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FOREWORD 

Fol lowing a Congressional mandate* to develop neW 
and Improved techniques, systems, and equipment to strengthen 
law enforcement and criminal Justice, the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) has estab­
Iished the Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory (LESL) 
at the National Bureau of Standards. LESL's function Is 
to conduct research that wi I I assist law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies In the selection and procurement 
of quality 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, Including 
national voluntary equipment standards, user guidelines, 
state-of-the-art surveys'and other reports. 

This document, LESP-RPT-0007.00, LEAA Pol Ice Equipment 
Survey of 1972 Volume VII: Patrolcars, is a law enforcement 
eqUipment report prepared by LESL and issued by NILECJ. 
Additional reports as wei I as other documents wi I I be 
issued under the LESL program in the areas of protective 
equipment, communications eqUipment, security systems, 
weapons, emergency equipment, Investigative aids, vehicles, 
and clothing. A list of the documents already completed 
under this program wi I I 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 the Program 
Manager for Standards, National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance AdminIstration, 
U. S~ Department of Justice, Washington, O. C. 20530. 

Lester O. Shubin 
Program Manager for Standards 
National Institute of Law 

Enforcement" and Criminal Justice 

*402(b) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, as amended. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

I. SUMMARY OF BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 

A. Background (pp. 1-2) 

B. 

• Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory (LESL) ~as 
established in 1971 and became part of the NILECJ 
Equipment Systems Improvement DivisIon (ESID), 

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

• "User" information would aid NILECJ in 8ettinq 
priorities for LESL programs_and would provide 80m. 
detailed information In support of the research 
to develop standards and guIdelInes. 

• In addition, gathering information from the users 
would help to make police agencies aware of LESL 
and ES I D. 

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

• An Equipment Priorities Q~sstionnaire (EPQ) and six 
Detailed_Questionnaires (DQs) were developed and, 
administered. A separate report was prepared for 
each of these seven questionnaires. 

Design of Questionnaire! (pp~ 9-11) 

• Questionnaires were developed in conjunction with 
NILECJ, LESL, and cooperating police departments. 
Questionnaires were pretested at vario_us times with 
approximately 45 police departments. 

• The EPQ was designed· to provide information about 
priority n~eds for standards for various types of 
equipment. 

• In addition, the EPQ asked for data about numbers of 
full- and part-time officers, activities ~erformed 
in the department, budqet, size of jurisdiction_, etc. 
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• . The s·ix DQs (Alarms, security and Surveillance l EquipmentJ Communications Equipment and Supplies1 
Handguns and Handgun Ammunitiori7 Sirens and Light~, 
Body Armor and Confisca~ed Weapon~1 and Patrolcars) 
were each developed separately. 

• The DQs asked about kindS and quantities of equip­
ment in use, problems with existing equipment, 
suggestions for improving equipment, needs for 
's~andards related to the equipment, etc. Although 
entitled Detailed Questionnaires, these question­
naires Were designed to give an overview of the use 
of specific items of equipment. 

SamRle (pp. 3-8) 

• The population sampled was made up of all police 
departments listed in a computerized f11e compiled 
and maintained by the LEAA Statis~ical Service. 

: I i 

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

• The sample was stratified by LEAA Geographic Region 
(10 Regions) and by-Department Type (7 Department 
Types: state Police; Co~nty 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 population1 and 
~ownship Department~). 

• .Overall, approximately 10% of the 12,836 departments 
in the population were selected as respondents (see 
Tab 1 e 1. 2 - 2) • 

• The Equipment Priorities Questionnaire was sent to 
every sample department (1386). Each Detailed 
Questionnaire was s~nt 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 DQ) • 

• 

• 

, 
t " 
, t 

Thus, States and the Fifty Largest Cities were asked 
to fill in all seven questionnaires. Each of the 
rem~ining 1186 departments were ask~d to fill in the 
EPQ and two of the DQs. 

The sample for the Patrol cars DQ consisted of 530 
departments (see Table 1.2-3). 
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D. ~stionnaire Administration (pp. 8-9) 

• stringent control of administration was required. 

• Int~oductory letters were sent to heads of depart­
ments asking cooperation. 

• On June 1, 1972, questionnaire packages were mailed. 

• In July 1972, follow-up by self-return postoard was 
begun. 

• In August 1972, follow-up by telephone was begun. 
D~partments which had not returned questionnaires 
were called. Also, calls were made to clear up 
ambiguities in the returned questionnaires. About 
1300 calls were made. About 70% of the sample 
departments Were c~lled at least onoe. 

• Each questionnaire was edited and coded by a special­
ized team to ensure consistency; the questionnaires 
were then keypunched and tabulated. 

• Completed questionnaires were acoepted for tabulation 
through Janua~y 7, 1973. 

E. Rates of Re~ (pp. 9-10) 

F. 

• 83' of the 1386 departments returned usable EPQs. 

• 85% of the 530 departments returned usable Handguns 
DQS. 

• 81 - 85% of the other DQ subsamples returned usable 
questionnaires. 

• Highest rates of return (over 90%) were from States, 
the Fifty Largest Cities, and Cities with 50 or more 
officers. 

e, Lowest rates of return were from Counties and Townships 
(less than 75%). 

Characteristics of Res~onding Departments (pp. 11-15) 

• The activities most commonly carried out by the 
·respondents (to the EPQ) were Serving Traffic and 
Criminal warrants (88%), Traffic Safety and Traffic 
Control (87%), and Intra-departmental Communications 
(87%) • 
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• All' of the responding Fifty Largest cities said 
they provided In-Hoose Training and Criminal 
Investigations. This compared to 68% and 86%, 
respectively, of all responding departments. 

• OnlY 13% of all respondents had Crime Laboratories. 
73% of the Fifty Largest cities and 55% of the 
States had crime Laboratori~s. 

• About thxee~fifths of the dopartments in all 
Department Types were providing Emergency Aid 
and Rescue, ranging from GO% of the cities with 
50 or More Officer.s to 67% of the Counties. 

• Overall, the rep~rted Equipment Budgets represent~d 
somewhat over 10% of, the Total Budgets reported. 

• Among Pepartment 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 million for the Fifty Largest cities. 

• One of the Fifty Largest Cities reported an Equip­
ment Budget of $40 million. 

• Overall, the Fifty Largest cities reported: a mean 
6f 2491 Full-Time Sworn Officers. However, one of 
the Fifty Largest Cities had 27% of all the Full­
Time Officers reported by ~hat Department ,Type and 
another,had about 12%. 

G. Presentation of .Data 

, 
I • 

" • , . 
. ~ i \ 

o Data in this report are presented in two forms: Text tables 
'and full tables (Appendi,c B). Te,ct tables do not al!.,ays 
present a complete break out of the data. 

o All tables (text and full) present. the data in unweighted 
form, (i.e., numbers and percentages of the responding depart­
ments from the sample for this questionnaire, not figures that 
have been weighted to expand the data to the total population 
of ,police departments in the U.S.) 

o The sample selected for this questionnaire was ~proportional 
to the total population of police departments. If decisions 
are to be made Which require estimates of population figures, 
the appropriate extrapolation 
B, page B-1.) 
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

A. Use of Patrolcars (pp. 23-33) 

f 

• 

• 
• 

• 

More than four-fifths (84%) of patrolcars used by 
the responding departments were full-sized 4-door 
mode Is. 

One-tenth (9%) were intermediate-sized 4-door models. 

Only 1% of patrol cars in use were compacts, but 29% 
of the departments said they would have use for a 
compact designed for police use. 

aased on the responses, it was estimated that about 
160,000 patrolca~s were being used by police depart­
ments in the United states ~_n 1972. 

• More than half (57%) of the responding departments 
repoLted that their patrolcars were' bein9 used 17-
24 hours per day,' about one-third said they were 
being used 9-16 hours, and only 11% said 8 hours 

,or less. 

• Four-fifths of large City departments were usin9 
patrolcais 17-24 hours a day', but only 17% of 
Counties and 6% of states were using their cars 
this long. 

• Almost half (45%) of the responding departments 
reported that each patrolqar had 3 different drivers 
per day, but two-third~ of State departments and 
half of Counties had only one driver per car per 
day. 

• state police averaged about 1.5 officers per 
patrolcar compared to an average of 7.8 officers 
per car for the Fifty Largest Cities. 

• Most (69%) responding departments reported officer 
shifts of eight hours, but almost two-thirds of 
States and about half of Counties reported officer 
shifts of more than eight hours. 

'. 
• City police departments reported that most of their 

driving (84%) was at speeds less than 51 mph, .with 
many stops. state police said that about two-thirds 
(64%) of their driving was at speeds of SO mph or 
more. 
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• More than half of the responding departments rated 
both the control and'handling arid the braking of 
their patrolcars as "excellent" at speeds under 30 
mph but only 10% rated these characteristics as. 
"excellent" at 70 mph or more, and more than one­
fourth rated these aspects "POOl:" at over 70 mph. 

• Nine-tenths of departments said their patrol cars 
got less than 12 niles par gallon of gasoline. 

• 

More than half of the responding departments reported 
routinely carrying in their patrolcars the following 
equipment items: Clipboard (84%), fire extinguisher 
(83%), flares (81%), firs'l:. aid kit (79%), shotgun 
(73%), batons (67%) t blankets (69%), extra ammuni­
tion (55%), and brief case (53\). 

State police commdnly reported carrying riot equip~ 
ment (77%) whereas other departments did not (19-
28%) • 

ReElacement of Patrol cars (pp. 33-55) 

• 

., 

• 

• 

About two-thirds of departments which repo~ted 
using mileage in determining ~hen to replace 
patrolcars did not replace cars until they ~ad 
over 60,000 miles and about one-third replaced 
them be~ween 40-60,000 miles. 

, , 

About two-fifths of departments which reported 
'using age of car in 'determining when to repl'ace 
it, replaced their cars eyery two years. More than 
one-fourth replaced cars every year and the remain· 
ing 31% used their cars 3 ye~r~ or more before 
replacement. 

Almost all responding departments (92%) reported 
that it took officers less than a week to get used 
to' the controls and ·ins truments in a new patrol car , 
but only three-fourths (74%) felt it was possible 
to become accustomed to the handiing and performance 
in this time period • 

Virtually all (98%) of departments reported that 
they installed a siren and mobile radio when they 
bought new patrolcars~ Three-fourths installed a 
public address system, 69% flashing ligh~s,6l% 
spotlights and more than half said they installed 
gun racks, bubble lights and mo~nting.racks. 
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c. 

• The problems most commonly indicated by departments 
in making changes in standard automobiles were 
that there was lack of room for police equipment, 
the car had to be modified to allow for installa­
tion of equipment (which adds to expense) and/oi" 
that yearly design changes in cars caused problems. 

• Ninety percent or more of responding departments 
had specified the options of automatic transmi~sion, 
eight-cylinder engine and power steering when they 
bought their last patrolcars; more than 80% had 
specified power brakes, disc brakes and heavy duty 
suspension, and about 60% had specified air condi­
tioning. 

• Almost three-fourths (72%) of the responding depart­
ments reported they pay between $3000 and $4000 for 
a neW patrolcar (without trade-in) • 

• The features of patrolcars felt to be most important 
by the r~9ponding departments were air conditioning, 
heavy duty suspension, built-in crash bars, barriers 
between seats, and communications consoles. 

Maintenance of Patrolcars (pp. 56-63) 

• The majority of responding department~ (62%) 
reported an average of less than 3 days of downtime 
per patrol car per month and 94% report~d five days 
Or less per month. 

o About half of state police cited delays in getting 
parts as a cause of downtime (compared to only one~ 
fourth of the respondents asa whole). 

• Large cities most often said that a shortage of 
mechanics was the main cause of their downtime. 

• The br~ke system and engine were chosen by more than 
half the responding departments as the areas requir­
ing the most service and repair. 
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Nee d for S t;.! n dar d s ( p p. . 2 2 - 2 3, 6 3 - 6 6 ) 

~ ~he two systems or aspects of patrolcars most often 
chosen as needing standards were the braking system 
and the stability and control of the patrolcar. 

~ More than three-fourths of departments felt that 
separate safety standards (different from those fo~ 
civilian ~ars) were needed for patrolcars. 

• Reasons most often given for favoring separate 
standards were that patrol cars are subjected to 
different kinds of use and/or more use than civilian 
cars and patrolcars are more often ~sed in high 
speed situations. 

g Almost half (48%) of the responding departments 
listed at least one patrolcar feat~re ~hey felt tb 
be dangerous to occupants. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Project Background 

During the past several years, law enforcement agencies 

in the united states have become more aware of the importance 

of equipment in the performance of their duties. Much of their 

equipment had originally been designed for other uses and had 

to be modified. Other equipment items had to be used as given. 

No standards existed against which equipment performance could 

be measured nor were any standard test methods or procedures 

available. It has been difficult for agencies to compare the 

performanae of equipment items. Recognizing thi~ problem, in 
. 

1971, ~he Law Enforcement Assistance Administr~tion (LEAA) of 
.­, 

the Department of Justice began a concentrated program toward 

the improvement of law enforcement equipment. 

AS the first step, the Equtp~eht Sy~tems.tmprovement 

Division (ESID), LEAA, in cooperation 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 LEAA as voluntary aids for the selection of 

equipmen~ by law enforcement agencies. Additionally, LESL is 

developing standard test methods and procedures, so that the 

relative performance of similar items may be evaluated by depart-

ments themselves. 

In order to provide equipment user .information for the ESID 

program, in 1971 the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 

-

II • 
II 
II 

j1. 
I 
tl ·1 

11 

\1 j-

11 

II 

11-
rl 

t1 

I-
I 
! 
I 
I-

• 

• 

• 

• 

. \ ' 
;;. 

Criminal Justice (NILECJ) of LBAA asked the Behavioral Sciences 

Group of the Technical Analysis Division at NBS to gather infor-

specialized equipment needs and problems. Although face-to-face 

interviews with a large sample of representatives from law en-

constraints led to the development of 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 in support of the research to develop 

standards and guidelines in these'areas . 

. This report fulfills part of the second general objective 

and the associated survey question~aire (see Appendix A) will be 

referred to as the Patrol cars Detailed Questionnaire (DQ). The 
T -1' ':( '; .,. I ? . '(,' f1"r1" i 

remainder of the second objective is accomplished in the reports 

of the other five DQS: Alarms, security and Surveillance Systems; 

Communications Equipment and Supplies1 Handguns and Handgun Ammu-

nition, Sirens and Emergency Warning Lights; and Body Armor and 

Confiscated Weapons. The first general objective (above) is 
.' 

accompli~hed in the report on the Equipment Priorities Question-

naire (EPQ) *. 

* LEAA POLICE EQUIPMENT SURVEY OF 1972, .Volume I: The Need for 
standards -- Priorities for Police Equipment. 
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• 1.2 Sample Design • 
Although the objective of ESID is to serve all types of 

law enforcement agencies, this particular study was purpose-

• • fully limited to police departments as the largest single 

group of law enforcement agencies with identifiable equip-

ment needs. No attempt was made to survey correctional insti-

• • tutions, courts, forensic laboratories, or special police 

agencies such as park police, harbor patrols or university 

police. The domputerized directory of approximately 14,000 

• polIce agencies, compiled and maintained by LEAA's Statisties 

Division, provided the population from whioh the sample was 

drawn. Care was taken to exclude the double li~ti~gs that 

• • existed for some agencies. (Details of the selection process 

are given in Appendix B of the Equipment Priorities Question-

naire. ) 

• • The final list of 12,842 departments wascross-~tratified 

by LEAA geographic region and department type by the mutual 

agreement of NBS and NILEC'J. The assignment of states to 

• • regions and the seven department types chosen for study are 

shown in Table 1.2-1. 

I 
• • 

• • 

• • 
3 

• 

Table 1.2-1. stratification Categories 

DEPARTMENT ~YPES: 

State Police 
County Police & Sheriffs 
city with 1-9 Officers 
city with 10-49 Officers 
city with 50 or more 9fficers* 
The 50 Largest U.S. cir.ies** 
Township Departments 

LEAA GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS: 

1 ... Conn.', Maine, 
R.I., Vera 

2 = N.J., N.Y. 

Mas s • , 

3 = Delt Md., Penn., Va. , 

D.C. 

N • H • , 

W. Va., 

4 = Ala., Fla., Ga., Ky., Miss., 
N.C., S.C., Tenn. 

S = Ill., Ind., Mich., Ohio, Wis., 
Minn. 

6 = Ark., La., N.M., Okla., Tex. 
7 = Iowa, Kan., Mo., Neb. 
S = Colo., Mont., N.D., SfjD., Utah, 

Wyo. 
9 ... Ariz., Calif., Nev., Hawaii 

10 = Alas., Idaho, Ore., Wash. 
* Excluding the 50 largest 

** By population, U.S. 1970 
U·. s. <: i tie s 
census 

The bre~kdown of the population of police departments by 

'cross-strata is exhihited in Table 1.2-2. As can be ,seen from 

the table., ,ther.e were no Townships'in Regions 4,6,7, S, 9 

and 10. Almost 63% of the departments were city poli~e, 43% 

having 1~9 f.ull-time officers' .. county' depa rtments comprised 

about 2~% of' the population. By Region, the smallest (Region 

10) ~~ntained only 3.4% of th. poiice'~ep~rtments, while' Regi~n 

5, the largest, had 22.5%. The v~riation in the number of 

dep~rtments'ina cell (Region/Departmen~ Type combination) was 

even greater than that across the strata~ i.e., the number of 

departments in each cell ranged from 0 to 1470. 

The considerations discussed in the previous paragraph led 

to the sampling plan discussed briefly below. All of the state 
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Table· 1.2-2 Number of Police Departments by 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) 27 348 713 979 1470 703 611 283 135 217 5486 

City (10-49 Officers) 40 237 166 344 508 230 142 71 168 79 1985 

Ci ty (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 

TOTAr ... 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. However, only one set 
of questionnaires was accepted .from each of these 6 agencies as described in Volume I, Appendix'B, 
page B-2. 
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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 pack~ge of seven questionnaires. For the 

remaining cells the variation in cell size presented a problem: 

If the same fraction of the entire population was to be selected 

from the members of ~tch cell, a constant sampling fraction large 

e~ough to allow a suf.ficient number of sample units (police de­

partments) in small cells would yield an unmanageably large to­

tal sample; on the other hand, a constant sampling fraction small 

enough to make the total sample manageable would y~eld too few 

sample units in small cells. To solve this problem, a fixed 

sample of 30 police de;partments/cell was chosen" wherever pos­

sibl~, re~ulting in-a different sampling fraction for each cell. 

A fixed sample size of thirty departments/cell was chosen to 

facilitate the equitabie distribution of the six DQs. This plan 

resulted in sending the Partolcars DQ to 536 departments. 

The departments we~e selected randomly within each cell, 

from the total cell population, each department (other than t:he 

,states and the Fifty Largest Cities) receiving two DQs. Thus, 

in cells having 30 sample units, the Patrol cars DQ was mailed 

to 10 departments; cells having fewer sample units were allo­

cated proportionally fewer Patrolcars DQs. Table 1.2-3 pre-

sents the total sample for the Patrol cars DQ by Region and Depart­

mentrrype. 

6 



• • • • • • • • • • • 
" 

Table 1.2-3. Number of Departments Selected To Receive the Detailed Questionnaire: 
patro1cars, by Region and Depar~t~m~e~n~t~T~y~p~e~. ______ . _______________________ __ 

% 

DEPARTMEN'l' TYPE: r~EAA GEOGRAI?HIC REGION: TOTAL 

.LI 2 3 I 4 2-L=L 7 8 9 10 Total POPULATION - - -- -- -- -- -
State 6 2 5 8 6 5 4 6 4 4 50* '100 
county 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 100 3 
city 1-9 Officers 9 10. 10 .10 10 10 10 10 10 10 99 2 
city 10-49 Officers 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 100 5 
City 50+ Officers 10 10 10 10 10 10 8 7 10 6 91 16 
50 Largest Cities 1 4 5 8 10 8 3 1 8 2 50 100 -Townships** 10 10 10 - 10 - - - - - 40 3 
Total 56 56 60 56 68 53 45 44 52 42 530* 4 

PERCENT TOTAL POPULATION 7 5 4 3 2 4 4 7 11 10 4 

* Questionnaires were actually mai1ed;to 56 State police departments since there were 
'6 states which listed two police agencies without references to a common central 
agency. However, only ope set,of questionnaires was accepted from each of these 6 
states. 

** Township departments exist only in Regions 1, 2, 3, and ~. 
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Once the sample wa~ selected each 1 ' - , samp e un1t was assigned 

a unique seven-digit identification number, coding ,region, type, 
.:::J 

and questionnaire assignment. 

1:3 ~uestionnaire Administration 

From the beginning of the ' proJect, it was evident that 

stringent control would ·be . d' . requ1re 1n administering the question-

naires to ensure a high rate, of response. Computer-stored daily 

status records were input v1'a a t 1 t . , e e ype terminal for each sample 

department. In general the following procedure was used~ 

Each department in the sample was' mailed a l~tter, .< a) 

(b) 

(c) 

signed by the director of N1LECJ, addressed to the 

head of the 'department. This letter introduced the 

survey and requested cooperation. 

About. one week late~"the questionnaire packages .were 

mailed. 
.... 

Departments not returning the questionnaires within a 

~o.nthwere identified by the computer and were' sent 

a self return postcard requesting information as to 

the status of the questionnaires. Departments not 

receiving the questionnaire '~ackage were sent another; 

those not returning the postcard were placed On a list 

for telephone follow-up. 

(d). About a month and a half'later, departments with which 

no contact had been made were called by telsphone •. . -,.; . 
(e) ~eturned questionnaires were revl."ewed f . or completeness 

8 

-.. 

. and either coded for keypunching or filed for tele-

phone call-back to supply missing data or to resolve 

ambiguities. 

Considerable effort was expended to ensure a high rate of response, 

and this effort was rewarded with an 85% response for the Patrol-

cars DQ, and between 80% and 85% for each of the other q~estion-

naires. In the course of the survey more than 70% of the sample 

departments were contacted at least once by telephone. More than 

1300 phone calls were made by the survey team. 

The distribution of respondents (departments which return-

ed usable Patrolcars DQs) is exhibited in Table 1.3-1. The high-

~st percentages of response were from the larger Cities and 

States, (over 90%), while counties and Townships had the poor-

est re$ponse rates (under 75%). 

l~4 Development and Design of the Patrolcars ~Q 

The survey plan and questionnaire design (0£ all seven 

questionnaires) evolved over a 12-month period. During this time, 

the survey team consulted at length with NILECJ equipment ex-

perts, LESL program managers, and equipment manufacturers. In 

addition, the, officers and administrators of about 40 police 

departments served as consultants and/or as respondents for pre-

tests of various-versions of the questionnaires. 

The Patrolcars DQ, in its final form, is reproduced in 

Appendix"A. This\DQ asked respondents to describe their general 

use of patrolcars, their purchasing pr~ctices', the types of op-

tions and accessories they usually select, the types of equipment 

t 
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Table 1. 3-1. Number of'Sample of ,Departments R~turningAcceptable Detailed 
Questionnair.es: ·Patr.olcars 

" , 
" 

DEPARTMENT TYPE: 

-2-.1 
LEAA GEOGRAPHIC REGION: 

- 1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
State* 6 2 5 8 6 5 3 6 3 3 
County 4 6 6 6 8 7 9 9 10 7 
City 1-9 Officers 8 10 10 10 8 6 10 7 7 6 
City 10-49 Officers 9 9 8 8 10 8 9 10 9 10 
City 50+ Officers 9 ,7 9 9 9 10 8 7 9 6 
50 Lar~g_est Cities 1 3 4 7 9 8 3 1 8 2 
Townshi,es** ,5 10 8 - 6 - - - - -
Total 42 47 50 48 56 44 42 40 46 34 .. ~ 

1 
~ 

PERCENT TOTAL SAMPLE 75 84 83 86' 86 83 93 91 i 88 81 

eo • 

% 

TOTAL 
Total SAMPLE 

,47 94 
72 72 
82 83 
90 90 
83 91 
46 92 
29 73 

449 85 

85 

* Questionnaires were actually mailed to 56 State police departments since there were 
'6,states which'listed two police ·ag~ncies without references to a common central 
agency.' However, only one set of questionnaires was accepted from each of these 6 

·sta,tes.; 
** Town~hip departments exist only in Regions 1, 2i 3, and 5. 
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they store in fheir patrolcars and their need for standards. 

The questionnair~ was limited to general topics because: (l) 

It was not possible, considering the scope of the present survey, 

t~ explore in a detailed manner all of the complex components, 

accessories and systems normally found in these vehicles, and 

(2) it was felt that the general data gathered in the present 

effort would provide important direction for research in the 

development of standards, the main objective of the survey. 

