergency Aid and Rescue activities in their
jurisdiétions,

The National composite and the City composite appear in Tables 3.8-1
and 3.8-2, respectively., Note that except for é reversal of the eighth
The unweighted composites

and ninth-ranked items, they were identical.

of these two aggregates were identical and wére'only slightly diffe«=nt

from the corresponding weighted composites.

* LEAA POLICE EQUIPMENT SURVEY OF 1972, Volume ITI: Sirens and'Emergency

Warning Lights,
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Table 3.8-1 Composite Ranks for All Departments for
Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment

CATEGORY ITEM

£

Combined Siren/Light/Lopdspeaker System
Flashing Lights
Rescue Equipment
Sirens

Pirst Aid Kits
Spot Lights
Loudspeakers

Fire Zxtinguishers
Flares

¥lood Lights
Reflectors

HOWOUOoONOAU O WN =
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Table 3.8-2 Composite Ranks for All Cities for Emergency
' Warning and Rescue Equipment .

CATEGORY TITEM

Combined Siren/Light/Loudspeaker System
Flashing Lights
Rescue Equipment
Sirens

First Aid Kits
Spot Lights
Loudspeakers

Fire Extinguishers
Flarxes

Flood Lights
Raflectors

- g
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Table 3.8-3 shows the composfte rankings for the seven Department
Types. The level of agreement within‘eaéh Departmeﬁt Type was 100%{ as
it was among Department Types. Tﬁe rank correlaticn coefficient between
the.compositerfbr the Fifty Largest -Cities and the composite for Town-
ships, which seems to be the most éivergent pair, was 99.7%. Thus,, the
resuits showed general ggreement among éll types of departments.

Within,each Region and among Regions, the levels of agreement were
100%. The Regional compogite rankings appear in Table 3.8-4. The pair
of Regions appearing to have the most widely divergent composites were
Reéions 2 and 7, where the level of agreement was only 91%. It should
be noted that a comparison of the unweighted compogites of these two
regions yielded a 100% level of agreement. i

Additional items named hy resbondents included: Oxygen/oxygen kits,
resuscitators/hahd operated breathing devices, blankets, folding ladders
(all of which may be considered "rescue equipment"); flashlights/batteries,
high intensity lights, mounting devices for items on the list, traps, .
and animal snares.

Twelve respondents made comments regarding the use or non-use of
specific items, and four indicated problems with specific items, Four
other respondents suggested the use of standard colors for lighting
systems (e.g. blue for police, red for fire). As mentioned earlier (see
Section 2.0),‘Emergency Aid and Rescue was the most cinsistently-checked

activity of departments, with an overall average of nearly 63%.

55

oy



i

sk

St

95

Flashing Lights

Table 3,8-3 Departmént Type Composite Ranks for Emergency Warning and Rescue équigment

CATEGORY ITEM

DEPARTMENT TYPE
: City(50  Fifty

City(1-9 City(10-49 or More Largest

State County Officers) Officers Officers) Cities

Township

Combined Siren/Light/Loudspeaker System

Rescue Equipment
Sirens

First Aid Kits
Spot Lights
Loudspeakers

Fire Extinguishers
Flares

Flood Lights
Reflectors
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Table 8.3-4 Region Compoéite Ranks for Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment

CATEGORY ITEM . LEAA REGION
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Combined Siren/Light/Loudspeaker System
Flashing Lights
Rescue Equipment
Sirens

First Aid Kits
Spot Lights
Loudspeakers

Fire Extinguishers
Flares

Flood Lights
Reflectors
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3.9 surveillance and Security quiﬁment

Surveillance and Security Equipment was the eighth ranked category
(of nine) in the National coméosite for the Categories list. The levels
of aqreement betweeﬁ the composite rankings for items on thiz list,
however, tended to be considerably lower than in the other lists, particu-
larly among Department Type ccmposites.

| Two National composite rankings of Surveillance and Security Equip-

ment, weighted and unweighted, are presented in Table 3.9-1. The weighting
gcheme played a significant role here as may be seen by a comparison of
the two rankings. This comparison, as well as the comparison of the
Department Type composites, showed that, in general, small departments
(those with fewer officers) tended to give Alarm Displays in Department
better rankings while large departments tended to give Low Light Level
Closed Circuit TV better rankings.

The Cities composite (Table 3.9-2) was basically similar to the
National composite. UORPTEY LN S

fable 3.9-3 shows the Department Type composites., State Departments
ranked Night Vision Scope Suitable for Rifles in the top priority position
in both the weighted and unweighted composites. This item tended to rank
poorly in other Department Type composites. Cities and Township;, except
for the Fifty Largest, ranked Alarm Dispiays in Departments with a high
priority; this item was ranked sixth in the Fifty Largest Cities‘composite.
Hand~held Night Vision was the top priority item in the composite for the
Fifty Largest Cities. A comparison of the Cities composite with each
individual City Type composite shows the effect of the larger weights

carried by the larger cities. This is even further dramatized by the fact
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Weighted Unweighted

®
e . Table 3.9-1 Composite Ranks for All Departments for
’ Surveillance and Security Equipment
RANKS
CATEGORY ITEM
® Low-Light Level Closed Circuit TV 1
Hand-Held Night Vision Equipment 2
Alarm Displays in Department 3
Still Camera Equipment for Night Vision Devices 4
Closed Circuit TV . 5
.ﬁi' Night Vision Scope Suitable for Rifles 6
it Lenses for Night Vision Surveillance Equipment 7
¢ General Purpose Locks 8
A Special Locking Devices for Detention Centers 9
1‘
'

and Security Equipment

Table 3.9~2 Composite Ranks for All Cities for Surveillance

OWdH 00 WwH NN

[ ’ . oy

Low-Light Level Closed Circuit TV
Hand-Held Night Vision Equipment
Alarm Displays in Departments
Still Camera Equipment for Night Vision Devices
Closed Circuit TV
Y Night Vision Scope Suitable for Rifles
Lenses for Night Vision Surveillance Equipment
General Purpose Locks )
Special Locking Devices for Detention Centers
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‘that the level of agreement between the weighted and unweighted City
composites is only 87%. Another example of the effects of the weights
on the rankings is the fact that Low Light Level Closed Circuit TV was
ranked first in the weighted County composité although it was ranked
fffth in the unweighted County composite.

Even though Department Type composite rankings were somewhat dis-
similar (for example, the level of agreement was only 38% between the
State composte and the Township compbsité), the 1evei of agreement among
all seven Department Types was 97.7% for the weighted composite and 99.5%
for the unweighted. Furtﬁermore, it was 100% within each Department Type.
Nevertheless, pairwise comparisons yieldeawvery low levels of ;greement.

Regional differences were negligible in comparison t¢ Department
Type differences, The Regional composites are given in Table 3.9-4.

The levels of agreement within Regions were all 100%‘as was the level of
agreement-among Regions. The number one priority item was either Alarm
Displays in Department or Low-Light Level Closed Circuit TV in éach'Regional
composite but one, naﬁely Ragion 2 whére.Hand-Held Night Vision Equipment
6ccupied the top priority position. (Recall that one of the Fifty Largest
Cities has over two-thirds of fhe total Region 2 weight.) It is inter-
esfing to note that Aiarm Displays in Department ranked first in every
unweighted ﬁegional composite, having reééived over 41% of the overall

top priorigy ranks.

Oéher items suggested by respondents for this category include
binoculars, telephoto camera equipment, restraint equipment for those
apprehended, listening devices (electronic eavesdropping), radar, and

mobile surveillance vans (which would properly belong in the Vehicles list).

59



Crd

o R i s

a3e

Lires:

09

Table 3.9-3 Department Type Composite for Surveillance and Security Equipment

CATEGORY IXTEM DEPARTMENT TYPE

City (50 Fifty
City(1-9 City(10-49 or More largest

State County Officers) Officers) Officers <Cities Township

Low~Light Level Closed Circuit TV

5 1 7 2 1 T2 2
Hand-Held Night Vision Equipment 2 4 5 5 3 1 7
Alarm Displays in Department 7 3 1 1 2 6 1
Still Camera Equipment for Night Vision Devxces 4 5 3 4 7 4 3
Closed Circuit TV : 3 9 8 3 4 3 6
Night Vision Scope Suitable for Rifles 1 6 6 7 5 7 9
Lenses for Night Vision Surveillance Equipment 6 8 4 6 ) 5 8
Genaral Purpose Locks 8 2 2 8 9 9 5
Special Locking Devices for Detentlon Centers 9 7 9 9 8 8 4
Table 3.9-4 Region Composite Ranks for Surveillance and Security Equipment
- CATEGORY ITEM : ' LEAR REGION
‘1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Low-~Light Level Closed Circuit TV 2 5 1 4 . 1 4 g 1 1 1
Hand~Held Night Vision Equipment 5 1 2 3 3 3 4 5 4 6
Alarm Displays in Department 1 3 4 1 4 1 1 2 5 2
Still Camera Equipment for NightVision Devices 8 2 3 5 5 5 3 3 7 5
Closged Circuit TV 4 4 . 7 6 2 7 7 6 3 3.
Night Vision Scope Suitable for Rifles 6 7 8 2 6 2 6 7 8 4
Lenses for Night Vision Surveillance Equipment 3 6 5 7 7 6 2 4 .9 7
General Purpose Locks 9 8 6 9 9 8 8 8 2 9
Special Locking Devices for Detention Centers 7 9 9 8 8 9 9 9 6 . 8




- Thirty-four of the respondents indicated that some of the items listed

did not apply to their departments, that some of the e@uibment was beyond
the scope of their departments, or that they were not familiar with some
of the items on the list. Two respondents, both City departments, expressed

a need for performance data and test methods.

3.10 Detection Systems : e

As a general category, Detection Systems ranked seventh in pridrity

for development of standards. The list of items in this category number-

.eleven. Twenty-six respondents indicated that they did not use many of

the items on the list, and six said that they had difficulty ranking the
items.; Overall, each of the items was lef% un—ranked~bybabout>6% of the
respondents., Despite this, a multitude of additional items were suggested,
incluaing laporatory equipment (microscopes, infrared lighting, ultra-
violet equipment), tape recording equipment, automobile speed-detection/
radar equipmeht, and camera eéuipment. | . | | |
In general, the rankings‘appeared to fall into ﬁwp groups refleéting
generally higher and lower priorities for sténdards. This is perhaps

best represented by Table 3.10-1, which presents the percentages of

departments ranking each item in one of the'top five positions.

61

Table 3.10-1.  ‘Percent of Sample Departments Ranking a Detection §¥s§fm
1,2,3,4 or 5.

- ITEM ' : % Respondents
Field Narcotic Screening Kits 79
Quantitative Breath-Alcohol Screening Device 68
Pre-Arrest Breath-Alcohol Screening Device 72
Narcoti¢ and Explosive Detectors -T2
Fingerprint Kits : o 68
Polygraph : . 43
Hand-Held Metal Weapons Detector 25
Walk-Through Metal Weapons Detector . 15
X-Ray Equipment for Bomb Squads | 14
Other Metal Weapons Detectors - . 11
Gas Chromatograph for Lab. Use Only ’ 7

t

The National composite, City composite, Department Type composites,

and the Region composites, appear in Tables 3.10-2 through 3.10-5,

-respectively. A glance at the composites shows that the grouping shown

above was maintained (in some cases with minor variation) in all of the
composites, except for the Fifty Largest Cities. The pattern was dupli-
cated exactly, however, in all of the unweighted ccmposites. Thus, the

weights played a significant role in the Fifty Largest Cities composite

where Walk-Through and Hand-Held Metal Weapons Detectors were given higher

priority. The only item identified consistently in a high priority position
in all aggregates considered was Field Narcotic Screening Kits.

The levels of agreement within Department Types ahd within Regions
were 100%, as were:the levels of agreement among Department Type composites
and among Regional composites. An inspection of Table 3.10-4 suggests
that the Fifty Largest Cities composite ranking was the only composite that
was different from the others. for example, the level.of agreement between

the Fifty Largest Cities and Townships was 80%.
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Table 3.10-2 Composite Ranks for All Departments for Detection Systems

: !
CATEGORY ITEM

"Fingerprint Kits

Field Narcotic Screening Kits
Narcotic and Explosive Detectors
Quantitative Breath-Alcohol Device
Pre-Arrest Breath-Alcohol Screening Device
Polygraph

Hand-Held Metal Weapons Detectors

-X-Ray Equipment Used by Bomb Squads
Walk-Through Metal Weapons Detectors

Gas Chromatograph for Laboratory Use Only
Other Types of Weapons Detectors

o &
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Table 3.10-3 Composite Ranks for All Cities for Detection Systems

CATEGORY ITEM

2

Fingerprint Kits

Field Narcotic Screening Kits

Narcotic and Explosive Detectors
Quantitative Breath-Alcohol Device
Pre~-Arrest Breath-Alcohol Screening Device
Polygraph

Hand-Held Metal VWeapons Detectors

X-Ray Equipment Used by Bomb Sqguads
Walk-Through Metal Weapons Detectors

Gas Chromatograph for Laboratory Use Only
Other 'Types of Weapons Detectors

H O QW0 Ul.bh wh =

=
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- Hand-Held Metal Weapons Detectors

‘Table 3.10-4 Department Tyﬁe Composite Ranks for Detection Systems

CATEGORY ITEM . ‘ DEPARTMENT TYPE

City (50 Fifty
City(1-9 City(10~-49 or More ° Largest
State County Officers Officers) Officers) Cities Township

Fingerprint Kits

Field Narcotic Screening Kits

Narcotic and Explosive Detectors
Quantitative Breath-Alcohol Device
Pre-Arrest Breath-Alcohol Screening Device
Polygraph

Hand~Held Metal Weapons Detectors

X~-Ray Equipment Used by Bomb Squads
Walk-Through Metal Weapons Detectors

Gas Chromatograph for Laboratory Use Only
Other Types of Weapons Detectors
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Table 3.10-5 'Region Composite Ranks for Detection Systems

~,

CATEGORY ITEM - LEAA REGION
5

Ll
N
(o)
-
(@]

I
o
R

Fingerprint Kits .

Field Narcotic Screening Kits

Narcotic and Explosive Detectors
Quantitative Breath-Alcohol Device
Pre~Arrest Breath~Alcochol Screening Device
Polygraph

st
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. X=Ray Equipment Used by Bomb Sguads
‘Walk~Through Metal Weapons Detectors

Gas Chromatograph for Laboratory Use Only
Other Types of Weapons Detectors
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APPENDIX A

B ’ OMB 41-F72030
NB5-883 Approval Expires June 30, 1973
May 1972 e . .
- ' U.S. Department of Commerce
_ . . National Bureau of Standards
¢

EQUIPMENT PRIORITIES QUESTIONNAIRE

Police Equipment Survey

Sponsored By:

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice .
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration C
U.S. Department of Justice

Directed and Conducted By:

Behavioral Sciences Group
National Bureau of Standards
Washington, D.C. 20234
Phone: 301-921-3558

ABOUT THIS SURVEY

WHY ONE MORE SURVEY?

Every police department in this country has . to have special equipment
to do its law enforcement work. In many cases departments have been
forced to buy equipment that was designed for general civilian use.

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the Department .
of Justice, is trying to help the police obtain equipment suited to their
particular needs. It has set up a Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory
which will write voluntary STANDARDS for several kinds of police
equipment. The standards will be based on the compladints and suggestions
that you and other law enforcement officials make about the equipment

you are now using. Police departments will be able to use these
standards, if they wish, when selecting and buying equipment for their
departments.

WHAT IS A STANDARD?

Most of the standards for law enforcement equipment will describe the
minimum performance that will be acceptable for certain types of police
equipment. Materials and design will still be up to the manufacturer.
The standard for handguns, for example, will state that the gun must
be able to perform in certain ways under various conditions.

WHY STANDARDS?

When the Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory sets up STANDARDS for

- police equipment, it will be one part of an overall EQUIPMENT IMPROVEMENT

PROGRAM by LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice (NILECJ). . Standards are one of the best ways of giving EVERY
law enforcement agency help in knowing what to look for when they go

-to buy equipment. These standards will be a way for YOU, the BUYER, to

tell the equipment maker, the SELLER, what you want and must have to do
your work well.

LEAA NEEDS YOUR HELP in deciding what equipment items should have standards
written for them. That is what this questionnaire is about. :



 —————————rn 2 9. b s 53,

HOW TO FILL IN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE

A

10.

11.

This questionnaire asks about nine different types of police equipment.
The officers in your department who know the most about actual
operations and/or maintenance of each of these different equipment
groups should be asked to fill in the parts of this questionnaire -
that they know most about. Do not tear pages out of the questionnaire.
Each person who answers must read these instructions.

Instructions in how questions should ke answered vary from place to
place. All instructions appear in boxes - please be sure to read
them carefully.

Fill in the questionnaires completely. LEAA needs to know when a
piece of equipment is NOT important to you as well as when it is
important.

I3

Answer all questions for YOUR OWN DEPARTMENT.
what might be best for police departments in general.
to know about YOUR needs.

Do not try to decide
LEAA wants

We would like to have your COMMENTS about the questions. Use the
"Comments" section provided but do not write comments anywhere else
because all questionnaires will be machine processed. Any comments
written in among the regular questions will confuse the keypunch
operators. Please PRINT your comments CLEARLY!

If you will answer all questions in the space provided, the survey
results will be much less expensive to process.

No individual department will be identified in the report of this
survey; all results will be published only in table form. Please be
as accurate as you can. .

When the questionnaires are completely filled in, put all of them in
the stamped, addressed envelope and return it to the National
Bureau of Standards.

If you have any questions, write or call collect:

E. Bunten or P. Klaus
Technology Building, A-110
National Bureau of Standards
Vashington, D.C. 20234
Phone: 301--921-3558

Only by getting answers to these questionnaires from the men who are
using the equipment can LEAA find out what police departments really
need. NILECJ must have your help before it can begln to help you
solve your equipment problems.

If you would like to have a copy of the results of this survey, please
let us know at the end of the questionnaire.

A-3
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Almost every question in this questionnaire asks you to tell us which
items of equipment you think are most in need of STANDARDS. By this
we mean:

It is IMPORTANT for a piece of equlpment to have a standard written if
you think: :

" ...It does not now give good performance;
...It needs to be made more suitable for police work;

...You may be buying some for your department and could use
guidelines in choosing among the brands offered.

It is NOT important for a piece of equipment to have a standard written
if you think...

...It meets your needs as it is;

...Your department does not now use it and doesn't expect
to use it.
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I, FIRST -~ THE IMPORTANCE OF GENERAL TYPES OF EQUIPMENT

1. This list and the next page, "Why Did You Mark It Number 1?",
should be filled in by the person in your department who knows
most about your department's QVERALL equipment needs.

2. Listed below are 9 types of equipment. Look over the entire
list and then number the items in order of THEIR IMPQRTANCE
TO .YOUR DEPARTMENT in terms of YOUR DEPARTMENT'S GENERAIL NEED
FOR STANDARDS. Put 1 by the MOST important, and 9 by the
least important.

3. Do not put the same number beside more than one type of equipment.

NUMBER

(1-9)

DETECTION SYSTEMS: For example; explosives detectors,
~weapons detectors, dangerous drug detectors,
breath analyzers.

__SECURITY EQUIPMENT: For example; surveillance equipment,

night vision devices, locks, alarm displays for
receiving direct-to-police alarms.

EMERGENCY WARNING AND RESCUE EQUIPMENT: For example; sirens,

et

flashing lights, first aid equipment, fire
extinguishers, flood lights. '

BUILDING SYSTEMS: For example; building materials, building
furnishings, building supplies.

VEHICLES: For example; patrolcars, motorcycles, scooters,

boats, aircraft.

WEAPONS, LETHAL AND RELATED AMMUNITION: For example; handguns,

shotguns, rifles, ammunition, special purpose ammunitiocn.

WEAPONS, NON~LETHAL: For example; tear gas, tranquilizer dart
guns, blackjacks, water cannon, batons, dye-marker guns.

COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT AND -SUPPLIES: For example; scraﬁblers,
radios, car locators, repeaters.

PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND CLOTHING: For example; body armor,
shields, helmets, gas masks, uniforms.

Coinments:

A-5
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I Con't.

WHY DID YOU MARK IT NO. 1?

Write on line 1 below the name of the eQuipment you marked
on the previous page as the most important (Number 1) to
your department in terms of needs for standards.

2. ,Read below the entire list of possible reasons why that kind
of equipment is most in need of standards.

3. Mark X by the two reasons that come closest to telling why
that type of equipment needs standards most FROM YOUR DEPARTMENT'S
POINT OF VIEW.

1. The type of equipment we named as number 1 in importance on
page 5 was: '

2. Which two of the statements below do you think BEST describe
why this type of equipment is most important to your department
in terms of needs for standards:’ :

MARK X

bx TWO

Most of this kind of equipment is now made by one or two firms.
Standards might encourage others to start making it.

We plan to buy this kind of equipment in the near future.
Standards would help us to select the best equipment at the
least cost. .

Much of the equipment we now have of this kind does not really
meet our needs. Standards could be used to guide the

manufacturers who develop equipment.

We now have maintenance and repair problems with much of this kind
of equipment. Standards might help solve these problems.

We buy equipment in this category from several different makers

" and find that parts and components cannot be interchanged among
the different brands. Standards might help solve this problem.

When we buy equipment in this category,lwe must compare many
different brands. If there were standards, we could stop a
lot of this investigation and/or testing.

We are not able to test this type of equipment. If there
were standards, we could use the results of tests made by
the laboratory. ’

Other (Specify)




I1I. ABOUT PARTICULAR ITEMS OF EQUIPMENT

On page 5 of this guestionnaire you were asked to number 9 general kinds of
equipment from MOST to LEAST IMPORTANT in terms of your department's

need for standards. Now we ask that you tell us about the importance.of
performance standards for some particular items of equipment. within

those general types.

There are nine lists of eguipment items on the next nine pages:

Building Systems, Communications Systems, Detection Systems, Emergency
Warning and Rescue Equipment, Protective Equipment and Clothing, Security
Equipment, Vehicles, Lethal Weapons and Related Ammunition, and Non-
Lethal Weapons. If there are officers in your department who know more
about actual operations and/or maintenance of some of these groups, this
questionnaire should be passed about for them to £ill in the section they
know most about,

.‘Q*t*iﬁﬁt*t*****t*****t***t******t**#*******tit*it***********iiﬁﬁ**iﬁt******:
SEACH OFFICER HELPING TO ANSWER THIS QUESTIONNAIRE MUST READ THE INSTRUCTION}

'ON PAGE L OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE AS WELL AS THE GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR THIS
‘GECTION.

ﬁ**#**k*ﬁ****k***ﬁt*i*************'k**k********ik**ii*i**i***t**t*************

On the next 9 pages ...
1. Read through the whole list on a page before marking any.

2. Put a number 1 by the equipment which needs standards MOST, a
number 2 by the equipment which has the. second greatest need for
standards, etc., until you have given a number to all the equipment
on the list.

3. Do not put the same number beside more than one item on any one list.

4. Do not add items to the lists to be numbered. If you think something
should be added, put it in the space at the bottom of the page.

5. Number the lists in pencil first so that your changes, if any, will be
easier to make.

6. THE LISTS OF ITEMS ON THE NEXT 9 PAGES DO NOT INCLUDE ALIL POSSIBLE
EQUIPMENT. SOME OF THE ITEMS REPRESENT GROUPS OF EQUIPMENT. If we
had listed every possible equipment, the lists would have been much
too long. The equipment listed often represent several kinds of
material. o '

7. The instructions on this page apply to each of the lists on the next
9 pages. Consider each page separately when numbering equipment items.

A-7
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II-A: COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

Numper the items 1n this list rrom L (most important)
to 9 (least important) IN TERMS OF YOUR DEPARTMENT'S
NEEDS FOR STANDARDS.

NUMBER
(1 to 9) EQUIPMENT ITEM

Digital Data Communications (allows two-way
transmission of messages using keyboards and
printers in police cars and headquarters)

Mobile Transceivers (car radios)
Base Radio Transceiver

Helmet with Built-in Receiving and/or Transmitting
Capability

Car Locators (automatically transmit signals to
headquarters indicating the location of the car)

Hand-held Transceivers (portable radios)

Repeater Transceivers (placed in elevated
locations to re-transmit signals to headquarters)

Scramblers (to scramble messages so they can be
understood only by the police)

Tele-printer Communications (allows headquarters
to transmit a message to a printer in the police
car) A

List in the spaces below any iﬁportant equipment items
that you think should have been in the‘Communications
Equipment and Supplies list above.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

Comments:
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I11-B: DETECTION SYSTEMS

Number the Ltems in this list from 1 (most amportant)
to 11 (least important) IN TERMS OF YOUR DEPARTMENT'"
NEEDS FOR STANDARDS.

NUMBER
(1 to 11) EQUIPMENT ITEM

Polygraph

Field Narcotic Streening Kits (chemical tests
used BEFORE arrest to distinguish narcotics from
non-narcotics)

X~ray Equipment Used By Bomb Squads

Gas Chromatograph For Laboratory Use Only
Walk-through Metal Weapons Detectors
Hand-held Metal Weapons Detectors

RERR

OTHER Types of Weapons Detectors (example: X-ray)
Fingerprint Kits

Pre-arrest Breath-alcohol Screening Device (used
BEFORE arrest)

|

Quantitative Breath-alcchol Device (used AFTER'
arrest, can be used for evidence)

Narcotic and Explosive Detectors

List in the spaces below any important equipment 1tems
that you think should have been included in the
Detection Systems list above.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

Comments:

II-C: EMERGEHCY WARNING AND RESCUE EQUIPMENT

Number the, 1tems in this list }}om L {most important)
to 11 (least important) IN TERMS OF YOUR DEPARTMENT'S
NEEDS FOR STANDARDS.

NUMBER
(1 to 11) EQUIPMENT ITEM

Rescue Equipment

Reflectors (OTHER than on cars - fluorescent
reflective triangles to be used in place of flares)

Spot Lights (either on vehicle or hand-held)

Flashing Lights (beacons or flashers on top
of patrolcars)

Combined Siren/Light/Loudspeaker Sysgem
Fire Extinguishers '

Loudspeakers (vehicle mounted)--not PA systems
in police departments

Sirens
First Aid Kits
Floed Lights

Flares (chemical and electronic)

List in the spaces below any important equipment items
that you think should have been included in the

Comments:

Emergency Warning and Rescue Equipment List above.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

3



II-D: PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND CLOTHING

Number the i1tems in this J11St from i kmost.impGEEant)

to 11 (least important) IN TERMS OF YOUR DEPARTMENT'S

NEEDS FOR STANDARDS.

NUMBER
(L to 11) EQUIPMENT I[TEM

"Ballistic Helmets (having some degree of
resistance to penetration by bullets)

|

‘Crash Helmets (for motorcycle riders)
Riot Helmets

High Visibility Clothing or Patches
Hand-held Shields

Vehicle Armor

Police Uniform

Body Armor

Gas Masks

Bomb Disposal Devices (Bomb Protecfive_Suits,
Bomb Baskets, Bomb Trailers)

|

Rainwear

List 1n the spaces below any important equipment aitems
you think should have been included in the Protective
Equipment and Clothing list above.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS o

Comments:

A-11
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II-E: SURVEILLANCE AND SECURITY EQUIPMENT

Number the items in this Jist from 1 (most important)
to 9 (least important) IN TERMS OF YOUR DEPARTMENT'S
NEEDS FOR STANDARDS.

NUMBER -
(1L to 9)  EQUIPMENT ITEM

Night Vision Scope Suitable for Rifles (can also
be hand-held when needed) '

Hand-held Night Vision Equipment (nightscope,
infrared. Not suitable for rifle mounting)

General Purpose Locks (padlocks, door locks)
Special Locking Devices for Detention Centers

Still Camera Equipment to be Used with Night
Vision Devices

Lenses for Night Surveillance Equipment

Closed Circuit TV (which needs daylight or
artificial illumination) . -
Low-Light Level Closed Circuit TV (operates
under night-time conditions without artificial
light) '

#larm Displays in Department (for receiving
burglar or hold-up alarms)

List in the spaces below any important equipment 1tems
that you think should have been included in the Sur-
veillance and Security Equipment list above.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

Comments:

A-12
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II-F: VEHICLES

Number the items 1n ‘this list from i (most important) -
to 8 (least important) IN TERMS OF YOUR DEPARTMENT'S
NEEDS FOR STANDARDS. '

NUMBER
(1 to 8) EQUIPMENT ITEM

Boats and Other Watercraft
Patrolcars

Helicopters

Other Aircraft

Motorcycles

Scooters

Mobile Communications/Command and Control
Vehicles

Other Land Vehicles (Paddy Wagons, Surveillance
Vans, Dog Wagons, Ambulances, etc.)

List 1in the spaces below any important equipment items
that you think should have been included in the Vehicles

list above.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

Comments:

A-13

II-G: WEAPONS, LETHAL AND RELATED AMMUNITION

Number the items in this list from 1 (most important)
to 12 (least important) IN TERMS OF YOUR DEPARTMENT'S
NEEDS FOR STANDARDS,

N

NUMBER
(1 to 12) EQUIPMENT ITEM

Rifle

357 Magnum Revolver ‘
Regular Service Ammunition for Shoulder Weapons
Carbine

.38 Special Revolver

Shotgun

9 mm Pistol

High-drag Bullets (bullets with limited range)
Regular Service Ammunition for Handguns
Armor-piercing Bullets

.45 Automatic

Fréngible Bullets (designed to break up when
they hit and not ricochet)

ARRRRRRRERE

List in the spaces below any important equipment ltems
that you think should have been included in the Lethal
Weapons and Related Ammunition list above.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

Comments:

A-14
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II-H: WEAPONS, NON~LETHAL

Number the items in this List tfrom 4 (most important)
to 11 (least important) IN TERMS OF YOUR DEPARTMENT'S
NEEDS FOR STANDAERDS,

NUMBER
{1 to 11) EQUIPMENT ITEM

Tear Gas (its chemical formulation)
Tear Gas Dispensers (hand-held)
Tear Gas Generators

Pellet Guns

Electric Shoditers

Dye-marker Guns

Gas Grenades and Canisters
Tranguilizer Dart Guns

Water Cannon (dispenses water for Growd control)
Batons/Billy Clubs/Nightsticks
Blackjacks/Saps '

List 1in the spaces below any important equipment items
that you think should have been included in the Non-
Lethal Weapons list above.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

Comments:

A~15

II-I: BUILDING SYSTEMS

Number the items in this list trom I (most important)
to §_(least important) IN TERMS OF YOUR DEPARTMENT'S
NEEDS FOR STANDARDS,.

NUMBER
(1 to 5) EQUIPMENT ITEM

___Building Materials
Institutional Equipment
Police Station Design/Construction
Institutional Furnishings

Detention Center Design/Construction

List in the‘spaces below any important equipment items
that you think should have been included in the
Building Systems list above. ‘

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

Comtwents:

A-16



I1X: ABOUT YOUR DEPARTMENT
In this section, you are asked to tell us something about your department
and its activities. We want to know how the needs of various kinds of
departments differ. No individual police departments will be identified
in the report of this survey; but we do ask for the names of individuals
who filled in the questionnaire so that we may know whom to call if
there are questions about your answers,

1. Department name:

2, Address:

Street & Number

City State ZIP Code

3, Phone:

Area Code & Number

4, Name of the person(s) who filled in this questicnnaire:

Title/Rank Name
Title/Rank Name
Title/Rank Name

5. About what sizue area is served by your department in square miles:

Square Miles

6. What size population is served by your department:

Total population served

7. Political jurisdiction of your department: (MARK X BY ONE OF THE
FOLLOWING) :

State

County or Parish

City

Town

Village

Township

Borough‘

Other (Specify)

AR
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8. How many full time sworn officers are there in your
department?

