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FOREWORD 

The Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory (LESL) of the National Bureau of 
Standards (NBS) furnishes technical support to the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) program to strengthen law enforcement and 
criminal justice in the United States. LESL's function is to conduct research that will 
assist law enforcement and criminal justice agencies in the selection and procurement of 
quality equipment. 

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-th'e-art 
surveys and other reports. 

This document is a law enforcement equipment report developed by LESL under 
the sponsorship of NILECJ. Additional reports as well as other documents are being 
issued under the LESL program in the areas of protective equipment, communications 
equipment, security systems, weapons, emergency equipment, investigative aids, 
vehicles, and clothing.' 

Technical comments and suggestions concerning the subject matter of this report 
are invited from all interested parties. Comments should be addressed to the Law 
Enforcement Standards Lahoratory, National Bureau of Standards, Washington, D.C. 
20234. 

VI 

Jacob J. Diamond, Chief 
Law Enforcement Standards 

Laboratory 

-' --- ------ ~~------"--'-'-----'--'--~~~-~--------"--------------...... 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

I. SUMMARY OF BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 

A. Background 

o Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory (LESL) was established in 1971 under the 
sponsorship. of thf~ NILECJ Advanced Technology Division (ATD). 

o 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. '. 

o "User" information would aid NILECJ in setting priorities for LESL programs 
and would provide some detailed information in support of the research to develop 
standards and guidelines. 

o In addition, gathering information from the users would help to make police 
agencies aware of LESL and ATD. 

o A nationwide mail sample survey was selected as the best procedure to collect 
user infor.mation. 

o An Equipment Priorities Questionnaire (EPQ) and six Detailed Questionnaires 
(DQs) were developed and administered. A separate report was prepared for each of 
these seven questionnaires. 

B. Design of QUestionnaires 

d Questionnaires were developed in conjunction with NILECJ, LESL, and 
cooperating police departments. Questionnaires were pretested at various times with 
approximately 45 police· departments. 

o The EPQ was designed to provide information about priority needs for standards 
for various types of equipment. 

o In addition, the EPQ asked for data about numbers of full: and part-time officers, 
activities performed in the departm~ntj budget, size of jurisdiction, etc. 

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

o The DQs asked about kinds and. quantities (If equipment in use, proble~swith. 
existing equipment, suggestions for improving equipment, needs for s~andards related to 
the equipment, etc; Although entitled Detailed Questionnaires, th~se questionnaires 
were designed to give an overview of the use of specific items of equipment. 

C. Sample 

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

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

o The sample was stratified· by LEAA geographic region (10 regWns) and by 
department type (7 department types: state police; county police and sheriffs; city 
departments with 1-9 officers; city departments with 10-49 officers;. city departments 
with 5'0 or more officers, excluding the 50 largefllt cities; the 50 largest "U.S. cities by 
population; and township departtp.ents). 
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o Overall, approximately 10 perce~t of the 12,836 departments in the/population 
were'selected as respondents (see table 1.2-2); " '; 

o The Equipment Priorities Questionnaire wasse,nt to every sampk department 
(1,386). Each Detailed Questionnaire was sent to all states, to all of the 50 largest cities, 
and to a randomly selected subsample of the main sample (about 530 departments 
received each DQ). 

o Thus, states and the 50 largest cities were asked to fill in all 7 questionnaires. 
Each of the remaining 1,286 departments was asked to fill in the EPQ and 2 of the DQs. 

o The sample for the Handguns DQ consisted of 528 departments (see table 1.2-3). 

D. Questionnaire Administration 

o Stringent control of administration was required. 
o Introductory letters were sent to heads of departments asking cooperation. 
o On June 1, 1972, questionnaire packages were mailed. 
o In July 1972, follow-up by self-return post card was begun. 
o In August 1972, follow-up by telephone was begun. Departments which had not 

returned questionnaires were called. Also, calls were made to clear up ambiguities in 
the returned questionnaires. About 1,300 calls were made. About 70 percent of the 
sample departments were called at least once. 

o Each questionnaire was edited and coded by a specialized' team to ensure 
consistency; it was then keypunched and tabulated. 

o Completed questionnaires were 'accepted for tabulation through January 7, 1973. 