1.5 Characteristics of Subsample Groups 

The EPQ of the LEAA Police Equipment Survey requested data 

-from each department about population served, physical size of 

jurisdiction served, type of jurisdiction, number of full- and 

part-time officers, approximate total, equipment, and personnel 

budgets during 1971, and activities handled by the department. 

Table 1.5-1 presents a partial tabulation, ,by department 

type, of the responses to a check list of 30 typical police 

activitie-s by the respondents to the, EPQ. (The EPQ respondents 

include, but are not limited to, the respondents to the Patrolqars 

DQ. See Section 1.2.) The activities most frequently checked 

by all ,departments were: (l) Serve Traffic and Criminal Warrants 

(88%.), (2) Traffic Safety and Traffic Control (87%), and (3) 

Communications for dwn Department (87%) ~ The activity with the 

most consistent level across all department types was that of 

11 
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Table 1.5-1. Activities Handled by AT LEAST ONE-THIRD of That Department Type by 
Department Type, and Percent of Total Departments Having Each Activity 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY: " 

Serve Traffic and Criminal Warrants 
Traffic Safety and Traffic Control 
Communications for Own Department 
Criminal Investigation 
Police Tra~ning for Own Department 
Custody/Detention-Less than 1 Day 
Breath-Alcohol Test 
Emergency Aid and Rescue 
Public Building Protection 
Service Function 
Animal Control (Dog Catcher) 
Highw'%:/ Patrol 
Maini!enance of Police Buildings 
Custody/Detention-I Week or Less 
Communications for other Agency 
Serve Civil Process 
Police Training for Other Age \,lCY 

Custody/Detention-Up to 1 Year 
Underwater Recovery 
Bomb Disposal 
Polyqraph 
Vehicle Inspection 
Crime Laboratory 
Narcotics Laboratory Analysis 
Harbor Patrol 
Lab Analysis for Blood Alcohol' 
Other 
Coroner 
Tests for Drivers License 
Custody/Detention-More than 1 :Year 

.. 

State County 
% ' % -70 89 -92 56 

94 86 
66 86 -98 55 
- 79 

89 46 
62 67 
- 40 
- -
- -

96 38 
51 36 
- 73 

,66 56 
- 88' 

77 -
. -' 78 
34 42 
45 
62 
55 
55 
43 
-

34 
-
-

34 

city 
1- 9 

% 

84 
94 
76 
71 
48 
51 
47 
62 
63 
48 
58 
48 
34 

City 
1.0-49 

% 

89 
96 
95 
95 
77 
73 
72 
63 
60 
55 

. 63 
36 

,41 
36 
40 

City 
50+ 

% 

94 
96 
94 
97 
87 
72 
83 
60 
58 
60 
42 
-

48 
46 
-
-

42 
-
-
-

36 

• 

50 
Largest 

% ' 
87' 
98 
96 

100 
100 

80 
91 
67 
44 
60 
-
-

47 
49 
-
-

84 
-

42 
82 
90 
-

73 
62 
-

53 

. , .. 

Township 
% 

93 
94 
70 
79 
42 
43 
49 
62 
68 
42 
37 
88 

, 

" 

• 

Total 
% 

88 
87 
87 
86 
68 
65 
64 
63 
54 
48 
44 
43 
40 
38 
36 
3'2 
24 
22 
19 
17 
17 
17 
13 
11 

7 
7 
6 
5 
3 
3 
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Emergency Aid a,nd Rescue, ranging from 60\ (Cities with 50+ 

Officers) to 67\ (Counties). 

Higher percentages of State and Fifty Largest city depart-

menta than of other Department Types were handling certain of 

the 30 activities. For example, all of the Fifty Largest city 

departments responding and 98% of the responding State departments 

said that their departments provided Police Training for Own 

Department. These compare to 68% for a~l responding departments. 

All of the responding Fifty Largest Cities said that they handled 

Criminal Investigation in their own departments. This co-mpares 

to 86% of the total sample of departments. Although only 13% 

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

Fifty Largest Cities and 55% o~ the States had them. 

Counties appeared to be the only Department Type with 

significant responsibilities for custody and detention for more 

than 1 week. Seventy-eight percent of these departments had 

Custody/Detention--up to 1 Year, as compared with 22% of the 

total sample. 

Tables 1.5-2 and 1.5-3 present summaries of descriptive 

data by Department Type and LEAA Region, respectively. As can 

be seen £rom the column for Ann~al Equipment Budget (Table 

1.5-2) I there was a wide range of expenditures among different 

Department Types: From a mean of about 10 thousand dollars for 

responding Cities (1-9) to about 2.7 million dollars for the 

Fif.ty Largest Cities. Overall, equipme~t budgets represented 

somewhat over 10% of the Annual Total Budget. 
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The mean Number of Part-time Officers was based on those 

respondents having ~art-time officers in their departments. Of 

the 45 responding from the Fifty Largest Cities, only six had 

part-time officers, including one city which had nearly 6000. 

Thus, the mean value of 1115 for this department type is some-. 
what misleading. It should be noted that the category Part-

time Officers included officers described as auxiliary, vo1un-

teer, reserve, school-crossing guard, dispatcher, summer, special 

a'gent, traffic supervisor, posse, and cadet. All of these c1ass-

ifications were counted in the Part-time Officer category since 

it has different meanings for different departments. 

Variations in these descriptive averages by LEAA region 

(Table 1.5-3) were considerably smaller than variation~ by de-

partment type. Regions 1 ~nd 8 had smaller budgets than the 

others, primarily because each had only one of the Fifty Largest 

Cities. 

2.0 QUESTION BY QUESTION'DISCUSSION 

'2.1 Advice to the Reader 

In reading Section 2, certain points should be kept in mind: 

(a) THIS REPORT IS NOT AN EVALUATION OF ANY OF THE 

EQUIPMENT DESCRIBED OR DISCUSSED WITHIN IT. IT 

IS A PRESENTATION OF INFOrulATION AND OPINIONS OF 

A STRATIFIED RANDOM S~WLE OF POLICE DEPARTMENTS 

GIVl::N IN RESPONSE TO A SPECIFIC SET OF QUESTIONS. 

IT DOES NOT, IN ANY \vAY I REFLECT OBJECTIVE TEST-
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~NG OF ANY EQUIPMENT BY THE NATIONAL BUREAU OF 

STANDARDS. 

(b) The report reflects only what police .departments 

were willing and able to say in response to a 
• 

specific set of questions. In most cases, no 

attempt was made to verify the accuracy of the 

information given or the level of sophistication 

of the respondent. 

(c) Each discussion begins with the presentation of 

the question that appeared in the questionnaire, 

and in most cases the choices supplied, if any, 

set off in a box. However, ~he reader is cau-

tioned to become familiar with the questionnaire 

sent to sample departments (See Appendix A) and 

to evaluate the data in te~ms of the exact ques-

tions' asked. 

(d) The text tables that appear ih Section 2 are al-

most never the complete tables that were tabulated 

for that questi6n. Data categories for text tables 

may have been collapsed from the full table, or 

certain categori~s of interest may have been 

singled out for fuller discussion. Appendix B 

contains the complete tables from which th~ text 

tables were extracted. Text tables have been 

numbered ~fter the quest~on number (e.g., the 

text tables for question 6A. would be numbered 

16 
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~A-l, 6A-2, etc.) ~he tables in Appendix Bare 

also numbered after the question number, in the 

same manner. In some cases, tables that appear 

in Appendix B will not have been discussed a~ all 

in the text. 

(e) Data in the text of this report are usually pre­

sented by nearest whole percent of the group under 

consideration. In Appendix B, the data are usually 

presented by number of respondents and percent. 

Because of statistical limitations imposed by the 

sample sizes used in this study, the reader is 

cautioned to be wary of assigning importance to 

percentage differences of less than 5% when per-

centages are based on the total respondents, 

and to percentage differences of less 

than '1,0% \~hen percentages are base'd on one of the 

subsample groups, (e. g., a particular Department 

Type or Region). No statistical tests of signifi-

cance are reported. 

(f) Data were always tabulated by each of the choices 

supplied, if any,. in the questionnaire. Any 

"other" choices written in by the respondents were 

also tabulated and/or recorded verbatim. In most 

cases, the numbers of respondents giving a speci­

fic "other" response do qot reflect the numbers of 
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~espondents who 'Would have'marked that choice 

if it had been on~ of those provided. Therefore, 

in most cases, this report lists or gives examples 

of "other" responses, but does not present numbers 

or percents of departments giving that response. 

For those questions for which choices were not 

provided in the questionnaire, coding categories 

were developed after approximately one-fourth of 
, 

the questionnaires had been returned. 

The subsample groups (Department Types and Regions) 

are capitalized when they are discussed in the text. 

In addition, the four Department Types which are 

composed of city departments are at times dis-

cussed as a group • Iil those cases, the word "city" 

is also capitalized. ,The following convention has 

been 'adopted in the report to des~gnate the four 

City Department Types: 

C:i,ty with 1-9 Officers ;:::: city (1- 9) 

City with 10-49 Officers = city (10-49) 

City with 50 or More Officers = city (50+) 

The Fifty La.rgest Cities • Fifty Largest 

In table headings this same convention has been 

used except that the ~arentheses have been removed, 

and the Fifty Largest Cities are designated "50 

Largest", 

" 18 
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When the s~bsample 9ro~ps are disc~ssed 

(e.g., "Co~nties said ••• " or "Cities (1-9) said 

••• ") the reference is to the responding depart­, 
menta from one of the sample strata. It is 

particularly important to note that when the text 

or tables refer to "All Departments" or "All 

Responding Departments," the reference is to all 

responding departments from the sample described 

in Section 1.2. This sample was not proportional 

to the total population of police departments, 

and although it is possible to do so, the data in 

this report have not been weighted to allow direct 

ixtrapo1at~on to the total popu~ation~ (See Appen-. 

dix B. page B-1.) 

2.2 Discussion 

2.2.1 Characteristics of Respondents 

(~~_II_T_L_E ___ O_F __ R_E_S_P __ O_N_D_E_N_T __________________ ~~ ________________________ ~ . 

All of the questionnaires in the LEAA Police Equipment 

Survey were mailed to the Chief (or highest official) of the 

department wi th a request that .the questionnaires be directed 

to the person or persons wi thin the department who were best 

qualified to answer the questions. 

In general, the Patrol cars DQ was filled by officers 

with high rank. In 63% of the smallest City depa~tments, the 

questionnaire was completed by the Chief of the department; 

in Township departments, 52% were filled in by the Chief, and 
-:.~.--

in Ci ties (10-~9) t 49% of the Pa'trolcars Questionnaires \>I-ere 
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filled in by the Chief. As the size of the city Department 

Type increased, the percentage of Chiefs completing this ques-

tionnalre decreased. In the larger Cities, greater percentages 

of res~ondents were Captains and Lieutenants. 

Table i. Title of Respondent to Patrolcars DQ by City 
Types and Township. 

TITLE OF RESPONDENT: DEPARTMEN'l' TYPE: 
% % % % % 

city City City 50 Town-
1-9 10-49 50+ Largest ship 

Chief -63 49 22 4 52 
Captain 2 4 29 15 7 
Li~utenant 2 12 18 24 7' 
Sergeant 7 18 11 13 17 
"Non Rank" Title 13 4 6 26 3 

TOTAL 87 87 86 82 86 

In County and S~ate departments too, re1at~vely high rank-

ing officers filled in the Patro1cars Questionnaire: In 47% of 

the state departments the questionnaire was completed by either 

a Captain or a Lieutenant; in 63% of the County departments the 

form was answered by. the Sheriff or Deputy Sheriff. 

In about one-fourth of the State (23%) and Fifty' Largest 

City (26%) ,departments the questionnaire was completed by a per­

son with some title th~t ~as n~t a ~olic~ rank. Usually these 

perst. .. s were fleet personnel or other civilians in charge of 

patrolcar m~intenance or purcha~e. 

NUMBER OF YEARS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT EXPERIENCE OF RESPONDENT 

In general, the respondents to the Patrolcars question-

naire had been in law enforcement work for several years when 
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they answered the questionnaire. In 51% of the 449 responding 

departments the responding officer had more than 15 years of 

experiende in law enforcement. Eighty-four percent'of the total 

had 6 or more years of experience. Only 5% of all respondents 

had less than 3 years of such experience. (In the questionnaire, 

space was provided for the person who filled in the questionnaire 

and for two persons who may have belped fill in the questionnaire. 

Only the information from the pr.ima~y respondent was included in 

the tabulation.) 

More than 48% of the respondents from every Department 

Type had more than 10 years of experience in law enforcement. 

State departments and the two groups of largest City departments 

had the highest percentages of respondents with lengthy police 

servicfa. 

Table ii. Number of Years of Law Enforcem~nt Experience'of 
Respondents to the Patro1cars DQ, by rie~artment Type. 

NUMBER OF YEARS OF 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 
EXPERIENCE: 'DEPARTMENT TYPE: 

It; % % % % % % 

state County City City City 50 Town·' 
1-9 10-49 50+ Largest shiE 

***CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES * *,~ 
More than 10 years 82 59 48 75 80 84 57 

More thil.n 20 years 42 19 18 30 43 45 16 

More than 25 years 21 11 11 16 13 17 13 
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2.2.2 Need for ~atrolcar Standards 

1. What two general systems or aspects of the patrolcars used 
'by your department need standards most? (MARK X BY 2 OF THE 

FOLLOWING) 

Cooling system 
Braking system 
Tr~nsmission system 
Suspension system 
Restraint system 

Stability and control 
Collision capacity 
Ride and comfort 
Convenience of equipment & controls 
Engine 
Other (Specify) 

Each department had a chance to "vote" twice in reply to 

this question. In the few cases in which a department marked 

three choices, all three w~re counted ~ecause there was no way 

'to distinguish the first two. 

Across all respondents, Br~king System and Stability and 

'Control were chosen by about 1/3 of the departments (36% and 

33% respectively). The other patrolcar systems that were said 

to be in need of standards by at least 20% of all responde~ts 

were Engine (24%), Convenience of Equipment and Controls (22%) I 

and Cooling System (21%). These five "most chosen" systems! 

aspects are presented below by department type. 
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Ta,ble 1. Aspec~s of Systems of Patrolcars Said to Need 
Standards Most, by Department Type. 

ASPECT: DEPARTMENT TYPE: 
" % % , , 

All city % 50 Town- City city % 

Braking System 
Stability & 

Control 
Engine 
Equipment/ 

Control 
Convenience 

'Cooling System 

Depts. 10-49 state Large~ ship 1-9 50+ County 

36 

33 
24 

22 
21 

43 

29 
28 

27 
18 

40 

38 
26 

17 
32 

39 

35 
9 

15 
24 

34 

41 
21 

31 
10 

33 

33 
29 

32 
21 

33 

28 
24 

13 
14 

32 

35 
25 

17 
28 

The most interesting aspect of the Department Type break-

down was the relative consistency among the Seven Department 

.Types in the systems they selected as needing standards most. 

This consistency was striking because, as will become apparent 

• 

• 

• 

.1 
in the following discussion, there was a great deal of difference '. \;' 

in the ways the different Department Types used their patrol cars • I 

. I 
J 

and in the options and modifications they required to transform 

a regular automobile into a patrolcar. 

• • 

• 

• 

2.2.3 Numbers and Types o£ Patrol cars 

2.A. ~ow many of the following types of patrol cars 
do you now have in your department? 

Full,size 2-door 
Full size 4-door 
Intermediate size 2-door 

Intermediate size 
Station Wagon 
Compa<?t 

4-door 

In the questionnaire, examples were given of each of ~he 

size designations listed above. When respondents listed both 

• 

• 

• •• 

I 
I 

marked and unmar~ed patrolcars, both were counted. It, is possi-

ble that some departments did'not include unmarkeq cars in their 

answers. Since the question asked specifically for numbers of 

patrolcars, most departments were assumed to have excluded 

.auxiliary police vehicles not used for patrol purposes. 

Th~ great majority (84%) of all patrol cars currently in 

use by responding departments were Full Size 4-door models. 

About 9% of the total were Intermediate Size 4-door models 

which were used relatively more by Counties 'than any other De-

partment Type. Only 1% were Compacts. 

Table 2A-l • Proportions of Full Size 4-Door and intermediate 
Size 4-Door Patrolcars, by Department Type. 

DEPARTHENT TYPE: 

% % % % % 

City 
50+ 

% % 
City City 

1-9 10-49 
50 Town-

State County Largest ship 

Full size 4-door 
Intermediate 4-door 

88 
3 

53 
35 

80 
7 

83 
7 

72 
18 

A total o~ 46,562 patrolcars· was reported by the 449 

81 
15 

responding departments -- an average of 104 patrolcars per de­

partment (excluding 4 departments which gave no answer). This 

average is a misleading one, as. will be shown below, since the 

47 State departmerit responses accounted for more than half 

(27,403) of the patrolcars report~d by the total respondents; 

and the 46 Fifty Largest Cities departments accounted for an 

addi tional 31 % (14,541) of the patrolcar.s reported. 

84 
10 

23 24 
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Table 2A-2. Average Number of Patr.olcars Per Department Type. 

Total No. Total No. Mean No. 
Departments patrolcars Patrolcars 

DEPART11ENT TYPE: Responding Reported Per Dept. 

State 47 27,403 583 
County 72 1,579 23 
City (1-9) 82 161 2 
City (10-49) 90 460 5' 
City (50+) 83 2,379 29 
50 Largest 46 14,415 321 
Township 29 129 4 

The mean number of patrolcars within each Department Type 

varied generally with the size of the department as indi~ated by 

numbers of full-time sworn officers* with one exception: state 

police departments had many fewer officers per patrolcar than 

any other department type. 

Table 2A-3. Mean Number of Officers Per Patrolcar, by 
Department Type. 

Mean No. Mean No. Me.an No. 

I 
i 

Patrolcars Officers Officers/patro1cars 

DEPARTMENT TYPE: Per Dept. Per Dept. * Per Dept. Type 

State 583 .889 1.5 
County 23 60 2.6 

City (1- 9) 2 8 4.0 

City (10-49) 5 22 4.4 

City (50+) 29 132 4.6 

50 Largest 321 2491 7.8 

Township 4 14 3.5 

* . Data for average number o£ full-time sworn officers per depart-
ment type were drawn from the Equipment Priorities Questionnaire 
of the LEAA Police Equipment Survey. 
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Using these averages, it ~ppears that state police depart-

ments had approximately one patro1car for every 1.5 officers. In 

contrast, the Fifty Largest Cities had approximately one patrolcar 

for every 8 officers. T~e ratios for the other Department Types 

fall between these two figures. 

.Using the figures discussed above, it was possible to esti-

mate the total number of patrolcars that were in use during 1972. 

If the mean number of patro1cars reported by each Department Type 

is multiplied by the total population of departments of that type, 

the sum of these subtotals is an estimate of patrolcars in use by 

all departments in the U.S. 

Table 2A-4. Estimated Total Population of Patrolcars in the U.S., 
by Department Type. 

DEPARTMENT TYPE; 

State 
County 
City (1-9). 
city 10-49) 
city (50+) 
50 Largest 
Townshi'p 

Mean No. 
Patro1cars 
Per 
Dept. 

583 
23 

2 
5 

29 
321 

4 

ESTIMATED TOTAL U.S. PATROLCARS 

No. Depts. 
That Type 
in Total 
Population 

50 
3137 
5486 
19.85 

554 
50 

1574 

Estimated Number 
of Patrolcars in 
Total Population 

29,150 
70,896 
10,897 
10,123 
15,900 
16,055 

6,296 

This estimate of approximately 160,000 p~trolcars in use 

. -. 
in the United States' should probably be coni.=t~&ered a minimum 

~stimata. ~he d~lculati~ns were based on the total number of 

departments ·listed in LEAA I S computer file. The LEAA Statistics 

Division has estimated that between five and ten thousand more 

small, part-time departments may exist that were not listed on 

.the LEAA tape. 
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2B. Would it ~e of any use to your department to be able to 
buy standard compact (or smaller) cars that were specially 
designed for police use? 

Why, or Why not? 

Table 2B-l. Number and Percent of Departments With Use 
for A Compact Patrolcar. 

DEPARTHENT TYPE: USE FOR COMPACT DESIGNED FOR POLICE USE?: 
%Yes %No %No Answer/Don't Know 

City ( 50+) 39 59 "2 

city (1-9) 35 65 0 
City (10-49) 31 68 1 
50 t..argest 28 72 0 
Townships 28 72 0 
Counties 22 76 1 
states 13 85 2 

All Dept. Types 29 69 1 

Although compacts made up only 1% of patro1cars being used by 

responding departments, mare than one-quarter (29%) of the 

departments said tney would have use for a compact or smaller 

patrolcar. state departments less often expressed a need for 

compacts than did other Department Tjpes. 

t wh ich said that com­iorty-five percent of th~ departmen s 

pact patrolcars would be useful for police work gave Economy as 

their reason e.g., ey ~ ( th '~ould cost less, get· better gas mileage, 

) and 23% said that compacts would have cheaper maintenance, etc. 

. 1 (for detectives, for the be useful for spec~a purposes e.g., 

chief's car, for stake-outs, etc.). 
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Table 2B-2. R~asons Why Departments Would Use Compact (Or Smaller) 
Patrolcars Specially D~signe9 for Police Use. 

Percent Of The 132 Departments 
Who Said "Yes" To The Need For 
Compact Patrolcars*: 

45% 
23 
17 
12 

8 
6 
6 

Economy 
For special purpose use 
Handiing/maneuverability 
Not need big engine/car 
Refer to design, not size 
Comment/caveat, not reason 
Other 

10 No Answer 

* Respondents could give two reasons, 
percentages add to more than 100%. 

F (IF '''NO") Why not? 

The majority of the 449 respondents (312 or 69%) said that 

they did not think it would be of any use to their departments 

to be able to buy standard compact or smaller cars that were 

specially designed for police use. Most of the reasons for say­

ing "no" related to the belief that compacts would be generally 

too small ~or police needs: Too Small for Officer Comfort and/or 

Convenience (20%), Too Small for Prisoner and/or Passenger Trans-

port (16%)," Too Small for Necessary Equipment (8%), and Too Small 

or Too Light in General (11%) •. Another fair ly large group of 

respondents said they thought compacts would be unsuitable as 

patrolcars because they thought current models did not perform 

as well (16%), were not as safe (8%), and were not as durable 

(8%) as larger cars. Objections such as these might not neces-

sarily be relevant if the car were, in fact, specially designed 

to be a patrolcar. 
28 
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4. On the average, how many different officers drive one patro1-
oar in a day? 

One 
Two 
Three 
More than three 

Larger City departments tended to have more different dri-

vera per patrolcar per day than did smaller City departments; and 

City departments, in general, reported more drivers per car than 

either State or County departments. For example, 66% of the 

state departments reported only one driver per car per day, while 

93% of the Fifty Largest Cities said that each patrolcar had three 

or more different drivers each day. The differences between the 

state and County departments and the City departments in this as-

pect of patrolcar usage is again consistent with the general dif-

ferences in p~troldar .utilization reported in questions 2A. and 3. 

Table 4 • Number of Drivers Per Patrolcar Per Day, 
by Department Type. 

DEPARTMENT TYPE: AVERAGE NUMBER DIFFERENT DRIVERS EACH DAY: 

One Two Three More Than Three 
% Depts. % Depts. % Depts. % Depts. 

State 66 28 4 2 
county 51 25 18 7 
City (1-9) 12 20 45 23 
Township 10 17 55 14 
SO targest 4 2 52 41 
City (50+ ) 1 10 64 27 
City (10-49) 0 4 61 34 
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5. How long is an officer's shift in your department? 

Under 4 hours 
4-8 hours 
9-12 hours 
Over 12 hours 

Although most departments reported an officer's shift to be 

4-8 hours, one-fourth of the departments reported a shift of 9-12 

hours. State police (64%) and County police departments (53%) 

most often had officers working shifts of more than 8 hours. 

Table 5. Length of Officers' Shifts, by Department Type. 

DEPARTNENT TYPE: 

City (10-49) 
City (50+) 
50 Largest 
Townships 
City (1-9) 
County 
State 

4-8 
% 

Hours 
Depts. 

91 
86 
78 
72 
61 
46 
36 

LENGTH OF OFFICER 

9-12 Hours 
% Depts. 

9 
14 
~O 
14 
34 
31 
62 

Comparing these responses to question 3 

SHIFT: 

12+ Hours 
% Depts. 

0 
0 
0 

10 
4 

22 
2 

(About ho\>{ many 

hours is o~e of your patrolcars in use during a typical day?) it 

appears that most State departments were using a.patrolcar for 

one shift only and that larger City departments were using a 

patrolcar for at least th~ee shifts. 
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•• What ~etermine. when your patrolcara are replaced? 