.

Number

‘9, How many part time officers are there in your
department?

+

Number

10. which of the following activities are normally
handled in your OWN DEPARTMENT rather than by
some other agency or group? (MARK X BY EACH
ITEM THAT APPLIES)

____Custody or Detention of Less Than 24 Hours
___Custody or Detention of Less Than 1 Week
___Custody or Detention of 1 Year or Less-
___Custody or Detention of More Than 1 Year
___Traffic safety and Traffic Control
___Highway Patrol
___Vehicle Inspection
Tests for Drivers' License
"7 Maintenance of Building Used Exclusively for
Police Purposes
Public Building Protection
;::Service Function
Emergency Aid and Rescue
Underwater Recovery
. Harbor Patrol
Police Communications for Own Department
Communijications for Other Law Enforcement Agency
Police Training for Own Department
Police Training for Other Law Enforcement Agency
Bomb Disposal
____Polygraph
___Criminal Investigation
Breath-Alcohol Tests
" Laboratory Analysis of Blood for Alcchol
T Content
Narcotics Laboratcry Analysis
Crime Laboratory
Serve Civil Process
Serve Traffic and Criminal Warrants
Enforce Tax Laws
Coroner
Animal Control {Dog Catcher)
Other (Specify)

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|
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11.

12.

13.

What was your approximate TOTAL budget for 1971? (Use either
fiscal year 1971 or calendar year 1971, whichever you normally
use.) .

Approximate TOTAL Budget (1971): §

What was the approximate amount (in dollars) spent by your department
in 1971 for each of th¢ following: -

¥

Approximate Dollars Sr=nt for EQUIPMENT: $

Approximate Dollars Spent for PERSONNEL: $

Would you like to receive a copy of the report on this survey?

Yes

No

THANK YOU for your help. LEAA believes the police deserve to have

- the best equipment possible. This is the first step towards

improvement.

A-19
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APPENDIX B: SAMPLING CONSIDERATIONS

B.l Description of the Population

The first problem encountered in developing the sample was the

definitd ’ i ‘ | '
ion of the population. The population base consisted (in August

maintai i [
tained by the LEAA, contained the name, address and LEAA region for

ea i ice 1t |
ch listed police agency. In addition, each city was assigned a code

whi ] .
hich corresponded to one of three categories of numbers of full-timé

officers: l-9(officers, 10-49 officers, or more than 50 officersv

Th (] . . *
e population was purposefully limited to police departments, as
I

this : '
group was ?egarded as the largest single class of law enforcement

a . . . ‘e :
gencies with identifiable eéquipment needs. Even with this definition
r

extensive i -
ve effort was required to remove from consideration such inappre

medic i i '
al examiners, toll highway authorities, port authorities; marine
. » '

.

v e g p p ’

Texas R ' ai i
5 Rangers, airport police and training academies. These types of

agenci i i
g es were regarded as 1lnappropriate, either because they did not

rimaril
P .1y perform a law enforcement function, or because their functions

were iali tas
too specialized and would bias responses, Duplicate listings were

also eliminated.

T ico ' i
he police department population was stratifiegd by the ten LEAA

° N .
geographic regions and by seven department types as discussed below

B-1

B.1.1 State Departments. If State Police was listed, then it was

included as a member of the population. If several listings appeared
under a common state organization, the Highway Patrol section was
selected. (This was the case in five states.) Six states listed
Highway Patrol and Investigative units, with no reference to ‘a larger
common organization. In these six cases, both Qere inéluded in the
population and when the questionnaires were returned, the one with
wider range of law enforcement activities, as determined by their

responses on p. A-18, Appendix A, was retained in the sample.

B.1.2 Countyioeéartments. County Departments were usdally listed in
the LEAA master file as sheriff's office. City sheriffs, also listed
in this category on the file were exclﬁded from the County Department
category. Coﬁnty sheriffs were includea in favor of county jails and

county police (under the sheriff's office).

B.1.3 City Departments. Four types of departments were established for
this category. First, the 50 largest cities by population (according to
the 1970 census) were assigned their own stratum. The remaining cities

were then stratified by the number of full-time officers: 1-9, 10-49,

. 50 or more. Departments for suburban areas or subdivisions (e.g.

Cleveland Heights, East Detroit) were left in the population as they may

or may not have been autonomous.

B.1.4 Townships. This class of jurisdiction has a special status in

local gdvernment~and appeared in only four of the LEAA regions (regions

11 21315) .



B.1.5 Summary. The final population consisted of 12,842 police depart-
ments, cross-stratified into 70 cells by LEAA regions (10) and types (7).
The number of units in the population in each cell is given in Table

1.2-2 in the text, repeated here for the reader's convenience in Table B-1,

B.2 Samgle Plan

It may readily be seen from Table B-l that there was considerable
variation in the numbex of departménts from one cell to another. To
send questionnaires to all 12,842 departments would have produced an
unmanageable amount of'data, from the point of view of both administration
and analysis.l With these two considerations in mind, itvwas apparent that
the fraction of departments sampled in one region/type combination would |
differ from the fraction sampled in another, i.e. the stratified sample
would have to be disproportionate. However, this was not simply a conse-
quence of the way in which the population was distributed into the various
cross-strata, as it was decided a priori to have a 100 percent sample for
state departments énd departments in the 50 1ar§est cities, and that these
departments woﬁld be sent the entire questionnaife package (the EPQ andk
6 DQ's). |

Two factors were used to determine the sample siées in the remaining
44 cells, AFirstly, an overall sample fraction‘of about 10 percent for
these cells was felt to give sufficient representation and avmanageable
sample. Secondly, equal sample sizes for the 44 cells was regarded as the
beét alternative to proportional sampling, in view of the desirability of
distributing the DQ's equally among cells (2 DQ's.per department). Further-

more, this constant sample size was selected to be a multiple of six, so

that each DQ could be sent to the same number of departments,

B-3
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‘Table B-1. Number of Police Departments B§ Region and Type
LEAA REGION

DEPARTMENT TYPE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 TOTAL
State 6 2 5 8 '6 5 4 6 4 4 50*
County 66 84 257 764 536 506 413 288 103 120 3137
City (1-9 Officers) 27 348 V713 979 1470 703 611 283 ,1135 217 5486
City (10-49 Officers) 440 237 166 344 508 230 142 71 l68 79 1985
City (50 or More . |
Officers) 60 64 36 83 119 46 23 19 87 17 554
50 Largest Cities 1 4 5 8 10 8 3 1 8 2 50
Township 629 349 . 362 - 234 ; - - - - 1574
\ .

TOTAL 829 1088 1544 2186 2883 1498 1196 ‘668 505 439 12,836

* Questionnaires were actually sent to 56 State Police departments since there were 6 State Departments

which listed two police agencies without reference to a common central agency.
of questionnaires was accepted from each of these & agencies.

However, only one set




Specifically, taking 10 percent of 12,736 (12,736 = 12,842 police

departments ~ 50 largest cities - 5g different state departments) and

dividing the result by 44 yielded 28.95. Thereforé, a sample of 30

departments/cell (the nearest multiple of 6) was randomly seleéted.
The four cells in which the population was less than 30 were sampled 100%,
Note that but for these four exceptional cells, each DQ was sent to 10

departments (2 DQ's per department x 30 departments/6 DQ's), distributed

randomly within each cell. For the four exceptional cells, 2 DQ's were

«

sent to each department as well, but in only one of the four cases

(xegion 1, cities with 1-9 officers) were the DQ's able to be sent in

equal numbers (9 of each); in the remaining three cells, unequal numbers

of DQ's had to be distributed. Those DQ's appearing more frequently

were selected at random in these cases. The distribution of the sample

selected appears in Table 1.2-3 and is duplicated here in Table B-2.

B-5
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*Questionnaires were actually sent to 56 State Police departments since there were 6 State

Departments which listed two police agencies without reference to a common central agency-
However, only one set of questionnaires was accepted from each of these 6 agencies.:
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APPENDIX C: QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTRATION
® ,
C.l Genecral Procedure .
X The Police Equipment Survey was administered by the Technical
Analysis Division, National Bureau of Standards. The questionnaires
P .

were mailed to police departments during the first week in June, 1972.
The last questionnaires accepted for inclusion in this report were

received the first week in January, 1973.

C.1.l Preparation for Administration. When the sample was selected,

cach sample department was assigned a unique 7-digit identification
o : numbc;: which coded Region, Department ’i‘};pe, department number, the
detailed questionnaires assigned, and the version (see Section 1.4 of
this report) of the EPQ assigned. An interactive, on-line computer
o file was established to record the status of the questionnaires, by
“idcntification code number, for each sample department.
Because pre-test interviews had shown that many police departments
¥ ) received 10-25 questionnaires per month, it was determined that special
efforts would he required to insure priority handling of these question-
naires by the sampie departments. To this end, one week prior to tﬁe
® questionnaire mailing, each sample department was mailed a peésonalized
letter from Martin Danziger, Assistant Administrator, NILECJ, of
LEAA, which explained the purposes of the survey and asked for the

e department's cooperation.

N Al!.'rg1l

C.1.2 Administration. The first week of June, 1972, questionnaire

packets were mailed to the 1386 sample departﬁents. Each packet was

® addressed to the chief, or highest official of the department, and
asked that he direct the questionnaires to the most appropriate persons
in his department. In addition, the chief was asked to personally

@ * review his staff's answers if circumstances permitted. It was requested
that the questionnaires be retained in the department until all could be

mailed in the same self-return package.

C.l.3 Returned Questionnaires. As questionnaires were received at NBS,

| they were date stamped, recorded in the c9mputer file, and distributed

3 to specialized coding/editing teams (one for each questionnaire). As
each questionnaire was processed, the computerized file was changed to
indicate current status (e.g. coded, sent to keypunch, keypuncheéd, etc.).

! Questionnaires which were incomplete or which had ambiguous (uncodable)
answers were filed for telephone calls.

|- After coding and keypunching, all identifying information except
For the 7-digit identification number was removed. This was done.so

¢ that the 6riginal questionnaires could be 'made available to researchers

-~(some indication of size and geographic' location, for reference, would

still be available via the identification number) without jeopardizing

the anonymity of the department.

C.2 Follow-up Procedures

® C.2.1 Mail Follow-up. The questionnaire packets were mailed during the

first week of June, 1972. By July 1, approximately 40% of the packets

had been returned. During the first two weeks in July, those departments
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which had not returned their packets were identified from the computer '
or ambiguous. The numbers of calls made for these two separate purposes

file and were sent follow-up post cards. These self-return post cards
were not tabulated separately in the computer record, so any numbers

asked for an indication of the status of that department's questionnaires: » : red . ly to both.) Th 11 " 4 th hout
. presented must apply to both, ese calls were continued throughou

() The questionnaires had not been recejved, and if
S0, a name to which to direct a new questionnaire the fall of 1972. Almost 1000 departments (about 70% of the sample)
packet; or ’

were contacted at least once during this phase of the administration.

(b) The questionnaires were still being completed; i )
, ’ More than 1300 telephone calls were made altogether,
(¢} The questionnaires had been mailed back, but had T
not yet been received at NBS. "~ The overwhelming majority of departments which received telephone
These post cards were mailed to about 800 sample departménts. About 50% | ‘ calls from NBS were cooperative and helpful. In the few departments in
."’ . :

of those departments returned the post card. & tally of their answers which the recipient of the call was uncooperative, some of the common

was made: replies to the request for participation in the survey were that the officer

was too busy to participate; that the depaitment saw no reason for another

TABLE C.2.1 | | Ty
' [ survey; that the department did not believe in standards; or that they were

Results of the Post Card Follow-Up

- ~ not participating in any LEAA programs.

APPROXIMATE %

RESPONSE | OF POST CARDS SENT D C.3. Rates of Return

Questionnaires not received A 13% 1 v Eighty-three percent (1153) of the sample departments participated in
. . 1

Zzzitigz:giizénglready mailed ig } the survey. The differences in levels of participation among the aepart—

No ansver | >0 ) ' ment types may be seen in Table C.3-1 belqw. More than 90% of the States,

TOTAL NUMBER OF POST CARDS MAILED = 800
’ the Fifty Largest Cities, and the Cities With 50 or More Officers returned

'

This post card follow-up appeared to have been responsible for a second ! ’ " questionnaires. The lowest levels of participatiog were in County and

surge in questionnaire returns. i Township departments.

C.2.2 Telephone Follow-up. Beginning in the middle of August, 1972,

follow-up telephone calls were begun to departments which still had not

. )
returned the questionnaires, about 33% of the total sample. (Calls were
also begun to departments whose returned questionnaires were incomplete | ‘ )
-
C-3 C;4
D -
-
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Table C.3~1l. Response Rates by Department Type

: NO. DEPTS.
DEPARTMENT TYPE IN SAMPLE

State 50%
city (50+) ' 269
® 50 Largest 50

' " City (10~-49) 300
city (1-9) 297
County : 300
Township " 120

. ' . -

NO. DEPTS.
RETURN QOs.

47
244
46
262
238
225
8l

% DEPTS.

RETURN 0s.

94%
91
90
87
80
75
68

i * On the LEAA master tape, two divisions of state police were scmetimes

, , listed for a single state with no reference to a common agency.
! cases it could not be determined in advance which of these groups (e.g.

In six

Highway Patrol, Detective Bureau! should receive the questionnaires,

e x Thus, questionnaires were mailed to both divisions.
® returned, the division with the greater number of police functions was

If both sets were

chosen to represent the state. If only one set of questionnaires was

returned, it was used.

had been taken over by another police agency.

ments said that they felt their answers would be of little value since they

had so little equipment., One department reported that the courthouse had

reported that the questionnaires were lost in the summer floods of 1972.

Many of the non-participating departments, however, said during the tele-

'

Many other smaller depart-

A variety of reasons'were given by departments which were unable to return
the questionnaires. Many of the smaller departments reported that their

' departments had been consolidated so that some or all of their functions

burned down so they no longer had any equipment, and several departments

phone follow-ups that they would complete the questionnaires, so their

subsequent non-responses can only be taken as a lack of interest and/or

time.

Figure C,.3-2, presents cumulative questionnaire returns by month.

Milestones indicate the begirnning of post card and telephone follow-ups.
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- APPENDIX D: DETAILS OF EPQ ANALYSIS

This appendix presenté the mathematical rationale for the procedures
used to analyze the data from the Equipment Priorifies Questionnaire. The
first section of this appendix présents the methods used to obtain compo-
site ranking. at various levels’of aggregation. Statistical methods to
determine the significance of agreement in rankings are discussed in the

second section.

D.1 Determination of Composite Rankings

D.1.1 Selection of Ranking as the Task. The fiﬁal form of the EPQ a;ked
respondents tq rank all entries in each.list in order to establish p;iori-
ties for developing equipment standards. iwo alternatives to ranking the
lists were considered for the EPQ, rating and partial ranking, but were

rejected. A simple rating scheme, such as would have been required for

this ;urvey, tends to lack discrimination and to be inordinately sensitive
to response biases. The other alternativé;‘partial ranking_in which re-

spondents rank only top priority entries, results in a loss of information

and yields data which are mathematically difficult to aggregate and describe.

D.1.2 Determination of Composite Rankings. As described in the text,

four sets of composite rankings were determined for each list: J
(a) A composite ranking for each Departmént<Type;
(b) a composite ranking for each Region;
(¢c) a composite ranking for all Cities; and

(d) a National composite ranking for all departments.

The discussion below refers to one list in order to reduce the amount

of notation required; the procedures were the same for each list.

Briefly,

g composites were computed from scores which were made up of three elements:

(1) The rank assigned to an entry transformed such that poorer ranked

items received exponentially less importance than better ranked items;*

o (2) a weight that corresponded to the samplihg ratio of the cell from which

a department was selected; and (3) a weight that corresponded to the number

of full time officers in a department.

belod is used for the discussion to follow:

the rank assigned entry m by respondent'k in
departments of type i, region j (cell (i,3)),

the composite rank determined for department
type i, of entry m, ' ‘ :

the composite rank determined for region j, of
entry m, :

the composite rank for cities of entry m,
the national compositg,rank'of entry m,

the score calculated for entry m in departments
of type i,

the score calculated for entry m in region j,
the score calculated for entry m for cities,

the national score calculated for entry m,

* Mr, Marc Nerensﬁone of NILECJ first'suggested and formulated this concept.
His contribution is gratefully acknowledged.

“ The notation
t
i
r,.
’; ijkm
. X
r,
im
\c r,
i Jm
i .
®
: r
1 . Fm
|
| r
m
Sim
®
s,
jm
s
cm
s
o m
e
L J
W
. 4



wijk = the weight assigned to respondent k in
department type i, region j, corresponding
to the number of full-time officers in the
department,

uij = the weight assigned to departments in cell

(i,3j) to account for unequal sampling fractions.*

The score of entry m, at any level of aggregation, was obtained by

multiplying the weights (uij and W, ) by the constant 2, raised to the

. -X, .,
negative rank ( “ijkm). For example, entry m's score for respondents in

Region 5 would be calculated from the following formula.

-X.

2 Ti5m : ' D.1.2-1

Ssm = I
i

z u, W,
ke (i,5) i5 15k
where the notation ke (i,5) imples that the inner sum is taken over

respondent k in cell (i,5). These scores would then be ordered from

highest to lowest to obtain composite rankings. Not dividing by the total
weight does not affect the ranking of the scores since the total weight is

constant for a given entry m.

For the cities, the formula for calculating the scores would be:

I I ui.wi.kz'rijkm D.1.2~-2
=3 3§ ke (i,3) 343

since Department Types i = 3, 4, 5 and 6 are, {(in the coding employed),

all city police departments.

It was implicitly assumed that the ranks rijkm were permutations of

the intergeré 1,2,...,M, where M was the number of entries in the list

*

* Departments were selected randomly within each cell. Since the cells had

unequal sampling fractions, uj4 was needed to compensate for unequal proba-

bilities of selection to the sample from cell to cell.

i i uestion-
considered. However, some respondents either did not follow the q

ir - ferences.
naire directions or felt that tied ranks reflected their true pre

i i i an a permuta-
Adjustments were made in all cases in which somethlng other than a p

i ¢ ose
tion of the integers 1:2¢¢.4 /M was assxgned. The purpose of th

ion to
adjustments was to give all respondents an equal total contrlbut

: spondent
entry scores for any given list. To take an extreme example: If resp

i j i » = 1 for allm
k in Department Type i, Region J, were to a551gn r.jkm

rger than
1,2 ,M; his total contribution to aggregate scores would be larg
XX} ’
i i "exrroxr
that of a respondent assigning M distinct interger ranks. Three "€

j ' ilow.
cases and the ways in which they were adjusted are shown bel

case 1. When ranks ml,...,mtIWere not assigned and the
other entries were assigned the remaining ranks
up to M + t: In this case, the ranks wera all
shifted, preserving the rank orders, to'the
approprlate permutation of 1,...,M. It was

assumed that the respondents were simply careless

in assigning ranks.

' re not assigned and the
Case 2. When ranks ml,...,mt we

other entries were assignéd the remaining ranks,

but _none higher than M: In this case, it was

assumed that the unranked entries would have
received the poorest rankS. Tbus, the entries
ranked were shifted, preserving the rank orders,
'ta the appropriate permutation ofvl,z,...,M—t;

« . b . r
and the unranked entries were considered tied fo

the places M-t+l, M-t+2,.../M. )

i «v,,,“;
i
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Case 3. Tied ranks: It was necessary to adjust for tied

ranks such that the total scores contributed would .

be equal to what they would have been if distinct
ranks 1,2,...,M had been assigned. Suppose there
were t entfies tied for rank positions m,m+l1,...,
mit-1l: If M =9, and three entries were ranked
as some permutation of 1, 2, 3; 4, 4; 4, 7, 8, 9;
then t = 3 and m = 4, (i.e., the three entries
ranked 4 were tied at rank positions 4, 5, and 6).
It would then be necessary to find r such tgat

€275 = gy )

D.l.2_3

Rt N .- o

~r = log, (2™ 4 g7m+ D, IR

- 1092 (2™ +-2-(m + 1) + 2-(m,+ t - 1)

1 (£ -

=log, (27" (1 + 27 42"

"D.1.,2-4
from which it follows that
X = logzt =m - 1092 (1 + 2—l + e +'2—(t f 1))
D.1.2-5

Again, for example

]

T =1log,3 + 4 - log, (1+ 2+ 4

4 + 1og23 - 10g27 = 2,77.

1)) /£)
)-logzt

1)
7)) - loth'

. possible

D.2 Statistical Agreement Among Rankings

The purpose of the statistical analysis was to determine the extent

" of agreement among rankings at the following level of aggregation:

ga) Respondents within each Department Type;

{b) Respondents within each LEAA Region}

(é) Composite fankings among the Department Types

(a) Composite rankings among the LEAA Regions,
Two stat;stical tests were made. Both used, as a basis for the statistics
calculated, the simple rank sum, (i.e., the sum, over the group undex
consideratioh, of'the ranks assigned).‘ The negative exponential score
used forrcalculating composites is not aménable.to these statistical tests.

The first test was used to determine outlying (high or low) rank sums,

(6]

Assuming that the rankings comprised a random sample from the set of al;
rankings (the null hypothesis for this test), a given distribution
existed for the rank sums. The tést identified entrcies having extremely

low 6r high rank sums, according to‘this distribution. These zntries having
iank sums which would have occurred only 5% of the time f£om randomly drawn
rankiﬁgé were singled out. Clearly, an entry would have to be ranked con-

sistehtly high or low to be identified as an outlier., The distrikbution of

rank sums for M entries ranked by L judges has been tabulated by Thompson

and Willke (1963). They also give approximation formulas for large L.

.The second test used thevsimple rank sums to calculate the Coefficient

of Concordance, a statistic analogous to the variance in parametric methods.

Given L rankings of M entries, the mean rank sum is L(M + 1)/2. The

maximum sum of squared deviations from this mean occurs when all L rankings
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are identical, in which case the rank sums would be L, 2L, ..., ML, and
the sum of the squared deviations from this mean would be LZ(M3 - M)/12.
The minimum sum of squared deviations from the mean occurs when all rank

sums equal the mean, in which case it is zero. If we let S denote the

sum of squared deviations from the mean, then the statistic
W=12s / (LZ(M3 - M)

is normalized, taking values between O (no agreement) and 1 (complete
agreement), Assuming that the rankings represent a random sample from the
gset of all rankings, the distribution of W may be obtained (see Kendall,

1948, for a description of this test). For the values of L in -the present

study, two approximations to the distribution of W were used:

(a) for M >7, L(M - 1)W is approximately distributed

as Chi-square with v = M - 1 degrees of freedom.
(b) for M9, (L-1)W / (1-W) is approximately

distxﬁﬁdwéd as F with vy o= M-1-(2/L) and v, = (L—l)vl

degreps of freedom (Abramovitz & Stegun, 1964).

For case (b) above, vy and v2 were taken to the nearest integer and for
Jarge vy and Vo @ normal approximation to F is uged (;ee Abramovitz &
Stequn, 1964, p. 947).

Under the assumption that the rankings were random, 'it was possible
to calculate the probability of obtaining a value of W less than that
actually obtained. The larger this probability, the greater the level of

agreement (meaning the smaller the probability that the rankings were

random). For example, a 97% level of agreement, in this context, meant

D-7

that the probability was ohly .03 thaf a value as large as that

calculated for W occurred by chance. ‘ -

For comparing sets of rankings, the rank correlation coefficient t
wég used. This statistic takes values between -1 and +1, corresponding
to completeﬁdisagreement (rankings are reverses of each othér) and

nomplete agreement. The rank correlation coefficient t is a normalized

version of the statistic S which is calculated as follows:

(a) Consider each pair of entries (for a list of M
entries, there are M{m-1) /2 pairs) .

(b) If both rankings have one of the pair preferred
to the other, score +1.

(c) If the rankings have the pair in opposite order of
preference, score -l. . ;

{d) S equals the sum of scores in (b) and (c).

FSince the-range of values for S is -M(M-1)/2 to M(M-1)/2, T = 28 /M (M-1)

takes values between -1 and +1. For values of M between 4 and 10,
probabilities for T (or equivalently S) are tabulated (Kendgll, 1948,
Tagle 1). For M>10, T is approximately normal with mean zero, and
variance 02 = M(M-1) (2M+5) /18.

For present parposes, the level of agreement.between two rankings
was the probability of not exceeding tﬁe calculatéd value of t. This
implies that only one tail of the distribution of t was used, as there was
no concern with levels of disagreement.

Consider the example in Table D.2-1.

o
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. . TABLE D.2-1

Two Rankings of Five Entries

. A B C D E
, Ranking I 3 5 1 2 4
Ranking II 1 4 2 5 3

For the pair AB, Ranking I prefers A to B, as does Ranking II, Thus,
the score for AB is +l. On the other hand, Ranking I prefers D to E,
but Ranking II prefers E to D. Thus, the score for the pair DE is -1.

The ten scores in this example are:

AB: +1 BD: -1

AC: -1 ’ BE: +1 '
AD: -1 CD: +1

RE: +1 CE: +1

BC: +1 " DE: -1

and S = 1-1-1+1+1-1+1+1+1-1 = 6-4 = 2,

The probability that S = 2, from the Thompson and Willke (1963) table, is
0.408. Thus, éhe level of agreement between Rankings I and II is 59,2%.

There are shorter methods to calculating Tt (or S) than that described
in (a)-(d) above. See Thompson and Willke (1963), Chapter 1 for é

description of these.

D-9

(1)

(2)

(3)
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. . ANALYSIS FOR CATEGORIES
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REGAROING EACH REGION AS A RESPONDENTs IF THE TEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOM.
THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM wOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 27+ 73) '
95 PERCENT OF THE TIME. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL: '

COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES 13,
VEHICLES 21l.
BUILDING SYSTEMS B 90.

REGARDING EACH LEAp REGION AS A RESPONDENT.
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE 1S SIGNIFICANT AT THE +0000 PERCENT LEVEL.

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT» IF THE SEVEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOM» -
THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM WOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 16+ 54) .
95 PERCENT OF THE TIME. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL:

COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES 1.
VEHICLES ' 13,
BUILDING SYSTEUS 63,

REGARDING EACH DEPARTVENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT:
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE 15 SIGNIFICANT AT THE +0000 PERCENT LEVELs
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Table
1-7 cont..
HIGHESTY PRIOR!TY CATEGORY
CATEGORY NUMBER REASON FOR NUMBER ONE RANK
ONE RANK 1 2 3 S
NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NG PCT NO
PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND CLOTHING 60 543 4 6.7 19 31.7 11 18,3 2 33 8 133 37
COMMUNICATICNS EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES 375 32.8 68 18.1 159 u2.4 79 21.1 96 256 58 15.5 119
WEAPONSsLETHAL AND RELATED AMMUNITION 65 5.7 14 21.5 25 38.5 9 13.8 9 13.8 11 16.9 22
WEAPONS»NON=LETHAL 20 1.8 2 10.0 6 30.0 5 25.0 0 o0 0 o0 11
VEHICLES 441 38.6 28 63 126 28.0 101 22.9 251 5649 57 129 139
BUILDING SYSTEMS 56 4.9 1 1.8 33 58.9 16 28.6 20 35.7 5 8.9 S
EMERGENCY WARNING AND RESCUE EGUIPMENT 42 3.7 4 9.5 14 33.3 8 19.0 11 26+2 12 28B.+6 16
SECURITY EQUIPMENT 50 Ul 3 60 28 56.0 9 i8.0 8 1640 5 10.0 12
DETECTION SYSTEMS o . 33 2.9 4 12.1 15 45.5 7 2%1.2 3 9.1 2 6.} 9
TOTAL ) 128 11.2 425 37.2 245 21.5 400 3%.0 158 13.8 370
KEY TO REASONS Y
1 MOST OF THIS KIND OF EQUIPMENT IS NOW MADE BY ONE OR TWO FIRMS. STANDARDS MIGHT ENCOURAGE OTHERS
TO STARYT MAKING ITe ] .
2 WE PLAN T0 8UY THIS KIND OF EQUIPMENT IN THE NEAR FUTURE. STANDARDS wOULD HELP US TO SELECT THE BREST
EQUIPMENT AT THE LEAST COST.
- 3 MUCH OF THE EQUIPMENT WE MOW HAVE OF THIS KIND DOES NOT REALLY MEET OUR NEEDS. STANDARDS COULD BE
USED .TO GUIDE THE MANUFACTURERS WHO DEVELOP EGUIPMENT.
. & WE NOW HAVE MAINTENANCE: AND REPAIR PROBLEMS WITH MUCH OF THIS KIND OF EQUIPMENT. STANDARDS MIGHT
SOLVE THESE PROBLEMS.
5 WE BUY EQUIPMENT IN THIS CATEGORY FROM SEVERAL DIFFERENT MAKERS AND FIND THAT PARTS AND COMPONENTS
CANNOT BE INTERCHANGED AMONG THE DIFFERENT BRANDS. STANDARDS MIGHT HELP SOLVE THIS PROBLEM.
5 WHENM WE BUY EQUIPMENT IN THIS CATEGORYs WE MUSY COMPARE MANY DIFFERENT BRANDS. IF THERE WERE
STANDARDS,» WE COULD STOP A LOT OF THIS INVESTIGATION AND/OR TESTING.
"7 WE ARE NOT ABLE TO TEST THIS TYPE OF EQUIPMENT. IF THERE WERE STANDARDSe WE COULD USE THE RESULTS OF
TESTS MADE BY THE LABORATORY.
8 OTHER
E-10
. . ~ .
o U — el -
® @ [ ) o ® @ [ ] ®

PCT

61.7
31.7
33.8
55.0
31.5

8,9
38.1
24,0
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33.6
3649
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45.5
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13
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ANALYSIS FOR COMMUNIC@TIONS EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

Table . ’ ' 1
II A-1 ) ‘

MATTONAL RAMKS

TELE=DRINTFR COMMUMYCATIONS

SCRAMALERS

REPEATFR TRANSCEIVFRS '

HA*1D=HELD TRANSCEIVERS

CAn LNCATERS .o
HELMET WITH BUTLT=TN TRANSCEIVING CAPACTTY
BAE RADIN TRANSCETVER

MOBILE TRANSCETVERS *

DIGITAL DATA COMMUMICATTONS

+

F~VvONMNAIND

Table
IT A-2
ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY DEPARTMENT TYPE
- {NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)
STATE COUNTY CITY(1=9 CITY(10=49 CITY{(S50 OR FIFTY TOWNSHIP
' OFFICERS) OFFICERS) MORE LARGEST
; OFFICERS)  CITIES
186+ 283 97901190 105601273 1185s1414 109401315 172 267  331s 458
TELE=-PRINTER COMMUNICATIONS ) ' , 290, T T T . EEE oy
SCRAMBLERS . R kK gk KKk . LI . 3T L] kK 322
REPEATER TRANSCEIVERS T : i "t T T Ty T *ehk Rk i 471,
HAND~HELD TRANSCEIVERS . 152, 832 818. . 883. 828, 138. 289,
CAR LOCATERS 302, ) L2 PT1 ] LY T ®k Rk ek
HELMET WITH BUILT=IN TRANSCEIVING CAPACITY © T 340, L L wkkw Xakk T 323, 558
BASE RADIO TRANSCEIVER . . 146 765 722, 789. 941, . 1A 257,
MOBILE TRANSCEIVERS \ et 112 694 634, 773, 861. 160, 229,

DIGITAL DATA COMMUNICATIQNS NN : - 303. Tt LTy ok . Ty 'T11] Stle

E-11



Table
11 A3

STIAMIFICANT AT
SIGNIFICANT AT
CIANIFICANT AT
SIAMTFICANT AT
CIGNIFICANT AT
STIGNTIFICANT AT
SIANTFICANT AT

COEFFICIENT OF
COEFFICIENT OF
THE COEFFICIENT OF
£ COEFFICIENT OF
g COEFFICIENT OF
COEFFICIENTY OF
THE COEFFICIENT OF

CONCORDANCFE 15
CONCORDANCE 1S
CONCOARDANCS 15
CONCORDAMCE IS
CONCORDANCF IS
CONCORDANCE IS.
CONCORDAMCF 1S

TELE-PRINTFR COMMUITCATTONS

SCRAMALFRS

REPEATER TRANSCEIVERS

HAMD=HELD TRANSCEIVERS

CAR LOCATFRS

HELMET WITH AUTLT=TM TRANSCFIVING CAPACTTY
BASE RADIN TRAMSCETVER .