E. Rates of Return 

o Eighty-three percent of the 1,386 departments returned usable EPQs. 
o Eighty-four percent of the 528 departments returned usable Handguns DQs. 
o Between 81 and 85 percent of the other DQ subsample~: returned usable 

questionnaires. 
cl Highest rates of return (over 90%) were from states and the 50 largest cities. 
o Lowest rates of return (less than 75%) were from counties and townships. 

F. Characteristics of Departments Responding to the EPQ 

o The activities most commonly carried out by the respondclitsiVere: serving traffic 
anti criminal warrants (88%, traffic safety and traffic control (87%), and 
intradepartmental communications (87%). 

o All of the responding 50 largest cities said they provided inhouse trammg and 
criminai investigations. This compared to 68 percent and 86 percent, respectively, of all 
responding departments. 

~ Only 13 percent of all respondents had crime laboratories. Seventy-three percent 
of the 50 largest cities and 55 percent of the st,ates had crime laboratories. 

o About three-fifths of the departments in all department types were providing 
emergency aid and rescue, ranging from 60 percent of the cities with 50 or more officers 
to 67 percent of the counties. 

o Overall, the reported equipment budgets represented some~,hat over 10 percent 
of the tol:al budgets reported. 

o Among department types, there was a wide tange of total equipment 
expenditures, from a mean of about $10,000 for cities with 1-9 officers to a mean of 
almost $2.7 million for the 50 largest cities. 

o One of the 50 largest cities reported an equipment budget of $40 million. 
o Overall, the 50 largest cities reported a mean of 2,491 full-time swotn officers. 

However, one of the 50 largest cities had 27 percent of all the full-time officers reported 
by that department type and another had about 12 percent. 

VIII 
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G. Presentation of Data 

Q Data in this repo.rt are pr~sented in two. fo.rms: text tables and full tables (app. B). 
Text tahlcs do. no.t always present a co.mplete breakdo.wn o.f the data. 

o All tables (text and full) present the data in unweighted form (Le., numbers and 
percentages of the responding departments fro.m the sample fo.r this questio.nnaire, no.t 
figures that have been weighted to. expand the data to. the to.tal populatio.n o.f po.lice 
departments in the U.S.). 

o The sample selected for this questio.nnaire was not proportio.nal to the to.tal 
, po.pulatio.n o.f police departments. If decisio.ns are to be made which require estimates o.f 
\Po.Pulatio.n figures, the appro.priate extrapo.lation must be perfo.rmed. (See app. B.) 

q. SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

/i." 0(1\ Duty Use of Handguns 

<l Ninety-f~ur percent of the resPo.nding departments repo.rted at least one offker 
using a .38 caliber handgun o.n duty. " 

o Eighty-percent o.f the.:officers in those departments were "lsing .38s. 
a States (59%), townships (56%) and counties (55%) repo.ft~d ,the lowest percentages 

of officers using .38s o.n cl,uty, while the 50 largest cities (88%)\ and cities 50+ (81%) 
reported the highest percen!tages. . 

o Responding states (36%), townships (3.6%), and counties (40%) had the highest 
percentages of o.fficers using .357 Magnum handguns on duty, while the 50 largest cities 
(9%) and cities 50+ (16%) had the lo.west percentages. 

o The .45 caliber and the 9mm were each being used by o.nly 1 percent of the 
o.fficers in the r~sponding departments. 

o The 445 resPo.nding departments repo.rted 179,891 o.fficers carrying handguns. 
o Estimates o.f the .total Po.Pulation of o.n duty handguns in the U.S. sho.wed 70 

percent of all officers using .38s and 25 percent using .357s. 