Milea~e? (If "yes", Wh,t mileage?) 
Years:of use? (If "yes", How many years?) 
other? (If "yes", Please specify.) 

Departments were asked to indicate whether their patrol cars 

were rcplaced on the basis of the number of miles on the car, the 

age of the car, or other factors. About half (51\) of the res-

pondents said that patrolcar replacement was based on only one 

of these three factors, and the other half selected some combina-

tion of the three. About two-thirdS (64%)' selected the age of 

the car (alone, or in combination w::' t~h other factors) and alnlost 

two-thirds (61%) selected Mileage (alone, qr in combination) as 

a criterion for deciding when to replace the car. About one-third 

of the sample indicated other criteria (in addition to, or instead 

of, mileage or age) such as: General Condition of the car, Budget! 

Administrati¥e Policy, the fact that repair costs had become too 

high, or the fact that the car,had been in a Major Accident. 

Table 6-1. Mileage and Years of Use as criteria For Patrolcar 
Replacement, by Department Type. 

DEPARTMENT 
TYPE: 

State 
50 Largest 
County 
City (10-49) 
City (50+) 
Townships 
City (1-9) 

All Dept" 
Types 

MILEAGE: 
% Depts. Us­
ing Mileage 
(In combina­
tion with 
othe.r ~ actors) 

94 
74 
68 
58 
55 
52 
39 

43 

% Depts. 
Using 
ONLY 
MIleage 
On' Car 

-"'---

36 
9 

17 
27 
18 
10 
6' 

18 

.33 

YEARS OF USE: 
% Depts. Us­
ing Years 
(IN combina­
tion with 
other factors) 

47 
63 
65 
62 
58 

'62 
80 

40 

% Depts. 
Using 
ONLY 
Years 
of Use 

6 
9 

14 
32 
27 
24 
40 

24 
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Almost ail state po~ice (94\) used mileage (alone, or in 

combination with other factors) in determining when a car was to 

be replaced. Small City departments (less than 10'officers) most 

often reported that they considered the number of years the car 

had been in use when making their decision. 

" 

Table 6-2. Of Those Which Used Mileage in Replacement Decisions 
(61% Total, n=272) Percentages Replacing Patrolcars 
At Each Mileage Level, by Department Type. 

DEPl';.RTMENT TYPE: 

City (50+) (n=46) 
City (10-49) (n=52) 
City (1-9) (n=32) 
State (n=44) 
50 Largest (n=34) 
Townships (n=15) 
County (n=49) 

All Departments (n=272) 

% That 
Saying 
60,000 

Dept. Type 
40,001-
Miles 

43 
42 
37 
36 
26 
13 
12 

32 

% That Dept. Type 
saying Over 
60,000 Miles 

57 
52 
59 
64 
71 
73 
84 

65 

Of those departments using Mileage as one of the criteria 

for patrolcar replacement, about two-thirds replaced the cars when 

they had Over 60,000 miles and about one-third replaced them when 

they had between 40,000-60 / 000 miles. Few departments replaced 

cars with Less than 40,000 miles. 

Of those departments (64~ of the respondents) which used 

the ~ge of the car a~ one of the criteria for determining patrol-

car replacement, 40%, replaced their cars every ,two years. States, 

counties and departments in the Fifty Largest Cities mo~e often 

reported using their cars for 3 years before replacement than did 

'other Department Types. 
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~able 6-3. Of:Those Which Used ~ge in Replacement Decisions 
(64\ Total, n=286) Percentages Replacing Patrolcars 
at Each Age Level, by Department Type. 

DEPARTl<iXlNT TYPE: NUMBER OF YEARS TO REPLACEMENT: 
3 Years 

1 Year 2 Years Or More 
\ Dept. Type % Dept. Type % Dept. Type 

city (10-49) 54 39 7 
Township 44 39 17 
City (50+) 35 46 14 
City (1-9 ) 24 39 37 
50 Largest 10 38 50 
state 5 45 50 
County 4 36 55 

All Departments 27 40 31 

7. About what percent of all the miles driven by all the patrol­
cars in use in your department is"at'each of the following 
speeds? 

25-30 miles/hour with many stops 
30-50 mifes/hour with many stops 
35-50 miles/hour with few stops 

50-70 miles/hour 
Over 70 miles/hour 
Other (ple~se specify) 

~his question was designed to elicit approximate percent-

ages from each department for each of the speed/type responses 

provided. Average percentages for each Department Type were 

calculated from these answers. Nine percent of the 449 respondents 

placed an "X" in one of the spaces rather than a percentage. 

Telephone calls were made to about half of these "indefinite" 

respondents, and it was determined from these calls that almost 

all of these respondents were indicating "100%" by marking a 

single response. In the tables. these 41 responses were counted 

as !'lOO%" to the choice marked. 
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Table. 7. Heart' Per.cen,t;,!.}.ges of Total Driving Time Expended in 
~.~~Sh speedt:£~.f.' Category, by Department Type . 

. response s of State" Coun ty and Township departments .. The' mean 

percentages for all 301 City departments showed that 84% of the 

driving by City departments w~s at speeds less than 50 mph ,with 

Many Stops (59% at 25-30 mph and 25% at 30-50 mph). Little driv-

ing was done by City departments at the higher speeds t5% at 

50-60 mph; 2% over 70 mph) or in areas where it was possible to 

trave 1 wi thout frequent -s topping (8 %, at 35 -5 0 mph wi th Few stops). 

state departments reported most of their driving to be at 

high speeds and to have Few stops. State departments said that 

about ~4% of all their driving was at speeds of 50 mph or more. 

The mean percentages compiled for County departments were more 

e~enly distributed a~ong the five speed ranges than those for 

any othe.r Department Type. About 35% of all County driving was 

said to be at speeds of 25-50 mph with Many stops; about 19% was 

35-50 mph with Few stops, and about 37% was at speeds of 50-70 mph. 
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The mean percentages for Township departments showed that most 

of their driving occurred at speeds between a5 and .50 miles per 

hour (89%). A small number o~ departments (n=15, 4%) reported 

"other" kinds of driving. ~ost of these responses were "idling" 

or "less than 25 mph~. 

A & B. Please tell us how well your patrolcars usually perform 
with regard to (A) Control and Handling, and (B) Brak­
ing at each of the following speeds. 

Under 30 Miles per Hour 
30 to 70 Miles per Hour 
Over 70 Miles per Hour 

The majority of departments rated both the Control & Handling 

and the Braking of their patrolcars Satisfactory or better at all 

speeds. Both of these perrormance characi-:.eri sties were given 

lower ratings at higher sp,eeds: More than half of the departments 

rated both Control and Braking Excellent at speeds under 30 mph 

while only 10% of departments rated these char~cteri~tics Excell-

ent at speeds over 70 mph (and abbut,one-fourth of the total re-

spondents rated these characteristics Poor at over 70 mph). 

Table 8A &, B.-I. 

SPEED: 

Ratings Given to Patrolcar Control & Handling 
and Patrolcar Braking at Various Speeds. 

% ALL DEPARTMENTS GIVING THAT RATING: 

% Saying 
Excellent 

% Saying 
Satisfactory 

% Saying 
Poor 

Control Braking: Control Braking Control Braking 

Under 30 mph 
30-70 mph 
Ovor '/0 mph 

55 
26 
10 

59 
36 
10 

37 

42 
69 
60 

38 
68 

,54 

o 
4 

25 

1 
5 
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The majoiities of departments within all seven Department 

Typ~s also gave better ratings to Control & Handling at lower 

speeds. State police and Townships more often gave ratings of 

Excellent at lower speeds t~an did the other Department Types. 

Table 8A'& B-2. Ratings of "Excellent" Given to Control and 
Handling and to Braking of Patrolcars at 
Various Speeds, by Department Type. 

% Dept. Type Giving 
Rating of EXCELLENT 
on Control & Handling 

DEPARTMENT TYPE: at Speeds of: 

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

Under 30 30-70 70+ 
__ ~m~p~.~~ mph mph 

72 41 17 
70 47' 11 
59 18 5 
55 28 10 
52 21 8 

.46 26 15 
46 17 7 

% Dept. Type Giving 
Rating of EXCELLENT 
on Braking at 
Speeds of: 

Under 30 30-70 70+ 
mph mph mph 

69 34 10 
77 43 6 
58 16 7 
65 29 9 
56 19 10 
56 36 24 
43 15 4 

Overall, and within the seven Department Types, the ratings 

given'for patrolcar Biaking were similar to the ratings of Control 

& Handling. Only at speeds of ,over 70 mph was there a tendency 

for Braking to be rated Poor. This increase in Poor ratings was 

co~tributed mostly by State departments; Only 6% of the State 

departments said patrolcar Control & Handling was Poor at speeds 

over 70 mph, bui 26% of State depa~tments said Braking was Poor 

at those higher speeds. Note, that State departments spend a 

greater proportion of their driving time at higher speeds than any 

other Department Type (see preceding discussion of Q. 7). 
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~A. On the average, h.ow long does it take an officer to become 
accustomed to the controls and instruments of a ~ patrol­
car? 

Less than a day 
More than a day, less than a week 
More than a week, less than a month 
More than a month 

9B. On the average, how long does it take an officer to become 
accustomed to the handling and performance of a new patrol-
car? 

Less than a day 
More than a day, less than a week 
More than a week, less than a month 
More than a month 

Almost all responding departments (92%) reported that it 

took less than a week to get used to the Controls & Instruments 

in a new patrolcar. Fewer departments (74%) felt that it was 

possible to become 'accustomed to the Handling & 'Performance in 

this time period: About one-fifth of the depa~tments said it 

took more than a week to get used to' the Handling & Performance 

of a car, while only' 7% felt it took this long to become familiar 

with the Instruments • 

Table 9A & B. Time Needed by Officers to Become Accusto'med to 
a New Patrolcar, by All Respondents. 

TIME: Time Needed to get Used Time Needed to Get Used 
To Controls & Instruments Handling & Performance 

% All Departments % All Departments 

:Less Than a Day 41 20 
1 Day - 1 Week Sl S4 
1 Week - 1 Month 7 20 
More than 1 Month 1 2 

. ( 39 
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10. About how 'many miles pe~" gallon of gas do your patrolcars 
, get? 

Less than 8 miles/gallon 
8-11 miles/gallon 
12-15 miles/gallon 
More than 15 miles/gallon 

.Ninety percent of the responding departments said their 

patrolcars got less than 12 miles/gallon of gasoline. Seven-

tenths of the departments got between 8 and 11 miles/gallon. 

Cities and Townships more often reported getting less than 8 

miles to a gallon (17%-37%) than did Counties and states (6-7%). 

Almost all state departments (94%) reported gett~ng 8-11 miles/ 

gallon. 

Table 10. Miles per Gallon of Gasoline Per Patrolcar, by 
Department Type. 

. MILES/G1l.L.: " DEPARTMENT TYPE: 
% % % % % % % 

All I 

Depts:City 
T es, 50+ 

50 City Town- City 
Largest '10-49 ship 1-9 County , 

Less than 8 21 I 37 35 22 17 17 7" 
8-11 69 59 63 73 76 70 60 
12-15 10 4 2 3 7 13 32 
'More than 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

2.2.5 Patrol car Features and O€tions 

% 

state 

6 
94 

0 
0 

llA. When your new patrolcars come from the manufacturer, what 
changes or additions are made for your department (either 
by you or by your dealer)? ex EACH ITEM THAT APPLIES) 

(For the choices supplied, see Tabl.e llA-l, Page '41) 

Police departments indicated that they, oi their dealers, 

were making many changes "to the manufacturers' basic models in 
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order to adapt them to patl:~ol use. In addition to the twelve more 

common changes listed in the questionnaire for "check-off", 29% of 

the respondents listed at least one "other" item which did not 

Appear on that original lielt.. 

Table llA-l. Percentages Making Each Change in Manufacturers' 
Basic Models, by All Respondents. 

ACCESSORY/CHANGE: 

Install siren 
Install mobile radio 
Install P.A. sysem 
Install bar flashing light:s 
Install spotlights 
Install gun racks 
Install bubble lights 
Install mounting racks 
Install barrier betw8\9n seats 
Install trunk racks 
spocial engine changes 
Ren\ove ohrome 

% All Departments* 
(n=449) 

98 
98 
75 
69 
61 
56 
54 
51 
43 
38 

2 
0 --------- - - -~- ------ - - --

Othor 

; por<::elltar,re'$, add to more than 100% since each 
department COUJ..'t;l mark each choice that applied. 

29 

Townships and la~ger city departments (more than 10 offi-

cers) reported more additions than did States, Counties and Cities 

(1-9). ,The most common changes made, according to all respondents, 

were installations of Sirens (98%), Mobile Radios (98%), P.A. 

systems ~75%), and Bar Flashing ~ights (69%). Table llA-2 

highlights the results of this question. 

• 

Table llA-2. Percentages* of A~l Departments and Ranges of 
Percentages Within Department Types Making Each 
AccessorY/Change. 

'ACCESSORY/CHANGE: 
% All Lowest Dept. Highest Dept. 
Depts. Type % Type % 

Siren 98 Township = 93 City 1-9 = 100 
Mobile Radio 98 County = 94 City 50+ = 99 
P.A. System 75 City 1-9 = 60 50 Largest = 85 
Bar Flashi~g ;Lgts. 69 State = 47 City 10-49 = 87 
Spotlights 61 State = 23 Township = 79 Gun Racks 56 State = 34 City 10-49 = 69 
Bubble Lights 54 City 10-49 = 43 50 Largest = 72 
Mounting Racks 51 State = 17 City 10-49 = 67 
Barrier Between 

Seats 43 State = 17 50 Largest = 61 
Trunk Racks 38 State = 26 Township = 52 
Special Engine 

Changes 2 Sta te , County = 0 Township = 7 
!e!!!,oye Chrome 0 To~n~hi.p_=_3_ - - -- ------Other 29 County = 17 State = 60 

* Percentages for total and for'each Department Type add to more 
than 100% since each department could mark each item that 
applied. 

Many ,jother" h 'f' d b h d c anges were spec~ ~e y t e epartments. 

Because mention of these items was s6it~8red across respondents, 

the percentages are not presented. Th~-~eneral categories, of 

"other" additions/changes are listed below: 

• Spepial tires 
•. Writing desk 
• Seat covers/floor mats 
• Interior trunk release 
• Radar installation 
• Remove door/window handles 
• Disconnect interior lights 
• Map/interior'ligb~ 
• Wiring 
_.E1ectronic Device to com­

pute speed from time and 
distance 

42 

• Fuel changeover system 
• Fire extinguisher mount 
• Console/controls for lights/ 

sirens 
.. Push bumpers 
• Baton/flashlight holder 
• Rear flashing lights 
• Grill lights 
• Flashing headlights 
• Painting/decals 

• 
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lIB. What problems do you have making these changes to the 
"Manufact~rer's regular model"? (For the items you 
marked in Question llA.) 

This question was left "open-ended" to allow respondents to 

write in any problems they had had with converting standard auto-

mobiles into police patrolcars. Slightly more than half (57%) of 

the departments listed some problems; the others wrote in "no 

problems" (30%) or left the question blank (13%). 

Codes were developed to handle the answers given by depart-

ments. The problems most commonly encountered by departrn~nts 

while making changes in standard automobiles are shown in Table 

lIB. 

Table lIB. Problems in Converting Standard Automobiles to 
Patrolcars for Police Use, by All Respondents. 

PROBLEl1: % All Departments· 
(n=449) 

Lack of room/appropriate place to install/mount 
Must modify car/buy· new equipment to install 
Year-to-year design/model changes cause problems 
Takes time/adds costs/depreciates vehicle 
Lack of appropriate support to install/mount 
Wiring problems 
"Other" 
Availability of mechanics 

17 
13 
11 
10 

6 
6 
5 
1 

-----------------------------------------------------------
Slight problems, unspecified 
None, No Problems 
No Answer 

6 
30 
13 

* Percentages, except for "No Answer," "None, No ~rob1ems," 
and "Slight Problems," may represent double counting. since 
each department could give two answers. 

I 
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12. Which of the following options were included the last time 
your department bought patrolcars? (X EACH ITEM THAT APPLIES) 

(For choices supplied, see Table 12-1. below.) 

Of the fourteen options listed for "check-off", all but 

three (Bullet-proof Glass, Locking Gas 'cap, and Bucket Seats) 

had been specified by at least one-third of the respondents when 

they last bought patrolcars. Six of the fourteen had been speci-

fied by'more than 80% of the responding departments. In addition, 

30% of the departments listed at least one "Other" option that 

they had asked for the :ast time, they bought patrolcars. 

Table l2-i. 

" 

Percentages of Depar~ments Which Specified Each 
Option the Last Time They Bought Patrolcars. 

OPTION: 

Automatic transmission 
Eight-cylinder engine 
Power steering 
Power brakes'· 
Disc brakes 
Heavy duty suspension 
Air conditioning 
Tinted glass 
Interior hood release 
Light in trunk 
Interior trunk release 

"Locking gas cap 
Bucket seat:s. 
Bullet-~roof glass 
Other - - - - - - -
No Answer 

% All Departments. 
(n=449) 

95 
94 
90 
86 

'84 
83 
59 
52 
49 
45 
37 
10 

4 
o 

30' 
1 

• Percentages ,add to more than 100% since each department could 
mark each option that applied. 

" 

As can be seen in Tabl~ 12-2., State police had specified 

.more options that the other Department Types. 
\ 
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on the list (Automatic Transmission, Eight-cylinder Engine, Power 
, 

Steering, Power Brakes, Disc Brakes and Heavy Duty Suspension) 

were chosen by 80%, or more, of the departments in every Depart-

mont Type except Counties and Cities (1-9), where the lowest per-

centage observed was 68%. 

Table 12-2. Options Specified by 60%·or More of the Departments 
in Each Department Type. 

OPTION~ 

" " All 
De ts. IState 

I 

Auto. Transmission 95 98 
a-cylinder Engine 94 98 
Power Steering 90 91 
Power' Brakes 86 96 
Disc Br.akes 84 98 
!!.e~vl. EP'~y _s~sE.._ 83 I 98 
Air Cdnditioning -59 81 
Tinted Glass 52 I 70 
lntorior Hood Rel. 49 I' 81 
Light in Trunk 45 I 66 
Interior Trunk ReI. 37 I 60 

DEPARTMENT 

% % 

50 City 
Largest 10-49 

100 98 
100 94 

89 94 
89 88 
96 82 
91 87 
63 

63 

TYPE: 

% 

City 
50+ 

95 
93 
95 
84 
86 
84 
71 
67 

% 

City 
1-9 

95 
95 
85 
80 
77 
76 

% 

90 
93 
93 
83 
83 
90 

62 

% 

82 
79 
68 

Thirty percent of the 449 departments specificld at least one 

It other" option in addi tion to thoss; ·lis ted on the questionnaire. 

"Heavy duty battery, alternator or electrical system" was volun-

teered by 8% of departments which listed other options, a 

striking rate since the item was not originally listed. 

Options listed were: 

Other 

• Special tires/tire size • Special engine 
• Special cooling system 
• Heavy Duty seats 

• Floor mats/carpet 
• Special traction device 

• Spa.cial gauges or dials • Special mirrors 
• Spa.clnl interior light • Special hand throttle 
• Rear window defroster 
• AM radio 

• Special suspension 
• Heavy duty shock absorbers 

• Special seat covers/upholstry • Fuel transfer kit 
• Spotlight • Special gearing 
• Fo\\'cl:' windows • Split-bench front seat 

. 
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~3. About how much does a new patrol car cost without trade-in? 
(Include costs for changes, specified by you, which the 
dealer makes.) 

Under $2500 
$2500-2999 
$3000-3499 
$3500-3999 
$4000-4499 
$4500-4999 
$5000 or more 

About half (51%) of the respondents said new pa~rolcars for 

their departments cost less than $3500. , The majority (72%) of 

all departments and the majoritY.of departments in every Depart~ 

ment Type said new patrolcars cost between $3000' and $3999. 

Table 13-1. Amount Paid For New Patrolcars by Responding Depart-

PRICE OF NEW PATROi,CARS: % All O~partments -,--.. -~ 
\ .. 

Und.er $3000 \ 1a 
$3000-3499 30 
$3500-3999 '33 
$4000-5000 " ~ > , 13 , , 

. " Over $5000 1 
, ' 

Departments with the smaller fleeis of pat~ol~.~S (Counties, 

Townships, cities (1-9), and' Cities (10-49) had higher percen~ages 

of departments paying more than $4000 for their patrol cars than 

did the larger cities and State departments. 
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Table 13-2. Amount Paid For New patrolcars, by Department Type. 

DElJARTMENT 
TYPE: PRICE RANGE: 

$4000 or more $3000-3999 Under $3000 No Answer 
% Dept. Type % Dept. Type % Dept. Type % Dept. Type 

t.r'o\'lnship 24 62 13 0 
county 23 ,55 13 8 
City (1-9) 19 69 12 0 
City (10-49) 16 73 10 2 
state 9 91 0 " City (50+) 5 83 1.2 2 
50 Largest 4 74 22 0 

14. What equipment is normally carried in your patrolcars? ex 
EACH ITEM THAT IS CARRIED IN NEARLY EVERY PATROLCAR) 

(Foi choices foupplied, se~ Table 14 below.) 

More than half of the departments routinely carried in their 

D~trolcars the following equipment items: Clipboard, Fire Extin-

quisher, Flares, First Aid Kit, Shotgun, Batons, Blankets, Extra 

Ammunition and Brief Case. Further, more than one-fourth (29%) 

of bho d~partments said they carried at least one item of equip-

ment in addition to those in the questionnaire. 
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Table 14. Equipment Routinely Carried In Patrolcars By 3Q! 
or More of the Departments in a Particular Depart­
ment Type and Percentage of Total Respondents 
carrying This E~q~u~i~p~m~e~n~t~.~ _____________________________ ____ 

EQUIPMENT 
lTEM: 

Clipboard 
Fire Ex­

tinguisher 
Flares 
First Aid Ki 

,shotgun 
Batons 
Blankets 
Extra Ammo 
Brief Case ------Camera & 

Film 
Han'd-held 

Radio 
Riot ,Equip. 
Fi~gerprint 

Kit 
Field Detec­

tlon Kit 
Oi!her 

\ 

All 
Depts. 

84 

83 
81 
79 
73 
67 
64 
55 
53 

32 

30 
28 

19 

6 
29 

I 
I 

I 

f 
I, 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

, I 

% \ 
Town- City 
ship 1-9 

97 95 

100 76 
100 87 

90 83 
69 72 
72 74 
72 54 
55 61 
69 56 

DEPAR'J,'MENT TYPE: 

% 

County 

8p 

81 
8J. 
76 
79 
62 
65 
72 
62 - --

% 

state 

85 

96 
91 
98 
77 
85 
77 
77 

55 

77 

57 

% 

City 
10-49 

83 

86 
77 
80 
76 
54 
73 
53 

% 
City 

50+ 

72 

83 
16 
71 
69 
61 
64 

.,. 

53 

\ 

50 
Largest 

70 

70 
6'7 
65 
70 
72 

- --

State police departments carried more equipment items in 

their patrolcars than other Department Types. ,State police more 

commonly carried Riot Equipmenf t77%) 'than other Depa~tment Types 

(18-28%). Two-thirds, or more, of the Fifty Largest Cities 

carried the first six items listed in Table 14., but less than 

half of them carried any of the other items. 
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A variety of items was carri*d by the responding departments in 

addition to the items listed in the questionnaire: 

·OTHER" EQUIPMENT ITEMS 

• pry bar/wrecking bar 
• Flashlight 
• Meagurirtg tape/wheel 
• OXygert/Resuscitator 
• Rope 
• Dog equipment 
• Rain gear/Bad weather gear 
• Axe 
• Shovel 
• T~affic cones/reflectors 
• Lug wrench 
• Snow chains 
• Life ring/life jacket 
• Jumper cables 

• Broom 
• Report forms/books 
• Radar 
• Equipment box 
• Tow chain 
• water or gasoline container 
• Portable barricades 
• High visibility clothing 
• Tear gas/gas mask 
• Jack 
• Spare tire 
• Splint' 
• Tape recorder 

'. Rifle 

What problems have you had, if any, storing in the car the 
equipment that is usually carried in your patrolcars? (NAME 
THE ITEM OF EQU IPMEN'£ AND DESCRIBE THE " PROBLEM" IN THE 
SPACES PROVIDED.) 

More than one-third (39%, n=175) of all respondents listed 

at least one "problem" associated with storing equipment items in 

their patrolcars. The answers given by these departmen'ts were 

'tabulated in three ways: . (1) number of departments citing a 

specific item of equipment as having a problem associated with it; 
I 

(2) number of departments cititig a specific problem; and (3) a 

cross-tabulation of specific e~uipment item with a specific prob-

lorn. This third tabulation will not be discussed because the 

numbers in each equipment item/problem group are too small to 

draw any generalizations. 
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Tabl. l4A-l. Equipment Items Named as Be1ng Associated Wi~h 
Storage Problems, by All Responding Departments. 