MORILE TRAMSCETIVERS

DIGITAL DATA COMMUMICATTONS

™HE
Tus
THE
THE
TUE
THE
Tue

STATF

COMPNSITF RANKS FAR ALL CYTTES -

. TELE=PRINTER COMMUNICATTONS

SCRAMRLERS ‘

REPFATER TRANSCEIVERS

~ HAND=HELD TRANSCEIVERS

CAR LOCATERS . '
HELMET WITH BUTLT=TIM TRANSCFIVING CAPACITY
BASE RADIO TRANSCEIVER

MOBILE TRANSCEIVERS

DIGITAL DATA COMMUMICATIONS

A, D ONNEND

NNNQO
.00
LONNN
.0NNN
L0000
.0nnn
L0nnn

PERCFNT
PFRAENT
PERFENT
PERAENT
PERCFNT
PERrENT
PFRCOFNY

LEVFL
LEVFL
LEVFL
LEVFL
LEVEL
LEVFL
LEVEL

A
AN
o
FOn
TAD
can
cAn

RAMKS RY PNEPARTMFMY TYDF

»

coumMTy

CITY(1-9

OFFICERS)

NAAIN->DEY

N DO ADEN

OV re DNANFDN

TUF U7 SYATE NEOARTUENTS
THE 217 CHOHNTY NFDARTMENTS,
TUE 23X CITY({1=g ACEYTrFDQ) ATOADTUCMTS
THF. 26N CTTY(10=4Q OFFTCFRS) AFBARTHMENTS,
THF 241 CITY(RQ OP MAPF QFFICEDS) NEPAPTUMONTS,
THF s FIFTY LARGFEST CYTTIFS AEPARTMENTS
THE 70 TNWNGHTP AEDARTMENTS
CITY(1n=9 CYTY(50 0OR cCIFTY TAWNSHTP
OFFICERS) MORF LARAGRFAT
OEFICFRS) CTYTIER
5 R L} S
4 , 4 . C) 4
6 6 7 6
3 1 k 3
7 5 s 7
9 9 Q <]
1 ? "2 »
? 3 1 1
A 7 4 R’
-
: ]
. 1
@ ® ® ®
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Table
11 A-4

THE
THE
THE
THE
THF
THE
THE
THE
THE
THE

COEFFICTIENT
COEFFIGTENT
COEFFICTFNT
COFFFICIENT
COEFFICTENT
COEFFICTENT
COEFFICIENT
COEFFICIANT
COFFFICIENT
COEFFICIENT

oF

OF
OF
OF
OF
OF

‘OF

OF
0F

CONFNRDANCE
CONCORDANCE
CONTORDAMNCE
CNNCNRNAMCE
COANCORDANCE
CONCORDANCF
CPANCORDANCF
CONCORDAMCE
CONCORDANCF
CONCORDANCF

TELE=PRINTFR COMMUMTCATTONS
SCRAMALERS
REPEATER TRANSCEIVFRS
HANN=HELD TRANSCEIVFRS

Ccan

LOCATFRS

15
TS
1S
15
1S
15
15
1S
1S
1S

STRNTFICANT
SIAMTSICANT
CIANTTIC, T
SY~NTIFICAMT
SIANTFICAMT
SIGNIFICAMT
SYANIFICANT
SIANTFICANT
SYANIFICANT
SYANTFICANT

HELMET WITH RUTLT=TM TRANSCFIVING CAPACTTY
BASE RADIN TRANSCETYVFR

MORILF TRANSCETVERS

DIGITAL DATA COMMUMTCATTONS

AT
AT
AT
AT
AT
AT
AT
AT
AT
AT

THE
THE
THE
Tue
THF
THF
THE
THE
THE
THF

LNV ADIDPD 2N ED

0000
N LLL
«ONNN
«Onnn
L0nnA
.annn
.nnnn
0NNy
0nn
LONNN

s

EV=0D AN

pEoCeENT
DERECENT
DERrEMT
DERCENT
PRROENT
PFRCENT
PFRCENT
PFRECENT
PERCEMT
PERCENT

3

D AOIOIFEN

E~13

LFVEL
LEVEL
LEVEL
LEVEL
LEVEL
LEVFL,
LEVFL
LEVEL
LEVEL
1LEVFL

RAMNKS BY LFaA RFGIONM

A"
FNno
cno
[ -Xalsd
L]
enAn
Fro
ean
TAn
ean

P2VOANAAIFEDD

THE
THF
Tur
Tue
TUF
THF
THF
TUE
THE
THF
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112
12N
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as

AVAON-=DFEDI

NENAQTUEMNTS
NEPAOTUCNTS
AEPAR TUENTS
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DFPARTURNTS
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Table
IT A-S .
ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS 8Y LEAA REGION
. ANINETY«FIVE PERCENT IMTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)
1 2 - 3 4 5
‘ 484, 635 S64s 725 545, 704 489+ 640 878+ 741
TELE=-PRINTER COMMUNICATIONS 1133 783 T 662, asn
SCRAMBLERS o417 rhen 492. ek wEEE
REPEATER TRANSCEIVERS ek 763 727. LA 2 2 766
HAND=HELD TRANSCEIVERS 389. Ug2e. 387. 430, 451.
CAR LOCATERS 657 762 726 L 2T 783.
HELMET WITH BUILT~IN TRANSCEIVING CAPACITY 831. - AR89, 904, ) 798, 976
BASE RADIO TRANSCEIVER 371. 385 465, 372 427,
MOBILE TRANSCEIVERS 363, 328« 3944 345, 448, )
DIGITAL DATA COMMUNICATIONS 759. 846, - 830, . 735. 786. ’

ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY LEAA REGION
(NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)

6 ; 7 8 9 10
437, 582 424e 565 42U4r 565 498, 651 405¢ Syl
TELE=-PRINTER COMMUNICATIONS 595, Ty 591, *aga 1T
SCR)\MBLERS 419, * koK L2 2 3] LEF Y ckks
REPEATER TRANSCEIVERS e 570 (131 ks wakk
HAND=~HELD TRANSCEIVERS 384, 392. 317. 4oy, 322
CAR LOCATERS L2 L2 2 1] 583, L IT L 569.
HELMET WITH BUILT={N TRANSCEIVING CAPACITY 756 714, 690, 724, 680.
BASE RADIO TRANSCEIVER 352 320, 325, I 1) 321.
MOBILE TRANSCEIVERS 314, 304, 283, 400. - 284,
DIGITAL DATA COMMUNICATIONS ' 705. 623 637, 676. 637«
1 .
’ " E~l4°,
[ ]
1 e,

|
H

3 \‘
i
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Table
11 A-6

1

REGARDfNG EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENTy IF THE SEVEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOM.
THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM wOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 16+ 54)
9% PERCENT OF THE TIVE. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVALG

HAND=HELD TRANSCEIyERS 14,
HELMET wITH BUILT~IN TRANSCEIVING CAF4ACITY 62
MOBILE TRANSCEIVERS 12.

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT ‘ ' ,
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AT THME - .0004% PERCENT LEVELe .

REGARDING EACH REGION AS A RESPONDENT: IF THE TEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOM,
THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM WOQULD LIE IN THE INYERVAL ( 27+ 73)
3% PERCENT OF THE TIMZ. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE QUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL:

HAND=HELD TRANSCEIVERS 19
HELMET WITH BUILT=IN TRANSCEIVING CAPACITY A9,
MOBILE TRANSCEIVERS 18,

REGARDING EACH LEAA REGION AS A RESPONDENT. .
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AT THE + 0000 PERCENT LEVEL.

E=15 o
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Table
1T A-7

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RANKS OF
COW“UNICATIONS EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES BY DEPARTMENT TYPE

STATE

NO

TELE-PRINTER COMMUNICATIONS
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM
SCRAMBLERS
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
. RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM
REPEATER TRANSCEIVERS
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WIiTH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

VONCVNEOGN -

VER~NOU EWN -
COrPVOFETIRRETLO OO EL~dr O &N -,

-

CRNCNEFE LN -
HOOFRNFNDOFEOLN

PCY

21
4,3

4.3

845
12.8
14.9
23.4
14.9

68

8.5

.0
0

0
6.l
8.5

12.8
12.8
,17-0
8.5
19.1
12.8
2.1
0
0

10+6
6.4
213
29.8
19,1
4e3
2.1
4.3
2¢1
o0
o0
2e1

COUNTY

NO

11
16
17

‘12

38
24
27
35
24
21

38

25
33
30
25
19
14
13
19

12
18
23
34
29
37
26
10
15
21

4

0

PCT

1.8
o0

E~16

CITY CITY CITY
(1=9 {10=49 {50+
OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS)
NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT’
8 3.4 12 4.6 8 3.3
16 647 15 S.7 23 9.4
12 5.0 15 5.7 18 7.4
29 12.2 32 12.2 23 9.4
S6 21.0 33 12.6 30 12.3
26 109 40 15.3° 36 14.8
26 10.9 . 43 16.4 38 15.6
25 10+5 36 13.7 40 164
29 12.2 25 9.5 21 8.6
17 7.1 11 4.2 7. 2.9
1 .q 0 lo 1 lu
4 1.7 2 8 1 4
39 16e4 57 21.8 40 16.4
16 Bs7 15 5.7 20 8.2
20 0.1 25 9.5 30 12.3
52 218 62 23.7 47 19.3
30 12.6 44 1648 34 13.9
22 9.2 19 7.3 27 11.}
13 5.5 11 4.2 15 " 6.1
19 8.0 13 5.0 14 5.7
10 442 7 2.7 11 4.5
13 5.5 9 3.4 6 2.5
1 ol V] -0 0 o0
4 1.7 3 .l 2 .8
7 249 10 3.8 13 5.3
4 1.7 13 S0 19 7.8
15 7.6 13 5.0 28 1:1.5
26 109 40 15.3 50 20.5
43 17+2 31 11.8 20 8.2
YS 2447 38 14.5 24 9.8
29 i2s2 36 13.7 19 7.8
24 101 39 14.9 25 10.2
34 1443 30 11.5 36 14.8
20 8¢ 12 4.6 10 4.1
1 o4 1 M3 1.2
4 147 2 .8 1 ol

FIFTY
LARGEST
CITIES

NO PCT

‘6e?
67
2%2

11.1
13.3
2647
11.1
11.1
8.9
242
o0
9

. -
OO EFEFNUNNOWULFGEL

22

15.6
11.1
11.1
8.9
15.6
17.8
11.1
22
202
«0

CQrer O NFUUT N>

2.2
6e7
13.3
22.2
15.6
G
44
15.6
13.3
2.2
.0
.0
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TOTAL
NO PCT
49 4.
78 6.
69 6.

114 10.
174 15,
157 13.
163 14,
158 13,
112 9.
68 6.
6 .
9 .
187.16.4
75 6.6
126 11.0
218 19.1
159 13.9
116 10.2
71 6.2
79 6.9
54 4.7
57 5.0
3 .3
11 1.0
52 HB.6
63 5.5
102 8.9
i80 15.8
151 13.2
150 13.1
121 10.6
116 10.2
134 11,7

73 6.4

9 .8
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HAND=HELD TRANSCELYERS

RANK

i RANK
RANK

~ RANK

RANK

RANK

RANK

RANK

RANK

NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM .
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

CAR LOCATERS
RANK
RANK *
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK

NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

WOEONOU £ N

WENOVE LN

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RANKS OF
COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES BY DEPARTMENT TYPE

STATE

NO

12

o
DOrerare = OO N

HELMET WITH BUILT=IN TRANSCEIVING CAPACITY

RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
. : RANK
RANK
RANK

NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MgRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

WE~NOUNFEUND -

[
COFIOUNUNEFEFN-ND

O OULOULE D re e

PCT

25.5

10.6

COUNTY

-

NO PCT

28 12.4
22 9.8

B4 28.4

40 17.8

E-17

CITY CITY CIvY
(1~9 (10=-49 (S0+
OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS)
NO PCT © NO PCT  NO PCT
31 13.0 33 12.6 43 17.6
35 14.7 . 35 13.4 38 15.6
84 35.3 112 u42.7 75 3047
2?7 1143 32 2.2 23 9.4
18 7.6 13 5.0 22 9.0
8 J.4 9 3.4 18 7.4
10 4,2 T R.7 11 4.5
4 1.7 10 3.8 6 2.5

9 3.8 3 1.1 5 2.0°
12 5.0 8 3.1 3 1.2
0 «0 0 +0 1 o4
4 1.7 2 o8 1 o4
3 1.3 6 2.3 22 9.0
9 3.8 14 5.3 18 7.4
12 5.0 12 4.6 i6 6.6
24 10.1 21 8.0 19 7.8
23 9.7 38 14.5 35 14,3
43 18.1 57 21,8 45 18.4
42 17.6 43 15.6 38 15.6
437181 33 12.6 27 11.1
21 8.8 30 11.5 15 6.1
18 7.6 10 3.8 9 3.7
1 o4 0 0 2 5
4 1«7 3 1.1 b o4
4 1.7 i o4 3 1.2
T 2.9 1 o4 2 «8
T 2.9 1 o4 5 2.0
10 . 4.2 12 4,6 10 4.}
15 GLe3 . 24 9.2 27 1141
31 13.0 33 1246 23 9.4
32 13.4 49 1847 34 13.9
46 193 45 17.2 34 13.9
- 67 2842 84 3241 97 39.8
19 B.0 12 4.6 9 3.7
1 b“ l .“ 1 oq
4 1.7 4 «8 1 o4

i 4
OCONOVOVNEONLC >

FIETY
LARGEST
CITIES
NO PCT

2647
22.2
1546
133
Gt
2+2
67
6.7

o0
2.2

.0

+ 0

-y
QOEOLLFPFNCONON

8.9
15.6
15.6

8.9
13.3
11,1
13.3

8.9

242

COPRERUOFN~NE

«D

242
.0
67
1141
13.3
8.9
11.1
42,2
Be4
0
0

2+2

TOWNSHIP

NO  PCT

7 846
15 18,5
26 32.1
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TOTAL

NO

166
160
380
149
-86

49
35
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46
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B33
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111
144
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10

11
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Table .
i1 A-7 cont. °

’

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RANKS OF
COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES B8Y DEPARTMENT TYPE

STATE COUNTY cITY: CITY cITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP ' TOTAL
(1=9 _ (10=49 {50+ LARGEST : R
. OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES :
v ND PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PET NO PCT NO PCT N0 PCTY
BASE RADIO TRANSCEIVER ' '
RANK 1 8 170 63 2B.0 58 2%.4 Bl 3.9 62 25.4 4 8.9 21 25.9 297 256.0
RANK 2 18 3843 47 20.9 67 28.2 65 24.8 34 13.9 4 B+«9 24 29.6 259 22.7
RANK 3 7 18.9 21 9.3 35 14.7 38 1u.5 31 12.7 7 15.6 8 9.9 147 12.9
RANK & S 106 18 Bs0 18 "Te6 13 5.0 26 1047 4 8.9 4 4.9 88 7.7
RANK & 2 4¢3 14 6.2 13 5.5 21 8.0 17 7.0 4 8.9 7 8.6 78 6.8
RANK 6 2 4¢3 11 8.9 10 4.2 15 Se7 15 6.1 7 15.6 3 3,7 63 5.5
RANK 7 3 6.4 B 3.6 15 6.3 8 3.1 20 8.2 7 15.6 & 7.4 67 5.9
RANK 8 1 2.1 18 B.0 S5 2.1 10 3.8 25 10.2 4 8.9 . 4 4,9 67 5.9
RANK 9 1 2.1 13 5,8 5 2.1 7 2.7 9 3.7 3 6.7 2 2.5 40 3.5
NOT RANKED 0 0 12 8.3 12 5.0 4 1.5 5 2.0 1 2.2 2 2.5 36 3.2
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEW 0 0 1 o4 1 oy R § o4 0 «0 1 242 0 0 4 24
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 1 2.1 2 -] 4 17 2 «8 2 '8 0 .0 1 1.2 12 1.1
"MOBILE TRANSCEIVERS
. RANK ' I 21 44,7 51 227 B4 353 62 23.7 44 18.0 9 20.0 28 34.6 299 26
RANK 2 10 223 76 33.8 67 28¢2 95 3643 75 30.7 13 28.9 0 24,7 356 3t
RANK 3 7 14.9 23 10.2 20 8.4 25 9.5 23 9.4 3 6.7 8 9.9 109 9
RANK 4 4 Be5 12 5.3 14 5.9 22 @g.4 19 7.8 4 B.9 8 9,9 83 7
RANK S 1 2.1 11 4.9 17 741 " 20 7.6 24 9.8 5 11.1 4 4,9 82 7
RANK 6 1 2.1 12 53 12 5S40 13 5.0 16 646 3. 6.7 2 2.5 59 §
RANK 7 2 4.3 11 49 6 2.5 9 3.4 21 8.6 2 Y4 2 2.5 53 4
, RANK 8 1 2.1 11 4.9 & 2.5 T 2.7 11 4.5 2 U.4 3 3.7 41 3
RANK 9 0 o0 T 3.1 3 143 5 243 7 2.9 3 6.7 4 4,9 30 2
NOT RANKED 0 o0 11 4.9 9 3.8 3 1.1 4 1.6 1 2.2 2 2.5 30 2
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 1 o4 1 ol 0 o0 0 .0 0 0 0 .0 2
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NOT RANKED b 8.5 26 1146 28 11.8 13 5.0 9 3.7 2 4.4 9 11.1 91 8.
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 0 .0 2 «9 i ol 2 .8 2 .8 0 .0 0 «0 7 .
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 2 .9 5 2.1 2 .8 6 .0 0 0 1 1.2 10 .
GAS CHROMATOGRAPH FOR LABORATORY USE. ONLY . :
RANK 1 2 4.3 2 «9 1 ot 0 0 0 o0 3 6.7 ] «0 8 .
RANK 2 4 Ba5 3 1.3 2 o8 2 .8 6 2.5 0 «0 0 .0 17 1.
RANK 3 5 106 2 ¢9 3 1.3 6 23 5 240 1 2.2 0 0 22 1.
RANK 4 2 U.3 1 ol 0 o0 4 1.5 2 «8 2 4.4 0 ] 11 1.
RANK 5 4. BeS 7?7 3.1 3 1.3 6 2.3 3 1.2 2 4.4 0 .0 25 2.

' RANK & 2 4.3 9 He0 LU 4.2 8 3.1 9 3.7 6 13:3 2 2.5 4B 4.
RANK 7 5 1046 9 440 9 3.8 19 7«3 13 5.3 3 67 1 1,2 59 5,
RANK 8 b Be5 26 116 21 848 25 9.5 13 5.3 7 156 4 4,9 100 8.
RANK 9 4 BeS 26 11.6 - 45 18.9 27 10.3 27 11.1 4 8.9 12 14.8 145 12,
RANK 10 7 149 41 1842 36 15.1 50 19.1 {7 19.3 5 11.1 17 21.0 203 17.
RANK 11 S 106 72 32.0 85 35+7 104 39.7 110 45.)1 11 24.& 36 44,4 423 37,
NOT RANKED 3 6l 27 1240 23 97 11 4.2 9 3,7 122 9 11.1 83 7.
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM ] .0 1 ol 0 .0 0 W0 1 ol 0 .0 0 .0 2 .
TIED WXTH MORE THAN ONE- OTHER ITEM 0 o0 2 .9 5 261 2 .8 1 ol o .0 1 1.2 11 t.

X=RAY EQUIPMENT USED BY BOMB SQUADS ‘

RANK 1 0 «0 3 1.3 0 «0 0 .0 9 3.7 2 4.4 0 o0 14 1.
RANK 2 3 64 7 3.1 0 .0 2  +8 10 4.1 7 1546 1 1.2 30 2.
RANK 3 2 4.3 6 27 1 W4 4 1.5 - 9 3.7 2 4y 1 1.2 25 2.
RANK & 2 4.3 5 2e2 7 269 5 $.9 t4 5.7 2 Gl 0 «0 35 3.
RANK 5 1 2.1 S 2.2 9 3.8 10 3.8 22 9,0 2 Ueld 2 2.5 51 4,
RANK 6 S 106 14 6+2 13 5.5 17 6.5 21 B«6 10 22.2 1 1.2 81 7.
RANK 7 12 25.5 24 10.7 24 J0.1 . 33 12.6 22  9,0. 1 2.2 11 13.6 127 11.
RANK 8 S 106 25 1141 22 9,2 . 28 107 26 10.7 -3 67 6 7.4 115 10.
RANK 9 4 8¢5 33 14.7 51 21.4 46 17.6 28 11.5 8 17.8 12 14.8 1B2 15,9 °
RANK 10 2 4.3 4B 21.3 - 49 20.6 65 24.8 49 20.1 3 6¢7 20 24.7 236 20.7
RANK 11 8 17.0 27 1240 38 16.0 38 14.5. 23 9.4 5 11«1 17 21.0 156 13.7
NOT RANKED 3 6.4 281244 24 10.1 14 5.3 11 4.5 0 «0 10 12.3 90 7.9
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM , 0 ] 1 ol 1 o4 0 .0 2 .8 0 .0 0 .0 4 Wb
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 .0 3143 5 261 2 .8 1 ol 0 .0 1 1.2 12 1.1
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FREQUENCY D!STQISUTION OF RANKS OF

DETECTION SYSTEWS BY OEPARTMENT TYPE
STATE COUNTY cItYy cIvY CITY ‘ FIFTY TOWNSHIP TOTAL
{1=9 (L0=49 (S0+ LARGEST .

OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES
NO PCT NO  PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO  PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO  PcT

FIELD NARCOTIC SCREENING KITS . ‘
RANK 1 ) 9 19.1 44 19.6 45 18.9 59 22.5 53 217 .14 31.1 26 32.1 250 219

RANK 2 10 213 38 15.9 46 19.3 62 23.7 57 234 6 13.3 13 1640 232 203
RANK '3 6 12.8 43 19,1 41 17.2 45 17.2 43 17.6 4 B.9 12 14,8 194 17.0
RANK - 4 8,170 22 9.8 25 10.% 33 12.6 25 10.2- 5 11.1 11 13.6 129 11.3
RANK 5 6 128 17 7.6 ° 23 9.7 25 9.5 18 T4 S 11.1 3 3.7 97 8,5
RANK © 2 U3 14 6.2 15 643, 17 645 19 7.8 5 11.1 2 245 T4 5H45
RANK 7 2 4.3 7T 3.1 6 2.5 6 23 9 3.7 3 6.7 3 3.7 36 3.2
RANK 8 2 W3 6 2.7 g4 3.4 2 .8 7 249 2 4.4 2 2.8 29 2,95
RANK 9 0 o0 4 1.8 3 1.3 2 «8 4 146 1 2.2 1 1.2 15 1.3
RANK 10 0 o0 10 4.4 6 2.5 3 1.1 3 1.2 0 20 1 1.2 23 2.0
RANK 11 ) 1 241 2 9 1 o4 5 1.9 2 -8 0 o) 0 »0 11 1.0
NOT RANKED ) 1 2.1 18 8.0 19 8.0 3 1.1 4 1,6 0 +0 7 Be.b 82 U.H
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 2 9 3 1e3 2 8 0 o0 1} \-0‘ i 1.2 - 8 -7
POLYGRAPH
RANK 1 3 6.4 21 9.3 12 5.0 17 6.5 26 10.7 2 4.4 3 3.7 84  T<b
RANK 2 s 1 2.1 16 7.1 10 4.2 21 B.0 20 8.2 7 156 3 3.7 78 6.8
RANK 3 ' 2 4.3 16 7.1 . 13 5.5 24 9.2 13 S.3 2 4eb S5 662 75 6.5
RANK 4 7 14,9 26 11.6 19 H.0 34 13.0 22 2.0 3 6«7 & 7«4 §17 10.2
RANK 5 S5 10.6 19 B.4 38 16.0 33 12.6 29 11.9 4 8.8 7 8.5 135 11.8
RANK & 9 19.1 29 12.9 33 13«9 37 1441 26 1047 2 4.4 17 2340 153 13.4
RANK 7 2 4.3 16 7.1 15 643 12 4.6 17 7.0 3 6.7 2 2:5 < 67 5.9
RANK 8 , 5 10.6 12 5.3 13 5.5 12 4,6 19 7.8 3 6.7 8 9.9 72 6.3
s RANK 9 4 8.5 15 6.7 16 6.7 18 6.9 16 6.6 6 13.3 8 9.9 83 7.3
RANK 10 2 U.3 12 543 9 348 15 5.7 21 Be6 3 6.7 5 6.2 67 5.9
RANK 11} 4 8.5 20 8.3. 36 15.1 26 9.9 26 0.7 10 22.2 10 12.3 132 11,6
NOT RANKED 3 6.4 23 10.2 24 1041 13 5.0 g 3.7 a. «0 ' .7 Bk 79 6.9
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM = Y «0 4 1.8 i ol 1 o4 1 o4 0 0 1 1.2 a o7
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM t] «0 2' 9 4 17 2 o8 b 4 0 0 1 1.2 10 .9
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FLOOD LIGHTS
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LOUDSPEAKERS
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FLASHING LIGHTS
SPOT LIGHTS
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RESCUF EQUIPVENT
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FLOOD LIGHTS

FIRST AID KITS
SIRENS
LOUDSPEAKERS .
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FLASHING LIGHTS
SPOT LIGHTS
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FLARES .
FLOOD LIGHTS :
FIRST AID KITS
SIRENS

. LOUDSPEAKERS
FIRE exrstuxsaeas ,
COMBINED SIREN/LIGHT/LOUDSPEAKER SYSTEW
FLASHING LIGHTS
SPOT LIGHTS
REFLECTORS
RESCUE  EQUIPMENT

FLARES

FLOOD LIGHTS
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SIRENS
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FIRE EXTINGUISHERS

COMBINED SIREN/LIGHT/LOUDSPEAKER SYSTEM-
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REGARDING EACH REGION AS A RESPONJIENTs IF THE TEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOMs
THE RANK SUM OF A4 ITeM wOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 32, 88)
95 PERCENT OF THE TIMZ., THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE QUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL:

FLOOD LIGHTS ' 96+«
COMBINED SIREN/LIGHT/LOUDSPEAKER .SYSTEM 18,
FLASHING LIGHTS 21,
REFLECTORS 105,

REGARDING EACH LEAA REGION AS A RESPONDENT
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE 1S5 SIGNIFICANY AT THE +0000 PERCENT LEVEL.

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENTs IF THE SEVEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOM.

THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM WOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL { 19+ 65
9% PERCENY OF THE TIME. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVALS

FLOOD LIGHTS 70,
COMBINED SIREN/LIGHT/LOUDSPEAKER SYSTEM 12.
FLASHING LIGHTS ) 13
REFLECTORS : 76

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE A% A RESPONDENTs
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE 1S SIGMIFICANT AT THE +0000 PERCENT LEVEL.
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Table
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RANKS OF .
EMERGENCY WARNING AND RESCUE EQUIPMENT BY DEPARTMENT TYPE )
STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY . TOWNSHIP TOTAL
(1=-9 (10=-49 (S0+ LARGEST
OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES
NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO: PCT /NO PCT NO PcT
FLARES
i RANK 1 2 4.3 7 3.1 6 2.5 9 3.4 3 ie2 1 262 3 3.7 31 2.7
RANK 2 2 4.3 14 6.2 6 25 7 2.7 8 3.3 1 2.2 5 6.2 43 3.8
RANK 3 4 B.5 17 7.6 18 7.6 12 4.6 12 4.9 3 67 7 8.6 73 6.4
RANK 4 3 64 1S 6.7 23 9.7 29 11.1 18 7.4 7 15.6 18 22.2 113 9,9
RANK & 2. 4.3 20 8.9 12 5.0 27 10.3 25 10.2 7 1546 10 12.3 103 9.0
RANK & 4 B.5 25 1.1 22 9.2 25 9.5 24 9.8 9 20.0 7 B.6 116 10.2
~ RANK 7 6 12.8 22 9.8 38 lo.0 29 11.1 24 9.7 1 2.2 5 6.2 125 10.9
RANK 8 10 2143 28 12.4 30 12.6 34 13.0 34 13 3 6.7 6" 7.4 145 12.7
RANK 9 5 10.6 26 11.6 22 9.2 26 9.9 28 11.% 2 4.4 5 6.2 114 10.0
RANK 10 8 17.0 22 9.8 25 105 25 9.5 37 15.2 S 1l1.1 8 9.9 130 t1.4
RANK 11 o] «0 16 7.1 22 9.2 35 13.4 26 10.7 6 13.3 6 7.4 111 9.7
NOT RANKED 1 2.1 13 5.8 14 5.9 4 1.5 5 2.0 0 «0 1 1.2 38 3.3
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 1 2.1 2 9 0 o0 1 o4 2 8 -0 o0 0 «0 6 5
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEW 0 «0 4 1.8 5 2.1 2 8 0 «0 0 «0 1 le2 12 1.1
FLOOD LIGHTS .
RANK 1 0 «0 10 4.4 4 1.7 -3 1.1 5 2.0 1 2.2 1 1.2 24 2.1
N RANK 2 0 «0 1t 4.9 6 2.5 10 3.8 10 4.1} 1 2.2 1 1.2 -39 3.4
RANK 3 1 2.1 11 4.9 13 5.5 10 3.8 7 2«9 1 2.2 1 1.2 44 3.9
RANK 4§ 0 0 11 4.9 10 4.2 14 5.3 17 7.0 S 11.1 6 7.4 63 5.5
RANK 5 3 64 18 8.0 14 5.9 21 8.0 19 7.8 6 133 7 8.6 88 7.7
RANK 6 3 6.4 22 9.8 21 8.8 28 10.7 19 7.8 4 8.9 8 9.9 105 9.2
RANK 7 0 «0 26 11l.6 19 8.0 25 9.5 30 12.3 4 8.9 6 T.4 110 9.6
RANK 8 7 14.9 183 8.0 29 1242 30 11.5 44 18.0 9 20.0 11 13.6 148 13.0
RANK 9 13 27.7 32 14,2 29 12.2 37 14.1 34 13.H 3 6.7 11 13.6 159 13,9
RANK 10 12 25.5 24 10.7 36 151 45 17.2 32 13.1 10 22.2 13 16.0 172 15.1
RANK 11 6 12.8 23 10.2 39 16.4 32 12.2 22 3.0 1 2.2 14 17.3 137 12.0
NOT RANKED 2 u.3 19 8.4 . 18 7.6 7 2.7 5 240 0 0 2 2.5 53 4.6
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 0 .0 1 o4 2 «8 3 1.1 1 al4 0 o2 0 0 7 N}
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 0 2 «Q 3 1.3 1 o4 0 0 0 «0 1 1.2 7 »6
FIRST AID KITS .
RANK 1 5 10.56 23 10.2 30 12.6 28 10.7 21 B.6 1 2.2 10°12.3 118 10.3
RANK 2 5 10.6 28 12.4 31 13.0 25 9.5 27 11.1 4 8.9 10 12.3 130 11.4
RANK - 3 S 10.6 31 13.8 26 1049 30 11.5 22 9.0 5 11.1 18 22.2 137 12.0
RANK 4 5 10.6 22 9.8 23 9.7 41 15.6 28 11.5 4 8.9 11 13.6 134 11.7
RANK 5 9 19.1 27 12.0 39 164 43 16.4 28 11.5 4 8.9 7 B8.6 157 13.7
RANK 6 4 8.5 27 12.0 25 10.5 33 12.6 24 9.8 5 11.1 5 6.2 123 10.8
RANK 7 S 1046 15 6.7 16 6.7 26 9.9 25 10.2 8 17.8 9 11.1 104 9.1
RANK B 4 8.5 12 5.3 i1l 4.6 14 5.3 25 10.2 1 2.2 4 4.9 71 6.2
RANK - 9 2 4.3 12 5.3 11 4.5 3 1.1 17 7.0 4 B.9 2. 245 SL 4.5
RANK 10 1 2.1 11 4.9 10 4.2 12 - 4.6 13 543 2 U4 4 .9 53 4.6
RANK 11 2 4.3 2 9 5 2.1 4 1.5 9 3.7 6 13.3 0 «0 28 2.5
NOT RANKED 0 «0 15 6.7 11 4.6 3 1.1 5 2.0 1 2.2 1 1.2 36 3.2
TIED WITH OnNE OTHER ITEM 1] «0 2 .9 1 o4 3 1.1 1 ol 0 «0 0 0 7 b
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTMER ITEM 0 «0 J 1.3 5 2.1 2 +8 0 o0 0 «0 1 1.2 11 1.0
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toely cIry vy

{1~y {1i1-49 (50+
UFFICcRS) OFF LCERS) OFFICEKSS
NO  PCY WO PLY 110 PCT
13 %05 17 65 11 4.5
21 8.8 24 49,2 29 119
2D 1ued 38 14,5 28 11.5
3Y 1248 36 13.7 38 IHeh
25 lues 2k 9.2 23 ek
18 7.6 2% 9.5 26 107
18 7.6 2{i  T+6 14 97
20 bel 22 Bl 16 peh
1o ©e? 19 7.3 21 Heb
21 U8 I 5.3 18 78
15 bed 18 5.9 16 646
lo te? ] 1.9 4 1.6
1 o4 2 8 Q » 0
5 Zel 4 8 1 ol
15 bed 2 ] 6 2.5
19 a.8 17 b5 13 5.3
24 ju.l 25 9.5 36 4.8
16 Ls7 23 H.8 18 7.4
1l 4.6 b 5.7 18 7.4
22 9.2 17 86¢B 26 107
10 4.2 24 9.2 18 7.4
26 1U.9 37 1.l 20 He2
44 lu.8 34 13,0 33 13.5
16 U-7 38 lﬂ-5 30 12.3
26 1009 Eh 9:9 20 qna
lb w3 4 1.5 & 2+¢5
1 o4 4 1.5 3 1.2
5 241 0 o0 0 0
il 4+b G 105 2 o8
16 we? 16 b.l il 4.5
24 1ued 26 4.9 28 11.5
36 191 a1yl 2l 8.
29 12.2 35 1344 36 14.8
30 iesb S8 14.5 23 9.4
29 L5 33 12.6 33 135
15 wed 27 1U.3 28 1.5
15 el 2b 9.9 {7 Tl
12 5t 24 9.2 26 10.7
13 beb B 3.1 1S Ael
18 HéU 4 15 4 1+6
2 Y 2 oA 1 s b
b nuj 2 IH X ol

COCWEEEC O NN DD G OO D

FIFTY
LARGEST
CITIES

NG

CORFOUNFEF~EONONG

pct

2+2
1t.1
200
1.1
017
6547
156
114
b.?
2.2
e
«0
»0
o)

(}'“
2’2
13,3
1he6
Gel

13.3

13.3
849
A.9
R.9
6.7

o0
«0
»0

Y
4l
u.‘u

1343
Be9)
2e2
He9

1546

11a1

17.8
alg
Gels

0

WU

TOwySHIY
o ecY
4 4,9
12 j4.8
7 8.8
7 8.8
A 9,9
3 A7
6 7.4
S 62
14 1743
7 Beb
i 7a8
2 2.5
0] o
T 1.2
1 1.2
2 2.6
5 6.2
1 1.2
a. 9.9
11 13.8
9 1f.1
8 1,@
13 1640
10 12.3
12 14,8
1 1.2
1 1.2
i 1.2
1 1.2
4 4.9
10 12.3
9 11,1
9 11.1
8 9.8
14 17,3
9 1.1}
& 7.
6 Ty
3 3.7
2 245
a o0
1 1,2

TOTAL
N3 est
59 S

112 9.
140 12,
150 13,
111 9.
103 9.
87 T
a5 8,
94 A,
75 E}'
75 6»
42 3.

3 L]
1t 1.
29 2e
7Y 6.

122 10,
BY 7,
7L 6.

106 9,
9y Hy

121 10.6

145 12.7

130 11.4

118 10.3
4% 3,98
10 9

7 5
23 2.0
70 6.1
121 10.a

130 1.4

iyy 12.3
123 10.8
43 12,5
111 9,7
9% 7.9
A3 T.8
n2 5.4
40 3.5
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FREQUENCY DISTUISUTION OF 1ANKS OF ‘
EMERGTMNEY WARNTING AND RESCUE FRUEPME &T oY DEIZARTME ;T TYPL

STATF
L oo PeT
COMBINED SIHEN/LIGHT/LOUDSPEAKER SYSTEY
: RANK 1 20 4P.6
RANK 2 £ 12.8
RANK 3 4 8.5
RAK 4 2 4.3
RALK & 5 1046
RAMK 6 * 1 2.1
RANK -~ 7 2 4.3
RANK U 4 8'5
RANK 9 1 2.1
RANX 10 2 4.3
RANK 11 ] D
NOT RANKED 0 ]
TIED WITH OyE OTHER ITEW ] »0
TLED WITH MpRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM N <0
FLASHING LIGHTS
RANK 1 12 25.5
RANK © 2 14 29,8
RANK 3 3 6.8
RANK 4 g 19,1
RANK b 4 A,5
RANK & 1 2.1
RANK 7 3 Pt
RANK & 1 241
RANK = 9 ’ 0 «0
RAMK 10 f N
R&NK 11 0 Wn
NOT RANKED ¢ v 0
TIED wITH U4yE OTHER ITEW ] .0
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHFR ITEW 0 o0
SPOT LIGHTS
RANK } 0 oh
RAMK ™ 2 3 bl
HANK & 5 106
RANK 4 3 Beld
RANK & B 1740
RAWK B P U3
RANK 7 4 A,5
RANK & 7 1he0
RALK 9 3 Bol
_RANK 10 5 1046
RAIK 11 5 1046
NOT RANKED S 2 f.3
TIED WITH OnE OTHER ITEW 0 £ 0
CTIEN WITH wQRE THAMN Dk OTHCR ITEM 0 o0

CONTY

MG BCT
72 320
24 107
18 AW
I 4y
17 7.6
12 5.3
12 Se3
12 53
13

-
37 1644
33 4.7
17 7+6
26 1146
21 9.3
15 6.7
12 [}
15 Ke7
17 7.6
12 43
10 4.4
10 4d.n
3] o0
4 1.8
7 3.1
20 8.9
71 9.3
30 1363
23 10.p
21 9.7
26 12.0
3 10.7
17 7.4
13 58
f 3-5
13 5.8
2 «}
1.3

E~35

.

LITY
(=9 (ly=yd
OFFILERSY OFFICLY)
NO  PET W0 PCT
B4 Shed 11l 42.4
28 lis8 39 4.7
21 - baeb 24 9.2
19 d.0 2h 4.5
13 5.5 4 3.1
i Yot g9 3.4
8 Jd.4 7 2.7
13 5.5 o 23
11 446 8 3.1
11 %.0 12 4.5
B8 3.4 8 Se1
11 4.0 b5 1.9
1 o4 {4 s0
4 1.7 2 +B
¢ 193 GE 1(5.3
55 25.1 59 22.5
21 Held 25 9.5
165 7.6 19 7.3
23 Y.7 18 449
11 4.6 21 8.0
1l 4.6 17 L5
16  be7 18 649
11 4B 16 wel
12 L. 11 4.2
7. 2.9 S5 1.9
7 2.9 5 1.9
2 oH 0 0
4 1.7 2 o8
12 b.0 13 50
16 L7 26 9.9
34 14.3 38 14,5
19 el 2h 9!5
28 lil.8 35 laett
26 lueY 19 7.3
31 L3.0 35 13.4
25 4,7 23 4.8
1% wed 28 10.7
11 C XY+ 10 3.8
B Se4 5 .19
15  bed b 1.9
1 o4 2 »H
5 .l 2 8

Ciry

crryYy
(504
WELt 21y
' PCY
110 449}
39 téev
22 3.0
ls {)'l
A 5.3
4 1.6
10 46l
11 45
7 2‘9
9 .3.7
5 P20
4 1.5
0 U
1 ol
36 14.8
59 24.2
34 15.9
2l A6
19 7.8
11 4.h
15 64l
18 7.8
12 4.9
8 3.3
6 2.5
4 1.6
2 o8
a o
6 245
22 He0
27 11.+1
28 11.5
31 12.7
33.12.5
31 127
¢l ReD
17 7.0
4 Re?
10 4.1
8 1.0
n o
1 o8

@ 9.
FIFTY TOw SHIY TOTAL
LARGEST
CITIFS
WO P Hy  ect 43y ey
17 37.8 22 27.2 436 :A,2
11 248 16 198 143 14,35
3 4.7 7 Beb Yya o oAa,?
2 4.+4 6 T4 T3 69
£ Gl 5 &2 58 5.1
2 Heb 4 4.9 43 3,8
1 2.2 4 4,9 Gy e
2 4.4 5 B2 43 4.b
2 bk 3 3.7 45 3.9
1 2.2 2 2.5 H2 lk«o
2 Gay 5 6.2 34 3.0
0 ‘Q 2 2.5) 3!‘) 3.&
I 2.2 4] 0 5 o
i} U 1 1,2 1 .?
‘9 20.0 25 32.i 214 18,7
14 31.1 10 12.3 244 21.4
7 1560 4 4,9 111 9.7
4  BeY 8 9.9 1y% 9.2
3 be7 6 Tl g4 8,2
1 2e2 4 8.9 68 6.0
¢ sl 10 12.3 70 Al
g 0 3 3.7 72 643
3 o.? 2 2.5 51 5.3
2 44 3 3,7 43 4,2
N o) 4] « 0 28 2.5
4] 0 1 1.2 27 2.4
U ] 4] 20 -+ ot
)] « 0 1 1.2 11 1.9
3 6.7 2 2.5 43 3.8
I A7 7 A6k 97 8.5
S 11.1 12 14,8 3142 12.4
2 Y4 6 7.4 113 9.9
6 13.3 9°11.1 140 12.3
9 200 12 14,6 122 10.7
% B9 G 11,1 143 12.5
Ho11.1 12 14,8 1% toJo
b N2 3 3.7 H7 T.0
1 2.2 (SN &1 5,3
.5 f)v7 2 E.b “1 3;0
[0 o 1 te2 .40 3.»
1 2.2 I 1.2 7 )
1] s 1 1.2 HESS P
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Table
11 C-7 cont. .
FREQUENCY NI1STRISUTION OF RANKS OF
EMERGENCY WARNING AND RESCUE EQUIPMENTéaY DEPARTMENT TYPE
STATE - COUNTY CITY civy . cIvYy FIFTY TOWNSHIP TOTAL
o (1=9 (10=49 (50+ LARGEST
. OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES
NG PCT . NO PcT wNO PCT 'NO PCT NO PCT  NO PCT ,NO PCT NO PCT
REFLECTORS
RANK * 1 0 : 0 3 1«3 . 4 1.7 2 .8 1 o4 0 o0 1 1.2 11 1.0
RANK 2 2 4.3 3 1.3 b 1.7 7 2.7 7 2.9 1 2.2 2 2.5 26 2.3
RANK = 3 1 261 8 3.6 0 ] 9 3.4 6 2.5 2 Y.l 3 3.7 29 2.5
RANK 4 1 2.1 7 3.1 8 3.4 10 3.8 15 6.1 1 2.2 4 4,9 45 4.0
RANK S 1 2.1 15 6.7 - 15 643 12 4.6 11 4.5 4 8.9 2 2.5 60 5.3
RANK 6 5 10.6 1% 6.2 17 7.1 12 4.6 23 9.4 2 G.4 7 8.6 80 7.0
RANK 7 1.2.1 16 7.1 22 9.2 20 7.6 18 7.4 4 8.9 3 3.7 84 7.4
RANK 8 1 2.1 . 22 9.8 20 B.4 19 7.3 13 5.3 5 11.1 7 8.6 87 7.6
RANK © ‘ 6 12.8 26 1146 32 13.4 42 16.0 34 13.9 9 20.0 11 13.6 160 14,0
RANK 10U o 6 12.8 34 15,1 36 15.1 38 184.5 26 10.7 8 17.8 16 19.8 164 14,4
RANK 11 22 46.8 59 26,2 63 26.5 82 31.3 85 3u4.8 8 17.8 24 29,6 343 30,0
NOT RANKED 1 2.1 18 8.0 17 7.1 9 3.4 5 2.0 1 2.2, 1 1,2 S2 4,6
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 0 0 0 .0 0 0 4 1.5 1 .4 0 .0 0 .0 5 .U
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 2 9 3 1.3 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 ] 5 ol
RESCUE EQUIPMENT . . .
RANK 1 4 Be5 53'23.6 34 1443 37 L4l 39 16.0 11 24.4 17 21.0 195 17.1
RANK 2 3 6l 32 14s2 26 10,9 29 11.1 19 ‘7.8 2 .4 10 12.3 121 10.6
RANK 3 6 12.8 18 8.0 19 8.0 20 7.6 18 7.4 2 4.4 6 7.4 B89 7,8
RANK 4 4 BeS 17 7.6 21 8.8 18 649 22 9.0 2 Gel 3 3.7 871 7.6
RANK 5 7 14.9 12 5.3 13 5.9 17 645 23 9.4 3 6.7 7 8.6.. 82 7.2
RANK 6 6 12.8 16 T} 14 5.9 29 11.1 24 9.8 & 4.4 6 7.4 97 8,5
RANK = 7 4 B.5 7 341 20 8.4 21 8.0 19 7.8 4 8.9 4 4.9 79 6.9
RANK 8 2 B3 10 B4 13 Se5 26 94T 11 4.5 4 B.9° 9 11.1 75 6.6
RANK 9 3 6.4 15 6e¢7 15 6.3 18 649 18 T4 6 13+3 9 11.1 au 7.4
RANK 10 5 10.6 16 7.1 27 11.3 22 B8.4 25 10.2 ‘1 2.2 3 3,7 99 8,7
RANK 11 1 2.1 14 6.2 24 10.1 22 B4 22 9.0 7 15.6 5 6.2 95 8,3
NOT RANKED 2 4.3 15 6.7 12 %.0 3 1.1 4 1.6 1 2.2 2 2.5 39 3.4
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 1 2.1 3 1.3 1 ol 5 1.9 1 o4 0 .0 ] o0 11 1.0
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 0 3 1.3 3 13 1 o4 0 0 0 «0 1 1.2 8 .7
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) ANALYSIS FOR PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND CLOTHING

Table
II D-1

NATTONAL RANYS

RATNWEAR

BO4“B DISPOSAL NEVICES
GAG MASKS

BONY ARMOR

POLICE 1INIENRM
VEHICLF ARVOR

HANDN HFLD SHIELDS
HIGH VISIAILITY CLOTHIMAG OR PATCHES
BALLISTIC MELMETS
CRASH HELMFTS

RIONT HFLMETS

Y‘-‘
VOIND2~DI2NANF

. Table , : ' o
II D-2 .
. . . e
ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY DEPARTMENT TYPE )
(NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)
STATE COUNTY  CITY{1=9 CITY(10~49 CITY(50 OR FIFTY TOWNSHIP
OFFICERS) OFFICERS) MORE LARGEST
‘ OFFICERS) CITIES .
221+ 342 11821445 125791526 14111696 1308,1583 210+ 329 395, S552

RAINWEAR ' ' T ke R T FPT Y 351. 328
BOMB DISPOSAL DEVICE ) , Tl P23y 'TYT) L2 1) aakx KRR . 661
GAS MASKS ' : g T 183, ok T L axx I TTL
BODY ARMOR o *wK T I ARk T ekn . 208, eEK
POLICE UNIFORM ‘ : : 211, . 778 678, 851 . L L LR AN 228.
VEHICLE ARMOR ) 353, 11 EITT Y ek Py T EE 585«
HAND HELD SHIELDS ) 347, TTLE ARK xRk NIIL Ty 586
HIGH VISIBILITY CLOTHING OR PATCHES wEEE L33 L I 21 T *eke CAEEK 362 L e
BALLISTIC HELMETS T ’ : kK Ak . XAk LY T 111 *¥EE T AEXK
CRASH HELMETS 389, xERE hEK R I T 1 T X3 L I 13
RIOY HELMETS : : 173, ERK Y1 LRy LT T 207, 319,

E~37
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Table
11 D-3

STAYE

cotnTYY

CYITY 1= NCCICEAQ)
CITY({1Nn=ua OFFYCFRS])

CTTY (SN 0% valE AFFIrEPR)
FYETY {ARAE]Y CITIFS
TAWNCUTP

Fan
cnn
1)
EOD
Fae
can
£no

LEVEL
LEVEL
LEVEL
LEVFL
LEVEL
LEVEL
ILEVFL

JONNA
LI
INAA
BOLLE
.anﬁ
.N0nn

THE
THE
THE
THF
THE
THE
THE

COEFFICIENT OF
COEFFICIFNTY OF
COEFFICIFNT OF
COEFFICIONT OF
COEFFICIENT OF
COEFFICIENT OF
COEFFICIANT OF

CONCORDANES TS
CONCORDAMCE TS
CONCORDAMCE 1S
CONCORDAMCE 1S
CONCORDANCE TS
CONCORDAMNCE 15
COANCORDANCE 15

SYAMIFICANT AT
CYANTEICANT AT
SIGNIFICANT AT
SYANTFICANT AT
CTANTFICANT AT
QTANTEICANMTY AT
CIAMIFICAMT AT

TNC'
TuE
YLIE
THE
THE
Tur
TUE

PEQCENT
PERAFNT
PERCENT
DEQCFNT
OrReeNT
prRreENT
PERCENT

TUE 47
THE 210
TUF 532
THE »Ga
TuE Ut
THF  us
THe 70

NEDARTMENTS
AEDARTVCNTS
ACDADTVEMTS
AEOADTUENTS
AEDADTYCNTR
AEOAPTYHENTS
NEOADTUCMTS

. RANKS 9y NFPAPTWEMT TYOF

LITY(IN=ua CITY(SN np
OFETCFRS) MORF
OFFTCFRS)

ETAYE FaumTY CITY(1=-0

OFFICERS)

FYFTY
LARGEST
crreee

TAWNEHTP

RAINWEAR : ) ;
BOYMR NISPNSAL DEVICFS

GA MASKS

BONY ARMOR

POLICE UNTFDORY

VEHICLE ARMOR

HAMD HELD SHIELDS .

HIGH VISTATLITY CLOTHINMA OR PATCHES
BALLISTIC HFLMFTS ’
CRASH HELWYFTS

RIOT HELMFTS
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- g
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NVODIE D3NN
-y

COMPASITE RANKS FAR ALL CYTTIFS

RAINWEAR

BOMB DISPOSAL DEVICES
GAS MASKS

BONY ARMOR

POLICE UNJIFORM
VEHICLE ARMOR

HAND HELD SHIELDS
HIGH VISIRILITY CLOTHING OR PATCHES
BALLISTIC HELMETS
CRASH HELMETS

RIOT HELMFTS
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Table
11 D-§

RAINAEAR

BOMB DISPOSAL DEVICES

GAS WASKS

BODY ARMOR

POLICE UNIFORM

VEHICLE ARVOR _
HAND HELD SHIELDS

HIGH VISIBILITY CLOTHING OR PATCHES
BALLISTIC HELMETS

CRASH HELMETS

RIOT HELMETS

RAINWEAR
BOMB DISPOSAL DEVICES
GAS MASKS

BODY ARMOR . Lo

POLICE UNIFORM
VEHICLE ARMOR
HAND HELD SHIELDS ’

HIGH VISISILITY CLOTHING OR PATCHES

BALLISTIC HELMETS
CRASH HELMETS
- RIDT HELMETS

ITEMS WITH TXTREME RANK SUMS 8Y LEAA REGION )
(NINETY-FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)

1 2 k) 4 5
583 772 . 673, 874 650y 849 583+ 772 695+ 900
530. 661 583. 568, L bhd
8710 966a 9150 8580 95’..
507, 624 611 564, 660,
kRn LY LY cxan *ak%
4224 Y466 471, 406. . 462,
813, 929. 914, 779. 956.
798, 914, 913, 791, 984 .
ek LT 3E ) LT 791. saxn
32T 271 EE LT LT T
906 kxR LT I 822. Yy
509, ~ 519, 583. . 539, 554,

ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS 8Y LEAA REGION
(NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)

6 7 8 9 10 -
533, 714 500+ 675 505+ 682 589, 778 478» 649

Ly 430 23T L ITY 469.

. 311 736, 721, LTI T1Y
520. L1 ko 474, 464
T Ak LY T 575. seER
451, : 280, . 291, 520. 298,
762 750 T4, 842, 706.
751, Tide 737, ’ B11. 660,
736 kK L 22T 795, 221
R It Kk “exk xR
762, 737. 724, 861. 698,
449, 483, 444, 503. k&
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Table »
I D-6 *

E
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REGARDING E£ACH REGION AS A RESPONDENTe IF THE TEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOM.
THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM wOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 32 88)
95 PERCENT OF THE r1IvE. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL:

GAS MASKS 30.
POLICZ UNIFORM 18«
VEHICLE ARMOR 984
HAND HELD SHIELDS 100,
RIOT HELMETS 16s

REGARDING EACH LEAA REGION AS A RESPONDENT.
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AT THE «0000 PERCENY LEVEL.

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT» IF THE SEVEN RANXINGS WERE RANDOMs
THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM wOULD LIE IN THE- INTERVAL ( 19+ 65)

95 PERCENT OF THE TIME. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL:

POLICE UNIFORM 10.
RIOT HELMETS 12,

.

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT.
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AT THE «0000 PERCENT LEVEL.

* .
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Table
1 n-7
FREQUENCY DISTRISUTION OF RANKS OF
PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND CLOTHING BY DEPARTME 7 TYPE -
STAYTE COUINTY cLry . c1Ty cIry FIFTY TON'ISH1D - TOTAL
1=y (IU=49 {50+ LARGEST
OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES
MO PCT  NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT  NO PCT MO PCT  NO PCT NO  PeT
. RAINWEAR / .
RANK 1 2 4s3 19 By 25 lueS 22 B.b B 3.3 1 2.2 7 Beb. By T4
RANK 2 10 213 63 28.n 77 32.4 72 27.5 83 21.7 S 11.1 34 4240 354 27.8
RANK 3 5 10,6 31 13.A . 32 13.4% 25 9.5 15 5.l 2 4.4, 11 13,6 121 10.5
RANK 4 3 ho% 10 444 15 bed 27 10.3 1B 7.4 4 B.9 4 4,9 AL 7.1
RANK 5 4 8.5 11 4.0 7 249 18 6.9 18 7.4 1 2.2 2 2.% 6L 5.3
RANK & 3 heth 11 4.9, 10 4.2 18 6.9 13 He3 1 2.2 3 3,7 59 5,2
Y RANK 7 4 R.5 12 5.3 12 5.0 1b 5.7 23 9.4 4 B.9 1 1.2 71 6.2
RANK 8 5 10.6 9 LD 10 “e2 12 4.6 1L 4.5 1 2.2 2 2.5 50 4.4
RANK 9 2 Be3 9 M0 11 446 11 4.2 18 7.4 1 2.2 7 A6 59 5.2
RANK 10~ 5 10.6 20 R.q 9 3.8 ,lo 6.1 25 10.2 11 24.4 3 3.7 89 7.8
RANK 11 - 4 B.5 19 8.4 21 8.8 20 7.6 ° 36 14.8 13 28.9 S 6.2 118 10.3
NOT RANKED 0 0 11 4.9 9 .8 6 2.3 6 2.5 1 2.2 2 2.5 3% 3.
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEW 0 .0 3 1.3 4 1.7 U .0 31,2 .0 .0 0 .0 10 .9
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER 1TEM 0 1 T | o4 3 1.3 2 .8 SRR 0 .0 1 1.2 A .7
BOMB DISPOSAL DEVICES .
RANK ] 4 B85 16 7.1 7 2.9 iU 3.8 30 12.3 7 1h.6 2 2.5 70 6.7
RANK 2 2 4.3 9 u.p 8. 3.4 8 3.1 15 6.1 3 6.7 4 4.9 49 4.3
RANK 3 2 4.3 12 5.3 8 34 9S4 17 7.0 3 6.7 0 «0 51 4.5
RANK “ 2 “03 15 607 12 5-0 !.9 703 21 Hlf) 9 2000 1 102 79 6.9
RANK b 4 Be5 12 S} 13 9.5 1B 6.9 15 6.} 3 6.7 5 6.2 70 6,1
RANK & 4 A5 16 Tel 24 tULL 22 B.4 18 7.4 7 15.6 4 4.9 95 8,3
RANK - 7 .2 4e3 13 5.8 19 bBe0 23 8.8 22 9.0 3 6.7 5 6.2 A7 7.6
RAMK 8 6 12,8 28 12.4 24 '10.1 34 13.0 16 6.6 b 13.3 14 17,3 128 11,2
RANK 9 S 10.6 28 12.4 29 12.2 27 10.3 27 11.} 2 4o 8 9.9 126 11.0
RANK 10 2 19.1 25 11.1 32 13.4 36 13.7 23 9.4 0 «0 15 18,5 140 12.3
RANK- 11 . 5 106 32 14.2 46 19¢3 47 17.9 - 33 13.5 2 448 19 23,5 3184 16.1
NDT RANKED : ' 2 443 39 B4 16 beT 9 3.4 7 2.9 0 .0 4 4.9 857 8.U
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEwm 0 .0 3 t.3 1 oY 0 .0 1 o4 0 .0 0. .0 5 W4
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 3 1.3 4 1.7 1 ol 1 o4 0 .0 1 .2 10 .9
GAS MASKS : ‘ ; :
RANK 1 3 B¢l 13 58 11 46 19 7.3 13 5.3 3 6.7 S 6.2 67 5.9
RANK - 2 12 25.5 - 30 13.3 . 20 B.% 31 11.8 24 9.8 8 17.8 4 4.9 129 11.3
RANK 3 6 12.8 35 15.6 2b 10«9 37 l4.1 50 20.5 5 11.1 11 13.6 170 14,9
RANK 4 10 21¢3 39 1743 39 le.4 36 13.7 35 14.3.. 2 4.4 9 1151 170 14,9
RAWK 5 ° 8. 17,0 27 12.0 - 34 14%+3 42 1640 43 17.6 817.8 11 13.6 173 15,1
RANK 6 4 RA,5 18 T 28 1148 34 13,0 26 10.7 2 We8% 13 16.0 125 10.9
RANK 7 2 4.3 15 225 1Us5 20 7.6 17 7.0 7 15.6 ' 14 17.3 100 4.8
RANK 8 1 2.1 10 4.4 13 5.5 7 2.7 15 hel 3 6.7 2 2.5 51 4.5
CRANK @ 0 0 11 H,.0 8 34 6 2.3 T 2.9 4 8.9 4 4,9 40 3.5
RANK 10 0 .0 7 3. 12 5.0 18 6.9 6 245 3 67 3 3.7 49 4,3
RANK 11 1 2.1 2 .0 7 2.9 5 1.9 4 1.6 v .0 1 1,2 20 1.8
NOT RANKED : 0 0 18 8.0 15 ©0ed 7 2.7 4 1.6 0 o0 4 4,9 48 4,2
TIED WITH UNE OTHER ITEw 0 v0 D ] 3 1.3 0 «0 1 o 0 .0 0 .0 Y W4
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 .0 2 .9 2 .8 2 .8 1 oY 0 ] 1 1.2 a .7

£-42
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BODY ARMOR
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10
RANK 11
NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

POLICE UNIFORM -

RANK
RANR
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10

RANK 11

NOT RANKED

TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM

TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

VEHICLE ARMOR
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10
RANK 11
NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MQORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

omw@mcuhw CE~NOUEGCN -

VNN FEWN»

FREGUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RANkS OF
PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND CLOTHING

STATE

NO

COrRNUNPFPEOMUWNED OO NIAOFEFOVIWUIN

QO E re (D~ U D OO & s e

PCT

COUNTY

NO

14
17
1?7
25
28
28
16
37

16
10
18

105

20

REYs

. PCcT

BY DEPARTMENT TYPE

2¢9.