B. Most Used and Second Most Used On Duty Handguns 

o Departments were asked a series of questio.ns abo.ut the handgun they had mo.re 
of in their department than any o.ther (most used handgun), and the same'questions 
,about the handgun caliber they had next most of in their department (second mo.st used 
handgun). 

o Fo.rty-two. percent o.f the responding departments repo.rted using o.nly one caliber 
o.f handgun. 

o The answers abo.ut mo.st used handguns represented abo.ut 91 percent o.f all the 
handguns.l·epo.rted. 

o Ninety-nine percent of the handguns that were mo.st used o.r seco.nd mo.st used 
were either .38s o.r .3575 (82% and 17% respectively). 

<> When the .38 caliber was listed as mo.st used handgun, the .357 was the most 
likely caliber to. be listed as second mo.st used handgun, ,and vice versa. 

o Only 8 o.f the 445 respo.nding departments said that so.me caliber o.ther than .38 Qr 
.357 was used by more o.f their o.fficers on duty than any o.ther.' 

o Almo.st all (99%) o.f the repo.rted on duty handguns were revo.~vers. 
o Ninety-seven percent of the responding departments were 'using only handguns 

pro.duced by o.ne o.r bo.th ·of two. manufacturers. , 
o.Of all reported mo.st used and seco.nd most used handguns, 80 percent had 

barrels 3-5 inches lo.ng. 
o States reported a higher percentage o.f handguns with barrels longer than 5 inches 

(29%) than did any o.ther department type. 

229-988 0 - ?7 -.,2 
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C. Ammuriition Used with Most Used and Second Most Used Handguns 

o About half of the responding departinents were using lead bullets in their most 
used handguns, 24 percent used hollowpoint and 15 perl:!ent used jacketed.! 

o About two.thirds of the departments were using only one bullet type for their most 
USed handguns, and about half of these were using lead bullets exelui.ively. Thirteen 
percent were using hollow point exclusively. . 

o Seventy-three percent of the responding departments were using ammunition with 
bullet weight.s of 151-160 grains, and few departments were Ilsing arnmunition with 
bullet weights higher than this. 

o Fifty-nine percent of the responding departments were using orily one brand of 
ammunition with their most used ha!,dguns. '. 

o Almost 3/4 of the departments that were using only one brai,ld of ammunition 
Here using ammunition made by one of two manufacturers (50% and 22%, respectively). 

D. Off Duty Use of Handguns 

o Only 78 percent of the responding departments answered the question concerning 
off duty use of hiindguhs. This is. not a good measure of the proportion of departments 
that use handguns off duty. 

o Fifty-one percent nf ~tate departments did not answer the question on off duty use 
of handguns. Seventy-five percent or more of all other department types did give data 
about off duty handgun use. 

o Of the 110,534 officers repo,rted to be carrying off duty handguns, 86 percent 
were carrying .38s, 6 percent were carrying .357s, and 4 percent were carrying 9mm. 
This compares to 80 percent, 17 percent, and 1 percent respectively, of the 179.891 
officers reported carrying on duty handguns. 

o Of the 345 departments that reported off duty handgun use, 96 percent reported 
at least one officer using a .38 off duty; 29 percent reported .357 use; 30 percent 
reported 9mm use; 21 percent reported .45 use; 22 percent reported .32 use; and 2B 
percent reported .25 Automatic use. (Only two calibers of handguns were represented i1.1 
more than 20% of the departments for on duty use.) , 

E. Problems With Handguns 

o More than half of the responding departments had either had no problems with 
their handguns in the last 5 years (37%) or left this question blank (18%). 

o Seventy-two percent of states and 72 percent of the 50 largest cities cited at least 
one handgun problem compared to 46 percent of all responding departments. 

o The two most frequently mentioned problems were those associated with the 
cylinder and those associated with the hammer or firing pin. 