EQUIPMENT ITEM: 

Shotgun 
P'irst aid kit 
Flares 
Trunk items in gener~l 
?ire extinguisher 
Communications equipment 
Blankets 
Storage box 
Equipment in 'general 
Batons 
Camera & film 
Clipboard 
Hand-held radio 
Extra ammunition 
Briefcase 
Riot equipment 
Oxygen tanks 
Flashlight 
Dog equipment in general 
Spare tire/spare tire mounts· 
Siren -----------None/No Problem 
No answer 

% All Departments* 
(n=449) 

16 
7 
6 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

24 
37 

* Percentages, except for "None" and "No Answer", may represent 
double counting since departments could list up to four equip­
ment items/problems. 

I " 

The Shotgun was the only ~te~ presenting equipment storage 

p~oblems for a signi~icant percentage (16%) of the respondents. 

These respondents, however~ had differing storage problems; no 

one problem was cited by more than 2% of the respondents. 
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Table l4A-2. Departmerits Which Had No StoragB Problems and 
Departments Which Had Problems storing Shotguns, 
by Department Type. 

DEPARTMENT 
TYPE: Have Had No Problems 

in Storing Equipment 
("No Problems, "No 
Answer") 

% Dept. Type 

County 75 
City (1-9) 67 
State 66 
Township 66 
City (10-49) 57 
City (50+) 50 
50 .Largest 48 

Listed Shotguns 
as an Equipment 
Storage Problem 

% Dept. Type 

4 
11 

9 
7 

27 
. 25 
15 

The larger City Department Types. (Fifty Largest, 50+) 

most often reported problems storing equipment~ Counties least 

often reported such problems. Shotgun was the item of equipment 

most frequently listed as a'storage problem by all Department 

Types except Townships (in which 14% listed First Aid Kits) and 

counties (in which no single item was listed by many departments). 

Within Department Types f the shotgun was most often mentioned as 

a storage problem by medium siz~d Cities (10-49 Officers, 50 o~ 

More Officers). 

.. . 

I· 
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Table 14A-3. Storage Problems Listed as Being Associated with 
Storing Equipment Items in the Patrolcars. 

STORAGE PROBLEM: 

No appropriate place to stOre (general) 
Gets dirty or damp , 
Not enough room to store in place desired 
Difficult to store/mount (general) 
No appr9priate place to store that is also 

accessible 
Not enough support to install/mount 
Year-to-year design/model changes ' 
Problem with equipment, not storage 
Threatens safety 
Problem unspecified 
None7~o problerns- -
No answer 

, All Departments* 
(n=449) 

18 
16 
14 

9 

6 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 

-2'4" 
37 

* Percentages, except for "No Prbblems" and "NO Answer", 
ma~ ~epresent double countin~ since each department could 
cite up to four equipment items/problems . 

. . 

The storage problems listed by ~epartments were coded into 

,elev~n general categories. M~st of the responses fell into three 

of the categories: No Appropriate Place·to Store, .Item Gets 

Dirty or Da~p, or Not Enough Room to store in place Desired. 

15. .-Wh,ich, of' the following fea tur.es' do you think should be on all 
,'of your patrolcars? (CHECK EACH ITEM THAT APPLIES REGARDLESS 

riF WHETHER YOU KNOW IT, IS,NOW'AVAILABLE OR NOT.) 

l5A. 

iFor choicesiupplied, 'see table 15 and l5A-l.) 

Which three of the above. features (items checked in Question 
15) would be most important to have on all of your patrolcars? 

Tw~nty-th~ee features Here li~ted in the questionnaire for 

"check-off" • Of those 23, s~venteen were felt to be essential in 

all the patrolcars of more than half of the responding departments. 

. , 
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The feature receiving the lowest percentage (Noise Sound-

proofing) was still felt to,be essential to one-third of 

the departments. since none of the features listed was 

"standard" on current automobiles, these answers imply that 

cur~ent model cars probably require many optional features 

and modifications ~n order to make them well suited'fo~ 

patrol use. 

A comparison of the ans~ers to Questions 15 and lSA 

(see Table 15 and lSA-1.) revealed that there were rela-

tively large differences between patro1car features the 

departments would like to have on ali of their cars and those 

they thought to be most essential: Those features that were 

said to be among the three most important (Q. lSA) were not 

always the ones that received the highest percentages of 

votes (Q. 15). For example, although 76% of the respondents 

said that Interior Map Lights should be on all their patrol-

oars,only 1% of them said that this was one of the three 

most im~ort~nt features among the choices supplied. 

\ 
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Table 15 & 15A-l. Features Which Departments Said Should Be On 
All Patroicars; Features Chosen A~ The Three 
Most Important to Have On All Patrolcars; ~y 
All Responding Departments. 

FEATURE: 

H~avy duty suspension 
Interior trunk/hood release 
Air conditioning 
Tint,ed glass 

, Interior map light 
More durable seat springs 
Barrier between seats 
Central door lock 
Better ventilated upholstry 
Built~in crash bars 
Communications console 

'Additional headroom 
360 0 Mirror 
Built-in motinting brackets 
Bumpers with push bars 
Built-in shelves in trunk 
Locking ga's cap 
Additional legroom 
Larger,glove compar~ment 
Bullet-proof glass 
Fold-out desk in front 
Bucke~ seats with conso~e 
Noise soundproofing 

% Total Saying 
It Should Be 
On All Patrol-
cars (Q. 15)* 

94 
85 
85 

,83 
76 
72 
72 
71 
71 
70 
69 
63 
63 
62 
58 
56 
5.0 

, 44 
40 
38 
37, 
37 
33 

% Total Saying 
It Is One Of 
Three Most Impor-
tant (Q. l5A.)** 

38 
7 

42 
3 
1 
7 

31 
10 

7 
32 
24 
14 

6 
7 
6 
6 
2 
5 
2 

10 
3· " 
8 
1 Other -. - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - --22' 12 

* Percentages add to more than 100% since each department could 
mark"each answer tha~ applied. 

**perce~tages add to approximately 300% 
,allowed three answers. 

since each department was 
, , 

The features felt to be among the three most important by 

20% or more of the respondi?g departments were: Air Conditioning, 

Heavy Duty Suspension~ Built:in Crash Bars, Barriers Between Seats 

and Communications Consoles. 
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Table 15 & 15A-2. 

-==:11 
it, • 

Features Cho~en Amqng The Three Most Important }j 
. By 25' Or More Of Departments, by Department LI 

FEATURE: 
Type. t .•.. ). ' 

DEPARTMENT TYPE: 
lie 

Air Conditioning 
Heavy Duty 

Suspension 
Built-in Crash 

Bars 
Barrier Between 

Seato 
Communications 

Console 
Additional 

Headroom 

, 
All 

, 
Depts. 'State 

I 

42 62 

38 51 

32 34 

31 

24 

14 30 

, , , , , 
City City 50 Town-

1-9 10-49 Largest County ship 

43 42 41 40 38 

39 30 61 33 38 

30 36 33 24 

38 36 30 28 34 

29 ·31 24 

. , 

, 'j 
City 

50+ -
35 

30 

37 

35 

29 

Among the department types, State police more often placed 

Air Conditioning and Additional Headroom among the three most im-

portant features than did other Department Types. The Fifty Lar-

geat Cities and States placed greater importance on Heavy Duty 

Suspension than other Department Types. 

• 

.: 

" \' 

Twenty-two percent of the responding departments listed at 

least one "other" feature that they ~aid should be on every patrol- • 

car, and 12\ of the total said that some "other" feature was one 

of the three most important features. 

"OTHER" CATEGORIES 

• Power windows • Special built-in equipment 
• Special tires • Spotlight 
~ Special cooling system • Roll bars in roof 
• Disc brakes/power disc brakes • Rear window defroster/defogger 
• Heavy duty electrical system 
e Larger engine 
• Special door locks 
• special bumpers 

'. 

• Fuel transfer 
• Special restraint system 
• Heavy duty transmission 

55 

• Special storage 
• Additional room/bigger door in 

,rear 
."Special suspension 
• Special traction 
• Front window vents 
• Split bench front seat 

r 

• 

• 

• 

16. 

, ~". < .... ~ • i. . 'ol' ••.. 

Maintenance and Repairs 

What is the average downtime per patrolcar per month for 
service and repair? 

Less than 3 days per month 
3-5 days per month 
6-8 days per month 

9-11 days per month 
':12-14 days per month 

More than 14 days per month 

The majority of all departments (62%) said they had an 

av~rage of less than three days of downtime per patrolcar per month, 

and 94% said they had five days or less. The larger City depart-

ments (10 or more officers) appeared to be losing more patrolcar 

timE~ to service and repair than the other Department Types. 

Table: 16. Days of Downtime Per Patrol car Per Month by Department Typ~ 

DAYS OF 
DOWN',rIME 
PER HONTH: 

, 
Town­
ship 

'DEPARTMENT TYPE: 

, , " 
city 

1-9 County State 

, 
City 

50+ 

% 

City 
10-49 

% 
50 

Largest 

Less 'than 3 
3-5 

79 
14 

3 

76 
23 

1 

75 
18 

4 

72 
28 
o 

53 
39 
8 

51 
43 

5 

.37 
48 
13 More than 6 

17. Listed below are four factors that may be causes of patrolcar 
"downtime". Look over the entire list, and then place an X 
by.the item that most often causes patrolcar "downtime" in 
your department. 

Length of time to actually perform the service/repair. 
Frequent need for service/repair. 
Delay in getting parts. 
Shortage of mechanics/repairmen (heavy workload in 

service facility) 
Other (Specify) 

The responses of the 449 responding departments were about 

evenly divided among the four causes of patrolcar downtime. Among 
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Department Types, about half of state police cited delays in get­

ting parts compared to only about one-fourth of the departments 

as a whole. The largest Cities (Fifty Largest, 50+ Officers) 

most often said that a Shortage of Mechanics was the main cause 

of their down~ime while Townships most often reported Time to 

Actually Perform Service/Repair. 

service facility", "Poor mechanics", "Time for insurance claims", 

"Car not heavy duty enough", etc. 

r---------------------------------------------------
18. In what THREE areas does the majority of your patrolcax ser­

vice/repairs occur. (Do not includ~ oil changes and scheduled 
tune-ups.) 

Body work 
Brake system 
Standard transmission system 
Automatic transmission system 
Replacement of tires 
Front ond alignment 

57 

Service of air conditioner 
Electrical system 
Auxiliary (non-automotive) 

electrical equipment 
Rear end maintenance 
Engine 
Other (specify) 

I ,-
1 
1 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

: l 

.Two of the choices, Engine (56%) and Brake system (51%) 

were selected by more than half of the respondents. Five 

more of the el~ven choices ~ere selected as high service/repair 

areas by one-fourth or more of the responding departments. 

Table 18-1. The "Three" Areas of Highest Service/Repair. 

·SERVICE/REPAIR: .. .' % All Departments* 
(n=449) 

.' 
Engine 
Brake System 
Replacement of tires 
Front end alignment 
Electrical system 
Automatic transmission system 
Body work 
Auxiliary electrical equipment 
Service of air conditioning 
Rear end maintenance 
Standard transmission Other - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

* Percentages add to approximately 300% since 
departments were asked to select the three 
major areas. 

56 
51 
45 
38 
29 
26 
24 

9 
6 
2 
o 
6 

There were considerable differences among the seven De-

partment Types in the areas they selected as having the highest 

requirements for service and repair. Table 18-2. presents the 

three choices wi thin each Depart.ment Type which received the 

. hiyhest percentages of "votes". 
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~able 18-2. T~e Three Highest Votes (Percentages*) Within Each 
Department Type for Cause of Patrolcar Service/Repair. 

SeRVICE/REPAIR~ DEPARTMENT TYPE: 

If; % " 
, 

" All Town- City 
De ts. IState County ship 1-9 

I 
Engine 56 I 87 47 52 57 
Brake System 51 I 40 41 
Replace Tires 45 I 62 66 62 
Front Align. 38 I 62 55 
Blec. system 29 I 43 
AutO. Trans. 26 
Body Work 24 I --- .... _---- -9- .,. -Aux. Elec. Eq. - -- - -- - --
Se.rvice AC 6 I 
Rear end Main. 2 I 
Std. Trans. 0 I 
* Each department was allowed to give three 
~nswers to this question. 

" " City City 
10-49 50+ 

53 59 
59 63 
59 

___ 2,9_ 

" 50 
Largest 

74 

43 
E.9_ 

These Department Type differences in service/repair exper­

ience may have been a result of the different kinds of driving 

done (Q. 3 and Q. 1). For example, state departments which did 

64' of their driving at speeds over 50 mph experienced a higher 

percentage (87%) of Engine service/repair problems than did any 

of the other Department Types. On the other hand, the data do 

not sugge~t why the ~maller departments had higher percentages 

of departments citing Replacement of Tires as a major service/ 

repair area (Townships, City (1-9), City (10-49) ~nd Counties; 

Range~59·GG'. States, Fifty Largest, and City (50+); Range= 

7-25%). 

Other interesting trends in the data show that the larger 

citics had higher percentages of departments saying that Brake 
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System was an area of high'concern: City (10-49) = 59%; City 

(50+) = 63%; and the Fifty Largest =~7~%. In addition, the two 

'largest City types had higher percentages of departments listing 

Body Work, and over half of the Counties and Townships listed 

Front End Alignment as a problem area. 

19. What features of your present patro1cars do you consider 
dangerous to the occupants, and how are they dangerous? 
(NAME THE PATROLCAR FEATURES AND DESCRIBE THE DANGER IN THE 
SPACES PROVIDED BELOW.) 

Codes were developed from the narrative answers the respon-

dents gave to this question. Th~se coded r~sponses ~ere then 

tabulated in three ways: (1) number of departments mentioning a 

particular system or aspect of the patrolcar as dangerous, (2) 

number of departments describing a particular danger, and (3) a 

cross-tabulation of those departments mentioning a specific danger 

with respect to a specific system or aspect of the patrolcar. Each 

department could list up to four dangerous features/dangers. 

Table 19-1. Departments Indicating Dangerous Features of 
Patrolcars, by Department Type. 

DEPARTMENT 
TYPE: Listed At Least One 

Dangerous Feature 

50 Largest 
City (50+) 
City (10-49) 
Township 
city (1-9) 
County 
state 

All Dept. Types 

60 

% Dept. Type 

59 
56 
54 
48 
43 
38 
36 

48 

None/No Answer 
% Dept. 'l'YlJ e 

41 
42 
46 
52 
57 
62 
64 

52 
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Almost half o£ the responding departments (48%) listed 

at least one patrolcar feature that they felt to be dangerous 

to the occupants. states and Counties least often listed 

dangerous features; larger Cities (more than 10 officers) most 

often listed them. 

Partially because of the open-ended nature of the ques­

tion,respondents cited a wide variety of dangerous features. 

Thus, because of the large number of different responses, the 

percentages for anyone feature were uniformly low with the ex­

ception of Brake System {32% of those listing any dangerous 

feature). 

. . . 
Table 19-2. Patrolcar Features Listed as Dangerous. 

DANGEROUS FEATURE: 

Brake system 
Suspension system (front & rear) 
Body construction/strength 
Restraint system 
Auxiliary front seat equipment 
Lack of barrier between the seats 
Engine performance 
Doors/door locks 
Shotgun mount/holder/rack 
Tires 
Windshield/windows 
Lack of crash bars/roof support 
Seats (front & rear) 
Rear view mirror/corner post 
Bumpers 
Insuffi~ient headroom/legroom 
Design problem (general) 
Exhaust system/ventilation 
fJigh t weight 
Transmission system 
Steering. wheel/column 
Spotlight 
Radio mount/controls 
Wiring 
Miscellaneous 

\ All Departments Listing At 
Least One Dangerous Feature.* 

(n=216) 

32 
18 
15 
13 
13 
11 

9 
9 
7 
6 
6 
6 

-5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4' 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 

24 

. " 

* Percentages may represent double counting since each department 
could list up to four dangerous features/dangers. 
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. Using the 'narrative answers, categories ;were developed to 

describe how the features listed were felt to be dangerous. Only 

three of these categories approached 20% of the departments re-

sponding to this question: Failure or Lower Performance at High 

Speeds (22%); Failure in General (2~%), and Potential Cause of 

Injury During Collision (20%). Note, again, that slightly fewer 

than half of the responding departments did not answer this 

question and are not included in the tabulation. .. . ,.'. 

Table 19-3. Description of How the Dangerous Features Were 
Dangerous. 

. " 
PROBLEM: 

Failure or Lower perform. at high speeds 
Failure in general 
potential cause of injury during collision 
Decreases control of vehicle 
Insuff.icient for purpose 
Prisoner transport more hazardous 
Potential cause of injury (general) 
Interferes with officer duty 
Failure during collision 
Stress or wear causes failure 
Lack ~f protection (general) 
Not strong enough (general) 
Decreases visibility 
Not enough room (general) 
Design proble~ (general) 
Interferes with driver 
Not heavy enough (general) 
Not secured (general) 
Other 

'% All Departments Des­
cribing at Least One 
Danger.* 

(n=205) 
22 
22 
20 
15 
14 
13 , 
13 
13 
13 
10 

9 
9 
8 
5 
5 
4 
3 
2 

14 

* Percentages may represent double counting since each 
department could list up to four dangerous features/ 
how dangerous. 
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The intent-of developing these "problem" categories was 

for use in cross-tabulation with the dangerous ~eatures. However, 

because only about half the respondents listed any dangerous tea-

tures t because there was such a wide variety oJ: both features 

cited and descriptions of how the features were dangerous, no 

dIscussion wi I I be presented of this cross-t§bulatlon, which may 

be found In Appendix 8 (Table 19-3). 

2.2.1 Safety Standards 

20. Do you think that separate safety standards are needed for 
patrolcars? That is, do you think that the safety standards 
for police vehicles need to be different than the safety 
standards for cars used by the general public? 

Why, or Why not? 

More than three-quarters (78%) of the respondents said 

. thore should be separate safety standards for patrolcars than 

those for the general public. Mest departments within each 
I ' 

Department Type agreed that different safety standards were 

needed. 

Table 20-1. 

DEPAR'Jn.sENT 
TYPE: 

City (1-9) 
TC:Mnship 
city (10-49) 
State 
ci ty (50+) 
50 La:r.-gest 
Couni;y 

percentages of Departments Which Felt That Separate 
Safety Standards Are Needed For Patrolcars, by 
Department Type. 

Yes, Separate 
Standards Needed 

\ Dept. Type 

84 
83 
81 
79 
76 
74 

'68 

No, Separate Stand­
ards Not 'Needed 

% Dept. Type 

12 
-11 
18 . 
21 
22 
26 
26 

No Answer 
% Dept. Type. 

4 
o 
1 
o 
2 
o. 
6 

Jill DOr-\:· Types I 78 20 2 

63 
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Of those 'who said separate safety standards were needed, 

the reasons given for this a~swer generally fell into three 

categories: 33% of the 349 said that patrolcars were subjected 

to different uses than civilian cars, in general, (e.g., "con-
. . 

sidering the use a police vehicle gets as opposed to the general 

\ , 
pub11Q ••• "; "because of the severity of service required of 

patrolcars .•• "; "the type of driving is completely different on 

a.patrolcar than the average motorist"). Thirty percent of 

those who said patrolcar safety standards should be different 

said that the reason for this belief was the fact that patrol-

cars were used in high speed situations: (e.g.,. "sudden high 

speed chases"; "because of standing starts to high speed and 

long, high speed runs, etc."; " ••• are .often involved in high 

speed chases"). Twenty-six percent of those who voted for 

separafe safety standards for patrolcars said their reason was 

the fact that patrolcars get more use than-a civilian car: (e.g., 

"continual day in day out hard usage .•. "; "police vehicles are 

used much harder than most pleasure ~ars and should be safer and 

stronger"; "patrolcars are driven more than a personal car will 

ever be used"; "patrol cars are out in the public 24 hours a day"). 

There was some variation.among the seven Department Types 

in the reasons they gave for thinking that safet~ ~tandards for 

p~trolcars should be different than those for the geheral public. 

The Fifty Largest Cities (12%) and Townships (17%) more frequent-

ly mentioned that they had Many Drivers for Same Car than did the 

other Department Types (0-5%). States (49%) and Counties (49%) 
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more often listed High Speed Use as a.reason for separate 

standards than did other departments (14-36%). 

Tabl(~ 20- 2. Reasons Supplied by the 349 Departments Which Said 
Safety Standards for Patrolcars Should Be Different 
Than the Safety Standards for Cars Used by the 
General Public. 

IF "YES", WHY?: 

D~ff. u~e than civ. car 

High speed use 

Mei~ tI~n spe"ci fT c -aspect 
or system of patrolcar 

-.-----------
Greater risk, more ex­

posure to accidents 
.~ - -. - - - - - - -*-

Used under extreme driv­
ing conditions (w~a­
ther, roads) ----------

Many drivers for same car 

variety of-driving-
_ ~!:.e.9.s _____ _ 

other 

No Answer 

, All Depts. 
Saying YES 
to Q. 20 

(n=349) 

33 

30 

26 

18 

15 

12 

3 

3 

8 

Percentage Range Among 
Seven Department Types 

41% (County) to 
27% (Cities 10-49) 

-49%-(States~ County) to 
14% '(City 50+) 

-42%-(Town~hIp) to 
14% (County) 

-38%-(State)-to 
8% (City 10-49, Township) 

26% (City 1-9) to 
4% (Township) 

21% (Township) to 
_ l%_(~O_L~r~e~tl _'_ 

17% (Township) to 
,0% (state) 
8%-(T'ownship) to" 
Q%'_ (£o~n.!:.y..!.. ci ty _1.:.91 

* Percentages add to more than 100% since each 
department could give two answers to this 
question. . . 

- " 

Ninety departments (20% of all respondents) said that they 

did not think safety standards for patrolcars should be different 

than those for the general public. By far the most common reason 
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for believi~g safety standards for p~trolcars should not be 

different was that departments felt safety standards should apply . ' 

equally to all cars: (e.g., "everyone is as important to his 

family as an officer is to his";, "sa;ety standards should apply 

equally to all vehicles and should pro"ide the maximum amount of 

protection to all drivers and passengers"; "all vehicles should 
, . . 

hav~ all safety features technologically possible"). More than 
, . 

,one-third of the departments who said ~tan4ards should not be dif-

ferent, however, gave no reason for that answer. 

Because of the small numbers of departments within the 

seven Departmen,t Types who said "no" to this question, the table 

below will present percentages for the total only. 

Table 20-3. Reasons Supplied by the 90 Departments Which Said 
Safety Standards for Patrolcars Should Not be Dif­
ferent From the Safety Standards for Cars Used by 
the General Public. 

-........... 
'IF "NO", WHY NOT?: 

Safety standa~ds should apply equally 
to all cars 

No need (general) 
Would cost too much 
No 'high speed driving 
Good driving eliminates need 
Good maintenance eliminates need 
Other , 
No. Answer 

'% Departments Which 
Said NO to Q. 20.* 

(n=90) 

37 
9 
4 
3 
3 
2 
7 

39 

* Percentages may add to more than 100% since each depart­
ment could give two answers to this question. 

" . 

" 
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2.2.8 comments from Respondents 

-.--, -, -------=-:1 

A Comments page was appended to the end of the question-

naira. As might be expected at the end of a rather lengthy 

questionnaire, the response rate was low. Tbe comment page on the 

~atrolcars DQ drew responses from 69 of the 449 ~espondents (15%). 

TMge comments were well thought out and, in general, revealed a 

high degree of ooncern by the respondents for their patrol ve-

hiales. 

Table iii. Departments supplying. Additional Comments About 
Their Patrolcars, by Department 'l'Y.;;p:..;e::..s::..;:.. _____ _ 

DEl?l~RTMENT TYPE: 

State 
county 
City (1-9) 
City (10-49) 
City (50+) 
50 Largest 
Townships 

% That Department Type 
su~plying a Comment 

15 
8 

13 
~7 
22 
15 
17 

No attempt was made actually to tabulate the comments. 

They have been ~etained verbatim, and are available for research 

purposes (witho'lt the information that would identify the particu-

lar department). These comments identified two areas of high con-

ocrn to the departments: The need for, or possibility of, de-

signing a police vehicle specifically for police use1 and the 

neod for examination of the currently available "police package" 

in terms of whetller or not it is meeting police needs. 

.. 

, 
Exempletive responses follow: • ..-t'·'· 

.. "'" .. '. :~ 

"We recommend that a special police car be designed and 
not changed each year. Checker Cabs in the past proved successful 
along these lines. Cars could be designed so new engines could be 
replaced as needed. Parts could be replaced even if a car was ten 
y~~~s old. Size of wheels would be standard, year after year." 