CITY cIvy cCIvy
(1=9 (10=49 (SO+
OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS)
NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT
13 5.5 17 6.5 23 9.4
15 6.3 21 8.0 24 9.8
16 b.7 24 9.2 26 10.7
20 8.4 26 9.9 22 9¢0
23 9.7 26 9.9 28 11.5
27 1143 33 12.6 32 1341
26 10.9 31 11.8 19 7.8
2% 10.1 24 9.2 31 12.7
25 10.5 18 6.9 21 8.6
16 6.7 23 8.8 9 3.7
14 5.9 11 4.2 4 1.6
19 8.0 8 3.1 5 2.0
1 ol 0 o0 2 8
4 147 2 .8 0 o0
130 5446 143 S54.6 104 42.6
27 11.3. 23 8.8 18 7.4
13 5.5 15 5.7 12 4.9

13 5.5 6 2.3 7
S 2.1 11 4.2 9 3.7
7°2.9 9 3.4 9 3.7
5 2.1 7 2.7 8 3.3
7T 2.9 11 4.2 10 4.1
8 3.4 11 4.2 20 8.2
«11 4.6 6 23 21 Be6
3 1.3 14 5.3 23 . 9.4
9 3.8 6 2.3 3 1.2
3 13 c 20 2 +8
2 ‘-8 2 .8 1 oy
LI T 4 3 1.1 6 245
8 Je4 9 3.4 14 5.7
13 5.5 16 6.1 10 4.l
21 8.8 19 7.3 19 7.8
19 8.0 18 6.9 15 6.1
25 10.5 19 7.3 17 7.0
25 10.5 34 13.0 24 9.8
40 16.8 41 15.6 27 11.1
25 10.5 38 14.5 34 13.9
21 8.8 26 9.9 38 15.6
20 8.4 29 11.1 32 1341
17 7.1 10 3.8 B 3.3
0 o0 0 .0 0 0
4 1.7 1 o4 0 N

O(DC)C'U1U1U‘Uf0(ﬁhJUhF¢> COFENPNOFNFONY OONO=UINNVUNEFNTY

FIFTY
LARGEST
CITIES

NO

PCT

20.0
13.3
11.1
8¢9
8¢9
11.1
Y4
Geld
11.1
2.2
+0
Y.y

.0

42.2
4l

2.2
4ol
22
o0
Uolh
13.3
15.6
8,9
2¢2
»0
«0

8.9
11.1
Yel4
67
13.3
11.1
13.3
11.1
11.1

.0

TOWNSHIP

NO

[+ R NV N

14
12

O8N ND

DU WNE e

PONNUTNLHLO ERHIU -

PCY

o b o
FEFVOD®DO FENVIOHNNOO

s ® ® 8 & o o & » @ a4 " e

NG NOOVITTYRUUOOIOUIN

—

TOTAL

" NO

83
k1]
93
110
122
147
108
116
101

101
133
159
147
140
117

64

8

PcT

. o
NUOCPDOILNOSODDNN
* o - e 8 * o & s o . @ & @

-

&

NAVDNUHD WU DY

@ ¢ ® & 3 ® © & & 5 & o ® »
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Table”
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. HAND HELD SHIELDS
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10
RANK 11
NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

HIGH VISIBILITY CLOTHING OR PATCHES
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10
RANK 11
NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM
BALLI?TIC HELMETS

CO~NOUBFELNE

VO NOOVFLP»

RANK 1
CRANK, 2
© L RANK
R MK
RENK
Nap
RN 3
RAME. i
RANK = 9
RANK 10
RANK - 11
NOT RANKED

TIED WITH ONE QTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MORE THAM ONE OTHER ITEM

-

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RANKS OF
PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND CLOTHING

STATE

NO

cormpRpEOOROONDOON Ortes FOM FNNNFNUONE COLUWLWOOIOINFNErO

PCT

-
PO ONNFERERN

0

>
£ O
s
oo

4
12.8
12.8
106
12.8
12.8
B+S
4e3
4.3
2.1
0
o0

P
[ ]

DEEEH-OOLNWNFGD

COUNTY

NO

27
26
26
i8
15
2
10
1?7

1

2

PCTY

9.3

re
,ONDOPOEO®
@ 6 @ o 06 6 8 o o @

FHRHOPO~NUWEFEQOD

s,
o o o
O ~NN

9.3
12.0
116
11.6

Be0

6.7
10.7

Yol

7.6

o4
«9

E-44

ciry CITY CITY

(1~9 (10-49 (S50+
OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS)
NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT
2 8 4 1.5 3 142
4 1.7 8 3.1 5. 2.0
8 3.4 15 Se7 6 2+5
12 5.0 14 53 13 5.3
25 19.5 22 8.4 24 9.8
22 9.2 32 12.2 29 11.9
33 13.9 30 11.5 43 176
36 151 44 16.8 35 14.3
38 16.0 40 1543 26 10.7
22 9.2 25 9.5 | 37 15.2
18 7.6 18 6.9 19 7.8
18 7.6 10 3.8 8 leb
0 0 0 .0 2 8
4 1.7 2 8 0 «0
T 2.9 4 1,5 0 .0
26 10.9 23 8.8 11 4.5
35 14.7 32 12.2 18 - 7.4
17 7.% 21 8.0 17 7.0
22 9.2 26 9.9 13 563
17 7.1 22 8.4 28 115
22 942 20 7.6 19 7.8
15 6.3 20 7.8 36 14.8
24 10.1 38 14.5 33 15.5
23 9.7 23 8.8 33 1365
16 5.9 .23 8.8 29 11.9
16 647 10 3.8 7 2.9
1 o 0 o0 2 8
4 1.7 1 o 1 ol
14 5.9 19 7.3 17 7.0
18 746 16 6.1 24 9.8
21 8.8 13 5.0 22 9.0
27 1143 25 9.5 19 7.8
21 8.8 21 8.0 33 13.5
22 9.2 32 12.2 14 5.7
24 10.1 32.12.2 30 12.3
20 8.4 29 11.1 23 9«4
21 B.8 25 9.5 21 8.6
21 8.8 32 12.2 14 5.7
12 5.0 9 3.4 20 8.2
17T 7.1 .9 3.4 7 2+9
0 «0 0 .0 1 o
4 1.7 2 8 1 ol

BY DEPARTMENT TYPE

FIFTY

- LARGESY

CITIES

NO

CONNITIORINO=ULUWLO CoOmoNUNO+OITFsFOUNMO

COQMNDLUNMNOOOCNIFC

PCY

0
Gol4

111
8.9
13.3
2¢2
13.3
11.1
bl
222
2,2
«0
«0

«0
6.7
6.7
6¢7
2+2

4ot
13.3
20.0
2040
15.6
B4

0

o0
8.9

13.3

Gott
13.3
2242
20.0

4ol

6e7
L)
2.2
0
+0
«0

O ERpUINON OIS

TOWNSHIP

NO

— . e )
POEFOEOEODUDrE- NSO

o o

HFOUFUNIOI"NOTRNF

PCT

13.6

«0

- s e
GEOGDrer -~ DO E

® ® o ®© ¢ s 5 ® ¢ o * 0o e @

VOO NO =N IDO0ND n

o -
L]
[+

6.2

oo
Py
NN

11.1
14.8
11.1
8.6
62
14.8
1.2
4.9
«0
1.2

TOTAL

NO

17
26
49
71
115
120
162
161
161
115
85
60
4

9

27
96
129
102
95
89
85
111
136
121
94
57
7

8

76
a8y
80
106
123
121
136
105
94
107
55
55

10

pPcT

-
»ON~NOORON

NOYUNEFRUOULUFF
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Table | .
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FREQUENCY
PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND CLOTHING
5TATE COUNTY
NO  PCY NO  PCT

CRASH HELMETS
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK. 10 : : .
RANK 11 1
NOT RANKED :
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

RIOT HELMETS %
RANK o
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK . ' : . '
RANK 10 . C B «
RANK 11 ' : N

NOT RANKED '

TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM

TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

VO NTUE NN »

WENOUF N
OO QAMOFUWRANNUD OMEFYWUFNNNOFEFNOS

«0 0
4.3 2
8.5 7

0 8
4.3 9

14.9 18
4.3 22
8.5 26
6sli 22
E-T3 23
40.4 70
2.1 i8
s} 3
o0 2
17.0 23
6eti 26
31.9 3o
14.9 29
12.8 20
Geld 23
8.5 15

0 14
2.1 i5

+0 7

o0 k4

o0 16

«0 2

0 2

+0
9
3.1
3.6
460
8.0

11.6
9.8
10.2
31.1
8.0
1.3
9

10.2
11.6
13.3
12.9
8.9
10.2
6.7
6.2
6.7
LTR
3a1
Tl
9
*9

DISTRIBUTION OF RANKS OF

BY DEPARTMENT TYPE

cITY CITY CI7Y
’ {1=9 (10-49 (50+
OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS)
NG PCT NO PCT NO PCT
1 o4 5 1.9 13 5.3
5 244 5 1.9 19 7.8
11 4.6 19 7.3 2% 10.2
T 2.9 19 7.3 31 1247
15 6.3 19 743 21 8.6
19 8.0 14 5.3 25 10.2
11 4.6 21 8,0 13 5.3
22 9.2 19 7.3 23 94
17 7.l 24 9.2 20 B.2
38 16.0 38 14.5 22 9.0
76 31.9 70 26.7 26 10.7
16 6.7 9 3.4 6 2.5
1 ol 0 o0 1 ol
5 2.1 1 o4 1 o
25 10.5 25 9.5 28 11.5
21 8.8 41 15.6 34 13.9
40 16.8 48 18.3 40 164
40 16.8 42 1640 36 14.8
34 143 32 12.2 24 9.8
16 647 16 6.1 29 11.9
15 6.3 17 6.5 17 7.0
6 2¢5 10 3.8 11 4.5
11 4.6 13 5,0 9 3.7
9 3.8 6 2.3 9 3.7
& 2.5 6 243 3 1.2
15 6.3 6 2.3 4 1.6
(4] 0 4] 0 1 ol
5 2.1 2 «8 0 «0

OOCOOHOMUNEOUNOTESF OCOOOUWLIALLWDRDEEN

FIFTY

LARGEST
CITIES

NO

PCT

4.4
8.9
8.9
17.8
6.7
6.7
20.0
13.3
647
6.7
«0

0
«0

8.9
8,9
200
11.1
2242
8.9
Yol
11.%
Re2
«0
22
0
)
0

O CEN L0

TOWNSHIP

NO

n
MOFNYOFNRNNEOS

13

18
10

PcT

1.2
«0
4.9
6.2
6.2
9.9
6.2
4.9
11.1
11.1
33.3
4.9

l.2

6.2
16,0
22.2
222
12,3

Telt

6.2

1.2

2.5

1.2

Y

245

«0

1,2

®

TOTAL
NO PCT
22 1.9
37 3.2
74 6.5
78 6.8
74 6.5
94 - B.,2
83 7.3
104 9.1
98 B.6
136 11.9
288 25.2
54 4,7
6 S
107 .9
118 10.3
142 12.4
200 17.5
177 15.5
136 11,9
97 8.5
75 6.6
47 4.1
52 4.6
32 2.8
23 2.0
43 3.8
3 3
10 {9
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ANALYSIS FOR SECURITY EQUIPMENT

Table
II E-1

NATTONAL RANVS

ALARM DISPLAYS IN NEPARTMENT

CLOSED CIRGUIT TV

LOW=LIGHT LEVEL CLNSFD GIRCUIT TV

LENSES FOR NIGHMT VISIOM SURVFTLLANCE EANIPVENT
STILL CAVE®RA EQUIPYEMT FOR MIGHT VISTOM DEVIFESR
GENERAL PURPQOSFE LOCKS :
SPECIAL LOCKING DEVICES FOR DFTENTTOW CRMTSRS
NIGHT VISIOMN SCOPE SUITARLF FOR RIFLFS
HAYD=HELD NTGHT VISTON FRUIPMFNT

Table
11 E-2

VHrTrODRDE - N A

s

ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY DEPARTMENT TYPE

(NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN‘HEADf

ALARM DISPLAYS IN DEPARTMENT

CLOSED CIRCUIT TV

LOW=-LIGHT LEVEL CLOSED CIRCUIT Tv

LENSES FOR NIGHT VISION SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT

STILL CAMERA EQUIPMENT FOR NIGHT VISION DEVICES

GENERAL PURPQSE LOCKS

SPECIAL LOCKING DEVICES FOR DETENTION CENTERS®
NIGHT VISION SCOPE SUITABLE FOR RIFLES
HAND=HELD NIGHT VISION EGUIPMENT

STATE

177, 272

301.
*¥kk
ok ok
122
167.
306.
348
129.
149.

COUNTY CiTY(1l=9
OFFICERS)
9371142 101801231
882, 586
TAKR Rk
R REX
T KR AK
RAK 988,
AEEK Aakx
wxnk T Y
L AERE xakn
Ak T
E-46

CITY(10-49 CITY(50 OR
OFF ICERS)

1170,1399

704,
*xxg
*xxk
LI Y]
1231
LTy
L XTT
“EEEK
apkk

MORE

OFF ICERS)
109901320

991.
kR
893,
ks
L2 3 2
TIL
ST
k%%
*Ek¥

FIFTY
LARGEST
CITIES
177, 272

A
1T
159.
' TrY
T
323,
. 308
(32 3]
TIL

”

TOWNSHIP

308, 43}

192.
Rk E
L: 33
SEKE
22 13
rank
438,
L2 2 2
L X2 23
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THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE 1S SIANIFICANT AT
THE COESFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCF IS STAGNIFICANT AT
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONGCORDAMCF IS SIGNIFICANT AT
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONKORDAMCE IS SIRNISICAMT AT
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDAMCE 1S SIGNTIFICAMT AT
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDAMCE IS STIGNTFICANT AT
THE COEFFICYENT OF CONCORDANCE IS5 STANTEICANT AT

ALARM DISPLAYS IN NEPADTMENT

CLOSEN CIRCUIT TV v

LOw~LIGHT LEVEL CLOSFD CIRCUIT TV

LLENSES FOR NIGHT VISIOM SURVEILLANCF EQHIPUENT
STILL CAMERA EAUIPMEMT FOR NINHT VISTON DEVIGES
GENERAL PURPNSE LOCKS

SPECTIAL LOCKING DEVICES FOR NFTENTION CENTFRS
NIAHT VISION SCOPE SUITABLE FNR RIFLFS

HAMD=HFLD NISHT VISTION FQUIPMENT

COMPOSITE RANKS FOR ALL CTTIFS

.

ALARM DISPLAYS IN NFPARTMENT

CLOSED CIRCUIT TV

LOW=LIGHT 'LEVEL CLOSED CIRCUIT TV

LENSES FOR NIGHT VISION SURVETLLANCE: EQUIPUFMT
STILL CAMERA EQUIPMFNT FOR NIGHT VTSTON DEVICES
GENERAL PURPOSE LOCKS

SPECIAL LOCKING DEVICES FOR DFTENTINN. CENTFRS -
NIGHT VISION SCOPE SUITABLF FAR RIFLFS
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II E-§
"ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY LEAA REGION
(NINETY=FIVE PERCENMT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)
1 2 3 4 -
479¢ 630 540, 699 535+ 694 479 630 973 736
ALARM DISPLAYS IN DEPARTMENT 325. 393, 465, 374, 483,
CLOSED CIRCUIT TV : LT LY [ 2 ¥2 3T 21 “hxe 122 7Y
LOW=LIGHT LEVEL CLOSED CIRCUIT Tv AR 1 TTY, T raus R
LENSES FOR NIGHT VISION SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT rkk L TIY ] I kexn hne
STILL CAMERA EQUIPMENT FOR NIGHT VISION DEVICES *hhE ok k S16. i b LS 2
GENERAL PURPOSE LOCKS 648. ‘7080 708. 709. 780,
SPECIAL LOCKING DEVICES FOR DETENTION CENTERS 668. 729, 778, 715, 809,
NIGHT VISION SCOPE SUITABLE FOR RIFLES 649. 708 L 2T R L LEL 2
HAND=HELD NIGHT VISION EQUIPMENT kK 1T . 3L hE B2 LE L 1
ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS 8Y LEAA REGION
(NINETY-FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)
6 7 8 9 10 -
433r 576 410 549 405 Su44 493 646 3g2e 517

ALARM DISPLAYS IN DEPARTMENT - . 388. 335, 350, 482. 330,
CLOSED CIRCUIT TV ko LT 2T I K b B L o Ak
LOW=LIGHT LEVEL CLQSED CIRCUIT Tv - 1T KRk K Kk - 438, 363,
LENSES FOR NIGHT VISION SURVEILLANCE EGUIPMENT 1232 LY LT LET Y ek
STILL CAMERA EQUIPMENT FOR MNIGHT VISION DEVICES kEEX . Lt 1] LR L] Eaka *hkk
GENERAL PURPOSE LOCKS 658, 563, LAt L 700, ’ 562
SPECIAL LOCKING DEVICES FOR DETENTION CENTERS 691. 610, * 585, 723, 569,
NIGHT VISION SCOPE SUITABLE FOR RIFLES o 415, 111 T pkE - 33T}
HAND=HELD NIGHT VISION EQUIPMENT . 406. EXE Ll e L L

v E-49
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REGARDING EACH REGION AS A RESPONDENTe IF THE TEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOM».
TriE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM WOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 27+ 73) -.
95 PERCENT OF THE tvIMc. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL:

LOW=LIGHT LEVEL CLOSED CIRCUIT TV 24.
GENERAL PURPOSE LOCKS 80.

SPECIAL LOCKING DEVICES FOR DETENTION CENTERS 86

‘REGARDING EACH LEAA REGION AS A RESPONDENT.
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE 1S SIGNIFICANT AT THE + 0000 PERCENT LEVEL.

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENTs IF THE SEVEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOM»
THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM WOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 16+ S4)

95 PERCENT OF THE TIME. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL:

SPECIAL LOCKING DEyICES FOR DETENTION CENTERS 57

-

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENY TYPE AS A RESPONDENT.
THE COEFFICIENY OF CONCORDANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AT THE + 0230 PERCENT LEVEL.

4

- E=50

o g L.
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11 E-7
FREQUENCY DISTQIBUTION OF RANKS OF
SECURITY EQUIPMENT BY DEPARTMENT TYPE .
STATE COUNTY civy CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP TOTAL
(1-9 (10-49 (S0+ LARGEST .

OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES
NO  PCT NO PCT NO . PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT . NO PCT NO PCT

ALARM DISPLAYS IN JEPARTMENT

RANK 1 . 3 6.4 B4 28B.u4 123 S1.7 152 S58.0 84 3I%.4 S 111 42 51,9 473 41.4
RANK 2 2 443 14 Be2 22 9.2 13 5.0 22 9.0 0 .0 6 T4 79 £.9
RANK 3 . 1 2.1 19 Bs4 18 7¢6 23 8.8 26 10.7 6 13.3 8 9.9 101 8.8
RANK 4 0 «0 19 8.4 {4 5.9 6 223 10 4,1} 2 Gl 3 3.7 sS4 4,7
RANK 5 + 5 1046 18 8¢ 15 643 13 5.0 11 4.5 1 2.2 3 3.7 66 5.8
RANK 6 0 +0 12 S.3 8 3.4 14 5.3 11 4.5 8 17.8 3 3.7 56 4.9
RANK 7 12 25,5 16 Ts1 = 5 2.1 17 65 27 111 8 17.8 4 4.9 89 7.8
RANK 8 11 23.4 13 5.8 4 1.7 8 3.1 11 4.5 4 8.9 2 2.5 53 4.6
RANK 9 9 19+1 26 11e6 11 446 11 4.2 35 14,3 11 24.4 1 1.2 104 9,1
NOT RANKED 4 . 8+5 24 10.7 18 7.6 5 1.9 7 2.9 0 «0 9 11.1 67 5.9
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 0 0 2 9 1 ol 2 8- 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 5 W4
TIED WITH MGRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 0 0 .0 3 1.3 1 ol ] ] 0 .0 1 1.2 5 L4
' CLOSED CIRCUIT YV
RANK 1 5 10.6 17 7.6 6 245 16 6.1 25 1g.2 7 15.6 5 6.2 81 7.1
. RANK 2 4 B.5 24 10.7 14 5.9 40 15.3 41 16.8 7 15.6 5 6.2 135 11.8
RANK 3 3 6.4 20 B9 19 B.0 22 8.4 29 11.9 4 8.9 7 8.6 104 9.1
RANK 4 % 8¢5 16 Tel 17 7.1 32 12.2 25 10.2 5 11.1 B 9.9. 107 9.4
RANK 5 8 17.0 23 10.2 22 9,2 31 11.8 32 13.1 7 15.6 7 B.6 130 11.4
RANK 6 ‘ 11 23.4 25 11«1 24 1041 19 7.3 35 14.3 4 8.9 6 7.4 124 10.9
RANK 7 5 106 25 11¢1 26 10+9 29 11.1 18 7.4 5 11.1 12 14.8 120 10.5
RANK &8 2 Ge3 31 13.8 52 218 22 8.4 18 7.4 5 111 8 9.9 138 12.1
RANK 5 1. 2e1 28 93 34 16443 35 1324 - 16 6.6 1 2.2 10 12.3 118 1043
TIED WITH ONE OTHER !TEM 0 .0 1 ol 2 .8 1 ol 9. .0 0 o0 0 .0 4 .
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER IYEM 0 .0 1 .4 4 1.7 1 4 1 o 0. 0 1 1.2 8 W7
LOW=L1GHT LEVEL CLQSED CIRCUIT TV ] .
RANK 1 3 6.4 30 13.3 8 3.4 25 9,5 .85 22,5 12 26.7 S 6.2 138 12.1
RANK 2 6 128 27 12.0 21 B.8 56 21.% 48 1947 8 17.8 10 12.3 176 15.4
RANK 3 9.19.1 19 8¢ 17 7.1 30 1.5 32 13.} 5 11.1 8 9.9 120 10,5
RANK & S 106 18 8.0 28 11.8 18 6.9 24 9,8 6 13.3 7 8.6 106 9,3
RANK - S 6 128 16 7ol 19 8.0 22 B.4 24 9.8 4 8.9 8 9.9 99 8.7
. RANK 6 . 6 12¢8 21 943 20 8.4 29 1l.1 17 7.0 2 4.4 9 11.1 104% 9.1
RANK 7 5 106 14 Be2 34 l4.3 16 Hel 15 be} 5 1141 8 9.9 97 8.5
RANK 8 ’ 2 443 27 12.0 29 12.2 28 10.7 11 4.5 2 4.4 10 12,3 109 9.5
RANK 9 0 +0 30 13.3 38 16.0 21 8.0 12 4,9 1 2.2 3 3.7 105 9.2
NOT RANKED 5 10.6 23 10.2 24 10.1 17 6.5 6 2.5 0 .0 13°16.0 as 7.7
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 0 «0 1 o 1 .4 (] .0 0 0 0 .0 0 .0 2 .2
TIED WITH MQRE THAN' ONE OTHER ITEM 0 -2 »8 1 o 0 o0 1 1.2 9 .8

«0 1 o 4 1.7



PO

-

Table
I1 E-7 cont,

LENSES FOR NIGHT VISION SURVEILLANCE EQUIPVENT
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
NOT RANKED )
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEW
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM
STILL CAMERA EQUIPMENT FOR NIGHT VISION DEVICES
RANK
RANK
: RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM
GENERAL PURPOSE LOCKS
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

.

OO NDULE N SN EUN -

VONCWLFEFEGN»

FREQUENCY DISTRISUTION OF RANKS OF
SECURITY EQUIPMENMT

STATE COUNTY
NO PCT NO PCTY
2 4.3 3 1.3
4 A5 20 8.9
4 B.5 23 10.2
13 27.7 44 19.6
8 17.0 24 10.7
6 12.8 27 12.0
4 B.S 32 14.2
1 2.1 17 7.6
0 «0 10 4.4
5 10.6 25 11,1
0 «0 0 0
0 «0 ) 2 e 9
6 12.8 17 7.6
4 B.5 23 10.2
13 27.7 42 18.7
9 19.1 29 12.9
4 - B.5 25 11.1
6 12.8 19 8.4
1 2.2 26 11.6
1 2.1 6 2.7
0 o0 15 6.7
3 64 23 10.2
0 «0 2 «9
0 0 1 o4
0 «0 19 6.
1 2.1 17 7.
2 4.3 18 8.
2 4.3 17- 7.
6 12.8 22 9.
6 12.8 20 8.
4 BeH 21 9.
14 29.8 32 14.
7 14.9 38 .16,
5 1046 21 9,
0 o0 1 oly
‘0 «0 1 1)
E-52
e —_
AT e
* @

CHONULWOEBROF

8Y DEPARTMENT

clvy CLTY
(1-9 (10=49
OFFICERS) OFFICERS)
NO PCT NO PCT
10 4.2 12 4.6
27 11.3 24 9.2
3b 15.1 34 13.0
30 12.6 48 18.3
© 33 °13.9 |, 39 14.9
27 11.3 34 13.0
23 9.7 32 12.2
12 5.0 9 3.4
17 7.1 14 5.3
23 9.7 16 .1
1 ok 1 ol
S 2.1 1 4
15 643 13 5.0
38 1lb.0 35 13.4
35 14.7 42 1lob.0
33 13.9 40 15.3
27 11.3 40 15.3
21 8.8 32 12.2
27 113 22 8.4
9 3.8 19 7.3
9 3.8 4 1.5
24% 10.1 15 5.7
1 o4 2 &
5 2.1 1 W
20 8.4 10"~ 3.8
32 13.4 24 9.2
18 7.6 12 4.6
21 8.8 24 9.2
18 7.6 27 1043
30 12.6 25 9.5
23 9.7 29 11.1
20 B4 56 21.4
36 15.1 45 17.2
20 B4 10 3.8
1 'q 2 .8
3 l1le3 1 o4
o ®

CITY
(50+
OFFICERS)
NO PCT
10 4.}
25 10.2
.38 15.6
51 20.9
44 18.0
31 12.7
24 9.8
8 33
5 2.0
8 363
1 ol
0 0
12 4.9
20 8.2
39 16.0
H1 20.9
43 17.6
33 13.5
17 7.0
14 5.7
10 4.}
5 2¢0
1 o4
G «0
9 3.7
17 7.0
6 25
13 5.3
12 4.9
21 8.6
36 14.8
T4 30.3
51 20.9
S 2.0
0 «0
1 o

TYPE

FIFTY
LARGEST
CITIES

N0 PCT

écaor-thv(xmuou1$ OO CNGE YO NWN&E
—
n [82)
- -
N o

COOOCDUUMENO RN
-
[
.
-

TOWNSHIP

NO

[

ra e
O ENDONIOWM

- .

M OLUWWDEDNOUVIN-U

-

[ N7 R RN NN

12
14
12

PCY

- e
OO FOEFONNO

MOO~NNIOR-OoN PNV NEEFN

-

—

LI ODT= DWW

-

-

[N
o

TOTAL
NO  PcT
u6 4,0

113 9.9
144 12.6
213 18.7
163 14.3
144 12,6
123 10.8
S4 4,7
55 4.8
a7 7.6

4 )

9 .8
72 6.3

136 11.9
187 16.4
185 16.2
161 14,1
119 10.4
103 9.0
sS4 4.7
42 3.7
83 7.3

6 5

8 o7
67 5.9

105 6.2
64 5.6
B2 7.2
92 8.1

110 9.6

124 10.9

216 18.9

209 18.3
73 6.4

“ '“

7 N
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FREQUENCY NISTRIBUTION OF RANKS OF

SECURITY EQUIPMENT BY DEPARTMENT TYPE
STATE COUNTY CITY CIvY CIlTY FIFTY TOWNSHIP TOTAL
(1=9 (10=49 (S0+ LARGEST .

) } . OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES
NO PCT NO PCT NO ~ PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO  PCT NO PCT

SPECIAL LOCKING DEVICES FOR OETENTION CENTERS

RANK 1 1 2.1 21 9.3 3 143 1 <4 10 4.1 2 b4 3 3.7 41 3.6
RANK 2 1 2el 21 9.3 17 7.1 14 S5e¢3 12 49 bl Gl 6 Teld 73 6.4
RANK 3 1 2.1 23 10.2 19 BeD 27 163 15 6.1 2 Gl 8 9.9 95 8,3
RANK 4 2 Hed 12 5.3 0 14 5.9 16 6.1 7 2.9 9 0 S 6.2 56 k.9
RANK § 0 0 21 9.3 . 21 8.8 17 6+5 15 6.1 2 44 6 7.4 82 7.2
RANK = 6 1 2.1 24 10.7 30 12.6 25 9.5 19 7.8 4 8¢9 11 13.6 114 10.0
RANK 7 4 BeS5 26 1146 32 13.4 32 12.2 40 16.4 9 2040 5 6.2 148 13.0
RANK 8 9 19.1 27 12.0 40 16.8 49 18.7 53 21.7 17 37.8 12 14,8 .207 1B.1
RANK 9 23 UB.9 24 10,7 41 17.2 63 24.0 64 2642 7 1546 12 14.8 234 20.5
NOT RANKED 5 10.6 26 116 21 B.8 18 6.9 9 3.7 0 «0 13 16,0 92 8.1
TIED WITH MORE. THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0. .0 1 . 4 1.7 2 .8 0 0 0 0 1 1.2 8 .7
NXGHT VISION SCOPE SUITABLE FOR RIFLES :

RANK 1 . 18 38¢3 20 Be9 11 4.6 12 4.6 1B T4 3 647 4 4.9 BB 7.5
RANK 2 8 17.0 29 12,9 22 9,2 21 8.0 25 1p.2 8 17.8 8 9.9 121 10.6
RANK 3 5 106 15 6.7 30 12:6 23 8.8 22 9.0 7 15.6 6 7.4 108 9.5
RANK 4 4 Bs5 22 9,8 27 11.3 32 12.2 26 10.7 4 8.9 S 6,2 120 10.5

., RANK 5 . 2 4.3 29 12.9 30 12.6 27 10.3 31 12.7 1 242 12 14.8 132 11.6
RANK 6 2 4,3 19 8.4 25 1045 37 14.1 32 13.1 11 24.4 8 9.9 134 1i.7
RANK 7 "3 B4 21 9.3 21 8.8 33 12.6 34 13.9 5 11.1 11 13.6 128 11.2
RANK 8 "1 2.1 29 12,9 29 12.2 21 8.0 25 10.2 4 8.9 10 12.3 119 10.4
RANK 9 0 oD 18 B.0 19 B840 38 14,5 24 9.8 2 G4 7 8.6 108 9,5
NOT RANKED 4 8.5 23 10.2 24 1041 1B 6.9 7 2.9 0 40 .10 12.3 86 7.5
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 6 0 2 .9 2 .8 D .0 1 .4 0 0 1 1.2 6 .5
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 .0 0 .0 4 1.7 2 .8 1 o4 0 0 1 1.2 8 7

HAND=HELD NIGHT VISION EQUIPMENT

RANK 1 ) 7 149 19 B.4 30 12.6 20 7.6 19 7.8 6 13.3 6 7.4 107 9.4
RANK 2 . ) . 15 319 29 12.9 23 9,7 25 9.5 31 12.7 7 15.6 6 7.4 136 11.9

. RANK 3 7 149 23 10.2 19 8.0 37 l4.1 33 13.5 9 20.0 12 14.8 140 12.3
RANK & S 106 24 107 30 1246 - 31 11.8 30 12.3 65 13.3 8 9.9 134 11.7
RANK S 2 4.3 25 11e1 27 1143 26 949 28 1lle5 7 15.6 12 14.8 127 11.1
RANK 6 ’, 3 Be4 32 14,2 0 24 10.1 28 10.7 33 13,5 3 6.7 9 11,1 132 11.6
RANK 7 3 644 16 .7.1 17 7.1 31 11.8 24 9.8 5 11.1 5 662 101 8.8
RANK 8 0 «0 16 7.1 18 7.6 32 12.2 22 9.0 0 0 S 6.2 93 8.1
RANK 9 1 2.1 20 8¢9 28 11.8 15 S¢7 18 7.4 2 4ok 7 B.6 91 8.0
NOT RANKED ' 4 8¢5 21 9.3 22 9.2 17 6.5 6 2.5 0 .0 -11 13.6 81 7.1
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 2 .9 2 .8 1 o4 1 ol 0 .0 0 o0 6 5
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 0 1 W4 4% 1.7 1 W4 1 .4 0 0 1 1.2 B8 .7

E-53 ’ -
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ANALYSIS FOR VEHICLES

MATTONAL PANKS

MOATILE COMMUNICATIONS/COMMAMD/CONTROL VEHICLES

SCoO0TERS

MOTORCYCLFS

HELYICOPTERS

'OTHER ATRCRAFT"

PATROLCARS

BOATS AND NTHER WATERCRAFT
OTHER LAND VEHICLES

AN-=-DAEIY
2

CITY{10-49 cITY(S50 OR

le o .
g% .
ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY DEPARTMENT TYPE
(NINETY=FIVE PERCENY INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)
" STATE COUNTY  CITY(1-9
QFFICERS) OFFICERS)
168+ 253 A75,1058  957r1148 1064s1265
MOBILE COMMUNICATIONS/COMMAND/CONTROL VEHICLES 125. 6US. 709, 728
SCOOTERS . : . 347, 131 KK FExk
MOTORCYCLES : ' 257, : Euk T TS,
HELICOPTERS 3314 [ 331 I 1233 L3333
OTHER AIRCRAFT T Nk «RER orgk
PATROLCARS 65, 383. 299, - 362,
BOATS AND OTHER WATERCRAFT 284 . haK e T
OTHER LAND VEHICLES *RHK 766 813, 854 .
-E=54
1 + v
) i . “‘“ e
L o ® ® ® ‘@ ®

MORE
OFFICERS)
986+1181

706
t 23 3
929+
113
1L
381,
ok k K
838

FIFTY
LARGEST
CITIES
160¢ 243

It
*EE¥
157.
Mt
307.

79
299,
K

TOWNSHIP

295, 406

218
415,
gk
468
556
105.
432,
270,
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Table
I1 F-3
THE COSFFICISNT OF COANCORDBNCE 1S STANTFICANT AT THWE «NNAN DERAENT | EYF €AD TUF U7 QYATE NERADTMOMNTG
THE COEFFICIANT OF CNANCNRDANCF TS SIGNTFICAMNT AT THE «ONAN PERAENT |LEVFL FOP THE 215 CnlNTY AERARTMENTS
THE COFFFICIENT OF CNONCORDANCF 1S STIGNIFICANT AT Tue JNNNA DEQRENT LEVF(. FAR TUE 53U CTTY(1=Q ACCYrERQ) AFDADTVUENTC
THE COEFFICIENT OF CANCORDANCF 1S STANTFICANT AT Tur «0NNA DFREENT LEVFL FNO TUE 280 CYTY(1n=y0 ACFIAFRS) AEDARTMENTS
THE COFEFFICIENT OF CONCNRDANCFE TS STIANIFICAMT AT THe 0NN PERCFNT LEVEL FAD THFE 2L CYTY(SN AP MAPF AFFETCERG) NEPAPTMEMTS,
THE COEFFICISENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIANTFICANT AT Turp 0NN DFREENT LFEVFL Fn2 - THF 4% ETFRTY LARGFSY F~T1TIFS AEDARTMENTS,
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCF IS CSYANIFICANT At Tue «ONNN PEREENT LEVEL FAD TUE 73 TOWNGHTP . NEDARTUENTS,
RAMKS RY NEPARTMFNT TYPF
STATE  CAUNTY  CTTY(1~9  CITY(1N=u0 CYTY(5A AR  EIETY  TAWNSHTS
NFEICERS) " QFFIrFOQ) VORF LARKEST
e OFFYCFRS) CITIFS
MORILE COMMUNTICATINMG/COMMAMD/CONTROL VFHIALFES 2 2 3 > 2 u 2
SCOOTERS . : ' 8 7 6 s 5 x [
- MOTORCYCLFS 5 [ 4 4 3 2 u
HELICOPTERS 3 u 7 A 6 & 7
OTHER ATIRCRAFT 4 A 8 R A A R
PATROLCARS 1 ! 1 1 1 1 1
BOATS AND NTHER WATFRCRAFTY 7 ] 5 7 7 7 6
OTHER LANN VEHICLES 5 x 2 " 4 5 - 3
COMPNASITE RANKS FAR ALL CTTIFS
MORILE COMMUNICATINNS/COMMAND/CONTRAL. VEHICLFS ?
SCOOTERS . 5
MOTORCYCLFS LS
HELICOPTERS _ ) 6 .
OTHER AIRCRAFT _ o ~ A 2
PATROLCARS . ) U 1
BOATS AMD OTHER WATFHCRAFT, L 7 ' N
OTHER LAND VEHTCLES s X
E-55
’ - o - LT
o ® ® e o s o @ ® ®
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{able
I1 F-4
THE COFFFICTIENT OF CONCARDAMCE TS STAMTRICHHY AT Tur L00NA DFOCOYT LEVEL £An
THE CHEFFICTIENT OF COMENRNANMCE 1S SYaNTTICANT AT THE LONAN PERAENT LFVFL Enm
THE COEFFICTIENT OF COMONRDANCT 1S STANIFICAMT AT Tuc L0N0N DTareNT LFVEL Fan
THE COEFFICIENT OF COMCNRDAMCE TS STANTFICANMT AT Tur JANDN PEQEENT LEVFLL FnaD
THE COEFFICTIENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIANIFICANT AT Twe JNANA OERAENT LEVFL £
THe COEFFICIENT OF CONCNRDAMCFE TS5 STanNTFICAMT AT THE - .nANNA PERCENT LFUFL FAD
THE COCFFICTIENT OF CANCORDAMCE 15 QTANTEICANT AY Tur «NNAN DERCENT LFVFL FpaR
THE COEFFICIENT OF COANCORDANCE 18 STANICICANT AT THe JNNAN PFRCENT LEVEL FAS
THE COEERICYENT OF SONCORDANCE 16 STANIFICANY AY THF L0000 OFRrAeMT LFYFLL £nn
THE COEFFICIANT OF CNANCORDANCE TS5 QIANITICANT AY T - NNON DERCENT LFVFL Fro
nANxc BY LTAA PEGTON

1 ? % u
MORILE COMMUNICATINNG/COMMAND/CONTROL VEHIALES 2 k] 3 >
5Co0TERS 5 2 s A
MOTORCYCLES u u u ]
HELICOPTERS 7 7 6 =
OTHER AIRCRAFT f a a . .
PATROLCARS 1 1 O A
BOATS AMD OTHER WATFRCPAFT 6 [ 7 R
OTHER LAND VFHICLES 2 3 ? u

E-56
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. ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY LEAA REGION
(NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)
1 2 3 4 S
Yile 574 500, 641 ° 488, 627 441, 574 525¢ 674

MOBILE COMMUNICATIONS/COMMAND/CONTROL VEHICLES 313. 369 338+ 377. 393.
SCOOTERS : 605. 672, 661 . 602. . 752.
MOTORCYCLES It R AEAk Xexk ek
HELICOPTERS ' ) ) 683. T 763, 724, 619, - 742,
OTHER AIRCRAFT B 794, 896, 859. 742, S01.
PATROLCARS . : . 184. : 192. . 181. - 145, . 208,

- BOATS AND OTHER WATERCRAFT ' o 583, LA 731, 698. . 729.
OTHER LAND VEHICLES . 3654 458, C 414, Q27. 449,

ITEMS NITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY LEAA REGION
(NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)
6 7 8 9 © 10
395+ S22 379« 502  382¢ 507 449, S84 365: 488
MOBILE COMMUNICATIQNS/COMMAND/CONTROL VEHICLES . 279, 277 293, 360, E 305,
SCOOTERS o . 606, 5354 577 677, 540,
MOTORCYCLES C ) - . o *h¥K “hak kK 211 It
HELICOPTERS . I R 550. 5844 570, bt - 544,
OTHER AIRCRAFT ‘ i . ’ 664. - 631 616. 710, 611,
PATROLCARS . ) ' 168, 149. 1464 | 170. 130,
BOATS AND OTHER WATERCRAFT 605, 5924 590. . T22. e
OTHER LAND VEHRICLES o E . 350, 337. . . 350, 406, LAl
E-57
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REGARDING EACH REGION AS A RESPONDERT: IF THE TEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOM.
THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM wOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 25+ 65) '
95 PERCENT OF THE TIME. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVALS

OTHER AIRCRAFT 75
PATROLCARS . 10.
BOATS AND OTHER WATERCRAFT 67,

REGARDING EACH LEAA REGION AS A RESPONDENT. .
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AT THE «+0000 PERCENT LEVELS

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT. IF THE SEWEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOMe

THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM WOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 1S5 48)

95 PERCENT OF THE TIME, THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL:
OTHER AIRCRAFT ‘ S1.
PATROLCARS , Te

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT» ‘ :
.THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AT THE #0003 PERCENT LEVEL.

o

" E-58
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FREQUENCY nISTRIRUTION OF HANKS UF
VEHICLES . BY DEPANTYE 4T TYPE
STATE COUNTY cire CLTY CITY
(l=y (10=49 (504
OFF1CCRSY OFFICERS) UFFICERS)
NO  PCT NG PCT NO PCT NO  PCT NO  PCT
"t MOBILE COMMUNICATIONS/COMMAND/CONTROL VEHICLES

RANK I S 10«6 4R 21,3 40 lbe8 39 14«9 51 20.%

RAIK 2 21 BNL7 SR 25.R T4 31.1 105 4u.1 56 23,0

RANK 3 9 19.1 41 18B.2 50 21.0 48 18.3 97 234

RANK 4 9.16,1 21 9.3 17 7.1 29 1l.1 38 15.6

RANK & 3 6.4 18 B.n 17 7l 17 4.5 25 1iu,2

RAfIK o 0 0 1? 5.3 is 5«9 ] 3.4 7 209

HANK 7 i} 0 6 27 4 17 4 1.5 2 8

RANK & ] o 3 1.3 7 249 3 1.1 5 2.0

NOT RANKED 0 0 IR A.0 1% g3 8 3.1 3 1.2

TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEw 0 o0 2 9 2 .8 G .0 0 o0

TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM N .0 1 ol 3 1.4 F .8 1 N

SCOOTERS

RANK 1 0 ] 1 o4 1 o4 1 4 2 .8

RANK 2 0 o0 3 1.3 3 1.3 16 6.1 15 6.1

RANK 3 0 .0 4 1.8 16 os7 27 103 30 12,3

RANK & 0 0 11 4.9 31 1340 41 15,6 40 1beH

* RARK . 5 2 4.3 23 10.2 6T 2B.2 B4 32.1 - 70 28.7

RANK & 2 4.3 28 1244 40 IbeB 40D 15.3 35 14.3

RANK 7 9 19«1 36 160 18 Teb 17 6.5 18 T4

RANK 8 29 617 95 42,2 36 1hel 2h G99 26 1047

NOT RANKED « 8 106 24 10,7 0 206 10«9 U 3.8 8 3.3

TIED WITH OyE UTHER ITEV n .0 1 ol ] i 2 i 0 .0

TIED 41TH MDRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 3 1.3 4 1.7 2 B 0 o0
MOTORCYCLES

RANK 1 1 2.1 2 .0 0 ] 3 1.1 0 .0

HANK 2 4 B.5 9 W0 35 1447 - 3% 13.0 K1 25.0

RANK 3 2 4.3 A 3.6 24 lUs1 41 15.6 50 20.5

RANK 4 4 Be5 . 34 15.1 B0 29:2 76 29.0 53 21.7

RANK 5 6 1248 35 15.56 U4y lbeH  8Y 24¢B 37 15.2

RANK 6 12 25,5 U5 20,0 29 122 16 wel 20 He2

RANK 7 10 29,8 58 25.8 20 Be¢4 185 LT I3 5.3

RANK 8 1 241 11 4.0 5 2.1 3 1el 3 1.2

NOT RANKED 3 6He 4 23 10.7 25 luebH 9 3.l ? 28

TIED WITH UNE OTHER ITEM 0 o f N 0 «0 1 ol 3 1.2

TIED WiTH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEW 0 .0 31,3 5 2l 1 Wb 0 .0
HELICOPTERS

RANK ) ) 0 10 u.u 1 o4 3 1.l 3 1.2

RANK 2 12 25.5 13 5.8 2 .8 2 .8 12 4.9

RANK 3 6 12.8 25 11.1 B 3¢4% 11 4.2 11 H4ab

RANK & 10 2143 28 12.4 14 5.9 18 5.9 16 b.b

RANK S 9 19,1 34 15.1 32 13.4 2U 7.6 33 13.5

RANK & 7 18.9 30 13.3 4B 20s2 b7 gbeb U1 29.1

RALK 7 0 0 3% 15.1 B3 34.9 9b 3b.6 175 3G.7

RANK & ] 0 28 12.6° 25 U5 30 1145 15 6.4

NOT RANKED 3 hel 23 10.2 25 JUS 15 5.7 8 3.3

TIED WITH UNE OTHER ITEW 0 .0 0 W0 U o0 0 »0 3 1.2

TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 3143 5 2.1 1 oG 0 o0

E~59
-} e

FIFTY
LARGEST
CITIZY

NG

[ .
CORLCULONTUTLN S0 G FNLaad g

COoOCOEFEUWD O

-
Qe PONFEF

PCT

2"2
3%.6
2444
13,3

67

B9

8.9

« G
10
DG
.0

809
BeG
15.6
2242
133
222
ul"
2.2
2e2
o8
.0

-

TOw i5:41%
IO I ol f
14 17.3
31 38.3
13 16.0
A 9.9
B K9
2 245
1 1.2
2 2.5
6 T.u
0 o
1 1.2
g o0
2 2.5
5 6.2
17 21.0
15 1845
16 19.8
6 7T.4
9 1141
11 13.6
4] o0
1 1.2
0 + 0
8 9,9
13 156.0
16 19,8
23 2B.u
7 R,g
4 L.o
1 1.2
9 11.1
0 o0
1 142
‘] '0
3 3.7
1 1.2
§ N.9
12 14.8
16 19.8
52 39.5
4 4.0
9 1l.1
1 1,2

®

ToTAL
N3 PeT
262 17.7
351 30.7
225 19.5
131 11.5
91 8.,V
43 4.2
23 2.0
20 1.b
50 4.4
4 o4
3 o7
7 N )
b2 3,7
R7 7.t
146 12,8
268 23.5
170 14,9
107 9.4
230 20.1
85 7.4
3 53
1 .9
7 .0
167 tu.0
149 13.0
249 21.8
209 18.3
133 11.6
123 11.2
24 2.1
To 6,7
[y i
10 .G
21 1.8
4y 4.2
&2 6.0
100 R.8
146 12.8
204 p1.P
322 28.2
103 9.0
A% T4
3 ]
19 .9
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FREQUENCY NISTRIBUTION UF KANKS OF

VEHICLES BY DEPARTMENT 1YPE
‘ STATE COUMTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOASHID TOTAL
(1=y (lu=4¢ (50¢ LAWGEST

JFFICERS) OFFICERS) VFFICZRS) CITIES
NO °CT NO  PCT NO PCT w0 PCT N0 RPCT NU PCT BRI R

OTHER AIRCRAFT

RANK 1 1 241 2 NG 0 .0 0 .0 1 o4 U oy 0 o0 4 LU
RANK 2 2 4.3 2 3.6 1} .0 2 -8 2 o4 0 o0 0 o0 14 1.2
RANK 3 15 31.9 7 3.1 2 8 1 o4 1 o4 1 2.2 1 1.2 24 2.Y9
RANK 4 9 19.1 13 5.A 12 L.0 4 1.5 8 3.3 1 2.2 0 - .0 47 4.1
RANK & 8 17.0 42 18.7 17 7.4 7 247 7 2.9 4 8.9 2 245 87 7.5
RANK & '3 Bl un 21.3 38 lu.0 36 13:7 31 127 7 156 9 11.1 172 15.1
RANK 7 6 12.8 43 19.1 5% 231 85 2.4 90 35.9 17 37.8 18 22.2 314 27.5
RANK 8 0 o0 39 17.3 BY 37.4 111 u2.4 96 3943 14 311 4O 49.4 389 3h4.1
NOT RANKED 3 6.l 23 10.? 25 1UeH 16 6.1 8 3.3 1 2.2 11 13.6 87 7.0
TIED WITH UNE OTHER ITEW 0 «0 1 ' 0 o0 0 o0 0 +0 ] «0 ) .0 1 Y
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 3 1.3 5 el 1 o4 0 «0 G .0 1 1.2 10 .9
PATROLCARS )
RANK 1 40 85.1 137 609 186 7d.2 206 78.6 174 7143 31 6849 6S R0.2 B39 73.5
RANK 2 2 4.3 43 19,1 33 15.9 31 11.8 35 14.3 7 15.6 6 T4 157 13.7
RANK 3 i 241 15 6.7 11 ueb 11 4.2 16 6.6 3 6.7 4 u,9 61 5.3
RANK 4 2 4.3 6 2.7 2 o8 b 2.3 5 240, 1 2.2 1 1.2 23 2.0
RANK & C1 2.1 6 2.7 1 ol 1 o4 3 1.2 1 2.2 0 .0 13 1.4
RANK & 0 .0 ? .Q 1 o4 1 ol 3 1.2 0 o0 1 1.2 3 .7
RANK 7 n |0 3 1.‘5 0 -U 1 au 2 -8 N U 'l) O cO (\ 95
RANK o y] «0 LIS TR 0 «0 1 ) 3 1.2 2 4.4 0 «0 9 .3
NOT RANKED L Rl 1N 4,4 4 1.7 4 1.5 3 1.2 0 .0 4 4.9 26 2.3
TIED WITH O4yE ODTHER ITEvM . 0 .0 5 2.2 3 1.3 0 .0 0 I B | o0 0 .0 ] 7
TIED WITH voRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM [} .0 1 /] 0 2 0 2 ) 1 o4 ] o0 1 1.2 5 4
BOATS AND OTHER WATERCRAFT
RANK 1 n 0 9 Hef 1 ol 1 o4 1 W4 o0 0 <0 12 1.1
RANK 2 2 U.3 76 11.48 10 4.2 b 2.3 6 2.5 .0 2 2.5 52 U4.b
RANK 3 4 . 8.5 32 14,2 29 12.2 12 4.6 8 3.3 1 2.2 5 6.2 91 8.0
RANK & L1 2.1 S5 244 4% 1be9 33 12.6 21 He.6 2 4.4 18 22,2 175 15.3
RANK 5 5 1046 23 1042 18 7.0 32 12.2 19 7.8 7 1%.6 10 12.3 114 10.0
RANK b 11 23.4 2% 10.2 29 1ee2 69 2643 62 254 8 17.8 14 17.3 216 14.9
RANK 7 10 21.3 14 6.2 20 bel 22 gl 34 13.9 10 22.2 8 9,9 118 10.J3
RANK 8 10 21.3 23 1n.2 62 20.1 73 27.9 84 Jy.4 1o 35.6 15 18.5 283 2u.A
NOT RANKED : 4 R.5 20 8.9 24 1U.1 14 543 9 3.7 1 2.2 9 11,1 81 7.1
TIED WITH ONE DYHER ITEM 0 .0 0 o0 0 o0 1 o4 1 o4 0 .0 0 .0 2 .2
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEWM 0 o0 2 9 3 1.3 1 oh 0 .0 0 WU 1 1.2 7 .0
OTHER LAND VEHICLES
RANK 1 . : 0 o0 13 5.8 7 2.9 12 4.6 10 4.1 2 beb 1 1.2 45 3.9
RANK 2 4 8.5 48 21.3 65 27.3 59 22.5 55 2245 9 20.0 22 27.2 62 22.9
RANK 3 7 14.9 60 30,7 74 31.1 102 38.9 bl 26.2 9 2049 30 37.0 355 31.]
RANK 4 9 19.1 31 13.8 31 L3e0 42 1o.0 55 225 10 22.2 7 Re.b 185 16.2
RANK 5 10 21.3 18 R.0 17 7.1 22 Be4 44 18.0 10 22.2 4 4.9 125 10.9
RANK & 7 14.9 11 4.9 10 4.2 8 3.1 7. 2.9 2 Ul 4 4,9 4 4,3
RANK 7 3 Hel S -4 S 308 23 1.9 1 o4 2 4ol 0 «0 25 2.2
RANK 8 . 2 43 10 4.4 6 29 2 .8 4 1leb 1 2.2 3 3.7 24 2.5
NOT RANKED . S 106 20 B.9 19. 3.0 10 3.8 4 1.6 0 «0 10 12.3 6 6.0
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEW 0 «0 1 ol 1 o 0 .0 1 ol 0 .0 0 <0 3 .3
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 »0 3 1.3 2 -8 2 .8 1 o4 1] «0 1 1.2 9 )
E-60
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) ANALYSIS FOR WEAPONS+LETHAL AND RELATED AMMUNITION
Table
11 G-1
' NATTIOMAL SAMMS
FRANGIBLE RULLFTS &
45 AUTOMATIC “ 12
ARMOR=-PTERCING BULLFTS n
REGULAR SFRVICF AMVHNITION FOR HANNGING ?
HIGH=DRAG RULLFTS a
g yMm PISTOL o
SHOTGUN £
«3n SPECIAL REVOLVF® ! -
CARBINF mn
REGULAR SERVICF AMMUNITTION FO®R sHouLnED WEAPANS 7
«357 MAGNUM REVOLVFR t
RIFLE 3
Table
II G-2 ,
: : ITEMS WITH'EXTREME RANK SUMS BY DEPARTMENT TYPE
( : ’ (NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)
STATE COUNTY ~ CITY(1-9 CITY(10=~49 CITY(50 OR
. OFFICERS) OFFICERS) MORE
) OFFICERS)
. 237+ 372 126501554 137001671 152401841 140701712
FRANGIBLE BULLETS . ' IT L “Exk T L ¢ kK& T
45 AUTOMATIC 483, Rk Y1) Ty YTy
ARMOR=PIERCING BULLETS . - o T cENK AN Ak nh T
REGULAR SERVICE AMMUNITION FOX HANDGUNS : : 188. Rk SRRk khxE 963
HIGH=0ORAG BULLE (S 402, TS Pyt Ty PP
9 MM PISTOL ’ 381, Kk Ak I, ok
SHOTGUN 177, 886+ 922, Eahk 995,
+38 SPECIAL REVOLVER » . A 235, ' B09. 898, 820, 769
CARBINE : Y L LYYs wEEX LT "T11
REGULAR SERVICE <AMMUNITION FOR SHOULDER WEAPONS ok kK YT LY Yy T
«357 MAGNUM REVOLVER 177, 973. ' Ty ek k suhn
RIFLE FhEE rhak kkk ek 23T

FIFTY
LARGEST
CITIES
226+ 357

.
421
394,
160,
EX R R
413,
207,
169,
wEEK
Y
e 2%
ey

TOWNSHIP

432+ 607

sike
674
" 66U,
403s .
727
672
330,
282,
PP
LR 23
340.
whEk
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Table
11 G-3

THE
THE
THE
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THE
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COFFFICIENT
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OF
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FRANGIALE RULLETS

.45

AUTOMATIC

CONCORDANCF

CONCORDANCE
CONCORDANCE,
CONCORDANCY
CONCNRDANCE
CNANCORDANCE
CANCORDANCE

AROR=PIERCING BULLETS
REGULAR SERVICF AMMUNITTON FOR HANNGUNS
HIGH=NRAG RULLETS
% 44 BISTOL
SHOTGUN

38 SPECIAL REVOLVFR
CARRINE
REGULAR SFRVICF AMMUMITION FOR SHOULnER WEAPANS
+357 MAGNUM REVOLVFR
RIFLE

+

FRANGIALE BULLETS

45

AUTOMATIC

15
15
1S
IS
1S
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15

SIANTEICANT
STENTFICANT
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STANTFICANT
SIGNIFICANT
SIGNIFICANT
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® o ®
- —— -
—— T T ’ -
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Table . o FIATS
IT G-5 '

ITEMS WEITH EXTREME RANK SUMS 8Y LEAA REGION
(NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT CoLuMN HEAD)

FRANGIBLE BULLETS

<45 AUTOMATIC

ARMOR~PIERCING BULLETS

REGULAR SERVICE AMMUNITION FOR HANDGUNS .
HIGH-DRAG BULLETS

9 MM PISTOL

SHOTGUN

+38 SPECIAL REVOLVER

CARBINE

REGULAR SERVICE AMMUNITION FOR $HOULDER wEAPONS
<357 MAGNUY REVOLVER

RIFLE

1
636 845

KRR
en
926
490
kb k
958«
497,
341,
K3 333
L X %3
ko
L3 3

2
7i4%e 935

gk
L2 3 £
LR R 24
543,
e
e
521
429,
P
rek
6U2.
L 3 3 2

3
708+ 929

L1 YY
e 32 "
ey
596.
LE LT
rEn
505.
362.
FrER
LELTS
hax
676,

4
629, 828

xxk
L EE 33
926,
Suy.,
997,
989,
436
380.
EE L X
Xy kK
578,
619.

ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY LEAA REGION
(NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)

FRANGIBLE BULLETS

»45 AUTOMATIC

ARMOR=-PIERCING BULLETS

REGULAR SERVICE AMMUNITION FOR HANDGUNS
HIGH=DRAG BULLETS -

9 MM PISTOL

SHOTGUN
»3B SPECIAL REVOLVER

CARBINE

REGULAR SERVICE AMMUNITION FOR SHOULDER- WEAPONS
+357 MAGNUM REVOLVER

RIFLE

.

6
563 762

L2 233
924 .
8764
492,
841
934 «
428,
387,
koKX
ok kg
434,
493. .

7
545 740

753
872.
B60 .
496
892
84S,
380«
341
Kek
xExk
453,
501

"E-64

8

551 748

'tttt
924.
817,

T 497,
828,
789,
425.
387.
Tk koK

758,
430.
EXK

9

64l 852

Axak
L2233
967,
474,
935,
903,
462,
491,
857.
xhx
585,
rekk

5
745+ 970

L2 3 23
(2 2 33
L2 3 %)
626,
2 27 3
kKT K
568,
463,
k¥
ckkA
695,
kxkxk

10

515+ 706,

ek y
883
M 799-
441,
783,
762
376.
399,
4 54
e 2 2 2
359.
L2 22
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REGARDING EACH REGION A5 A RESPONDENT+/ IF THE TEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOMs
THE RANK SUY OF AN ITEM WOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL { 34+ 96!
95 PERCENT OF THE TIME, THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL

+45 AUTOMATIC

112,
ARMOR~PIERCING BULLETS 100,
REGULAR SERVICE AMMUNITION FOR HANDGUNS 23,
HIGH~DRAG BULLETS 99,
g MM PISTOL 101.
SHOTGUN : 23,
«38 SPECIAL REVOLVER 17,

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENTs IF THE SEVEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOMs
THE RANK SUY OF AN ITEM WOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 20+ 71)
95 PERCENT OF THE TIME. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL:

45 AUTOMATIC 79,
ARMOR~PIERCING BULLETS . 72
REGULAR SERVICE AMMUNITION FOR HANDGUNS 18.
9 MM PISTOL T2
SHOTGUN 154

+38 SPECIAL REVOLVER : 10.

REGARQING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT

THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE. IS SIGNIFICANT AT THE +0000 PERCENT LEVEL.

E~65




PR §

Table
11 G-7

FREQUENCY NISTRIBUTION UF KANKS OF
WEAPONS,LEZTHAL AND RELATEN AMVUNITION dY DEPARTVE T TYPE

STATE COUNTY cITY ciry cItTY - FIFTY TOW ISHIP TOTAL
(1=y (10=-49 (50+ LARGEST
QFFILLRS) OFFICERS) OFFICERg) CITIES
Ho PCT NO PCT N0 PCT  NO PCT - NO PCT NO PCT  NO PCT 8O PT