"Police vehicles should be specially designed vehicles be­
cause they are intended for special uses. We are putting things 
rear end first. We are taking cars designed for the competitive 
civilian and commercial markets an~ its uses and trying to adapt 
them for our specialized uses." . ,. 

" ••• the engine, etc., transmission, and rear end of some 
model/make cars currently offered in the "Police Package" from 
our experience give satisfactory service, but we have had gen­
erally poor experience with chassis aI)d suspension failure."' 

"Manufacturers sho¥ld attempt to includ~ the bulk of 
accessory equipment and electrical terminals for ease in hook­
up as standard equipment in their "police-package". Optional 
factory installed equipment should include: console for radios 
and storage as well as central location for switches; roll bars 
and. crash bars; frame mounted tow and push bars; and assorted 

. distinctive paint de~{~ns for patrol ve~i~l~s;- compensation of 
power loss due to ant~pollution devices; steel plates in back 
rests of front seat; partition of front and rear seat· electric 
door locks with provision of emergency manual operati~n. anti­
theft and booby trap devices; reinforced hood, trunk and door 
panels; bullet-proof glass." 

"Most companies are making police packages for their cars 
at this time, but 'inspection of the f~nished product is poor." 

."The automobiles produced for use by many departments are 
generally satisfactory but fail to meet the demands of extended 
periods of idling ot slow moving traffic:" 

"There is a need for a po~ice vehicle to be designed for 
high pe~formance, based on information and research of law en­
forcement agencies." 
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U1m.roval EXPires June 30, 1973 

U.s. Department of Commerce 
Nati'onal Bureau of Standards 

r DETAILED QUESTIONNAIRE! PATROLCARS 

POLICE EQUIPHENT SURVEY 
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LaW Enforcemcni~ Assistance Administration 
O. s. Depro:tmcmt of Justice 
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INTRODUCTION ~ The patrolcar is generally one of, the most important ~ 
most· expensive items of equipment in a police depal;tment. ll1 talking 
with police q'epartments, we have been told of theperformanc€i, safety, and 
comfort shortcomings' of their current patrolcars. The Law Enforcement 
Standards Lab(,ratory is beginning its work on writing performance standards 
for patrolcars. This work can go on only if the Laboratory can find out 
the needs of police departments thro.ughout the country. 

PURPOSE OF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE: The purpose of this "detailed" questionnaire 
is to get answers from YOU, the user, about the patrolcars you are currently 
using; the modifications you make to your current cars; and the problems 
you are having w'i th them. Your answers will be used to help police depart­
ments throughout the country solve their patrolcar problems. 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: -
1. Fill in the questionnaire completely. Even if you do not have 

all'the inflormation you need "at your fingertips", please make 
your best effort to supply every answer AS ACCURATELY AS POS~IBLE. 

2. Answer all questions for YOUR OWN DEPARTMENT. Do not attempt 
to supply information that might exist in some other deparbnent • 

3. The results of this questionnaire will be at least partially 
compiled by computer. It is important that you follow directions 
and answer every question legibly and in the boxes and spaces 
provided. 

4. No individual department will be identified in the report of this 
survey; the results wil~ be published 'in tabulated form. 

5. Additional instructions for filling in your answers appear after 
,'some questions. Follow the directions given. 

6-: ,Please PRINT all answers and comments CLEARLY. 
, , 

7.' When this questionnaire has been completely filled in; place it, 
with the other questionnaires sent to your deparbnent, in the 
stamped, addressed envelope supplied. Return all of them to: 

'Tec4nology Building, A-lID 

8. 

National Bureau of .standards 
W~shington, D.C. 20034 

If you have any questions, write to the above address, or call 
collect: 

E. Bunten, or P.-Klaus' 
Phone: 301-921-3558 

9~ Remember that it is only by getting YOUR answers.to these questions 
that it will be possible to begin solving the problems that police 
have with 'their atrolcars . 

: 
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SECTION I: STANDARDS POR PATROLCARS 

INSTRUCTION: T1!is first question asks. you to tell us which systems 
or aspects of your patrolcars a):,e 1ll0s·t ilnpo):'tant to _you IN TERMS 
OF NEEDS FOR STANDARDS. 

By this I we mean: C011sider a system or an aspect of the patrolcar 
IHPORTANT (in terms of need for standards) if it is 

* something that does not perform satisfactorily; 

.. something that needs improvement to really meet your needs; 

* something that is excellent on some cars but only fair or 
poor on others. 

ConsiUt~r ~.he system or aspect UNIMPORTANT (in terms of need for 
standards) if it is 

.. ~~~ething that does meet yOQ~ needs 

.. something that }lou consider generally Wlimportant in your 
J2.atrolcars. 

. 1. What ~ general systems or aspects of the patrolcars used by your 
department need standar9s most? (MARK X BY 2 OF THE FOLLOWING) 

(10-20)*** ____ Cooling system 

_ Braking system 

____ Transmission system 

____ Suspen~ion system 

Restraint system (i.e., safety belts) 

_ stability and control 

Collision capacity 

Ride and comfort 

Convenience of equipment and controls 

_ Engine 

Other (Specify) 

Other (Specify) 

, ' 

···Numbers in parentheses are for co:mputer use only. 
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SECTION II: CURRENT PATROLCAR USE 

.. : 2.A.· }jow many of each of the following type~ of patrolcars do you 
'now have in your department? 

~. NUMBER 

(21-25) 

(26-30) 

(31-35) 

(36-40) 

(41-45) 

(46-50) 

TYPE 

Full Size 2-door 

Full Size 4-door 

Intermediate Size 
2-door 

.. Intermedia te Size 
4-door 

Station t\7agon 

Compact 

" (For example:, Ford Custom; 
Plymo'uth Fury, or Chevrolet 

. Impala. ) 

(For example:, Chevrolet 
Chevelle, Plymouth Satellite, 
or Ford Torino) 

(For example: Chevrolet Nova, 
Ford Maverick, or Plymouth~ 
Valiant) 

2.B. Would it be of any use to your 'department t~ he able to buy 
standard compact (or smaller) cars that were specially designed 
for police u,se? 

(51) 

(52-53) 

(54-57) 

___ Yes No ---
Why, or Why not? ----------------------------------

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

3. On the average, about how many hours is one of your patrol cars in 
.use during a typical day? 

~ __ ~Under 4 hours 

____ 4-8 hours 

9-16 hours ---
17-24 hours 

---~ 

A4 
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4. On the average, how many different officers drive one patrolcar in a day? 

(58-61) I 

2 --­___ 3 

Mo;re than 3 --

" 

5. How long is an officer's shift in your department? 

(62~6S} Under 4 hours 

4-8 hours 

6. 

(66) 

(67-70) 

(71,) 

(72-75) 

(76) 

(77-80) 

---
9-12 hours ---
Over 12 hours ---

What determines when your department's patrolca;rs are replaced: 

No (IF YES, MARK X BY ONE 
--- FOLLOWING) 

OF THE GA. Mileage? Yes 

Under 20,000 miles ---
20,000-40,000 miles ---
40,QOl-60,000 miles ---
Over 60,000 miles ---

6B. Years of use? Yes No (IF YES, MARK X BY ONE OF 

6C. ' Other? 

--- THE FOr,LOWING) 

___ 1 year 

___ 2 years 

___ 3 years 

Over 3 years' ._--
Yes No ---

~ .. A5 

(IF YES, LIST BELOW WHAT ELSE 
MIGHT DETERMINE WHEN YOUR 
PATROLCARS ARE REPLACED) 

'1-

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• '-.-, 

7. About what perc~ of all the .miles drlvelD by all the patrolcars in 
use i,n yoU):' ,depar'b'oent is at each of the f,oliowing speeds? 

(10-12) 
(13-15) 

(16-18) 

(19-21) 

(22':'24) 

(25-27) 

8. 

(28-,30) 

(31:'33) 
I' 

9. 

(34-35) 

.<.36-37) 

(38-39) 

(40-41 ) 

'" 

PERCEN~ . ~ONPITrON 

25 - 30 :miles/hour wj.th many stops 

30 ~Q llliles;hour .,lith many stops 

35 ~ 50 llliles/hour with few stops 

50 - 70, 1lliles/hour 

-Over 70 1lliles/hour 

Other (Specify) 

100% TOTAL 

Please tell us how well your patrolcars usually perform with regard 
to (A) Control and Handling, and (B) Braking at each of the following 
speeds: (PUT ONE X ON EACH ~) 

Performance is: 
A. CONTROL & HANDLING: Excellent Satisfactory Poor 

Under 30 miles/ho\lX 

30 .;. 70 miles/hour 

Over 70 miles/hour 

Performance is: 
B. BRAKING: Satisfactory Excellent Poor -

'Under 30 miles/hour 

30 - 70 miles/hour 

Over 70 rniles/hour 

On the average, how long does it take an officer to become accustomed 
to (A) the controls and instruments and (B) the handling and performance 
of a,~ pa,trolcar? ' (MARK ~ X IN COLUMN A, Al\"'D ~ X IN COLUMN B) 

'A~ , 

CONTROJ.JS AND 
INSTRUMENTS IN CAR 

~ess 

MC1re 

,More 
,Month 

More 

.. 

. 
Than 'a Day 

Than a Day, Less 

Than a Week, Less 

Than a Month 

, ,~ 

A6 
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, ,B. 

HANDLING AND 
PERFORMANCE OF CAR 

Than a Week 

Than a 
, " 
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10. 

(42-45) 

About how many ndles per gallon of gas QO your patrolcar~ 9~t? 
(nARK X BY ONE 0):' THE fOLLOWING) 

Less than 8 nile~/gallon --., . 

___ 8 - 11 miles/gallon . 

_____ 12 - 15 miles/gallon 

___ .More than 15 miles/gallon 

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

11.A. When your new patrolcars come from the manufacturer, wh.at changes 
or additions are made for your department (either by you or by 
your dec;l,ler)? (X EACH lTEl1 TW.T APPLIES.) 

(46-58) Install siren ----
_____ Remove chrome 

_____ Special engine changes 

_____ Install spotlights 

___ ._ Install mounting racks 

_____ Install bar flashing lights 

_____ Install bubble light 

_____ Install gun racks 

____ Install trunk racks for portable equipment (flares, etc.) 

~--
Install public address system 

_____ Install barrier beoleen front and back seats 

_____ Install mobile radio 

---- Other (Specify) 

----- Other (Specify) 

• Other (Specify) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ll.B. What problems do you have making these changes to the "manu.facturer's 
regular model"? (For the items yciu .marked in Question ll.A.) 

(59-GO) 

A7 

r 

[ 

11· 
1 
t 

, 

II 
if 

n 
I 



• 

• 

• 

, .,f, 
I 

• 
" \ I 

; 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

12 .. 

(61-75) 

13. 

(10-16) 

Which of the following options were included the last time your 
depaxtrnent.bought patrolcar~? (X.EACH ITEM THAT APPLIES) 

_____ Power brakes 

Autonta:tic transnussion ---
___ Bullet-proof glass 

___ Light in trunk 

Inte.rior·trunk relea~e ---
______ Interior hood release 

____ Locking gas cap 

_____ Eight-cylinder engine 

_~_ Heavy duty suspension 

_____ Air conditioning 

Bucket seats ---
_____ Tinte~ glass 

_____ Power steering 

Disc brakes -----
___ Other .(Specify) 

____ Other (Specify) 

__ ~ Other (SpecifyY 

'" .. ... 

About how m~ch.does a new.patrolcar· cost without -h-ade-in? . (INCLUDE 
COSTS FOR CHANGES, SPECIFIED BY YOU, WHICH THE DEALER MAKES.). 

' . 

____ ·Under$2500 

__ ~2500-$2999 

___ $3000-$3499 . 

__ $3500-$3999 

__ $4000-$4499 

AS 

__ $4500-$4999 

_____ $5000 or more 

. ~ .. . . ~ ," 

.. 
". 

'. 1\' 

•• 
\ 

I-
I 
\ 

• 

• 

• 

, 

. . ~' 14. What equipment is normally carried in your patrolcars? (X EACH 
. ITEM THAT I~ CARRIED IN NEARLY EVERY PAT:BOLCAR) 

(17-3).) Hand-heid radio 

l4.A. 

(32-35) 

(36-39) 

'(44-47) 

____ Shotgun 

____ Flares 

First aid kit ----
___ Extra ammunition 

___ Batons 

Camera and film 

___ Clipboard 

___ Briefcase 

____ Fire extinguisher 

____ Blankets 

_____ Fingerprint kits 

___ Field detection kits (Narco.tic, alcohol detection, 
etc. ) 

_____ Riot equipment 

_____ Other (Specify) 

_____ Other (Specify) 

_____ Other (Specify) 
------------,,_. ----------------

What problems have you had, if any, storing in the car the 
equipment that is usually carried in your patro1cars? (NAME 
THE ITEM OF EQUIPMENT AND DESCRIBE THE "PROBLEM" IN THE SPACES 
PROVIDED) 

.. EQUIP¥£NT ITEM . PROBLEM 

ao __ ~ _________________ __ 

b._----------.-----------

Co ______________________ __ 

d • 
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15. Which of the following feature~ do you think should be on all 

. (48-71) 

of your patrolcars? (CHECK EACH ITEM THAT APPLIES REGARDLESS OF 
,WHETHER YOU KNOW IT IS NOW AVAILABLE O~ NOT) 

--- Air Conditionin~ 

---- Tinted glass 

Additional headroom ----
___ Addi tional,legroom 

--- Bucket ,seats with console between for storage 

---'Better ventilated upholstery 

__ More durable springs in front seats 

---
---

Fold-out desk in front seat 

Communications console 

Larger glove compartment 
, . 

Barrier between front and backseats ---
--- Built-in storage shelves' in trunk 

, Noise soundproofi,ng to silence' droni~g of the 
--motor. ' . . , 

---- BUilt-in mounting brackets for equipment 

--- Bullet-proof g+ass 

--- Interior map lamp 

Built-in crash bars in hood and doors ---
--- Locking gas cap 

___ Bumpers with vertica+ push bars 

------ ,:Mirrors allowing 360 0 observation, 

--- Trunk and hoqd rel!,!ases, ,from inside vehicle 

--- Centrally located door lock control' 

,,~eavy Duty Suspension' --- '. 

--- Other (Specify) 

. Other (Specify) ---
. Other (Specify) ---

" 

" 

lS.A Which three' of the above features (item~ checked in Question ~)/~ 
would be mo~;t important to have in all of :tour ~atr?lcars? ' 

(72-73) 

(74-75) 

, (76-77) 

" . 

", Ca) 

(b) 

(c) 

--~---------------~~------------
.. " 

AIO 
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SECTION III: SE.RVICE AND REPAIR 

16. What is the average "downtime" per patrolcar per nlonth for service 
~ repair? ex ONE OF THE"FOLLOWING) 

(10-15) --- Less than 3 days per month 

---- 3-5 days per month 

___ 6-8 d,ays per month 

___ ' 9,-11 days per month 

12-14 days per month 

--- More than 14 days per month 

17. Listed below are four factors that m~y be causes of patrolcar 
'''downtime'' • Look over the entire list', and then place an X 

(16-20) 

" 

by the item that most often causes patrolcar "downtime" in your 
department. 

MARK X BY 
ONE CHOICE 

_______ Length of time to actually perform the service/ 
repair 

---:-
Freque~t need for service/repair 

--- Delay in getting parts 

Shortage of mechanics/repairmen (he,avy workload 
~--- in service facility) 

--- Otht!r (Speci,fy) 

--..,. Other (Specify) 

l'.' ... 

All 
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18. In what THREE areas does the majority of your patrolcar service/ 
repairs occu~. (Do E2! include oil change~ andscheduled.tune-ups.) 

.MARK:X BY 
3 CHOICES 

{21-32) Body ~rork ---
__ Brake system 

Standard transmission system ---
Automatic transmission system ---

____ Replacement of tires 

--- Front end alignment 

Service of air conditioner ---
---- Electrical system 

--- Auxiliary (non-automotive) electrical' equipment 

--- Rear end maintenance, 

---- Engine 

--- Other (Specify) -,''--------------
..,... __ Other (Specify) ________________ _ 

SECTION IV: SAFETY 

19. What features of your present patrolcars do you consider, dangerous 
to the occupants, and how are they danger01J$? (NAME THE PATROLCAR 
F'EATURES AND DESCRIBE THE DANGER IN .THE SPACES PROVIPED BELOW) 

DANGEROUS FEATURE HOW IS IT'DANGEROUS? 

• (33-34) CASE # 1 
--------~---------------

.-

".- . 
-.' --~------------~-----------(35-36) CASE # 2' " . 

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

(37-3~) CASE '# 3' 
~-----------------~-------',' ....... 

" - .• * 

:(39-40) CASE # 4 _. __ ~ ___ ----
• 0' 

. ' 
0" 
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• 
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• 

(41) 

I 
I 

! 

20. Do you think. that separate safety' standards are needed for patrolcars? 
That is, do you think thp,t the safety standards for police vehicles 
need to be different than the sa~ety standards for cars used by 
the generalpub.lic7 

Yes ---
Why, or Why not? 

.'" 
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IDENTIFYING INFORMATION:, (All identifying information will be kept 
confidential) 

Name of Department: 

Address: 

Name of person who answered this questionnaire: 

..... 

Name 

Title: Rank: '---------------------
No. of years experience in law enforcement: ___________ _ 

Telephone Number: 

Others who helped: 1. 

Name 
Title: Rank: ~ ________________ __ 

No. ()f years experience in law enforcement: __________ _ 

Telepnone Nu.."!lber: 

. 2. 

. Name 

Title: Rank: --------------------------
No. of years exp~rience in law enforcement: 

Telephone Number: 
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.APPENDIX B 
~ ,,: ,;'" 

DATA 'l'ABLES 

B.l Advice to the Reader 

B.2 

(a) The data presented in the followi,ng tables resulted from the 
responses of a stratified random sample (see Section 1.2) of 
police departments in response to a specific set of questions 
(see Appendix A). These data d~ not, in any way, reflect 
objective 'c3!sting of any of the equipment by the National 
Bureau of Standards. The reader is cautioned to become 
familiar with the questionnaire and to evaluate the data in 
terms of the exact questions asked • 

(b) Tables have been numbered after the question number (e.g., the 
tables for Question 6A. would be numbered,6A-l, 6A-2 f etc.): 

(c) 

The data are usually presented by number of respondents and 
nearest whole percentage. Because of the statistical limita­
tions imposed by the sample sizes used in this study, the 
reader is cautioned to be wary of assigning importance to 
percentage differences of less than 5% when percentages are 
based on all respondents, and to percentage differences of 

, less than 10% when percentages are based on one of the sub­
sample groups, (e.g., a particular Department 'type or Region). 
No statistical te~ts of significance are reported. 

These tables 'are based on the responding departments from the 
specific sample selected for this questionnaire. This sample 
was ~ proportional to ~~e total population of police depart­
ments, and although it is possible to do so, the data in these 
tables have not been weighted to allow direct extrapolation to 
th~ total population • 

.' 
~~ In oruer to extrapolate to the total population from the 

respondent data presented in this report, use the following 
procedure: For each Department Type, multiply the percentage of 
respondents of a particular Department Type giving the answer of 
interest (See B.2 Data Tabies, Appendix B) by the total number of 
departments of that Department Type in the population (See Table l.~-2, 
Section 1.2); add those seven subtotals; and divide the total by the 
total number of police departments in the population (Table 1.2-2). 
The quotient of this division will be an estimate of the percentage 
'of all U.S. police departments that would choose the answer of 
interest. 

Data Tables 

B-1 
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Table I-I 

NUMBeR OF Rl::SPONOE:NTS BY OEPARTMENT TYPE: 

ALL STATE:' . .. 
COUNYV CHY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 

OEPARTMENT -. <1-9 (1(/-49 (SO OR MORE LARGEST TYPES ,. OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 
449 47 7? 1:12 90 63 4& ' 29 

': " 

.. ' 
I.' 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY REGION: '. i' ',," 
-I .; '\ 

TOTAL 1 2 3, 4' .: '5 '6 7." .... , 8 ~ ~; 9 10 .. -. '., , 
~.... :,' ~ '. '.t 

449 42 '47 ·50, 48 ", Sb If If 42 ~j'l 40 ", ,.' 46 34 
,!' I, 

" ." I. " 
~ 

, ; ~. ;! l'j," " " 
:' " " 

~ . 
It 

"\ .. ., q. t~ I ~: . 'I " 
,. ~ ~~ ~, , 

, !. 
" 

I" /' ~, : ., .Table 1-2 " , ' 
'. " ", ,; 

',\ RANK OF PERSON WHO FILLED, IN QUESTIONNAIRE: ' ' ,. .. t .... 

t ~ " '>' ~u :1' 
" .. tJ' .' ,', " • RESPONSE '" OEPA~TMENT TYPE .. " ,. i" ,',f : .. ~ 

t. 
" I"·' ;.~ '. '0 .' ALL STATE' COUNTY CITY clTY CITY, f'~FTY TOWNS~ip DEPARTMENT H-9 (10-49 (SO OR ~ORE" I.AI\I1E5T . 

TYPES, " OFFICERS), OFFICERS) : : OFFICERSI CITIES ,.'. ,. 
i::, 

NO. " NO. S NO. !II, NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. I ' . 
" 

CHIEF 133 30 0 '0 2 'J !:I2 &3' 44 If9 • 18 ~2 2 4 15 52 CAPTAIN t:. 57 13 15 32. 3 4 ic! 2 4 ,. 24 29 7 15 2 7 COMMISSIONER " ., 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,,0 0 0 
COLONEL 3 1 : . 3 6 0 0 0 O· 0 0 

11. 
0 0 0 0 0 0 '. 

ACTING CHIEF .. 0 0 o. 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·0 0 0 0 0 0 

ASSISTANT CHIEF 9 2 1. 2, 0 0 ' ' 0 0 " II , II 5 t, .n a 0 0 0 '",I 

MA.JOR 11 2 " 9 1 1 0 0 3 3 ' . O· 0 3 7 ·0 0 ." ~, 

LIEUTI::NANT 50 11 7 ts' 2 3 2 2 11 12 15 ,18 11 211 2 7 
CORPORAL 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 .0 ,'. 0 a ., o· 0 .:, 0'" 0 0 0 PRIVA1'E 0 (l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 " H. 