FRANGIBLE BULLETS

RANK 1 1 241 14 6.2 19 8B40 26 949 30 1243 7 15:6 3 3.7 100 8.8
RANK 2 2 4.3 13 S.8 13 bLub 15 547 19 7.8 3 6.7 7T Be6 T2 6.3
RANK 3 7 1449 11 4.9 13 5.5 20 7.6 17 7.0 4 849 6 T4 78 6.8
RANK 4 2 4,3 7?7 34 17 7.1 22 844 20 Be2 3 67 2 2.5 73 6.4
RANK 5 4 B.5 16 7.1 31 13.0 22 8.4 19 7.8 5 11.1 6 7.4 103 9,0
RANK & 4 8.5 20 B8.9 19 8.0 20 7.6 18 7.4 7 156 & T4 g4 8,2
RANK 7 1 241 18 8.0 18 7.6 17 645 19 7.8 1 2.2 S 6e2 79 6.9
RANK 8 7 14.9 17 7.6 13 5sb 23 848 20 He2 3 6.7 13 1640 95 B.4
RANK 9 1 2.1 A 3.6 19 B0 20 746 12 he9 3 647 4 4.0 67 5.9
RANK 10 5 10.6 15 647 16 6.7 24 9,2 10 ya1 2 L.y 12 .0 84 7.4
RANK 11 5 10.6 24 10.7 16 b47 15 5470 22 9.0 3 6.7 7 8.6 92 8.1
RANK 12 5 1046 42 18.7 29 12.2 27 1043 29 11.9 2 U.b 4 H.9 133.12.1
NOT RANKED 3 6.4 20 8.9 15 63 11 4.2 9 347 2 4.4 6 T8 b6 5.8
TIED WITH ONE QTHER ITEM 1 2.4 1 ol 3 1.3 1 Wb 2 «8 1 2.2 1 1.2 10 .9
TIED WITH VMORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 .0 2 .0 4 1.7 2 N:) 0 .0 u N} 1 142 3 W8
45 AJTOMATIC
RANK 1 ] «0 2 .0 4 1.7 4 1.5 2 «8 1 2.2 4 4.9 17 1.5
RANK 2 0 o0 > .0 b 2.5 2 .8 2 8 0 W0 1 1.2 i3 1.1
RANK 3 0 0 13 5.a 6 Zed 8 3.1 3 1.2 2 B4 4 4,9 36 3.2
RANK 4 1 2ol 7 301 13 hae2 ] 3.1 7 29 & Gold b5 62 4n 3.5
RANK & 2 4.3 10 4,4 8 3.4 Y 3.4 8 3.3 1 2.2 0 W0 38 3.3
RANK 6 0 .0 13 5.8 14 5.9 20 7.6 9 3.7 1 2.2 3 3,7 B0 9.3
RANK 7 2 u.3 12 S.3 21 8.8 18 6.9 14 5.7 2 4eb 5 6.2 74 &b
RANK 8 1 2.1 16 Ta1 25 9.7 21 8.0 23 9.4 3 6.7 7 B.6 94 8,2
RANK 9 2 M3 25 1161 22 9.2 27 10.3 29 11.9 3 6.7 15 18.5 123 10.8
RAMK 10 9 19,1 35 15.6 2b6 QU9 39 1449 36 4.8 4 8.9 9 1.1 158 13.8
RANK 11 11 2344 37 16.4 34 L4.3 48 18,3 49 2p.1 11 2444 11 13,6 201 17.6
RANK 12 16 34.0 32 14.2 47 19.7 48 183 52 2143 14 31.1 12 14.8 221 19.4
NOT RANKED 3 bl 21 9.3 17 7.1 10 3.8 10 4.1 1 2.2 5 he? 67 5,9
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEW 0 i} I 2 .8 4 1.5 2 .8 Q 0 L0 .0 11 1.0
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTH&R ITEM 0 .0 ? .Q 3 1.3 2 .8 0 o0 0 .0 1 1.2 ] .7
ARMOR=PIERCING BULLETS
RANK 1 0 0. 2 .9 2 .8 1 ol 0 «0 0 o O 1 1.2 5 .
RANK 2 2 U.3 ? .0 T 249 4 1.5 10 4.l ] ] 4 4,9 29 2,5
RANK 3 ] o0 ? .Q b 2.4 8 3.1 6 2.5 1 2.2 3 3.7 26 2.3
RAVIK 4 6 12.8 5 2.2 13 5.5 11 .2 12 4.9 2 G4 4 4,9 53 4,6
RANK 5 2 6l 12 5.3 17 7.1 13 5.0 17 7.0 1 2.2 4 4.9 67 5.9
RANK 6 3 5.4 17 7.6 20 b.4 19 7.3 16 6.6 5 1tel 5 h.2 ARG 7.4
RANK 7 2 U.3 26 11.6 19 H.0 25 49,5 27 111 7 15+6 4 4.9 110 9.6
RANK & 6 12.8 20 B.9 24 10.1 34 13.0 39 1640 3 6.7 8 9.9 134 11.7
RANK 9 10 21,3 29 12,9 19 8.0 27 10,3 25 10.2 B 13.3 8 9.9 124 10.9
RAYK 10 6 12.8 51 22.7 24 11.8 38 14,5 25 1n.2 5 111 16 19,8 169 4.4
RANK 11 3 6.4 23 10.2 34 14e3 30 11.5 24 9.8 4 #.9 10 12.3 128 11.2
RANK 12 4 8.5 16 7.1 32 13.4% 44 16.8 31 12.7 4 20.0 5 A2, 141 12.35
NOT RANKED 2 U.3 20 8/.n 17 7.1 8 3,1 12 4.9 2 Ly 9 11.1 77 6.1
TIED WITH OwE OTHER ITEw 0 o0 1 ol 2 o8 2 .8 ? o B 1242 0 <D 0 o7
TIED WITH MgRE THAN ONE OTHFR ITEY n ] Ity 4 1.7 1 LU n .0 u ot 1 1.2 ) b
E-66
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Table
11 G-7 cont.
FRENJENCY ~ISTRIAUTION OF iANRS OF
WEAPONS»LETHAL AN RELATSEN AMMULITEON Y DLPAHIME 4T TYPF
STATE cotlTy cLre CITY CoCITY FIETY  TONSHIR  TNTAL,
(1-49 (ly=yy {5054 LAYGEST
OFF1CL %) OFFLICERS) OFFICERSY CITIES
’ NO O PCT N PCT RO FGT - O O RPCT w0 RCT NG PCT w0 PCT N9 PCY
REGULAR SERVICE AMMUNITION FOR SHOULDER wEAPNONS
RANK 1 DD 2 .a 2 B 0 .0 0 0 1 2.2 1 1.2 6 .5
RANK 2 2 4,3 10 4.4 4 Ged 1 o 7 2.9 4 Heh 2 2.5 34 3.0
RANK 3 3 Bab QO U.p 3 la3 18 6.9 13 5.3 3 647 2 2.5 51 u,5
RANK 4 2 4.3 17 746 25 10.5 24 9,2 27 11.1 g 116l 8 929 108 9.5
RANK 5 6 12.8 25 11.1. 20 B.8 32 12.2 4D 1H.4 11 4.4 9 1141 143 12.%9
RANY & 4 B.5 29 12,9 33 13,9 30 11.5 31 127 H 11t 12 1hah) 144 12.5
RANK 7 10 21.3 34 1541 25 lu.bh 29 11.3 27 1141 B 1led 6 Tsh 135 1149
RAK & T 14.9  ZA 11en 30 1dab S5 13.4 21 BR.b 3 he? 11 136 133 1146
RANK 9 5.10.6 17 7.6 21 w6 28 10.7 30 12.3 5 11.1 9 1.1 1in 104
RANK 10 3 A8 14 6.7 22 U2 22 8.4 1T 7.0 2 U\l 4 4.9 By 7,
RANK 11 1 2.1 12 5.3 18 7+b 22 W4 12 4.9 0 «0 10 12.3 7% b,
RANK 12 2 4.3 10 4.4 i5 0.3 13 5.0 B 5.5 0 o 3 3.7 51 4,
NOT RANKED \ ’ 2 4.3 20 8.0 16 a.7 5 3.1 11- 4.5 1 2.2 4 4.9 b2 5.
TIED WITH OyE OTHER ITEwW 0o .0 ° 9 2 .8 2 o8 3 1.2 1 2.2 Q o0 10 .
TIED WITH MORE THAN OME OTHER ITEM 0 .0 2 0 5 2ol 1 ol 0 ol a o0 1 142 9 .
357 MAGNUV RLVOLVER v
HANK ) 70 97,6 B 274) hd 2bey  BH 24.8 3D 123 2 U.4 25 309 Zun 23.
RANK 2 6 12.4 25 111 34 14,3 38 15.0 27 11.1 2 Hel 1 12.3 134 12,
RANK 3 2 4e3 19 3.4 i8 ’»b 24 902 19 Te8 2 el 6 Tl 90 7
RANK 4 1 2.1 1A 8.0 18 76 16 bl 16 b+t 2 b S 642 T G
RAHK & 4 RB.5 18 8.0 14 99 1S 5.7 11 4.5 2 HeY 6 T4 70 6.
RANK & 2 443 12 5«3 14 5.9 22 B.4 14 5,7 TR W 6 7.4 T4 b,
RAK 7 2 443 14 62 1h L7 22 8. 21 R.6 5 1141 6 T.4 B 7.
RANK 8 4 8.5 13 5.8 13 5.5 1% 5,3 25 1p.2 2 4,4 3 3.7 T4 b
RANS 9 2 N3 R 3.6 18 bH.y 18 69 15 6.1 5 11s1 4 4,9 bb  H,
RANK 10 2 4.3 85 3h 6 2.5 13 H.0 20 8.2 11 24.4 5 6.2 A% b,
. RANK 11 1 241 7 34 7 2.2 6 2.3 23 Y4 4 8.9 I 1.2 a9 4,
RANK 12 n <0 5 242 8 Sel 6 2.3 15 hel 3 6.7 ] o0 31 s,
NOT RANKED 1 2.} 17 7.6 13 beb 7?7 2.7 B 3.3 1 2.2 4 4,9 81 4,
T!ED WITH OnE DTRER ITEM . 0 0 N 0 2 o8 2 8 1 X [y o} 1 t.2 [+ .
TIED WITH M9RE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 3 1.3 b 2l 1 ol 1 ol l§] i 1 1.2 £ 3 S B
RIFLE
RANK 1 0 i 12 B.n 5 2.1 & 2.3 5 2.0 1 242 3 3.7 32 2.4
RANK. 2 6 12.8 2?7 9.8 11 4.6 14 H.3 7 2.9 U o0 4 4.9 64 S.o
RANK 3 3 - Helt o 28 1244 38 lo.0 31 11.8 2% 1p.2 4 g0 5 6.2 134 11.7
RANK 4 11 2304 38 1649 4y fu.5 41 15.6 89 2.1 9 20.0 15 1R.5 207 18.1
RANK S 5 10.6 37 166 33 13.9 45 17.2 40 154 Y% 1le} 15 1heS 1y 15,8
RANK 6 8 17 7 26 11«6 21 8.8 31 118 28 11.5 4 B.9 10 12,3 128 11.2
RANK 7 9 19 18 6.7 18 Tebh 29 1i.l 2T 11.1 b 1353 Y 11,1 113 9,9
RANK & 2 4.3 9 4,0 14 He9 14 5.3 20 H.2 5 1is1 3 3.7 BT 5.9
RANK 9 . 0 «0 & 2.7 17 7.1 17 6.5 15 o.1 6 133 G 4.9 65 5.7
RAMK L0 1 241} 1 ol 1 bSel 12 4.6 " 13 Held & Yati 3 3.7 (3N 3.4
RARK 11 1 2.1 3 1.3 7 ««9 9 S8 6 zeb & Bk 2 ReH AJ 2n
RANK 12 n 0 10 4.4 4 1.3 8301 3 t.2 u o0 3 3,7 21 2.4
NOT RANKED - 1 2.1 18 8.0 1Y% wved CEE ] 6 2.b b 2.2 % A2 5L 4,5
Tlt,D WitTH \INE UTHER ITEM 1 ?el | LY u U 0 1) 2 «tl 3] XY 4} ot} “+ ol
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEWM ] o0 31,8 5 21 1 ot 0 o0 ) o 1 1.2 in o
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Table
~1I -7 cont,
FREQUENMCY nTSTOIRUTION OF KANKS OF
WEAPONSLFTHAL AMD RELATEN AMWUNITION BY DLPARTIME T YPE
STATF COUINTY ciry ciry cIvY FIFTY TONYSHIP  TOTAL
. {1=y tiu-4y {50+ LARGEST
_ QFFICERY) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES
NGO  PCTY MO PCY NO  BCT NO PCT  nNO PCT N0 PCT NO PET N9 PrTY
SHOTGUN
RANX 1 3 68 17 76 21 He8 15 5.7 11 4.5 2 hHeb 4 L,9 73 6.4
HANK 2 9 19.1% 46 204 60 2b.2 b4 Zhel 50 20.5 T 1586 17 21.0 253 ?2.2
RANK 3 15 31,9 50 222 57 23.9 53 20.2 63 258 9 2040 23 P2R.4 270 23.6
RANK 4 5 106 33 147 18 76 33 12.6 33 13.5 9 20+0 6 T4 137 12,0
RAMK S T 149 20 A.9 26 1U® 30 11.5 26 1047 4 8.9 12 14%.8 125 10.9
RANK & . 2 Ua3 9 4,0 16 b+7 19 T3 19 7.8 3 6.7 B 9.9 756 6,
RANK 7 4 Bs5 1} &.0 11 4.6 15 5.7 12 49 4 He9 2 2.5 §9 S.
RANK 8 1 2.1 1A B.0 6 2.5 11 4.2 g 3.7 3 b7 1 1.2 49 4,
RANK 9 1 2.1 T b 2% S 1.9 9 37 1 2.2 t 1.2 27 2.
RAJK 10 0 «0 X 1.3 3 143 6 2.3 3 Y2 1 2.2 4 4.3 29 1.
RANK 11 0 +0 2 9 2 o8 4 1.5 2 b L 2.2 1] 0 11 1.
HAGK 12 0 o0 n W1 1 o4 1 n 1 o4 0 Y] 4] + 0 3 .
NOT RANKED 0 «0 17 53 11 4 6 2.3 6 245 1 2:é 3 FT 39 3.
TIED WITH ONE DTHER ITEW 0 0 i N i o4 i o4 1 o4 0 o0 ] «0 % .
TIED W1TH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o 2 . 4 1.7 2 .8 1 v 0 . 0 1 1.2 10 .
«38 SPECIAL REVOLVER
RANK ) 10 213 B0 3546 91 382 11} 424 111 4944 16 35¢6 32 39.5 451 39,
RANK 2 9-19,1 37 164 38 16.0 53 20.2 42 17.2 7 156 16 19,8 202 §7.
RANK 3 2 443 19 A.4 20 Ba4 20 V.6 14 5.7 5 11,1 7 B.6 BT 7.
. RANK 4 5 1046 15 6.7 9 3.8 13 5.0 13 8.3 2 4l & 4,89 &1 5,
RANK & 4 A.S 9 4.0 8 el 9 34 10 44} 3 647 3 3.7 46 "4y
RANK b 0 o0 8 3.6 4 1.7 11 4.2 14 5.7 3 6.7 2 2.5 82 3.
RANK 7 2 4.3 13 5.8 15 0.3 10 3.8 6 2.5 1 2.2 S 6.2 52 4.
RANK 8 3 Hel T 3.3 13 5.5 12 4.6 5 2\ 3 6.7 L 1.2 4y 3,
RANK 9 1. 241 9 4.0 11 446 5 19 5 240 1 2«2 2 2.5 LU
RANK 10 4 B.5 & 247 8 34 4 1.5 4 16 ] «0 h 4.9 n 2.
RANK 11 3 6.4 3 1.3 B a4 6 2.3 8 343 1 2.2 0 o) 29 2.
RANK 12 2 4.3 5 2.2, 4 1.7 4 1.5 6 245 2 4.4 4 4,9 27 2,
NOT RAKNKED 2 . b.,3 W B2 9 3.8 4 1.5 & 25 1 2«2 1 1.2 37 3.
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEwW 0 «0 2 - 0 3 1.3 1 M 1 ot n +0 0 «0 7 .
TIED wi1TH MpRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEWM 0 0 2 .0 4 17 2 8 0 U 1] 0 I 1.2 9 .
CARBINE ‘
RANK ] 0 «0 2 9 2 o8 3 1.1 3 sb 0 o 1 1.2 9 .8
RANK 2 0 «0 13 Sen 11 4.8 10 348 4 1t 1 242 2 2% 4l 3.
RANK 3 3 6«4 23 10.2 18 7«6 13 5.0 13 543 B 11el 9 §1.d 84 T4
RANX & 4 8.5 23 10.7 22 9.2 29 11} 18 7a4 4 8.9 11 13.6 111 9.7
RANK & 4 Bubh 30 13,3 26 1U.9 30 31.5 20  Bs2 - b 3.9 6 7.4 120 2.5
RANK & 14 29,8 33 147 28 1148 34 130 35 $4.3 b 11t 10 12.3 159 13,9
HANK 7 4 B.S 26 1145 26 1U+9 33 1248 33 13.% 4 B9 16 198 142 12,4
RANK 8 1 2.1 21 9,3 20 b.b 37 1u.1 30 1243 5 11.1 10 12.3 124 10.9
RANK @ 6 12.8 16 7.1 32 33.4 25 9,5 30 12,3 7 15.6 2 2.5 113 310.3
RANK 10 4 A5 4 1.8 16 6?7 19 7.3 28 11.5 3 6.7 2 2.5 75 6.7
M RANK 11 4 R.S 11 4¢0 11 446 16 641 15 bl 4 8.9 S B2 66 Sef
RANK. 12 2 4,3 3 1«3 10 4.2 3 1.1 & 2.5 2 Ha4 2 2.5 24 2.%
NOT RANKED 1 2.1 20 BusG 16 ©.7 10 3.8 11 4.5 1 2.2 5 6.2 64 S.0
YIED Wl¥H ONE OTHER IYE“ 4] «0 1 P 8 'Y i L4 2 OB i 2e2 Y] ¢ 5 o
TIED WITH “oRE THAY ONE OTHFR ITEM 0 «0 2 O b el i o (¢} .0 v o 1 1.2 9 b
E-68
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FREQUENCY NISTRIBUTION OF KANKS OF
WEAPONS »LETHAL AND RELATED AMMUNITION BY DEPARTMENT TYPE

STAYE COUNTY ciTY cITY CITY FIFTY TONNSHIP
(i=~9 (10=~49 (50+ LARGEST
DFF1CERS) OFFICHERS) OFFICERS) CITIES
NO  PCT  NO PEY NO - PCT  nNO PCT  NO PRCT  NO  PCT N0 PCT

REGULAR SERVICE AMMUNITION FOR HANDGUNS

RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10

RANK 11

RANK 12

NOT RANKED

TIED WITH OnE OTHER ITEW

G NT U E G-

TIED WITH MpRE THAN ONE OTHER 1TEM

HIGH=DRAG BULLETS

S MM PI

RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10

RANK 11

RANK 12

NOT RANKED ;
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM

WCE~NTWNEFE WM

TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER 1TEM

STOL
RANK
RANK
RANK
RARK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10

RANK 11

RANK 12

NOT RANKED

TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEW

WENTUF YN

TIED WITH MpRE THAN ONE OTHFR ITEW

11 23.4 32 14,2 32 13.4 33 12.6 44 18.0 12 26,7 11 13,6
7 14.9 33 14.7 28 11.8 36 13.7 50 20.5 10 22+2 14 17.3
7 14.9 24 10.7 32 L3.4 37 1441 36 lu.8 4 B.9 8 9,9
6 12.8 26 11.6 25 1045 30 11.5 24 9.8 4 B9 8 9.9
3 6.4 17 7.6 19 B« 27 10.3 19 7.8 3 6.7 5 T4
3 6.4 i R.4 26 1U«9 25 9.5 21 d.6 5 11.1 7 B.6
1 2,1 14 6.2 17 741 20 76 15 661 3 67 7 BeH
5 1046 14 6.2 9 2.8 13 5.0 9 3,7 2 ULab S 6.2
1 241 13 5.8 12 50 15 5.7 8 3.3 0 o0 6 T4
0 »0 11 4.9 13 545 14 5.3 7 2.9 1 2.2 1 1.2
0 .0 4 1.8 9 - 3.8 G149 3 1.2 0 »0 2 2.5

N l 2'1 u 1‘3 “ 107 3 1.1 l ) t“ . 0 -0__ 3' 3;7
2 4.3 14 6.2 12 5.0 5 1.9 T 29 Tl 2s2 3 3.7
0 .0, 1 » i} 1 o4 1 ,Q 1 o 0 «0 0 «0
o] 0 2 o 5 2l 2 +8 1 ol U o0 1 1.2
0 «Q 4 1.8 "!1 o 3 191 5 20 1 2:2 3 337
2 4.3 5 2.2 7T 249 14 5.3 16 6.6 9 20.0 0 o0
2 4,3 3 1.3 7 2.9 10 3.8 14 5.7 3 &7 2 2.5
a o0 9 4.0 b 2¢5 18 6.9 12 4.9 2. 4.4 3 3.7
1 2.1 6 2.7 10 4.2 14 5.3 16 646 5 111 % 4.9
4 8.5 8 3.6 16 b.? 8 3.1 21 8.6 2 Leb 2 2.5
6 12.8 9 4.0 18 7.6 18 6.9 15 6.1 4 8,9 3 3.7
3 Bl 16 741 26 310.9 16 6.1 13 5.3 4 8.9 6 Tl
9 1941 35 15.6 ° 22 9.2 33 12.6 3] 12.7 4 8.9 .12 14.8
4 B.5 27 120 41 17.2 29 {1.1 32 13.1 4 B.9 8 9.9
6 12.8 h2 18.7 27 1143 42 1640 35 14.3 3 67 17 21.0
6 12.8 40 17.8 37 15,5 39 14.9 21 Beb 2 .4 14 17.3
Y BeS 2l 9.3 20 Belh 18 b.g 13 He3 e Gely 7 Aeb
2 U.3 n +0 1 b4 1 o 3 o Q o0 g «0
4] Y 3 1.3 4 1.7 2 +8 0. 0 0 +0 1 1.2
2 4.3 4 1.8 7 2.9 b 145 %3 1.2 1 2.2 3 3.7
1 2.1 7 3.1 11 4.6 10 3.8 7 2.9 1 2.2 2 2.5
3 bHelt . 10 Uy 6 2.5 14 9.3 15 6.1 2 U 2 25
4 8.5 11 4,9 15 0«3 11 GeZ 6 25 [ "0 5 6.2
3 b.4 S 2.2 8 3.4 8 3.1 12 4,9 0 »0 4 4,9
0 9 15 6.7 7 2.9 17 6.5 8 3.3 1 2.2 4 4.9
2 4.3 10 4y 14 5.9 17 &5 19 7.8 1 2.2 7 8.6

3 64 23 30.2 26109 23 4.8 23 9.4 7 15.6 8 9.9
6 12+8 3N 13.3 23 947 32 12.2 24 9.8 3. 6.7 7 8.6
6 12.8 26 11.6 26 1049 28 10.7 39 16.0 9 200 8 9.9
9 19.1 33 4.7 43 1841 44 16.8 30 12.3 il 2444 10 12,3
5 10,6 27 12.n 32 13«4 41 1546 k2 172 6 133 16 19.8
3 64 24 10,7 20 b.l4 13 5.0 16 Haeb L Be7 5 6.2
0 .0 1 ol 5 2.1 .2 «8 2 «8 0 s 0 2 2.5
0 4] o0 1. 1.2

.0 2 .0 4 1.7 1 W48 L0

R

TOTAL
NO P
179 15.3
178 15.6
148 13,0
123 10.8
94 8.2
106 9.3
77 6.7
55 4,8
47 4.l
22 1.9
16 1.4
44 3.9
4 U
11 1.0
17 lts
53 L6
41 3.6
50 4.4
56 4.9
61 5.3
73 B.Y4
B84 T.4
146 12.8
145 12,7
172 15.1
159 13.9
BS 7.4
4 o4
10 «9
24 2.1
39 3.4
52 4.6
52 4.6
up . 3.5
52 4.6
70 6.1
113 9.9
125 10.9
142 12.4
18) 15.8
169 14.8
B4 7.4
12 1.1
8 .7
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BLACK JACKS/SAPS ,
BATONS/BILLY CLUAS/NIGHTSTICKS
WATER CANNOM

TRANGUILIZER DARY GUNS

GAS GRENADES AND CAMMISTERS
DYE=~MARKER GUNS

ELECTRIC SHOCKFRS

PELLET GUNS

TEAR GAS

TEAR GAS DISPEMSERS

TEAR GAS GFNERATORS

Table
1T H-2

BLACK JACKS/SAPS
BATONS/BILLY CLUBS/NIGHTSTXCKS
T -WATER CANNON
TRANQUILIZER OART GUNS
GAS GRENADES AND CANNISTERS
DYE=-MARKER GUNS
ELECTRIC SHOCKERS
PELLET GUNS
YEAR GAS
TEAR GAS DISPENSERS
: TEAR GAS GENERATORS

ANALYSIS FOR WEAPONS»
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PVADIR DO EID--N

NON=LETHAL
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ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS. BY DEPARTMENT TYPE
(NINETY~FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMM HEAD)'

STATE
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218
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390
137
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363
139,
118.
212,

co

1165+ 1426

E-70

UNTY

EAR
964 e,
e
NP
953,
LE R T
kKR
L3 29
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OFFICERS)
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rahn
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392.
L X %]
337«
R
166,
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188.
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380
296
T17.
L 2 23
367,
594
574,
605,
335.
308
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COMPOSITF RANKS FOR ALL CYTTFS

BLACK JACKS/SAPS
BATONS/BILLY CLUBS/NTIGHTSTICKS
WATER CANNON

TRANQUILIZFR OART fRUNMS

GAS GRENADFS AND CANNISYERS
DYE=MARKER GUNS

ELECTRYC SHOCKFRS

PELLET GUNS

TEAR GAS

TEAR GAS DTSPEMSERS

TEAR GAS GFMERATORS

— -
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Table .
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THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDAMCE IS STANIFICAMT AT TWE QNN OFREENT | EVEL FAn Tue 27 SyaTe .
THE COEFFICIENT OF COMCORDAMCF 1S SYaNTFICAMT AT THFE LON0A DEREENT LEVEL .TAn THE 21/ CAUNTY
THE COFFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE TS STANTSICAMT AY THe JONNA OFRPENT LEVFL £A% THE 530 CITY (=9 AEFTreERc)
THE COEFFICIENT OF GNANCORDAMCE 1S STANTFICAMT AT Twe | «ONAA OEREFMT LEVFL FAD TUF 282 CITY(1N-y0 nFETRERQ)
THE COEFFICIENT OF COMNCORDAMNGE IS STIANTFICANT AT The LONNN DEQEENT LEVEL FND THE 241
THE COSFFICIFNT OF CONCORDANCE 1§ STANTFICAMT AT Twe NNNA pooeeNT LEYEL FAD Tue 08 FIFTY L ARASST ATTICS
THE COFFFICIFNT OF CONCORDAMCF IS SIAMTIFICANT AT THWe LAPRN DEREENT LLEVF] £0P TUE 70 TAWNGHIP
RAHKS RY NEPAPTMEMT TYOF
STATE CAUMTY CTITY(1~0 'CITY(1N-1O0 CYTY(SN AR
’ OFFICEPS) OFFTCFR]) vORE
OFFTCFRS])
' k]
BLACK JACKS/SAPS a s ) 5 7
BATONS/RILLY CLUBS/NIGHTSTICKS 4 x 1 3 O
WATER CANNON 11 a R 1 R
TRANQUILIZER DART GIINS 6 7 7 K 6
GAS GRENANES AND CANMISTERS 3 1 8 4 2
DYE=MARKER GUINS 7 10 10 A )
ELECTRIC SHOCLKFRS 10 11 9 19 11
PELLEYT GUNS 9 o - 11 a 10
TEAR GAS 2 u { y L) 2
TEAR GAS NTSPENSERS 1 » 2 1 1
TEAR GAS GFNFRATORS 5 . -6 A S

o
NANVD =

ACDAPD TMEMTE N
NEPABRTVEMTS,
NEPARTMENTS
AFDARTMENTE,
NEDADTUENTS,
REDADTUENTS,
NEDARTMENTE

TAWMSHYD
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II H-4

THE COEFFICIFNT
COZFFICIENT
COEFFICTIENT
Z COSFFICIANT
COEFFICIENT
THE COEFFICIENT
TH= COEFFICTENT
THE COEFFICIFNT
COEFFICIENT
= COEFFICTIENT

BLACK JACKS/SAPS

CONCORDAMCF
CONCORDANCE
COMCNRDANCE
CONCORDANCE
CONCORDANCF
CONCORDANCFE
CONCNRDANCE
CONCORDAMNCF
CONCAHRDANCFE
CONCORDAMNCF

BATONS/RILLY CLURS/MIGHTSTICKS

WATER CANNOM

TRANQUILIZER DART GUNS
BAS GRENANES AND CANNISTERS

DYF=-MARKER GUNS
ELECTRIC SHOCKFERS
PELLET GUNS

TEAR GAS

TEAR GAS NISPENSERS
.TEaAR GAS GFMERATORS

15
1S5
1S
15
IS
1S
1S
1S
IS
15

SIANIFICANTY
SIANIFICANT
SIANTFICAMT
STGNTIFICANT
CSTIGMIFICANT
SYGNIFICANT
STANTFICAMT
STGNIFICANT
STYASNTFICANT
SIANTIFICANT

AT
AT
AT
AT
AT
AT
AT
AY
AT
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BLACK JACKS/SAPS
BATONS/BILLY CLUBS/NIGHTSTICKS
WATER CANNON

TRANQUILIZER DART GUNS

GAS GRENADES AND CANNISTERS
DYE~MARKER GUNS '
ELECTRIC SHOCKERS

PELLET GUNS

TEAR GAS

TEAR GAS DISPENSERS

TEAR GAS GENERATORS

BLACK JACKS/SAPS .
BATONS/BILLY CLUBS/NIGHTSTICKS
WATER CANNON

TRANGUILIZER DARY GUNS

GAS GRENADES AND CANNISTERS
DYE~VMARKER GUNS

ELECTRIC SHOCKERS

PELLET GUNS

TEAR GAS

TEAR GAS DISPENSERS

TEAR GAS GENERATORS

ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY LEAA REGLON
(NINETY~FIVE PEZRCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)

1
583 772

“Exy
491.
940
xe k&
430,
863,
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B69.
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363.
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2
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hax
532,
L 22X
L2 2 2]
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G71.
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3
656+ 855
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YT
Ry
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915,
994,
552,
466
k%

4
583, 772

L2 1 Y]
u95.‘
919,
79¢4.
485,
S01L.
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346,
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ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS HY LEAA REGION
(NINETY=-FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)
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REGARDING EACH REGION AS A RESPONDENTs IF THE TEN HANKINGS 4ERT RANDO

;gspggggNiugFOF AN ITEM 40ULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 32. BZ? FA, RANDO%e
THE TIVE. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE e VAL 2

95 PERCENT 0 £ OUTSIDE THIS INTELVAL:

GAS GRENADES AND CANNISTERS gg:
ELECTRIC SHOCKERS . 105
PELLET GUNS 9u.
TEAR GAS 22.
TEAR GAS DISPENSERS 15:

REGAROING EACH LEAA REGION AS A RESPONDENT.
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AT THE +0000 PERCENT LEVEL. o

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT+ IF THE SEVEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOMs
THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEM wOULD LIE IN THE INTERVAL ( 19» 65)
95 PERCENT OF THE TIME. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS INTERVAL:

WATER CANNON 71.
ELECTRIC SHOCKERS 70.
TEAR GAS 18.
TEAR GAS DISPENSERS 9.