0 0 0 0 DEPUTY SHERIFF 17 " 0 0 15 21 (J ,0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 3 
INSPECTOR " 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ '. ;"., 2 2 1. 2 0 0 
SHERIFF 32 7 0 0 32 44 0 '0 0 0' 0 0 ,', 0 0 0 0 CONSTABLE 0 0 0 ' 0 0 0'" " 0 0 0 0 

~'} '~ 0 , 0 0 0 0 0 . ,J ,\. SERGEANT 48 11 " 9 2 3 & 7 1& 18 9 11 n 13 5 17 
PATROLMAN 26 6 0 0 2 3 <) 11 " " 5 6 3' 7 3 10 OTHER TITLE ~l 11 11 23 7 10 11 13 " " 5 £> 

" 
12, 26 1 3 UNDERSHERIFF 5 1 0 0 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NO ANSWER 1 0 0 0 0, 0 \) 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL. 4119 100 47 100 72 100 &2 100 90 100 83 100 4~ 100 29 100 
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Table i-3 

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE OF PERSOl'l WHo FlI..I..EO IN QUESTIONAIRE: 

RESPONSE oJ UEPAHTMErlT TYPE 

A 1..1.. STATE COUNTY' CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " No. " NO. " NO. " 
~ OR LESS 24 5 1 ~ 5 7 11 13 3 3 0 0 2 ~ 2 7 
3-5 YEARS 32 7 1 ~ a 11 !l .10 7 6 4 5 3 7 1. 3 
6-10 YEARS 66 15 4 9 15 21 2U 24 12 13 7 8 0 0 8 26 
11-15 YEARS 79 18 3 6 18 25 15 18 . 20 22 12 14 B 11 3 10 
16-20 YEARS 96 21 16 34 11 15 10 12 21 23 19 23 10 22 9 31 
21-25 YEARS 74 16 10 21 6 8 b 7 13 14 25 30 13 28 1 3 
26-30 YEARS 37 8 7 15 2 3 :> 6 7 R 7 8 6 13 3 10 
31 OR MORE 27 6 3 6 6 8 4 5 7 8 ~ 5 2 " 1 3 
NO A"JSWER 14 3 2 4 1 1 3 ~ 0 0 5 6 2 " 1 3 

TOTAL, 449 99 47 99 72 99 82 99 90 99 83 99 46 99 29 98 

Table I-I 

1. wHAT TWO GENERAl.. SYSTEMS OR ASPECTS OF THE PATROLCARS USED BY YCUR' 
DEPARTMENT NEED STANDARDS ~OST? (MARK X BY 2 OF THE FOI..1..0WING) 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYl'E 

ALI.. STATE COUNTY CITY r.lTY, CITY FIFTY TOwNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT Cl-9 (10-49 (5(1 OR MORE I..ARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) . OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " ,,!O. " . NO. S NO. " NO. II NO. " NO. " COOLIt-iG SYSTEM 94 21 15 32 20 28 17 21 16 18 12 14 11 24 3 10 
BRAKING SYSTEM 163 35 19 40 23 32 27 33 39 43 . 27 33 18 39 10 34 
TRANSMISSION SYSTEM 66 15 4 9 7 10 9 11 13 14 19 23 9 20 5 11 
SUSPENSION SYSTEM 67 15 4 9 10 14, 14 17 12 13 17 20 9 20 . 1 :5 
RESTRAINT SYSiEM 8 2 0 0 2 3 1 1 0 0 3 4 1 2 , 1 3 
STABILITY AND CONTROL 147 33 18 38 25 35 27 33 26 29 23 28 16 35 .12 III 
COLLISION CAPACITY 78 .17 6 13 6 8 10 12 16 18 22 27 12 25 6 21 
RIDE AND CO~FORT 38 !I II 9 6 8 8 10 . 8 9 6 ., 3 7 3 10 
EQUIP/CONTROL CONVtNIENCE 97 22 8 17 12 17 2b 32 211 27 11 13 7 IS 9 31 
ENGINE 109 211 12 26 18 25 2" 29 25 28 20 24 4 9 6 21 
OTHER 311 8 5 11 5 7 ~ 6 3 3 9 11 6 13 1 .3 
NO ANSWER 8 2 0 0 6 8 1 1 o· 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 . 
TOTAL 9n9 203 95 204 111O 195 Ib<J 206 182 202 169 2011 96 210 58 197 



• • • • • • • • • .' • ..-

" 

Table 2A-I 

2.A. HOW "'ANY OF EACH OF THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF PATROLCAR5 00 YOU 
NOW HIIVE IN yOUR DEPARTMENT? 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYP~ 

ALL STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSH!P 
DEPARTMENT (l~9 (10-,.9 (50 OR MORt: l.ARGEST 

TYPES OFFlCERS) OFFICERS) Ot='FICf,R51 C trIES 

NO. III NO. III NO. !~ NO. II NO. III NO. III NO. II NO. " 
FULL SIZE 2-DOOR 1,.63 3 1251 5 6,. 4 15 9 9 2 96 ,. 27 0 1 1 
FULL SIZE ,.-DOOR 38915 84 24113 sa 1329 53 129 80 383 83 1707 72 11646 81 108 84 
INTERMEDIATE SIZE 2-DOOR 792 2 693 3 50 3 0 0 1 0 15 1 33 0 0 0 
INTERMEDIATE SIZE ,.-oOOR ,.078 9 El28 3 5"9 35 11 7 31 7 ,.21 18 2225 15 13 10 
STATION WAGON 1012 2 ,.16 2 56 4 Q 4 19 ,. 78 3 430 3 7 5 
COMPACT 302 1 102 0 31 2 0 0 17 ,. 62 3 90 1 . a 0 

ToTAL ,.6562 100 27,.03 100 1579 100 161 100 ,.60 100 2379 100 1,.,.51 100 12;} 100 

NO ANSWER ,. 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 

Table 2A-2 

2.A. HOW MANY OF EACH OF THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF PATROLCAR~ DO YOU 
NOW HAVE IN yOUR DEPART\1ENT? 

RESPONSE ilEPARTMENT TYPE 

Al.1. STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNS~IIP 
DEPArlTMENT U-9 (10-,.9 150 OR MORE l.ARGEST 

TYPES OFF1CERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE AV~HAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE. 
NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER NUMuER NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER 

FULl. SIZE 2-DOOR ;}.29 26.62 .<a .19 .1a 1.16 .60 .03 
FUL~ SIZE 4-DOCR 67,"5 513.0,. 11. A,. 1.59 ".26 20.57 258.80 3.72 
INTERMEDIATE SIZE 2-o~OR 1.78 1".7,. .71 .00 .01 018 .73 .00 
INTERMEDIATE 5lZE If-DOOR 9.1& 17.62 7.S,. .1,. .3,. 5.07 '+9.'+" .... 5 
STATION WAGON 2.27 8.85 .AO .07 .~1 .9,. 9.56 .2,. 
COMPACT .68 2.17 ... 4 •. 00 .19 .75 2.00 .00 

TOTAL 10".63 563.0" 22.50' 1.99 5.11 26.66 321.1:! 4·,.5 
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Tllble 28-1 

2.e. WOUL.D IT BE OF ANY USe: TO YOUR Oe:PART~'ENT TO BE ABI..E TO RUY 
STANDARD COMpACT (OR SMALLER) CARS THAT WERE SPECIALLY OESIGNED 
FOR POl.ICE USE? 

RESPONSE 

ALL STATE COUNTY 
OEPARTMENT 

TYPES 

NO. III NO. ,; NO., " 
YES 132 29 6 13 16 22 
NO 312 69 ~D 65 55 76 
NO ANSWER/DONT KNOW 5 1 1 2 1 1 

TOTAL '+'+9 100 47 100 72 100 

~ , 

• • • • 

OEPA~TMENT TYPE 

CITY CITY CITY 
I ~ 

TOWNSHIP FIf:TY 
(1·9 (10·~9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

OFF!CERst OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. , NO. III NO. " NO. " NO. ~ 

29 3S 26 31 32 39 13 28 8 28 
5;' 65 61 68 '+9 59 33 72 21 72 

0 0 1 1 2 2 0 a 0 0 

82 100 90 100 83 100 46 100 29 100 

... 
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Tllble 28-2 '. 

IF YES, WHY? 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CHY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTfJlENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR 1010RE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. • NO • , NO. " NO. III NO. " NO. " NO. \6 

ECONOMY 60 45 2 33 !I 50 17 59 h 50 13 41 4 31 2 25 
HANDLING/MANEUVERABILITY 23 17 0 0 1 6 4 14 5 18 7 22 5 38 1 12 
FOR SPECIAL PURPOSE USE 31 23 4 67 5 31 3 10 :5 11 9 28 6 46 1 12 
REFER TO DESIGN NOT SIZE 10 8 0 0 2 12 0 0 3 11 3 9 0 0 2 25 
CO~MENT/CAVEAT NOT REASON 8 6 0 0 0 0 1 3 l. 4 5 16 ' 0 0, 1 12 
NOT NEED BIG ENGINE/CAR 16 12 1 17 2 12 5 17 2 7 4 12 1 8 1 12 
OTHER 8 6 1 17 0 0 2 7 1 4 3 9 1 8 0 0 

NO ANS\'IER 13 10 0 0 2 12 4 14 It 14 2 6 0 0 1 12 

TOTAL 169 127 8 134 2t} 123 3& 124 33 119 4& 143 17 l~il 9 110 

Tllbttl 28-3 

IF NO, WHY NOT? 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY Cin CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 ( 10-41(1 (~o OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICEftS) , OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. • 
TOO SMALL/LIGHT: GENERAL 35 11 3 7 7 13 8 15 4 7 5 10 & 18 2 10 
TOO SMALL FOR COMFORT 

CONVENIENCE OF OFFICER 62 20 10 25 6 11 10 19 11 18 13 27 8 24 '4 19 
TOO SMALL FOR EGUIpMENT 26 9 4 10 4 7 b 11 It 7 1 2 5 15 2 10 
NOT A5 SAFE AS LARGER CAR 24 8 5 12 2 4 5 9 7 11 4 8 1 ,3 0 0 
ROADABILITY/STABILITY/ 

PERFORMANCE 50 16 17 42 8 15 6 11 7 11 4 8 5 15 :5 14 
NOT SUITED TO ALL PURPOSES 26 8 2 5 :5 5 4 a 9 15 !) 10 2 6 1 5 
NOT AS DURA8LE 24 8 1 2 3 5 ~ 6 6 10 7 14 0 0 4 19 
NO NEED: GENERAL 36 12 2 5 4 7 9 17 5 8 8 16 5 15 3 14 
TOO SMALL FOR PRIsoNER/ 

PASSENGER TRANSpORT 49 1& 0 0 9 1& 8 15 16 26 7 14 7 21 2 10 
OTHER 26 8 2 5 III 18 2 4 It 7 !) 10 1 3 2 10 
NO ANSWER 58' 19 6 20 15 27 U. 21 11 18 6 12 :5 9 4 19 

TOTIIL 416 134 54 133 71 126 72 136 84 138 65 131 43 129 27 130 

B-6 
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Table 3-1 

3. ON THE AVERAGE. ABOUT HOW MANY HOURS IS ONE OF YOUR PATROLCARS IN 
USE DURING A TyPICAL DAY? 

RESPONSE lI!::PAfHMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
D~PARTMENT (lw9 (10w~9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. ~ NO. ~ IIJO. '" 
NO •. ~ NO. !II NO. !II NO. !Ii NO. " 

UNDER 4 HOURS 9 2 0 0 5 7 '+ 5 a 0- ''0 0 a 0 0 Q. 

4-8 HOURS '+2 9 . 12 26 21 29 .2 .2 J 3 
.. ~ 

0 Ci 0 O . '+ 14 
9-16 HOURS 142 32 32 66 34 47 2~ .30 16 18 16 f9 9 20 10 34 
17-24 HOURS 255 57 3 6 1~ 17 51 &2 71 79 66 80 37 80 15 52 
NO ANSwER 1 0 0 0 a a 0 0 0 O· 1 1 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 449 100 47 100 72 100 ~2 100 .. 90 100 83 100 4& 100 29 100 

, . 

. " 

Table 4-1 ". 

4. ON THE AVERAGE. HOw ~ANY DIFFERENT OFFICERS DRIVE ONE ~IITROLCAR IN A DAY? 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE CpUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1w9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

"l0. !II NO. " NO. " NO. • NO~ " NO. " NO. " NO. " 
ONE A4 19 31 66 37 51 10 12 a 0, 1 1 2 4 3 10 
TwO 65 14 13 28 16 25 lQ 20 4 4 8 10 1 2 5 17. 
THREE 200 45 2 4 13 18 37 45 55 61 53 64 24 52 16 55 
.Mo~E THM~ THREE 101 22 1 2 5 7 19 23 31 34 22 27 19 41 .4 14 
NO AN~ ... ER 2 0 0 0 1 1 () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 

TOTAL 449 100 47 100 72 100 82 100 90 100 83 100 46 100 29 100 

. 
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Table 5-1 

S. HOW LONG IS AN O~FICERS SHIFT IN YOUR DEPA~tMENT? 

RESPON5E vl:.PARTMENT TYPE 

JILL STATE COUNT'!' ClTV CITV CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT U-9 (10-49 (50 OR "'ORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. 11\ NO. " NO. " NO. ~ NO. " NO. " NO. " 
UNDER 4 HOURS 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 ·0 t 2 0 0 
4-8 HOURS 310 69 17 36 33 46 50 61 Sa ~1 71 86 36 70 21 72 
9-12 HOURS 112 25 29 ,62 22 31 21:l 34 B 9 12 14 9 20 4 14 
OVER 12 HOURS 23 5 1 2 16 22 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 :3 10 
NO ANSWER 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 U 1 :3 

TOTAL 449 10!) 47 100 72 100 82 100 90 100 83 100 46 100 29 100 

Table 6-1 

6. WHAT DETERMINES WHEN YOUR DEPARTMENTS PATROLCARS ARE REPLACED? 

RESPONSE UEPAIUMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY' CITY FIFTY TOWt.lSHIP 
DEPAI?TMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGESt 

,TYPES OFF1CERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITtES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " . NO. " NO. " NO. " 
MILAGE 272 61 44 94 49 68 32 39 52 58 46 55 34 74 15 52 
YEARS OF USE 266 64 22 47 47 65 06 80 56 62 48 58 29 63 18 62 
OTHER 175 39 21 45 29 40 27 33 20 22 37 45 27 59 14 4B 
NO ANSwER 3 1 (} 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 ) 

tOTIlL 73& 165 87 186 125 173 12& 152 130 144 132 159 90 196 47 162 

-
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Table 6-3 
IF MIl.AGE (YES TO QUESTION lA,' DETERMINES WHEN PATROL.CARti ARE tlEPL.IICEDI 
WHICH MILAGE? 

RESPONSE: DEPARtMENT TYPE 

/ll.l. STATE COUNTY CiTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 <10-~9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) eI fIES 

NO. ,. 'ISO. . '" ~IO • " NO. " NO. II NO. II NO. II NO •. " 
UNOER 20,000 MILES 0 0 0 0 0 0 o. 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
20,000-40,000 MILES 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 ~ 0 0 1 3 2 13 
40.000-60,000 MILES A7 32 16 36 6 12 12 37 22 42 20 43 9 26 2 13 
OVER 60.000 MILES 176 65 28 6~ ~1 84 lY 59 27 52 26 57 24 71 11 73 
NO ANSWER 1+ 1 0 0 2 4 1 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 272 100 44 100 49 10C 32 100 52 100 46 100 34 100 15 100 

,/ 

Table 6-4 

IF YEARS OF USE (YES TO GUESTION 68) DETER'lINES WHEN PATROLCARS ARE REPLACED' 
HOW ~ANY YEARS OF USE? 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYPE 

AI.I. STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOwNSHIP 
OEPARTItIENT (1-9 110-49 150 OR MORE I.ARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) • CITIES 

NO. " NO. " . NO. " NO. " NO. i'; NO. " NO. " NO. " .' 
ONE YEAR 77 27 1 5 2 4 16 24 30 54 17 35 :'I 10 8 44' 
TWO YEARS 115 ~o 10 45 17 36 26 39 22 39 22 4& 11 38 7 39 
THREE 'fEARS 60 21 'S 36 16 34 11 26 3 5 5 10 8 28 :, 17 
OVER THREE YEARS 30 10 3 a 10 21 7 11 1 2 2 4 7 24 0 0 
NO ANSWER 5- 2 0 0 :? 4 0 0 a 0 2 4 1 3 0 0 

TOTAL 286 100 22 100 47 100 bb 100 56 100 48 100 29 100 18 100 

B-9 
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Table 6-5 

IF SOME 'tHING OTHER TliAN IoIII..AGE OR 
WHEN PATROLCARS ARe: REPLACED. 
WHAT ELSE? 

YEARS OF USE IYES TO GUEst tON 6CI DETeRMINES 

....... RESPONSE 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

IILL STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIF'TY . TOWNSHIP DEPARTMENT 11-9 ( 10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CtTIES 
NO.· " NO. ~ NO. ~. NO. :\I NO. I NO. ,. NO. ~ NO. " ~ AGE/MILAGE COMBINATION t6 9 2 10 0 0 0 0 2 10 4 11 6 22 2 14 GENERAL CONOI'rION OF CAR 'i9 34 5 24 11 38 tI 30 6 ~o 15 41 11 41 3 21 MAJOR ACCIDENT 28 16 4 19 3 10 4 15 4 20 7 19 1+ 15 2 14 aUOGET/ADMINIS. POLICY 49 26 6 29 Il 28 6 22 7 .35 13 35 5 19 .. 29 REPAIR/MAINT. COST TOO HIGH 41 23 8 38 9 31 7 26 5 25 6 16 2 7 1+ 29 SPECIFIC JOB FOR WHICH 

PATROLCAR IS USED 
RENT OR LEASE FOR 

12 7 1 5 1 3 1 ,. 2 10 ,. 11 3 11 J) 0 
SPECIFIED TIME 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 REPLACE ON ALTERNATE YEARS 10 r, 0 0 0 0 .3 11 2 10 2 5 2 7 1 '1 OTHER 15 9 3 14 4 14 2 1 0 0 1 3 2 7 3 21 NO ANSwER 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 

TOTAL 233 134 29 139 36 124 32 119 29 145 52 141 36 133 19 135 
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Table 7-1 

1. ABOUT WHAT PERcENT OF ALL THE ~ILES DRIVEN BY ALL THE PATROLCARS IN 
USE IN YOUR DEpARTMENT IS AT EACH OF THE FOLLOWING SPEEDS? 

RESPONSE OEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FtFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR ~ORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS' OFFICERS' OFFICERS) CITIES 

AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE MERAGE 
fJERCENT PERCENT PERC;ENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 

25-30 MPH~ MANY STOPS 43.58 Ih13 12.15 59.31 59.12 62.51 53.61 22.55 
30-50 MPH; MANY STOPS 23.67 9.83 21.62 24.52 22.19 25.58 28.41 40.52 
35-50 MPH: FEw STOpS 11.60 22.30 18.58 5.61 8.13 6.04 8.1S 25.48 
50-70 MPH 15.20 50.79 37.38 4.77 5.52 .}.96 6.0U' 7.93 
OVER 70 MPH 3.80 12.51 7.44 J..14 2.06 1.36 1.57 2.28 
OTHER 1.34 .45 .07 2.87 1.67 .52 2.41 1,21 

NO A~SWER 5 0 1 2 0 2 0 0 

41 RESPONDENTS HAD 999 CODE 
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Table 13A-I 

8.A. PLEASE TELL US HOW WELL YOUR PATROLCARS USUALLY PERFOR~ WITH REGARD 
TO CONTROL AND HAND~ING AT EACH OF THE FOLLOWING SPEEDS: 

!!~~.!L~!:H.!&?.-f§L~.QllR~.~Q~..!.~L AND HANDLIt~G IS: 

RESPONSE 

EXCEL~ENT 
SA TISFACTORY 
POOR 
NO ANSWER/NOT APPLICABLE 

TOTA~ 

ALL 
DEPARTMENT 

TYPES 

NO. 

249 55 
IB9 42 

2 0 
9 2 

449 100 

STATE 

NO. 

33 70 
13 28 
o 0 
1 2 

47 100 

30-70 MI~ES PER HOUR. CONTROL AND HANDLI~ 

RESPONSE 

EXCEL~ENT 
SA TISFACTORY 
POOR 
NO ANSWER/NOT APP~ICABLE 

TOTAL 

ALL 
DEPARTMENT 

TYPES 

NO. " 
118 26 
308 69 

IB 4 
5 1 

449 100 

STATE 

NO. 

22 47 
25 53 
o 0 
o 0 

47 100 

OVER 70 MILES PER ~OUR' CONTROL AND HANDLING IS: 

RESPONSE 

~XCE,~LENT 
:;~A 1'lSFACTOR', 
POO~~ 
NO ,i\NSWER/NOT APPLICABLE 

TOTAL 

A~L 
DEPART ... ENT. 

TYPES 

NO. 

1f3 10 
268 60 
111 25 

27 6 

449 100 

STATE 

NO. " 
5 11 

3B 81 
3 6 
1 a 

47 100 

COUNTY 

NO. " 
33 46 
35 49 
o 0 
4 6 

72 100 

COUNTY 

NO. " 
19 26 
49 68 

4 6 
o 0 

72 100 

COUNTY 

NO. 

11 15 
41 57 
14 19 

6 8 

72 100 

B-12 

DEPARTMENT TYPE 

CITY 
(1-9 

OFFICERS) 

NO. " 
45 55 
34 41 

1 1 
2 '2 

82 100 

CITY 
(10-49 

OFFICERS) 

NO. 

47 52 
42 47 

1 1 
o 0 

90 100 

OEPARTMENT TYPE 

CITY 
(1-9 

OFFICERS) 

NO. 

23 28, 
5,+ 66 

3 4 
, 2 

82 100 

CITY 
(10-49 

OFFICERS) 

NO. 

19 21 
65 "72 

5 6 
1 1 

90 100 

DEPAHT"'ENT TYPE 

CITY 
(1-9 

OFFICERS) 

NO. 

I) 10 
50 61 
20 24 

4 5 

82 100 

CITY 
(10-49 

OFFICERS) 

NO. 

7 8 
54 60 
25 28 
'4 4 

90.100 

------- -~--

CITY 
(50 OR MORE 
OFFICERS) 

NO. 

49 59 
34 41 
o 0 
a 0 

83 100 

CITY 
(50 OR MORE 
OFFICERS) 

NO. " 

15 18 
&4 77 

3 4 
1 1 

83 100 

CITY 
(50 OR MORE 
OFFICERS) 

NO. " 
4 5 

46 55 
30 36 

3 4 

83 100 

-

• 

FIFTY 
LARGEST 

CITIES 

NO. " 
21 46 
25 54 
o 0 
o 0 

46 100 

FIFTY 
LARGEST 

CITIES 

,NO. " 
B 17 

36 78 
2 4 
o 0 

46 100 

FIFTY 
LARGEST 

CITIES 

NO. " 
3 7 

27 59 
12 26 

4 9 

46 100 

-

-.. 

TOWNSHIP 

NO. " 
21 72 

6 21 
o 0 
2 7 

1I9 100 

TOWNSHIP" 

NO.. " 

12 41 
15 52 

1 :3 
1 J 

2'9 100 

TOWNSHIP 

NO. " 
5 17' 

12 41 
7 24 
5 17 

29 100 

• 
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'rable tlB-l 

8.B. PLEASE TELL US HOW WELL YOUR PATROLCARS USUALLY PERFOR~ wITH REbARO TO BRAKING 
AT EAeH OF THE FOLLOWING SPEEDS: 

UNDER 30 MILES PER HOUR. BRAKING IS; 

RESPONSE 

EXCELLENT 
SATISFACrOR" 
POOR 
NO ANSWER/NOT APPLICABLE 

TOTAL 

ALL 
DEPARTMENT 

TYPES 

NO. 

267 59 
170 311 

.. 1 
8 2 

'1'19 100 

30-70 MILES PER HOUR. BRAKING IS: 

RESPONSE 

ExCELLENT 
SATISFACTORY 
POOR 
NO ANSWER/NOT APPLICABLE 

TOTAL 

ALL 
DEPARTMENT 

TYPES 

NO. I: 

117 26 
306 68 

21 5 
5 1 

OVER 70 MILES PER ~OUR. BRAKING IS: 

RE.SPONSE 

EXCELLENT 
SATISFACTORY 
POOR 
NO ANSWER/NOT APPLICABLE 

TOTAL 

ALL 
DEPARTMENT 

rYPES 

NO. I: 

.. 7 10 
2142 514 
137 31 

23 5 

'1149 100 

STATE 

NO. 

36 77 
10 21 
o 0 
1 2 

147 100 

. STATE 

NO. 

20 143 
27 57 
o () 
a 0 

147 100 

STATE, 

NO. 

3 6 
31 6& 
12 26 

1 2 

47 100 

COUNTY 

NO. " 
140 56 
26 36 

2 3 
4 6 

72 100 

COUNTY 

NO. " 
26 36 
143 60 

3 .. 
o 0 

72 100 

COUNTY 

NO. " 
17 2 .. 
36 50 
114 19 

5 7 

72 100 

B-13 

UE.PARTMENT TYPE 

ClTY CITY 
(1-9 (10-49 

OFFICERS) OFFICERS; 

NO. " NO. iI! 