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT+ '
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AT THE «+ 000N PERCENT LEVEL.
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FREQUENCY OTSTRIBUTION OF RANKS OF
WEAPONS» NON=LETHAL

STATE

NO

BLACK JACKS/SAPS
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10 ,

RANK 11 : t
NOT RANKED

TIED WITH ONE. OTHER ITEW

TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

BATONS/BILLY CLUBS/NIGHTSTICKS
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10U
RANK 11 -

NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM
' TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

WATER CANNON
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK
RANK 10
RANK 11
NOT RANKED
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEW
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM

WENOULELND I VWCENOUNE RN

CENPUFGN -
DO ULODONUYUDUFRDOO DI OO NWHIRTTNN CONDBAOUNVNOOULN D

PcT

Hald

Bl

19.1
10.6
2143
17.0
17.0
6ol
.0
.0

COUNTY

NO

3

- PCY

1447
13.8
B4
6.?
11.1
B840
4,9
e
4.0
SR
12.0
5.3
.u
1.3

1h.2
20.0
8.0
8.9
14.7
8.9

3.6
e

s
(=R O RS A ROE KN
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DS RERE R R EE R
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-
L

[
-
k]

1240
2449
114}
W4
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BY DEPARTMENT TYPE

cITY
{1=9

OFF1CLRS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS)

NO

32

43,

28
25
17
16
11

17
21
15

47
49
32
23
25
13

10
15
12

cLELYT Ee

19

23
38
33
66
22

1

4

pcT

134
1de1
11.8
10.5
Tel
be?
“'6
a'l
el
Tsl
UOB
bed
.0
17

1947
2046
13¢4

Ge7

10.5

5.5
1.7
4e2
2.1

bed

5.0

16.0
15.9
277
9.2
ol
1.7

c1TY CITY
(10=4Y {50+
NO' PCT  NO  PCT
25 9.5 6 2.5
34 13.0 24 9.8
16 6.1 T 249
20 7.6 13 5.3
23 4.8 17 7+0
24 9.2 26 1047
18, 6.9 16 6:6
17 6.5 17 7.0
#5 9.5 22 9.0
€57 B0 32 13.1
31 11.8 57 23.4
8 3.1 7 2.9
1] 0 2 »8
2 «8 0 +0
55 21.0 sS4 22.1
36 1347 16 6.6
17 65 17 7.0
31 11.8 27 11.1
29 11.1 41 16.8
26 9.9 19 7.8
12 4.6 13 He3
18 6.9 8 3.3
12 4.6 13 5.3
15 5.7 24 9.8
4 1.5 & 2¢5
7 247 6 245
1 o4 1 ol
e « 8 0 0
2 8 T 2.9
5 1.9 6 25
2 »8 5 20
5 1,9 6. 2.5
15 bsT 16 6B
13 5.0 22 9.0
34 13.0 29 11.9
34 13.0 28 11.5
29 11.1 36 14.8
42 1640 38 1%.6
69 2643 42 172
12 4.6 9 3.7
0 «0 1 sl
1. 4 0 0

FIFTY
LARGEST
CITIES

NO
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4 o0
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FREQUENCY NISTRIBUTION OF RANKS OF

WEAPONS e NON=LETHAL dY DEPARTMENT TYPE
STATE = COUNTY ClTY ciry cIvy FIFTY TOWSHIP TOTAL
(1=9 (10=49 (50+ ° LARGEST

OFFICELRS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES
NO PCT NO  PCY NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO  PCT NO PCT NO  ReY

TRANGUILIZER DART GUNS

RANK 1 1 2.1 14 6He2 21 B8 18 649 19 7.8 3 6.7 10 123 a6 7.
RANK 2 0 0 5 2.2 9 3.8 10 3.8 7 2.9 1 2.2 % 3,7 35 3.
RANK 3 1 2.4 148 Be2 13 Hs5 22 8.4 10 4.1 1 2.2 8 9.9 69 6.
RANK & 2 4.3 2R 12.4 29 12.2 19 743 16 6.6 3 6.7 3 3.7 100 8.
BANK 5 2 4.3 19 8.4 23 9.7 - 28 10.7 22 9.0 3 6.7 9 11.1 106 9,
RANK 6 2 B.3 23 10,2 21 B«8 34 13,0 19 7.8 4 8.9 13 16,0 116 1D.
RANK 7 5 10«6 22 9.8 29 12¢2 31 11.8 25 10.2 4 8.9 7 He6 123 10.
- RANK & S 10.6 32 14.2 19 B840 34 13.0 41 1ae8 13 28.9 4 4,9 148 13.
RANK 9 ) 11 23.4 18 B.0 20 8.4 23 . 8,8 28 11.5 5 13.3 6 7.4 112 9.
-RANK 10 . e 8 17.0 14 . 6.2 18 746 18 6.9 . 24 9,8 ? 4ol 8 9.9 92 8.
RANK 11 : o T ¢ 7 18.9 15 6.7 1B 7.6 14 5.3 23 9.4 4 8.9 5 6.2 Hao 7.
NOT RANKED o i 3 6ed 21 943 18 7«6 11 4.2 L0 4.l 1 2.2 5 &¢2 69 6o
TIED WITH ONE OYHER ITEM: 0 .0 0 .0 0 WU 1 .4 . 0 .0 b .0 0 .0 1.
TIED WITH -MORE THAN ONE OTHER“ITEM 0 .0 37 1.3 4 1.7 A1 ol 1 ol 0 .0 1 1.2 10 .
GAS GRENADES AND CANNISTERS ' y .
RANK 1 ' 11 23.4 34 15,1 21 8.8 37 14.1 31 12.7 B 17.8 8 9,9 150 13,1
RANK = 2 . 11 23.4 22 9.8 31 13.0 37 1u.} 35 1443 5 11.1 §5 18.5 156 13.7
RANK 3 9 19.1 30 13.3 20 8.4 55 21.0 52 21.3 6 13.3 10 12.3 182 15.9
s RANK & 10 21.3 38 16+9 29 12,2 46 17.6 51 20,9 13 28,9 11 13,6 198 17.3
RANK b B Al 227 9.8 30 1246 29 1l1.1 23 9.4 A17.8 8 9.,9. 123 10.
RANK 6 2 4.3 2?3 10.2 28 11.8 24 9.2 1B 7.4 1 2.2 7 8.6 103 9.
RANK 7 D ) 14 6.2 25 10.5 12 4.6 15 Hel 2 thaelh 7 B.6 75 -8
RANK 8 “ n i) 6 2.7 1% H.9 6 2.3 9 3.7 1 2.2 2 2.% 33 3.
RANK 9 0 0 .0 11 4.9 14 5.9 5 1.9 3 1.2 0 .0 3 3.7 3 3.
RANK 10 o 1 2.1 6 2.7 7 2.9 2 .8 2 8 1 2.2 .5 B2 24 2.
RANK 11 ST 0 0 n o0 3 1.3 2 ) 1 ol 0 »0 1 1.2 7 .
NOT RANKED v 0 .0 19 B 1o 6.7 7 2.7 4 1.6 0 0 4 U9 SD 4.
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEW 1 2.1 2 -] 1 ol 1 o4 ] .0 o .0 0 20 5 .
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER IYEM 0 .0 3 1.3 4 1.7 2 .8 0 .0 0 o0 1. 1.2 10 .
DYE=MARKER GUNS
RANX 1 1 2.2 5 2.2 2 o8 5 1.9 3 1.2 3 6.7 2 2.5 21 1.
RANK - 2 1 2.1 3 1.3 5 2.1 2 8 6 2.5 3 6.7 2 2.5 22 1.
RANK 3 0 o0 5. 2.2 7 269 11 4.2 11 4.3 1 2.2 2 2.5 37 3.
RANK 4 0 o0 9 4.0 10 4.2 10 3.8 16 b6 L .0 5 6.2 50 4.
RANK 5 4. 8.5 "2 5.3 12 5.0 25 9.5 20 8.2 7 15.6 6 T.4 B 7.
RANK 6 5 1046 3 Bsl4 18 7.6 28 10.7 31 12.7 12 26.7 6 7.4 119 10.
RANK 7 10 2143 2B 1244 27 113 3% 13.0 ™1 39 16.0 7 15.6 9 t1.1 154 13.5
RANK 8 11 23.4 30 13.3 36 15.1 = 36 13.7  u4 18.0 b 13.3 13 16.0 176 15,4
RANK 9 6 12.8 35 15.6 37 1%.5 37 14.1 27 11.1 4 8.9 - 13 16.0 159 13.9
RANK 10 5 10.6 38 15.9 35 14.7 © 31 11.8 22 9.0 2 Yol 10 12.3 143 12.5
RANK 11 . 2 8.3, 18 B.0 29 12.2 30 11.5 15 &} 0 .0 7 B.6 1D1 8.8
NOT RANKED 2 4.3 23 10,2 20 Bel 13 5.0 10 4.1 U .0 6 T 74 6.5
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 0 «0 0 o0 0 o0 1 a4 1 oy 0 «0 1 le2 3 3
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM 0 o0 3 1.3 5 <ol 1 o4 1 ol 0 o0 1 1.2 11 1,0
E-76
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FREQUENCY NISTRIRUTION. UF KANKS OF

WEAPOMS s NON=LETHAL BY DEPARTVELT TYPE
STATE COUNTY ciry cLvy cIvY FIFTY TOWNSIR TOTA.
(1=y (lu=49 (504 LARGE ST

JFFLCLRS) OFFICERS) JFFICZRSY CITIES
NO O PCT NO  PCTY NO PCT NO PCT NO  HCT NO  PCT NO  PCT NOD  PoTY

ELECTRIC SHOCKERS

WD LWL WD ~SOND

RANK 1 0 0 .7 3.1 3 1.3 1 4 3 102 [H] 0 4] «0 14 t.
RANK 2 1 241 5 2.2 b 25 4 1.5 4 1.6 1 2.2 2 2.5 23 2.
RANK 3 0 o) 11 4.9 17 7.1 5 19 4 1.6 U «0 S 6.2 42 3.
RANK 4 0 oG B 3.6 16 o7 13 5.0 3 1.2 0 o0 4 9,9 un oy,
RANK 5 0 0 . 13 Sa.p 13 5eb 13 H.0 13 5.3 3 6.7 2 2.5 57 5.
RANK b 2 4.3 13 S.8 16 b7 23 8.8 15 e} A 6.7 11 13.6 Ay 7.
RANKL 7 9 19.1 34 15.1 30 12«6 29 11.1 23 2.4 6 13.3 10 12.3 141 12,
RANK 8 ¢ 9 19.1 29 12.0 3o 15.1 34 13.0 37 15.2 4 8.9 10 12.3 159 13.
RANX 9 7 14.9 28 12.4 33 13.9 51 149.% 37 1he2 T 1546 12 14,8 175 15,
RAMK 10 H 12.8 33 14.7 28 1lleb 37 1lu.1 H3 21.7 4 8.9 9 11.1 170 14,
RANK 11 N 11 23.4 29 11,1 19 5.0 %1 156 43 176 16 35.6 T 8.6 162 14,
NOT RANKED 2 4.3 19 8.4 21 0.8 11 4.2 9/ 3.7 1 2.2 b 6.2 64 6.
TIED WITH UNE OTHER ITEW 0 o0 n o0 1} o0 1 o4 1 o4 4] o 0 0 0 2 .
TIED WITH 4oRE THAN ONE OTHFR ITEW n «D 3 1.3 W 1e7 1 ol 1 o4 0 o0 1 1.2 10 .
PELLET GUNS -
RANK 1 0 o) .5 2.2 3 1.3 2 .8 1 o 0 «0 4] » 0 11 1.0
, RANK .2 o] o0 3 1.3 4 1.7 1 o4 4 1.6 1 2.2 0 +0 13 1.1
*ORANK 3 0 0 4 1.8 5 2.1 -8 3.1 3 1.2 u <0 4 4,9 24 2.1
RANK 4 4 B.S 11 4.0 8 3.4 H 1.9 9 5.7 4 8.9 4 4,9 45 3,9
RANK b 6:12.8 . 7 3.1 16 0.7 13 5.0 12 4.9 1 2.2 . 5 6.2 60 .5.3
RANK b 10 213 17 7.6 29 (2.2 19 7.3 2% 102 4 8,9 10 123 114 10.0
RAMX 7 2 4.3 3N 13.3 22 9.2 36 13.7 35 143 4 8.9 A 9,9 137 12.0
RANK B 2 4.3 34 1941 37 1;.5 38 14.5 24 - 9.8 5 11s1 14 17.3 154 13.5
RAMK 9 6 12.8 32 14.2 31 13.0 30 11.5 56 23.0 9 20.0 14 17.3 178 15.6
RANK 10 o 19,1 28 12.4 27 11.3 53 2U.2 31 12.7 12 20.7 . 9 11e1 162 14.8
RANK 11 6 12.8 33 1447 3% 14,7 45 17.2 35 1443 4 8.9 7: 8.6 165 14.4
NOT RANKED 2 .3 21 9.3 21 Bed 12 4.6 9 3.7 1 2¢2 6 Telh 72 6.3
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEwW 0 «0 a «0 Y U 2 8 0 o0 0 «0 1] 0 2 .2
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHFR ITEM 0 »0 3 1.3 5 gol 1 4 1 o4 0 <0 1 1,2 11 1.0
TEAR GAS
R RANK 1 13 27.7 45 20.0 34 1463 47 17.9 59 24.2 11 24.4 1% 18.5 224 19,0
RANK 2 13 27.7 29 12.4 27 11.3 48 1843 48 19.7 11 244 14 17.3 180 16.b
RANK 3 6 12.8 29 12.9 32 15.4% 32 12.2 28 11.5 7 1b.BH 7 R.b 141 12.3
RANK &4 4 A,5 28 12.4 33 13.9 35 13.4 27 11.1 6 13.3 12 14,8 145 12.7
RANK b 6 12+8 17 7e6 23 9.7 22 8.4 22 9.0 3 6.7 11 13.6 104 9.1
RANK b 1 241 13 5.8 17 7.1 21 8.0 18 7.4 1 2.2 2 245 75 6.4
RANK - 7 2 4.3 12 5.3 19 b0 16 bl 14 5.7 2 4.4 T B.6 72 6.3
RANK 8 v} o0 9 Hen 10 y.2 5 1.9 B 3.3 1 2.2 3 3.7 3o 3.2
T RANK 9 0 0 7 3.1 9 3.8 12 4.6 4 1.6 2 4.4 1 1.2 35 3.1
RANK 10 Q «0 A 3.6 6 249 10 3.8 9 337 g o0 4 4,9 37 3.2
RANK 11 0 «0 B 3.5 g Sa.b 5 1.9 4 1.6 1 2.2 2 25 27 2.5
NOT RANKED 2 4.3 20 R.s3 19 H.O 9 3.4 3 1.2 1] ] 3 3.7 S5 4.9
\\ TIED WITH ONE DTHER 1TEV 0 o0 1 oy i o4 [} o0 0 .0 i] o) [} o 2 W 2
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHFR ITEM 0 «0 3 1.3 3 1.3 2 «8 0 o0 Y] o) 1 1.2 Q )
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RANKS OF

WEAPONS;NOQ-LETHAL BY DEPARTMENT,.TYPE
STATE COUNTY City CITY cITy FIFTY = TOWNSHIP TOTAL
(1~9 {10-49 (50+ LARGEST

OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES .
NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT

TEAR GAS DISPENSERS
RANK

i 14 29,8 42 1B.7 67 282 65 24, 46 16,9 10 222 15 18.5 259 22.7

RANK - 2 11 23448 52 2341 41 1742 6D 2249 76 31«1} . 15 33.3 8 9.9 263 23.0
RANK 3 12 25.5 41 18,2 43 1B,1 51 19.5 49 20.} 9 26.0 21 25.9 226 19.8
RANK & 7 148.9 21 9.3 25 10,5 38 14,5 30 12.3 5 1l.} 8 9.9 134 11.7
RANK & 2 4.3 20 B.9 .21 8.8 26 9.9 13 5,3 2 4.4 9 11l.1 93 8.1
RANK & 0 0 14 Bep 8 3.4 3 1.1 12 4.9 3 67 4 4.9 44 3,9
RANK 7 0 W0 3 1.3 8 3.4 4 1.5 7 2.9 1 2.2 6 7.4 29 2.5
RANK 8 1 241 6 2.7 4 1.7 2 .8 6 245 0 .0 3 3.7 22 1.9
RANK 9 ) .0 3 1.3 2 .8 6 2.3 1 ot 0 .0 2 2.5 1% 1.2
RANK 10 4] o0 6 247 LY 1.7 a 0 4} o0 g o0 1 1.2 11 1.0
RANK 11 0 .0 3 1.3 1 o4 1 ol a .0 0 0 0 .0 5 W4
NOT RANKED 0 oG 14 6.2 14 5.9 &6 243 4 1.6 0 o0 & 4.9 42 3.7
TIED WITH ONE OTHER ITEM 0 0 1 ot 1 sl 0 L0 - 90 +0 0«0 S Y- 3.3
TIED WITH MORE THAN ONE OTHER ITE% 0 .0 3 1.3 3 1.3 2 .8 0 .0 0 0 1 t.2 9 .8

?EAR GAS GENERATORS i v ,

RANK } 2 4,3 3 1.3 & 2.5 8 3.1 1L 4.5 0 .0 1 1.2 31 2,7
RANK 2 5106 13 5.8 7 2.9 18 6.9 14 5.7 3 6.7 1 1.2 81 5.3
RANK 3 11 2344 30 1343 20 Ba4 37 1441 53 21.7 18 40.0 5 6.2 174 15.2
RANK & 10 2143 28 124 17 7.1 33°12.6 . 41 16.8 10 22.2 10 12.3 149 13.0
RANK 5 5 10.6 23 10.2 32 13.4 30 11,5 3B 15.6 6 13.3 6 Telt 14D 1243
RANK & 5 10.6 26 11«6 30 12.6 34 13.0 29 ii.9 3 6.7 10 12,3 137 12,0
RANK - 7 2 4¢3 16 Tef 23 9.7 22 8.4 19 7.8 3 6.7 5 6.2 90 7.9
RANK = 8 4 8«5 13 5.8 20 Bed 23 8.0 13 Ge3 0 «0 11 13.6 . 84 7.4
RANK 9 1 241- 20 8.9 19 B.0 - 18 6.9 8 3.3 1 242 7 846 74 6.5
. RANK 10 0 «0 13 S.8 21 8.8 18 6.9 4 1.6 1 2.2 10 12.3 67 5.9
RANK 1% ‘ 0 .0 20 8.9 24 0.1 10 3.8 5 2.0 0 .0 9 11.1 68 6.0
NOT RANKED 2 4¢3 20 8.9 19 8.0 11 4.2 3 3.7 0 .0 6 7.4 BT 5.9
TIED WITH MQRE THAN ONE OTHER ITEM ] o0 35 1.3 4 1,7 1 ol 1 o4 0 «D 1 1.2 1o .9
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ANALYSIS FOR BUILDING SYSTEMS
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MATTONAL RAVKS
DETENTION CENTER DESIGN/COMSTRUCTINN

?
INSTITUTIONAL FURNTISHINGS L3 ,
POLICF STATION DESTANM/CONSTRUCTION ‘ 1 ;
INSTITUTIONAL FQUIPMENT , " - - -
BUILDTMG MATERTALS 3 : :

Table
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ITEMS WITH EXTREME RANK SUMS BY DEPARTMENT TYPE
{NINETY=FIVE PERCENT INTERVAL GIVEN AT COLUMN HEAD)

STATE COUNTY CITY{(1=~9 CITY(10-49 CITY(50 OR FIFTY TOWNSHIP
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REGARDING EACH REGION AS A RESPONDENT: IF T4T TEN RANKINGS WERE RAMDOM.
THE RANK SUM OF AN 1ITZM wOULD LIE INMN THE INTZRVAL (18, 42) .
95 PERCENT OF THE TIVC. THE FOLLOWING ITZIMS LIE QUTSIDE THIS IMTEQVAL:R

POLICE STATION DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION 1n.
L

REGARDING EACH LEAA REGION AS A RESPONDENT, -
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AT THE «NC06 PERCENT LEVEL.
M

REGARDING' EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT» IF THME SEVEN RANKINGS WERE RANDOM» -

¢ THE RANK SUM OF AN ITEVM WOULD LIE IN THE INTERvVAL ( 11s 31}
99 PERCENT OF THE TIMZ. THE FOLLOWING ITEMS LIE OUTSIDE THIS IVTERVAL.
POLICE STATION DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION 7e

B

REGARDING EACH DEPARTMENT TYPE AS A RESPONDENT,
THE COEFFICIENT OF CONCOROANCE IS SIGNIFICANT AY THE +0049 PERCENT LEVEL.

+
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Table
I 1-7

FREQUENCY AIST2IRUTION OF NANKS OF .
. 3Y DEPARTHENT TYPE

BUILOING SYSTEYS

STATE
R 1o B b §

OETEMTION CENTER UESIGM/CUNSTRUCTINN

RANK 1 1 2.1
RANK 2 2 4.3
RANK 3 4 B.5
RAIK 4 7 14.9
RANK & 30 63.8
NOT RANXED 3 A.u
TIZD WITH UNE OTHER ITEM 0 »0
TIED WiTH MORE THAN ONE OTHER KTEW n e}

INSTITUTIONAL FURNISHINGS

RANK 1 3 hel
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NOYT RANKEDR 3 6.4
TIED WITH OYE OTHER ITEw 0 .Q
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Table III-2
STATE COUNTY CITY(1=9 CITY(10=49
OFFICERS) OFFICERS)
NO PCT NO PCT NO PCT
AL 3 1.3 3 1.3 2 «B8
AK 0 o0 2 8 0 «0
AZ 3 1.3 5 2.1 2 .8
. AR 2 v 9 4 1.7 . 18 1.5
CA 22 9.8 17 7ol 25 9.5
co - 8 3.6 3 1.3 12 beb
cT 0 o0 3 1.3 5 1.9
DE 0. .0 1 o4 3 1.1
FL 2 9 7 2.9 8 Jel
GA 3 1.3 4 1.7 2 8
HI 1 o4 o] «0 0 0
ID 6 247 6 25 5 1.9
IL 5 2.2 8 3ot 10 3.8
IN 7 3.1 1 4 4 1.5
IA - 7 3. 7, 249 9 3.4
KS 9 4.0 3 1.3 4 1.5
KY 3 1.3 2 8 1 ol
La 2 9 2 8 2 «8
ME 7 3.1 5 2.1 6 2.3
MD 0 o0 2 +8 2 8
MA 2 «9 2 8 3 1.1
MI 7 Jel 6 2.5 2 «8
MN 1 4 2 «8 4 1.5
MS 0 °0 2 «8 4 1.5
MO 4 1.8 7 2+9 7 2.7
mMT 6 2¢7 6 245 4 1.5
NB 5 2e¢2 6 245 7 27
NV 3 1.3 1 o 0. 40
NJ 4 1.8 6 2.5 15 Se7
NM 2 9 1 o4 2 8
NY 20 8.9 21 8.8 11 4.2
_ NC 4 1.8 S 201 2 8
ND 3 1.3 5 21 5 1.9
OH 2 9 7 2+9 5 1.9
oK 4 1.8 1 e 5 1.9
OR 11 4.9 4 1.7 ©18 5.7
PA 3 1.3 14 5.9 11 4.2
RI 2 «9 0 «0 1 o
SC 0 o0 4 1.7 1 o4
SD 4 1.8 1 ol 2 8
TN 3 1.3 1 o4 2 8
TX 9 4.0 1% Ue6 12 Yeb
ut 2 «9 6 2.5 3 1.1
VT - 3 1.3 11 heb 3 1.1
VA 11 4.9 6 2+5 [3) 2.3
WA 7 3.1 10 4.2 8 3.1
wv 5 22 3 1.3 2 8
Wl k) 1.3 1 oY 4 1.5
WY 2 «9 3 1e3 3 1.1
o] o4 0 o0 0 2 «8
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Table 11I-5,6,8,9,11,12 :
_AVERAGES OF GENERAL DATA BY DEPARTMENT TYPE
DEPARTHENT TYPg AREA POPULATION - NUMSER OF NUMBER OF
. : FULL=TIME PART=TIME
OFFICERS. " OFFICERS
STATE - 62580, '3936410. 889. 18,
COUNTY 1518, 130254, 60 25.
CITY(1=9 OFFICERS) 9. 5038, 8. 5.
CITY(10-49 OFFICERS) 12, 15849, 22 9.
CITY(50 OR MORE oFFICERS) 31, 83304, 132, 26,
FIFTY LARGEST CITIES 187, 851342, 2491 . 1115..
TOWNSHIP 28, 13228, 14, 8e
f
AVERAGES OF GENERAL DATA BY LEAA REGION
LEAA REGION "AREA POPULATION NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
FULL=~TIME PART=TIME
OFFICERS OFFICERS
1 750, 158112, 96. 18.
2 648, 240781, 365, ‘ 97.
3 1096, 245733, 216 7.
4 3691, 340996, 151, ;1le
5 26520 “4617“. 2830 " 5-
6 5738, 271386, 160. 17
7 2379, 112094, 84 9
8 6346, B3023, , St 9.
9 4218. 372094, 281. 46
10 3580, 104877, 69 9
_ ‘ NATIONAL AVERAGES OF GENERAL DATA
AREA POPULATION NUMBER OF NUMBER OF  ANNUAL TOTAL ANNUAL
: ’ : FULL=TIME PART=TIME "BUDGET EQUIPMENT
OFFICERS OFFICERS . BUDGET
2993, 2477380 185. 26 . 3197528, 270067
E~86

ANNUAL TOTAL

BUDOGET

16377358,
1089919,
82381«
257927,
1733340
43268865,
175654

" ANNUAL TOTAL

BUDGET

1360155,
7148315,
3412567,
2318382,
4916607,
2193823,
1220385,
728549,
5743553,
1253894,

ANNUAL
PERSONNEL
BUDGET

2501380,

ANNUAL
EQUIPYENT

BUDGET

2304339,
58539,
9764,
24362,
173099.
2669920,
20854,

" ANNUAL
EQUIPMENT
BUDGET

135130.
148172,
435153,
248600
431478,
160363,

121001,

77081.
728801,
82198.

ANNUAL
PERSONNEL
BUDGET

12020572
859984 .
60061«
206187
1407177,
34712818
141675,

ANNUAL
PERSONNEL
BUDGET

979911,
5265546
2879293,
1767292«
3879374
1709910

98369A

568463
4528692
1011604
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Table III-7
DISTRISUTION OF RESPONDENTS .
' REGION
DEPARTVMENT TYPZ ’ 1 2 3 4 4 6 7 8 9 10 TOTAL
STATE 6 2 5 8 & 5 3 6 3 3 47
COUNTY . 17 24 19 18 25 19 25 25 29 24 225
. CITY(1=9 OFFICERS) 21 27 26 28 25 19 23 24 .23 22 238
CITY(10-49 OFFICERS) _ 25 26 24 22 29 - 25 27 29 27 28 262
CITY(50 OR wORE OFFICERS) 27 23 29 30 26 29 19 18 27 16 244
FIFTY LARGEST CITIES 1 o 3 4 7 8 8 3 1 8 2 45
TOWNSHIP . - 19 24 21 Q 17 0 0 o o 0 . 81
o ToTAL . 116 129° 128 - 113 136 105 100 . 103 117 95 1142
Table 1II-4 N ~
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY TITLE/RANK
Table III-7 ' R TITLE/RANK " NUMBER PERCENT
DISTRIBUTION DF RESPONDENTS BY JURISDICTION <{}
JURISDICTION NUMBER PERCENT 1 Lo CH y2u " 37.1
- / CA 123 10.8
- . CM 2' -2
’ STATE 47 4ol cL 6 .5
COUNTY 223 . 19.5 : AC 4 o4
CITY 619 5442 AS 37 3.2
TOWN 85 7.4 MJ 16 1.4
VILLAGE 63 5.5 LT 109 9.5
TOWNSHIP 56 4.9 cP 2 2
BOROUGH . 40 3.5 PV 0 .0
OTHER / 9 : 8 DpP 61 53
. IN 10 .9
SH 99 8.7
S6 111 9.7
. PA 37 3.2
, MR 75 6¢6
: us 25 . 2.2
Table III-8

NUMBERS OF OFFICERS IN CITY DEPARTMENTS .
, ; ACTUAL NUMBER OF OFFICERS

DEPARTMENT TYPE 1-9 -10=49 50+
CITY(1~9 OFFICERS) 19% - 33 4
"CITY(10~49 OFFICERS) z8 . 230 4
CITY(50 OR MORE OFFICERS) 1 7

1236

L



Table III-10

DESCRIPTION
OF ACTIVITY .

CUSTODY/DETENTION~LESS THAN 1 DAY
CUSTOOY/DETENTION~LESS THAN 1 WEEK
CUSTODY/DETENTION=1 YEAR OR LESS
CUSTOOY/DETENTION=-MORE THAN 1 YEAR
TRAFFIC SAFETY AND TRAFFIC CONTROL -
HIGHWAY PATROL

VEHICLE INSPECTION

TESTS FOR DRIVERS [ ICENSE
MAINTENANCE OF POLICE BUILDINGS
PUBLIC BUILDING PROTECTION
SERVICE FUNCTION

EMERGENCY AID AND RESCUE
UNDERWATER RECOVERY

HARBOR PATROL

COMMUNICATIONS FOR OWN DEPARTMENT
COMMUNICATIONS FOR OTHER AGENCY
POLICE TRAINING FOR OWN DEPARTUEN?
POLICE TRAINING FOR OTHER AGENCY
BOMB DOISPOSAL

POLYGRAPH

CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION
BREATH=ALCOHOL TEST

LAB ANALYSIS FOR BLOOD ALCOMOL
NARCOTICS LABORATORY ANALYSIS
CRIME LABORATORY

SERVE CIVIL PROCESS

SERVE TRAFFIC AND CRIMINAL WARRANTS
CORONER

ANIMAL CONTROL(DOG CATCHER)

OTHER

NO

QOO -3

43

26
16
24

14
29
16

4
3l
46
36
21
29
31
42
16
20
26

33

»

ACTIVITIES OF RESPOMDENTS BY DEPARTMENT TYPE
STATE

et

14,9
«0
0
s 0

91.5

95,7

5543

34.0

51«1

14,9

29.8

617

3440

Hel4

93.6

66,0

979

7646

4y,7

6le7

6640

89.4

34,0

4246

55.3

64

T0e2
«0
0

2«1

COUNTY

NO

178
164
175
30
126
85
35
8
81
89
67
150
94
31
193
127
123

49

45
17

183,

103
i5
21

14

198
200
37
59
16

PCT

79,1
729
T7.8
133
56.0
37«8
15.6

LY
36.0
396
2948
667
41.8
13.8
85.8
S6.4
54,7
21.8
2040

T+6
85.8
45.8

6.7

9.3

642
88.0
B8B+9
1654
2602

Te1

CITY(3=9’
OFFICERS)

NO

122
47
16
0
223
114
49
9
82
151
113
147
14
7
181
69
115
&
11
3
169

112

68
199

138
10

E-88

PCT

5143
19.7
HeT
o0
33.7
U749
20.6
3.8
3445
63.4
475
61.8
549
2.9
7641
29.0
48.3
245
4.6
1.3}
71,0
47,11
+0
2¢5
2el
2846
83.6
2.1
58,0
Ge2

CITY{10-49 CITY(S50 OR
OFFICERS)

NO

19l
93
25

b

252
35
37

5

107

157

143

165

© 29

250
108
202

30

28

13
248
189

20

19

40

233

9
lo4
19

eCY

72.9
3545
9,5
ol
962
36,3
141
1,9
40.8
59.9
Slte&
63.0
11.1
1.9
95.4
4041
T7s1
11.5
10.7
5.0
g4.7

L7241

el
76
T3
153
88.9
34
6246

743

MOR
OFFIC
NO

177
111

"33

3
234
76
33
1
116
141
146
146
38
23
229
58
212
102
56
89
236
203
17
39
48
22
229
3
102
13

£
ERS)
PcT

725
4545
13.5
1.2
95.9
31¢}
13.5
o4
UBaotp
57,8
59.8
59.8
1546
S.4
939
23.8
8649
41,8
2340
3645

“86.7

832
7.0
1243
19.7
9.0
33,9
1.2
1.8
S5¢3

FleTy
LARGEST
CITIES

NO

© 36

22
7
1

44

11
5
1

21

20

27

30

19

14

43

11

45

38

37

40

45

Y

24

28

33
5

39
0
¥
1

PeT

80.0
4849
15.56
242
97.8
244
1t.1
2+2
467
Y4.4
6040
667
4242
31.1
95.6
24.4
100,90
8l .4
az.2
88.9
100.0
91.1
53,3
6242
73.3
1.1
867
0
15.6
242

TOWNSHIP

NO

35
2
1
i

76

71
7
0

24

55

34

50
7
i

57

11

34
8
1
2

64

40,

2
1
i
25
75
2
30
4

PeT

43,2
25
1.2
1s2

93,8

BTV
8+6

«0

29.6

67.9

4240

61+7
8¢6
1.2

TO. 4

13.6

W20
9.9
1.2
245

79:0

13 PR
245
1.2
1.2

30.9

G246
25

370

Q.9‘

TOTAL

NO

746
439
257
36
998
497
192
40
457
620
S4y
717
217
B4
997
412
777
269
199
193
986
730
77
126
146
361
1008
56
500
el

PeY

65.3
38.4
22,5

Je2
87.4
43.5
16.8

345
40,0
S4¢3
47.6
62.8
19,0

To4
87.3
36,1
68.0
2346
174
16.9
8643
63.9

6.7
110
12.8
3146
88,3

4.9
43,8

Se¢6

"\'qe-}w
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PUBLICATIONS OF THE
LAW ENFORCEMENT STANDARDS PROGRAM

Standards

NILECJ-STD-0101.00, March 1972. Ballistic Resistance of Police

Body Armor (Stock No. 2700-0155; Price 25 cents)

NILECJ-STD-0102.00, March 1973. Hearing Protectors for Use on
Firing Ranges (Stock No. 2700-00182; Price 40 cents)

NILECJ-STD-0103.00, October 1973. Portable Ballistic Shields
(in press)

NILECJ-STD-0205.00, June 1973. Mobile Antennas (in press)

NILECJ~STD~0301.00, March 1974, Magnetic Switches for Burglar
Alarm Systems (Stock Ne. 2700-00238; Price 65 cents)

NILECJ-STD-0302.00, June 1973. Mechanically Actuated Switches
for Burglar Alarm Systems (in press)

NILECJ-STD~0303.00, March 1974. Mercury Switches for Burglar
Alarm Systems (in press)

NILECJ-STD~0601.00, January 1974, Walk-Through Metal Detectors
for Use in Weapons Detection (in press)

Reports

LESP-RPT-0001.00, March 1973. LEAA Police Equipment Survey of
1972 Volume I: The Heed for Standards--Priorities for
Police Equipment (in press)

LESP-RPT-0007.00, April 1974. LEAA Police Equipment Survey of
1972 Volume VII: Patrolcars (in press)

LESP-RPT-0201.00, May 1972. Batteries Used with Law
Enforcement Communications Equipment: Comparison and
Perfo;mance Characteristics (Stock No. 2700-0156; Price 50
cents
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