5J 65 50 56 
26 3 .. 39 113 

U a 1 1 
1 1 a 0 

82 100 90 100 

DEPARTMENT TYPE 

CllY CITY 
U-9 (10-'19 

OFFICERS) OFFICERS) 

NO. " NO. " 
24 29. 17 19 
~4 66 67 ·74 

2 2 5 6 
2 2 1 1 

82 100 90 100 

OEPARTMENT TYPE 

ClTY CITY 
(1-9 00-49 

OFFICERS) OFFICERS) 

NO. " NO. " 
7 9 9 10 

52 63 48 53 
20 24 29 32 

J 4 4 4 

112 100 90 100 

• • • • 

CIn FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
(50 OR ~ORE LARGEST 
OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. lI; NO. I: NO. " 
148 58 20 43 20 69 
34 41 2& 57 7 24 

1 1 a a a 0 
0 a a a 2 7 

83 100 .. 6 100 29 100 

CITy FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
(50 OR MORE LARGEST 
OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. I: NO. " 
13 16 7 15 10 34 
64 77 34 714 17 59 

5 6 5 11 1 :5 
1 1 a a 1 3 

83 100 146 100 29 100 

CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
(50 OR MORE LARGEST. 
OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NC. " 
6 7 2 4 3 10 

39 147 22 148 114 48 
36 43 16 39 8 28 

2 2 4 9 4 114 

83 100 '16 100 29 100 
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Table 9A-l 
9.A. ON THE AVERAGE. HOW LONG DOES IT TM;E AN OFFICER TO BECOME ACCUSTOMED TO J' 

THE CONT~OLS AND INSTRUMENTS OF A Nltw PATROL-CAR? 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYPE 

AL.L STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-1+9 (50 OR MORE lARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERSJ CITIES 

NO. ~ NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. " 
LESS THAN A DAY IA6 141 11 l!3 ~~2 31 30 37 41 146 147 57 24 52 11 38 
2-7 DAYS 227 51 29 62 141 57 45 55 1+2 47 34 41 19 iii 17 S9 
8-30 DAYS 30 7 7 15 6 8 D 7 D 7 2 2 3 7 0 0 
MORE THAN A MONTH 3 1 0 0 .t 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NO ANSWER 3 1 0 0 ., .. 3 () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 

TOTAL. 1+49 100 1+7 100 72 100 112 100 90 100 83 100 46 100 29 100 

'. '2-14 
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Table 10-\ 

10. A60UT HOW MANy MII.ES PER GALI.ON 00 YOUR I'ATROLCARS GET? 

RESPONSE UEPARTMENT TYPE 

IILL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR 'lORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NU. )\ NO. .\I NO. '" NO. '" NO. " 
LESS THAN 8 MILES/GALLON 94 21 3 6 5 7 14 1'/' 20 22 31 37 16 35 5 17 
8-11 MILES/GALLON 310 69 44 94 43 60 57 70 66 73 49 59 29 63 22 76 
12-15 MILES/GIILLON 43 10 0 0 23 32 11 13 3 3 3 4 1 2 2 7 
MORE THAN 15 MII.ES/GALLON 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NO ANSft'ER 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 O· 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAl. 449 100 47 100 72 100 82 100 90 100 83 100 46 100 29 100 

Table 11.&.-1 
11.A. WHEN YOUR NEW PATROLCARS COME FROM TIiE MANUFACTURER. '~HAT CHANGES 

OR ADDITIONS ARE MADE FOR YOUR DEP"~'fMENT ,(EITHER BY YOU OR BY . 
YOUR DEALEI{)? • 

RESPONSE OEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALI. STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT 11-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS' OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO, 
'" NO. II NO. '" NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " 

INSTALL SIREN 438 98 45 96 69 9& 82 100 88 98 82 99 45 98 27 93 
REMOVE CHROME 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 I" :5 
SPECIAL ENGINE CHANGES 10 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 3 4 1 2 2 7 
INSTALL SPOTLIGHTS 276 61 11 23 46 64 50 68 59 66 51 6'. 30 65 23 79 
INSTALL MOUNTING RAC~S 229 51 8 17 28 ' 39 39 48 60 07 54 65 24 52 16 55 
INSTALL BAR FLASHING LIGHTS ~11 £>9 22 47 110 56 50 61 78 87 70 8~ 30' 65 21 72 
IN~TALL BUBBLE LIGHT 243 54 29 62 34 47 ~8 59. 39 43 42 51 ~3 72 18 62 
INSTALL GUN RACKS 253 56 16 34 27 37 4!) 55 62 69 55 66 30 65 18 62 
INSTALL TRUNK RACKS 169 38 12 26 19 2& 27 33 42 47 37 45 17 37 15 52 
INSTALL P.A. SYSTEM 338 75 35 74 46 64 • 49 60 7S 83 70 84 33 65 24 1\3 
INSTALL BARRIER BfwN SEATS 192 43 8 17 25 :!I 5 30 44 46 51 36 43 28 61 13 45 
INSTALL MOB~LE RAUIO ,.38 98 46 96 £>0 94 bl 99 RB 98 B2 99 45 96 28 97 
OTHER 130 29 28 60 12 17 18 22 29.32 17 2Q 20 43 6 21 
NO ANSWER/NONE 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 3030 674 260 554 415 570 5.53 651 668 743 600 722 342 743 212 731 
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Table 11 B-2 

11.B. WHAT PROBL.EMS 00 YOU HAvE MAKING THESE CHANGES TO 'l'HE "'IlINUFACTuRERS REGUI.AR MODE!.? 

EQUIPMENT ITEM MENTIONED: .. 

RESPONSE DEPAf{TMENT TYPE 

AI.I. STATE COUNT'.' CITY CITY CIn FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (SO OR MORE I.ARGEST 

TYPES OFF1CERS) OFFICERS) OFFICE~S) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " ~O. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " RADIO EQUIP/CONTROI.S 50 11 ,5 17 5 7 7 9 7 e 11 13 7 15 5 11 
GUN RACIVMOUNTS 23 5 ' 0 0 4 & 5 6 5 6 3 4 6 13 0 0 
SIREN 24 5 10 21 0 0 2 2 5 & 3 4 3 7 1 :3 
BARRIER BTWN SEATS 21 5 1 2 & e ~ 6 4 4, 4 5 1 2 0 0 
SPOTL.IGHT 16 4 2 4 5 7 3 4 :3 3 2 2 0 0 3 10 
BAR FL.ASHING LIGHTS 15 :3 2 4 1 1 j 4 5 & 2 2 1 2 1 :3 
BUI:lBL.E LIGHTS & 1 1 2 1 1 3 4 0 0 '0 0 • 1 2 0 0 
PA SYSTEM 6 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 4 5 1 2 1 :3 
ITEMS UNDER HOOD 11 2 2 4 1 1 0 0 2 2 3 4 3 7 0 0 
MISCELLANEOUS 8 2 3 & 1 1 1 ,I 1 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 
NO ANSWER/NONE SPECIFIED 3:'12 74 24 51 54 75 05 79 73 61 &1 73 33 72 ?2 7& 

TOTAl. 5!& 114 54 113 76 107' 95 116 105 117 95 114 56 122 33 112 

, • B-16 
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Table 1;1. B-1 

11.a. WHAT PROal-EMS DO 'fOU HAVE MAKING THESE CHANGES TO THE MANUFACTURERS REGULAR MODEl..? 

EQUIpMENT tROaLEM: 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALl- STATE COUNTY CITY CIT';' 
OEPARTMENT (1~9 (10-~9 

TYPES OFF,ICERS) OFFICERS) 

NO. " NO. " NO. "' No. " NO. ,. 
SLIGHT PROB. :UNSPECIF,tEO 25 6 1 2 5- 1 6 1 4 4 
COST/TIME/DEPRECIATION 44 10 4 9 3 4 9 11 9 10 
VEAR~TO-VEAR DESIGN/ 

MODEl.. CHANGE~ 49 11 3 6 9 te! 4 5 11 12 
l-ACK of ROO~/APPRO. PI-ACE 

TO INSTALL/MOUNT 75 17 15 32 11 1_5 9 11 14 1& 
LACK OF APPRO. SUPPORT TO 

INSTALt..lMOUNr 28 6 4 9 5 7 5 6 6 7 
AVAILAaIl..ITY OF MEcHANICS 6 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 
WIRING PROal.EMS 25 6 0 0 4 6 4 5 4 'I 
MUST MODIPy/aUY EuulPMENT 

OR MODIFY CAR TO INSTAl-L 57 13 1 15 7 10 10 12 13 14 
OTHER 21 5 2 4 4 6' 3 4 4 4 
NONE/NO PROBLEMS 134 30 13 28 If! 25 27 ~3 25 28 
NO ANSWER 59 13 5 11 14 19 111 17 15 17 

T~TAL 523 118 54 116 81 1.12 92 112, 106 117 

8-l7 

j 

_. 

CITY 
150 OR ,",ORE 
OFFICERS) 

NO. " 
6 1 
9 11 

16 19 

12 1'1 

2 2 
2 2 
7 a 

10 12 
3 4 

28 34 
5 6 

100 119 

• 

FIFTV 
I.ARGEST 

ClUES 

NO. " 
2 4 
6 13 

6 13 

10 ~2 

4 '" 1 2 
3 7 

8 17 
3 7 

111 30 
0 G 

57 121+ 

• 

TOWNSHIP 

NO. " 
1 J 
4 14 

0 0 

4 14 

2 7 
0 0 
3 10 

2 7 
2 7 
<} 31 
6 21 

33 114 

• 

r 
l 
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Table 12-1 

12. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING OPTIONS WERE INCLUDED THE LAST TI~E YOUR 
DEPARTMENT BOUGHT PATROLCARS? 

RESPONSE OE.PARTMf,NT TYI'E 

ALL STATE COUNTY CUY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT 11-9 (10-1+9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " 
POWER BRAKES 3E1~ 86 45 96 59 82 60 80 79 88 70 84 41 S9 24 83 
AUTOMATIC TRANSMISSION 42(, 95 46 98 63 87 78 95 88 98 79 95 46 100 26 90 
BULLET-PROOF GLASS 2 0 0 0 0 0 U 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 3 
LIGHT IN TRUNK 20fj 45 31 66 33 46 36 44 38 42 31 37 II!. 30 17 59 
INTERIOR TRUNK RELEASE 164 37 28 60 23 32 17 21 34 38 30 36 14 30 18 62 
INTERIOR HOOD RELEASE 2,18 49 . 38 81 34 47 30 37 39 43 35 42 29 63 13 45 
LOCKING GAS CAP 47 10 8 17 6 8 7 9 7 8 6 7 13 28 0 0 
EIGHT~CYLINDER~ENGINE 420 94 46 98 61 85 78 95 85 94 77 93 46 100 27 93 
HEAVY DUTY SUSpENSION 373 83 46 96 49 66 62 76 76 87 70 64 42 91 26 90 
AIR CONDITIONING 267 59 36 61 38 53 3~ 43 53 59 59 71 29 6.3 15 52 
BUCKET SEATS 19 4 1 2 3 4 2 2 3 ~ 3 4 7 15 0 ; 0 
TINTED GLASS 235 52 33 70 26 39 34 41 46 51 56 67 25 54 1.3 45 
POWER STEERING 402 90 43 91 57 79 70 85 85 94 n 95 41 '39 27 93 
DISC BRAKES 379 64 46 96 57 79 63 77 74 82 71 66 44 96 24 83 
OTHER 135 30 26 ,55 14 19 13 16 24 27 26 31 23 50 9 31 
NO ANS~;ER 4 1 0 0 4 6 0 0 0 0' 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 3675 819 475 ••• 529 734 591 721 733 81~ 692 632 1+15,900 240 ~29 

Table 13-1 
J.3. ABOUT HOW MUCH DOES A NEW PATROLCAR COST WITHOUT TRADE-IN? (INCLUOE 

COSTS FOR CHANGES. SPECIFIED BY YOU. WHICH Tl1E DEALER MAKES.) 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY , CITY CIrY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPART~ENT (1-9 00-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " 
UNDER 52500 10 2 0 . 0 3 4 1 'I '2 2 .3 4 0 0 1 .3 
52500-52999 44 10 0 0 8 11 9 11 7 8 7 8 10 22 .3 10 
$3000-53499 176 39 23 49 22 31 24 29 42 47 37 45 ~3 50 5 17 
53500-53999 147 33 20 43 17 24 33 40 2.3 26 30 !6 11 24 13 45 
$4000-54499 41 9 4 9 7 10 12 15 9 H) .3 4 1 2 5 17 
$4500-54999 17 4 Q 0 5 7 .3 4 '5 6 1 1 1 2 2, 7 
55000 OR tIIORE 4 1 0 0 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NO ANSWER 11 2 0 0 6 8 0 0 2 2 ,2 2 1 2 0 0 

TOTAL 449 100 47 100 72 100 82 100 90 100 63 100 1+6 100 ~9 100 

8-18 

.' r 
"1 ,. , -• ,~-



-. • • • • • • • • • -- , -

Table 14-1 
14. WHAT EGUIPMENT IS NOR~ALLY CARRIED IN YOUR PATROLCARS? (X EACH 

ITEM THAT IS CARRIED IN NEARLY EVERY PATROLCAR) 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYPE' 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. lIi NO. lIi NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. lIi NO. " 
HAND-HELD RADIO 135 30 3 6 15 21 25 30 27 30 35 42 17 37 13 45 
SHOTGUN 329 73 36 77. 57 79 59 72 68 76 57 69 32 70 20 69 
FLARES 364 81 43 91 58 81 71 67 69 77 63 76 31 67 29 100 
FIRST AID KIT 356 79 46 98 . 55 76 68 63 72 80 59 71 30 65 26 90 
EXTRA AMMUNITION 245 55 36 77 52 72 ~O 61 46 53 26 31 ' 17 37 , 16 55 
BATONS 300 67 ,+0 65 45 62 61 74 '*9 54 . 51 61 33 72 21 72 
CAMERA AND FILM 144 32 26 55 34 47 ' 24 29 28 31 14 17 6 13 12 41 
CLIPBOARD 375 84 40 65 62 86 78 95 75 63 60 72 32 71l 28 97 
BRIEFCASE 238 53 21 45 45 62 46 ~6 41 46 44 53 21 46 20 . 69 
FIRE EXTI~GUISHER 372 83 45 9(; 58 81 02· 76 77 86 69 83 32 7() 29 100 
BLANKETS 288 64 36 77 47 65 44 54 66 7.3 54 65 20 4:!.\ 21 72 
FINGERPRINT KITS A5 19 5 11 27 37 16 20 16 18 11 13 7 IS; 3 10 
FIELD DETECTION KITS 28 6 8 17 4 6 4 5 6 7 2 2 3 7 1 3 
RIOT EQUIPMENT 124 28 36 77 17 24 15 18 14 16 23 28 11 24 8 28 
OTHER 129 29 27 57 13 18 23 28 21 23 18 22 15 33 12 41 
NO ANSWER 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 '. ,0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 3513 783 448 954 590 818 64-, 788 677' '753 586 705 307 669 259 892 

8-19 
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Table 14 A-2 

l~.A. WHAT PROBLEi.\S HAVE YOU HAD' IF ANY, STORING IN'THE CAR THE ' , 
EQUIPMENT THAT 15 USUALLY CARRIED IN YOUR PATROLCARS? (NAME 
THE ITEM OF EQUIPMENT AND DESCRIBE THE PROBLEM IN THE SPliCES 
PROVIDED) 

PROBLEM MENTIONED: 

RESPQNSE O.t;PARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR !.lORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. III NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " 
DIFFICULT TO INSTALL/~OUNT: 

GENERAL 39 9 5 11 4 6 2 2 7 B 16 19 4 9 1 3 
NOT ENOUGH SUPPORT TO 

IN,STALL/MOUNT 11 2 0 0 0 0 ~ 4 4 4 :5 4 1 2 0 n 
NO APPRO. PLACE TO STORE 

THAT 15 A~SO ACCESI~LE 25 6 4. 9 1 1 1 1 10 11 4 5 !'i 11 ,0 0 
YEAR-TO-YEAR DESIGN/MODEL 

CHANGES 11 2 1 2 0 0 2 2 3 3 4 5 1 2 0 0 
GETS DIRTY OR DAMP 71 16 1 2 11 15 12 15 16 20 17 ,20 4 9 8 28 
THREATENS SAFETY 4 1 0 0 0 O' 0 0 1 1 2 2 1 2 0 0 
NOT ENOUGH ROOM TO STORE 

IN PLACE DESIRED 61 14 5 11 4 6 11 13 10 11 14 17 11 24 6 21 
NO APPROPRIATE PLACE TO 

STORE (GENERAL) R3 18 7 15 10 '14 18 22 13 14 22 27 10 22 3 10 
EQUIP. PRoe. NOT STORAGE 11 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 6 . 7 3 4 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 8 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 0 0 4 9 1 3 
PROBLEM UNSPEClFIEQ 3 1 0 .!t-\ 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 
NONE/NO PROBLEM 106 24 12 26 20 28 23 2B 16 18 1& 19 11 24 8 28 
NO ANS""ER \ 167 37 18 '38< 34 47 32 39 35 39 26 31 11 24 11 38 

TOTAL 600 134 54 116 84 117 lOb 128 127 140 127 153 64 140 38 131 

S-21 
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Table 14 A-3 

14.A. WHAT PROBLE~S HAVE YOU HAD- IF ANY, STORING IN THE CAR THe 
EQUIPMENT THAT 15 USUAL.l.Y CARRIED IN YOUR PATROl.CARS? (NA~E 
THE ITEM OF EQUIPMENT AND DESCRIBE THE pqOBLEM IN THF SPACES 
PROVIDED) 

F'GUIPMENT STORAGE PROBl.EM. 

EQUIp-MENT ITEM A B C· D E F G H J K l. M 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. il. NO. III NO. l NO. " NO. S 

EQUIPMENT IN GENERAL 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ? 0 \) 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HAND-HELD RADlO 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 :l 0 0 0 0 
SHOTGUN 11 2 '" 1 11 2 6 1 B 2 :5 1 10 2 14 J 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FLARES 4 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 12 3 0 0 0 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
FIRST AID KIT ? 0 0 Q 1 0 0 0 12 :5 0 0 .. 1 B 2 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 !J) 

EXTRA AMMUNITlON 0 0 0 .0>' (l O. -~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 J 1 1 0 0 U 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BATONS 1 0 0 (I- e (I -:-0 0 I) 0 0 0 1 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (I 
CAMERA AND FILM 2 0 0 "Q':':' !' Q ...•. 0:' 

" 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CLIPBOARD 0 0 0 (I 'f) 0 .0 >0 0 0 1 O. 2 0 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BRIEFCASE 1 0 0 0 ~'6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FIRE EXTINGUISHER J 1 1 0 .4 1 n 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 5 1 2 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8LANKt::TS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o· 10 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () O. 
FINGERPRINT K1TS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FIELD DETECTION KITS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 
IUOT EQUIPMENT 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TRUNK ITEMS IN GENERAL 2 0 \) 0 0 0 0 0 19 3 0 0 2 0 9 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
REPORT BOX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 '0 0 Q 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
COMMUNICATIONS EQUIP 3 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 iJ 0 0 6 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 
OXYGEN TANI<S 0 0 0 0 0 f) 0 0 4 1 0 0 .1 0 l. 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FLASHI.IGHT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Z4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DOG EQUIP IN GENERAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
RADAR EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 O· 0 0 0 0 f) 0 0 0 2. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
STRETCHER 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SPARE TIRE/MOUNTS 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 I) 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 
SIREN 1 (J 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 '.) 0 0 0 
TAPE MEASURE 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BINOCUl.ARS 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 .0 0 0 0 
BARRIER BETWEEN ~EATS 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
STURAGE BOX 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 n 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 iJ 
EMERGENC.,. EQUIP IN GEN. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 8 2 I~ 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NONEmO PROBLEM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a a 0 0 0 0 106 24 0 0 
NO ANSWER 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,,7 37 

.A. DIFFICULT TO INSTALL/~OUNT (GENERAL) 
d. NOT ENOU(;H SUpPORT TO INSTALL/MOUNT 
C. NO APPRO. PLACE TO STORE THAT IS ALso ACCESSIBL~ 
O. YEAR-TO-YEAR DESIGN/MODEL CHANG~S 
E· GETS DIRTY OR DAMP 
F. THREATENS SAFETY 
G. NOT ENOUGH ROoM TO STORE IN PLACE OESIRED 
H. NO APPROPRIATE PLACE TO STORE (GENERAL) 
1. EQUIP. PROBe NOT STORAGE 
". OTHER 
K. PROBLEM UNSPEcIFIEO 
L. NONE/NO PROBLEM 
M. NO ANSWER 

~-22 

, '-. I. 

.J 



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

• • • • • • " • • • • 
~--

Table IS~I 

15. WHICH OF THE FOl.L.OWIIIIG FEATURES 00 YOU TH:CNK SHOULD BE ON ALL 
OF YOUR PATROl.CARS? (CHECK EliCH ITEM THA'r APPLIES REGAROl.ESS OF 
wHETHER YOU KNOW IT IS NOW AVAIl.ABl.E OR NOT) 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY ClTY ClTY CITY FIFTY TOWII/SHIP 
OEPARTMENT (1-9 (1(l-~9 150 OR MORE L.ARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. III NO. III NO. III NO. " NO. " 
AIR CONDITIONING 383 85 43 91 61 85 67 82 76 84 74 89 39 85 23 79 
TlNTED GI.ASS 373 83 42 89 56 78 66 80 76 84 71 8e, 37 80 25 8& 
ADDITIONAL HEADROOM 281 63 33 70 38 53 4& 56 57 63 58 70 30 65 19 66 
ADDITIONAl. L.EGROOM 199 44 23 49 22 31 33 40 46 51 38 46 23 50 li1i 48 
BUCKET SEATS wI CONSOI.E 168 37 11 23 15 21 3g 39 37' 41 41 49 19 ~1 13 45 
BETTER VENT. UPHOL.STERY 320 71 29 62 39 54 ~5 67 75 83 64 77 38 83 20 69 
MORE DURABLE SEAT SPRINGS 325 72. 33 70 39 54 b1 74 66 76 66 80 36 7£\ 22 76 
FOLD-OUT DESK IN FRONT 167 37 9 19 21 29 37 45 41 46 31 37 14 30 14 48 
COMMUNICATIONS CONSOLE 309 69 26 55 44 61 5 .. 66 73 61 63 76 29 63 20 69 
LARGER GLOVE COMPARTMENT 178 40 22 47 31 43 32 39 38 42 27 33 16 35 12 ~l 
BARRIER BETWEEN SEATS 325 72 17 36 4<1 . 68 72 68 71 79 59 71 33 72 24 B3 
BUILT-IN SHELVES IN TRUNK 252 56 15 32 29 40 5b 68 64 71 48 58 16 35 24 1\3 
NOISE SOUNDPROOFING 149 33 18 38 18 25 3, 39 32 36 27 33 12 2& 10 34 
BUILT-IN MOUNTING BRACKETS 2/l0 62 16 34 37 51 57 70 69 77 57 69 23 50 21 72 
Bl!LL.ET-PROOF GLAS!> 172 38 8 17 25 35 40 49 37 41 29 35 113 39 15 52 
INTERrOR MAP LAMP 339 76 36 77 47 65' o~ 79 67 74 65 76 36 78 23 79 
BUILT-IN CRASH BARS 313 70 29 62 1f7 65 t>8 71 69 77 59 71 31 67 20 69 
LOCKING GAS CAP 226 SO 26 55 29 40 40 49 50 56 37 45 31 67 13 45 
BUMPERS WITH PUSH BARS 259 58 30 64 35 49 42 51 57 63 51 61 28 61 16 S5 
360 OEGREE OBSRV. MIRRORS 21\5 63 27 57 42 S8 &7 70. 71 79 49 59 21 46 18 62 
TRUNK/HOOD RELEASES INSIDE 3112 8S 40 85 54 75 67 82 78 87 75 90 IH 89 27 93 
CENTRAL DOOR LOCK 317 71 29 62 45 62 59 72 73 81 58 70 28 61 25 136 
HEAVY DUTY SUSPENSlON 420 94 46 98 64 89 7& 95 84 93 78 94 42 9l 28 97 
OTHER 98 22 13 28 11 15 12 IS 24 27 16 19 17 37 5 17 
NO ANSWER 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 10034 ••• 1069 ••• 1489 "'.'" 1864 •• * 2110 • •• 1827 • •• 965 ••• 710 ••• 
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Table ISA-I 

IS.A. WHICH THREE OF THE ABOVE FEATURES (ITEMS CHECKED IN QUESTION 15) 
WOULD BE MOST I~PORrANT TO HAVE IN ALL YOUR PAi~OLCARS? 

RESPONSE:: iJEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CI.TY CITY CITY· FIFT'r TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1:-9 (10-49 (50 OR !.lORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. ~ NO. ,. NO. , NO. % NO. % NO. !15 NO. I NO. " 
AIR CONDITIONING lQO 42 29 62 29 40 35 43 38 42 29 35 19 1'1 11 38 
TINTED GLASS 14 3 2 4 6 8 C 2 1 1 0 0 2 4 1 " 3 
ADDITIONAL HEADROOM 65 14 14 30 8 11 8 10 18 20 9 11 6 13 2. 7 
ADDITIONAL LEGROOM 24 5 :5 6 2. 3 2 2 6 7 7 8 2. 4 2 7 
BUCKET SEATS W/ CONSOLE 36 8 3 6 :5 4 !l 10 '+ 4 B 10 6 13 4 14 
BETTER VENT. UPHOLSTERY 31 7 2. 4 2. 3 '+ 5 6 7 5 6 6 13 6 21 
MORE DURABLE SEAT SPRINGS 32. 7 2. 4 1 1 '+ 5 a 9 9 11 4 9 4 14 
FOLD-OUT DESK IN FRONT 12 3 0 0 1 1 3 4 1 1 5 6 2 4 0 0 
CO~MUNICATIONS CONSOLE 108 24 5 11 22 31 2'. 29 20 22 24. 29 6 13 7 24 
LARGER GLOVE COMPARTMENT . 8 2. 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 7 2. 7 
BARRIER BETWE~N SEATS 139 31 3 6 20 28 31 38 32 36 29 35 14 30 10 34 
BUILT-IN SHELVES IN TRUNK ~8 6 0 0 4 6 7 9 6 7 8 10 1 2 2 7 
NOISE SOUNDPROOFING 5 1 1 2 1 1 Z 2 O. 0 ·1 1 0 0 0 0 
BUILT-IN MOUNTING B~ACKETS 32 7 "4 9 4 6 .8 io 8 9 3 4 3 7 2 7 
BULLET·PROOF GLASS 47 10 0 0 (, 8 11 13 13 14 9 11 3 7 5 17 
INTERIOR MAP LAMP 4 1 0 0 1 1 2. 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
BUILT-IN CRASH BARS 142 32 16 ~4 24 33" 25 30 32 36 31 31 7 15 7 24 
LOCKING GAS CAP 8 2 0 0 2 :5 J 4 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 
aUMPERS WITH PUSH BARS 27 £> 0 13 5 7 2. 2 4 4 8 10 2 4 0 0 
360 DEGREE OBSHV. MIRRORS 21 6 2 4 3 1\ ~ 6 9 10 5 6 1 2 2 7 
TRUNK/HOOD RE~EASES INSIDE 33 7 1 2 4 6 5 £>. 8 9 7 8 5 11 3 10 
CENTRAL DOOR LOCK 44 to 2 4 10 14 7 9 13 '14 9 11 1 2 2 7 
HEAVY DUTY SUSPENSION 171 ~S 24 51 24 33 32 39 27 30 25 30 28 bl 11 38 
OTHER 55 ie 19 21 II 11 S 0 0 7 9 11 13 28 4 14 
NO ANSwER 1~ 3 2 1+ 6 8 3 4 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 1295 287 131 277 197 ~72 2~tl 290 263 292 244 294 135 292 87 300 

/ 
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Table 16"'1 
16- WHAT IS THE AVERAGE DOWNTIME PER PATROLCAR PER MONTH FOR SERVICE 

AND REPAIR? 

RESPONSE OEPAR'(MENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS' OFFICERS) CITIES 

,NO. ~ NO. " NO. III NO. " NO· III NO. " NO. ~ NO. ~ 

LESS THAN 3 DAYS/MONTH 280 62 34 72 54 75 62 76 46 , 51 1<4 53 17 31 23 79 
3-5 DAYS PER MONTH 142 32 13 28 13 18 19 23 39 43 32 39 22 1<8 4 14 
6-8 DAYS PER MONTH 21 5 0 0 3 'I 1 1 4 4 7 8 5 11 1 3 
9-11 DAYS PER MONTH 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 
12-14 DAYS PER MONTH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MORE THAN 14 DAYS/MONTH 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 a 0 a a 0 " 0 0 0 
NO ANSWER 4 1 0 a 2 '3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 3 

TOTAL 449 lOO 47 100 72 ina 82 100 90 100 83 100 '16 100 29 100 

-r 

Table 17~t 

11. LISTED BELOW ARE FOUR FACTORS THAT MAY aE CAUSES OF PATROLCAR 
DOWNTIME. LOOK OVER THE ENTIRE LIST. A'NO THEN PLACE AN X 
BY THE ITEM THAT MOST OFTEN CAUSES PATROLCAR DOWNTIME IN YOUR 
DEPARP.ENT. 

RESPONSE Oe,PAHTMENT TYPE 

/ILL STATE COUNTY CITY CiTY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT U"9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS' OFFICERS' CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. ~ NO. " NO. !II NO. ,; NO. " 
TIME TO ACTUALLY PERFORM 

17 THE SERVICE/REpA,IR 102 23 1 15 15 21 16 20 21 23 19 23 7 15 59 
FREQUENT NEED FOR 

SERVICE/REPAIR 109 2~ 10 21 12 17 22 27 31 34 21 25 10 22 3 10 
DELAY IN GETTING PARTS 115 26 23 49 19 26 17 21 20 22 18 22 12 26 0 21 
SHORTAGE OF MECHANICS/ 

REPAIRMEN (WORKLOAD) 134 30 8 17 24 33 C!4 29 20 22 35 42 20 43 3 III 
OTHER 25 0 3 6 5 7 4 5 4 4 6 7 3 7 0 (l 

NO ANSWER 7 2 0 0 '+ 6 2. 2 0 0 0 0 0 ,0 1 J 

TOTAL 492 111 51 lOa 79 110 ~5 104 96 105 99 119 52 113 30'103 



---------- -

• • • • • • • • • • 

Table 18-1 
18. IN WHAT THREE AREAS DOES THE MAJORITY OF VOUR PATRO~CAR S~RVICEI 

REPAIR OCCUR. <DO NOT INCLUDE OI~ CHANGES AND SCHEDULED TUNE-UP~.) 

HESPQNSE DE.PAHTMENT TYPE 

ALL., STATE COUNTY CITY CITY ClTV FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPAPTMENT (1-9 (10-~9 (50 OR "'ORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. •• NO. " 
BODY WORK 109 2~ 9 19 12 17 7 9 ll> 18 32 39 27 59 b 21 
BRAKE SYSTEM 228 51 19 ~O 26 36 j~ ~1 53 59 52 63 3~ 7~ 10 3~ 

STANDARD TRANSMISSION SVS. 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
AUTO. TRANS~ISSION SY~TE~ 116 2& 16 3~ 12 17 20 214 16 1/\ 2& 31 20 43 6 21 
REPLACEMENT OF TIRES 203 LIS 11 23 ~5 62 til 62 53 59 21 25 3 7 19 6& 
FRONT END ALIGNMENT 170 .38 12 26 45 62 2t1 .30 3" .37 27 33 12 2b 16 55 

:: SERVICE OF AIR CONDITIONING 2& 6 & 13 2 3 1 1 5 6 7 8 5 11 0 0 
ELECTRICAL SYSTEM 12R 29 20 43 12 17 25 30 24 27 26 31 16 35 5 17 
AUXILIARY E~ECTRICA~ EQUIP. 39 '" 0 0 ~ 6 8 10 10 11 9 11 2 II 6 21 
REAR END MAINTENANCE 7 2 3 6 0 0 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ENGINE 25Q 56 41 87 34 47 141 57 48 53 49 59 16 35 15 52 
OTHER 28 6 2 4 4 6 8 10 7 8 3 4 .3 7 1 3 
NO ANSIolER 1 0 0 0 1 1 II 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 1306 292 139 295 198 275 229 278 266 297 252 304 136 301 84 290 

, . 
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Table 19-1 

19. WHAT FEATURE OF yOUR PRESENT PATROLCAR5 00 YOU CONS~OER DANGEROUS 
TO THE OCCUPANTS. ANO HOW ARE THEY DANGEROUS? (NA~E THE PATROLCAR 
FEATURES AND DESCRIBE THE DANGER IN THE SPACES PROVIO(n RELOWI 

Oo\NGEROUS FEATURe:: 

RESPONSe; OEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY 
DEPARTMEN'i' 11-9 (10-~9 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS)-

NO. '" NO. " NO. " NIh lI\ NO. III 

BRAKE SYSTEM 10 16 6 13 6 8 b: 10 22 2~ 
RESTRAINT SYSTEM(S) 28 6 3 6 7 10 4 5 3 3 
SHOTGUN MOUNT/HOLDER/RACK 15 3 1 2 1 1. 1 1 2 2 
TIRES 14 3 0 0 0 0 j ... 4 '+ 
AUXILIARY FRONT SEAT EQUIP 28 6 0 0 '+ .6 4 5 5 £. 
LACK CRASH BAR5/ROOF SUPPRT 12 3 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 
BUMPERS 6 2 I) 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
LACK OF BARRIER BTwN 5EATS 23 5 0 0 3 '+ 5 £. ~ 1+ 
BODY CONSTRUC/STRENGTH 33 7 3 6 4 6 1+ 5 11 12 
SUSPENSION SYS. 1FT & REAR) :59 9 () 0 5 7 5 6 9 10 
ENGINE PEKFORMANCE 20 '+ 3 (, 2 3' :3 4 4 1+ 
DOORS/DOOR LOCKS 19 4 0 0 2 3 4 .5 7 8 
INSUFFICIENT HEAORM/LEGR~ 9 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2 
SEATS IFRONT A~D HEAR) 11 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 l 3 
WINDSHIELD/WINDOWS 14 :5 1 2 1 1 1 1. 4 4 
TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ~ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 . 1 
DESIGN PROB. (lOENERAL) 8 2 3 & 1 1 2 2 2 2 
REAR VIEW MIRROR/CORNR POST 10 2 0 0 0 0 J. 1 6 7 
EXHAUST SYSTEM/VENTl~ATION 8 2 0 0 0 0 :3 4 2 2 
STEERING wHEEL/COLUMN 4 1 0 0 0 0 () 0 2 2 
SPOTLIGHT 5 1 1 2 2 3 0 0 0 0 
RADIO MOUNT/CONTROLS 4 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 ' 0 FENDER OVERHANG 1FT & REAR) 2 .. 0 1 2 0 0 0 .; 0 0 
LIGHT WEIGHT 7 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 
WIRING J '1 0 0 0 0 0 0 '1 1 
COMMENT. NOT FEATURE 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 () 0 
MISCELLANEOUS 52 12 5 11 1 1 9 11 14 16 
NO PROBLEMS/NONE ('I- 14 9 19 13 18 11 13 11 12 
NO A/JSwER a72 38 21 45 32 44 3b 44 31 34 

TOTAL 683 15? 60 12& B7 119 lOB 131 154 1&7 

'1 J. 

j 

• 

CITY FIFTY 
(50 l'R MORE LARGEST 
OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. ,. 
" NO. ". 

1& 19 6 13 
6 1 3 1 
3 4 7 15 
3 '+ 2 1+ 

11 13 3 7 
2 2 1 2 
1 1 2 4 
5 6 1+ 9 
6 7 1+ 9 
4 5 11 24 
3· 1+ 1+ 9 
4 5 2 4 
1 1 2 4 
1 1 5 11 
3 4 J 7 
2 2 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
1 1 2 4 
0 0 1 2 
2 2 0 0 
1 1 1 2 
2 2 1 2 
0 0 1 2 
2 2 2 4 
1 1 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

13 1& 8 17 
6 7 7 15 

29 35 12 26 

128 152 94 203 

• 

TOWNSHIP 

NO. " 
6 21 
2 7 
0 0 
2 7 
1 3 
3 lO 
:3 10 
2 7 
1 3 
5 11 
1 3 
0 0 
3 10 
0 0 
1 3 
1 :5 
0 0 
0 0 
2 7 
0 C 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 J 
1 :5 

·0 0 
2 7 
4 14 

11 J!l 

52 176 

• 

j 

I 
• j , 

f 
L 
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Table '19-2 
.l 

19. WHAT FEATURE OF YOUR PRESENT PATROLCA~S DO YOU CONSIDER O~NGEROUS 
TO THE OCCUPANTS. AND ~O« ARE THEY DANGEROUS? (NAME rHE PATROLCAR 
FEATURES AND DESCRIBE THE DANGER IN THE SPACES PROVIDEO 6ELOWI 

HOW DANGEROUS: 

RESPONSE DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STAT!;.- COUNTY CHY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (J.-9 110-49 (50 OR ~ORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. III NO. III NO. " NO. ~ NO. ,., NO. " NO. ", NO. " 
FAlLs/LESS PERF AT HIGH spa 4& 10 5 11 5 7 & 7 10 11 8 10 1 15 5 17 
POTEN. INJRY CAUSE(COLLISNI 40 9 & 13 3 '+ 0 0 8 9 11 13 9 2C1 3 10 
POTEN. CAUSE OF INJURY(GEN) -, 26 6 2 '+ . 1 1 5 6 5 6 5 & 5 11 :3 10 
DECRSE CONTRO~ OF vEHICLE 31 1 2. '+ 4 6 :> 6 4 '+ .' •• '+ 5 ,8 17 '+ 14 
STRESS/WEAR CAuSE FAILURE 20 '+ 0 0 1 1 3 4 & 7. 5 6 4 9 1 3 
INTERFERES-WITH DRIVER 9 2. 1 2. 0 0 0 0 3 .3 -, ,~ 2 2 If 1 3 
INTE~FERES WITH OFFICR DUTY 26 6 1 2. ,4 6 4 5 -4 '+ 7 a 4 9 ;: 7 
DECREASES VISIHILiTY 17 4 1 2. 1 1 J. 1 1 8 3 4 .3 7 1 .3 
PRISoNER TRANSP MORE HAZARD 27 6 0 0 6 8 8 10 ,6 7 '+ 5 2 '+ 1 3 
FAILURE (GENERAL) 45 10 '+ 9 2. 3 5 & 14 16 13 1& 4 q .3 10 
FAILURE DURING COLLISION 26 6 t 2 0 0- 5 & 7 8 1+. 5 6 13 3 10 
LACK OF PROTECTN (GENERAL) 19 .. 1 2 3 If 2 2 6 7 1+ 5 1 2 2 7 
NOT STRONG ENOUGH (GENERAL) 19 4 1 2 1 .1 5 6 5 6 2. 2 4 9 1 3 
NOT HEAVY ENOUGH <GENERAL) 6 1 0 0 0 0 .3 1+ 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 
INSUFFICIENT FOR PURPOSE 29 6 2 4 2 :3 2 2. 8 '3 5 6 6 13 'I 14 
DESIGN PROBLEM (GENERAL) 10 2 2 OJ 2 3 0 0 2 ·2 3 1+ 1 2 0 0 
NOT SECURED (GENERAL) '+ 1 0 0 0 0 C 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 1 3 
NOT ENOUGH ROOM (GENERAL) 11 2 0 0 2 3 1 1 1 1 3 4 3 7 1 3 
OTHER 28 6 1 2 5 7 1+ 5 9 10 7 8 1 2 1 3 
NO PROBLEMS/NONE 61 14 9 19 13 18 11 ).3 11 12 6 7 7 15 1+ 14 
NO ANSWER/UNSPECIFIED 183 41 21 45 32 44 38 4& 311 38 31 37 1& 35 I L~ 38 

TOTAL 683 151 ~!) 127 87 120 108 130 1511 172 128 154 94 205 52 175 
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Table 19-3 

19. WHAT FEATURE OF yOUR PRESENT PATROLCARS DO YOU CONSIDER DANGEROUS 
TO THE OCCUPANTS. AND HOW ARE THEY DANGEROUS? (NAME THE PATROLCAR 
FEATURES AND DESCRIBE THE DANGER IN THE SPACES PROVIDED BELOW) 

HOW IS IT DANGEROUS?-

DANGEROUS FEATURE A B C D E F G H I oJ K L M 

NO. " NO. !t NO. !II NO. " NO. " NO. ~ NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. ~ NO. " NO. ,; 

BRAKE SYSTEM 2' 0 0 0 2A 6 15 3 0 0 .3 1 5 1 5 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 
RESTRAINT SYSTEM(S) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 5 1 1 0 10 2 2 0 6 1 
SHOTGUN MOUNT/HOLDER/RACK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .3 1 2 0 0 0 .3 1 
TIRES 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 1 0 0 p 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 
AUXILIARY FRONT SEAT EGUIP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 .3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 9 2 
LACK CRASH BARS/ROOF SUPPRT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .3 1 5 1 
BUMPERS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 0 
LACK OF BARRIER BTWN SEATS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 14 3 2 . 0 0 0 1 0 5 1 
UODY CONSTRUC/STRENGTH 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 10 2 16 4 
SUSPENSION SYS. (FT Ii REAR) 0 0 0 0 B 2 4 . 1 0 0 17 4 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 1 
ENGINE PERFORMANCE 2 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 2 0 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .3 1 
DOORS/DOOR LOCKS 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 5 1 .3 1 4 1 
INSUFFICIENT HEADRM/LEGR~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 Ci 1 0 4 1 0 0 2 0 
SEATS (FRONT AND REAR) 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 !l 2 0 0 0 0 U .3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
WINDSHIELD/WINDOWS 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 
TRANSMISSION SYSTE~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 U 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DESIGN PROB. (GENERAL) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (} 1 0 0 U 0 0 0 () 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 
REAR VIEW MIRROR/CORNR POST 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 2 
EXHAUST SYSTEM/VENTILATION 1 . 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
STEERING WHEEL/COLUMN 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 n 0 0 0 () 0 0 0 0 1 0 o . 0 0 0 1 0 
SPOTLIGHT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
RADIO MOUNT/CONTROLS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FENDER OVERHANG (FT 8 REAR) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
LIGHT WEIGHT 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 1 O· 0 ·1 '0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
WIRING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
COMMENT. NOT FEATURE 0 n 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 \) 0 
MISCELLANEOUS 3 1 0 0 5 1 A 2 4 1 4 1 5 1 5 1 0 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 14 3 
NO PROBLEMS/NONE 0 0 61 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NO ANS\'¥ER 172 38 0 0 0 II 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.A. NO ANSWER/UNSPECIFIED 
B. NO PROBLEMS/NONE 
C. FAILS/LESS PERF AT HIGH SPD 
D. FAILURE (GENERAL) 
E. POTEN. INJRY CAUSE(COLLISN) 
F. DECRSE CONTROL OF VEHICLE 
G. INSUFFICIENT FOR PURPOSE 
H. OTHER 
I. PRISONER TRANSP MORE HAZARD 
J. POTEN. CAUSE OF INJURY(GEN) 
K. INTERFERES WITH OFFICR DUTY 
L. FAILURE DURING COLLISION 
M. ALL OTHERS 
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Table %0-1 

20. DO YOU THINK THAT SEPARATE SAFETY STANDARDS ARE NEEDED FOR PATRO~CARS? 
THAT IS. 00 YOU THINK THAT THE SA~ETY STA~DARDS FOR P~~ICE VEHIC~ES 
NEED TO BE DIFFERENT THAN THE SAFETY STANDARDS FOR CARS USED BY 
THE GENERA~ PUBLIC? 

RESPONSE 

YES 
NO 
NO ANSWER 

TOTA~ 

.. 

ALL 
DEPARTMENT 

TYPES 

NO. " 
349 78 

90 20 
10 2 

449 100 

STATE 

NO. " 
37 79 
10 21 

0 0 

47 100 

DEPARTMENT 

COUNTY CITY 
11-9 

OFFICERS) 

NO. " NO. " 
49 68 69 84 
19 26 10 12 

4 ,£I 3 4 

72 100 82 100 

I, 
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TY~E 

CITY CITY 
(10-49 ISO OR MORE 

OFFICERS) OFFICERS) 

NO. " NO. " 
73 81 63 76 
16 18 18 22 

1 1 2 2 

90 100 83 100 

": 

FIFTY 
LARGEST 
CITIES 

NO. lIi 

34 74 
12 26 

0 0 

46 100 

• 

TOWNSHIP 

NO. " 
24 83 

5 17 
0 0 

29 100 

.' 

r 
L. 
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Table 20-2. 

IF YES. WHY? 

RESPONSE DEP,~RTMENr TYPE 

ALL. STATE COUNTY ClTY ClTY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHlP 
OEPARTMENT <1-9 (10-149 (50 OR MOf(t;: LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. III NO. " NO. " NO. III NO. " NO. III NO. III 

MORE USE THAN CIVILIAN CAR 92 26 7 19 7 114 16 23 20 27 20 32 12 35 10 142 
DIFF. USE tHAN CIVIL. CAR 116 33 13 35 20 141 21 30 20 27 23 37 11 32 6 33 
PRISONER TRASPORT MENTION 14 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 ~ 3 0 0 0 0 1 14 
DIFF. USE; HIGH SPEED USE 1014 30 18 149 214 149 15 22 26 36 9 114 5 15 1 29 
VARIETY OF DRIVING SPEEDS 12 .'3 2 5 0 0 0 0 :5 14 3 5 2 6 2 A 
USED UNDER EXTREME DRIVING 

CONDITIONS(wEATHER/RDS) 141 12 14 11 14 8 6 12 11 15 8 13 1 3 5 21 
MANY DRIVERS FO~ SAME CAR 15 14 0 0 1 2 2 3 1 1 3 5 14 12 4 17 
MENTION OF SPECIFIC ASPECT 

OR SYSTEM OF CAR 614 18 114 
GREATER RISK/MORE EXPOSURE 

38 1t 22 11 16 6 8 9 14 11 32 2 6 

TO ACCIDENTS ,514 15 2 5 6 12 16 26 15 21 6 13 4 12 ! 14 
OTHER 11 :5 1 3 1 2 ~ 7 2 3 0 0 1 .'3 1 14 
NO ANSWER 28 8 0 0 2 14 7 '10 7 10 8 13 4 12 0 0 

TOTAL 541 153 61 165 16 1514 104 150 113 155 91 1146 55 162 141 110 

Table 20-'3 

IF NO. WH'{ NOT? 

RESPONSE O~P~RTMENT TYPE 

AL.L STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-149 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS>. OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " 
SFTY STANDAROS S~~ULQ APPLY 

EQU/ILL Y TO ALi.. CPRS 33 37 1 10 5 26 4 40 0 37 <) SCJ 5 42 3 60 
,NO NEED (GENERA~) 8 9 0 0 2 11 1 10 2 H! a 11 1 8 0 0 
NO HIGH SPEED DRIVIHG 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 17 0 0 0 (j 

GOOD DRIVNG ELIMINATES NEED 3 3 0 0 0 0 1 10 0 0 1 6 1 8 0 0 
GOOD MAINTENANCE ELIM. NEEO 2 2 0 0 1 5 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 !l 0 
WOULD COST TOO MUCH 1\ ,. 2 20 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 (1 1 8 0 0 
OTHER 6 1 l- 10 1 5 ;2 20 1 6 '1 6 0 0 0 0 
NO ANSwER 35 39 7 10 10 53 3 30 6 37 3 11 4 33 2' 140 

TOTAi(. 94 1014 11 110 19 100 11 110 17 1014 19 107 12 99 5 100 
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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 Ho. 2700-0155; Price 25 cents) 

NIL E C J - S T D - 0 1 0 2 . 0 0, 11 arc h 1 9 7 3 . H ear i n ,g P r? t e c tor s for Use 0 n 
Firing Ranges (Stock No. 2700-00182; Pr1ce 40 cents) 

NILECJ-STD-0103.00, October 1973. Portable Ballistic Shie1~s 
(in press) 

NILECJ-STD-0205.00, June 1973. Mobile Antennas (in press) 

NIL E C J _ S T D .. 0 3 0 1 • 0 0, t1 arc h 1 9 7 4 • ~1 a 9 net i c S ~I i t c h e s f 0 t' Bur 9 1 a r 
Alarm Systems (Stock No. 2700-00238; Pr1ce 65 cents) . 

NILECJ-STD-0302.00, June 1973. ,Mechanically Actuated Switches 
for Burglar Alarm Systems (In press) 

iHLECJ-STD-0303.00, ~larch 1974. ~lercury Switches for Burglar 
Alarm Systems (in press) 

NILECJ-STD-0601.00, January 1~74. ,Walk-Through Metal Detectors 
for Use in Weapons Detect10n (ln press) 

L\.Etn.. 0 r t s_ 
L ESP .. R r T .. 0001 • 00, r'l arc 11 1 97 3 • LEA A Pol ice E qui pm en t Sur v e y 0 f 

1972 Volume I: The need for Standards--Priorities for 
Police Equipment (in press) 

LtSP-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 
Performance Characteristics (Stock No. 2700-0156; Price 50 
cents) 
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LESP-RPT-0202.00, June 1973. Datteries used with Law 
Enforcement Communications Equipment: Chargers and 
Charging Techniques (Stock No. 2700-00216; Price 80 cents) 

LESP-RPT-0203.00, June 1973. Technical Terms and Definitions 
used with Law Enforcement Communications Equipment (Radio 
Antennas, Transmitters, and Receivers) (Stock No. 2700-
00214; Price $1.55) 

LESP-RPT-0204.00, March 1974. Voice Privacy Equipment for Law 
Enforcement Communications Systems (in press) 

LESP-RPT-0301.00, June 1973. Survey of Image Quality Criteria 
for Passive Night Vision Devices (in press) 

LESP-RPT-0302.00, May 1973. Test Procedures for Night Vision 
Devices (in press) 

LESP-RPT-0303.00, March 1974. Image Quality Criterion for 
Identification of Faces (in press) 

LESP-RPT-0304.00, January 1974. Simplified Procedures for 
Evaluating the Image Quality of Objective Lenses for Night 
Vision Devices (in press) 

LESP-RPT-0401 .00, March 1974. Terms and Definitions for Police 
Patrol Cars (in press) 

LESP-RPT-0501.00, May 1972. Emergency Vehi~le Warning 
Devices--Interim Revie\ll of the State-of-the-Art Relative to 
Performance Standards 

NBS Technical Note 752, June 1973. Directory of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice Associations and Research 
Centers 

Guidelines 

NILECJ-GUIDE-0301.00, April 1974. Selection and Application 
Guide to Fixed Surveillance Cameras (in press) 

Please order publications for which a price is indicated by 
title and stock number, and enclo~e remittance payable to the 
Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing Office, 
Hashington, D. C. 20402. 

Single copies may be obtained from the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, U. S. Department of Justice, Washington, D. C. 
20530. 
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