F. Problems with Handgun Ammunition 

o Only about one-fourth of the responding departments described a problem with 
handgun ammunition. 

o A much higher percent~ge of the 50 largest cities (61%) listed a problem than any 
other department type. 

o None. of the 27 township departments and only 7 departments in cities with 1-9 
officers listed an ammunition problem. 

o Problems cited by one-fourth or more of the departments citing difficulties were: 
. power/penetration too low (30%), knockdown power insufficient (27%), and primer 
(25%). 

x 



/lEAA POLICE EQUIPMENT SURVEY OF 1972 

V,olume V: Handguns and Handgun Ammunition 

S. Be.t-gsman, E. BunteY:l, and Po Klaus 

Institute for Applied Tec;hnology, National Bureau of Standards, Washington, D. C. 20234 

The report o~tlines the methodology of and sUIl1.marizes a portion of the data from the LEAA 
Police Equipment Survey of ·1972. One of a serills of 7' reports resulting from this nationwide 
mail survey of a stratified random sample of police departments, the present report summarizes 
the answers of 445 pnlice departments concerning their officers' use of handguns and handgun 
ammunitio.n: On.duty and. off·duty uSe, types al)d: 'calibers in lise, and problems encountered. 
The data are presented by all responding depart~ents and by seven department types. 

" 

Key words: Ammunition; handguns; police; POliiCe equipment; standards. 

1. 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 duti'(js. 
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 performance of 
equipment items. Recognizing this problem, the Law, Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) of the Department of Justice began a concentrated program in 
1971, toward the improvement oflaw enforcement equipment. ;. 

As the first step in its program,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 develop performance 
standards, which 'can be promulgated by LEAA as voluntary aids for the selection of 
equipment by law enforcement agencies. Additionally, LESL is developing standard test 
methods and procedures, so that the relative performance of simil~\r items I!J.aybe 
evaluated by departments themselves. " ... ' /" 

In order to prqvide equipment user information for the prdgrarr;;· .. ~r:::!;JNational 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice '(I~ILECJ) of LEAA in'~~j71 asked the 
Behavioral Sciences Group of the Technical Analysis Ditision at NBS to gather 
information· from theusets of law enforcemen.t equipment about their specialized 
equipment needs and prpblems. Although face-ta-face interviews with a large sample of 
representatives from lam enforcement agencies]; would have been desirable, time ~nd 
manpower constraints led to the developJl1ent 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 Bebout 
certain broad equipment categories in sllPport of the research to develop standards and 
guidelines in these areas. 

This report fulfills part of th~ second general objective. The associated survey 
questionnaire (see app. A) will be refer.ed to as the Handltuns and Handgun 
Ammunition Detail~d Questionnaire (DQ)~ The remainder of thesecortd. object:ive is 
accomplished in the reports of the other five DQs: Alarms, Security and ,Surveillance 
Systems; Communications Equipment and Supplies; Sirens and Emergency' '~Warning 

]) 
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Lights; Body Armor and Confiscated Weapons; and Patrol 0 Cars. The first objectjve 
(abQve) is accomplished in the report on the Equipm~nt Prioriti'es Questionnaire (EPQ). I 

" . ~' , 

1.2.·S~mple Design 
1."'. 

Although the objective of ATD is to serve all types of law enforcement agencie~, 
this particular study was purposefully limited to police departments as th\;~, largcJ:lt single 
group of law enforcement agenci~s with identifiable equipment needs.NQ attempt was 
mad.e to survey correctional institutions, courts, forensic laboratories, or special police 
agencies such as park police, harbor patrols, or university .. poiice. The -computerized 
directory of approximately 14,000 police agencies, compiled and maintained by LEAA's 
Statistics Division, provid~d the population from which the sample was dra.wn. Care was 
taken to exclude the dOl1ble listings thatc~'disted for some agencies. (Details of the 
selection process are given in app. B of tJ,{e Equipment Priorities Questionnaire.) 

The final list of 12,842 departm~f1ts" -Was cross-stratified by LEAA geographic 
region and department type by the Iri~!tual agreement of NBS and NILECJ. The 
assignment of states to regions and the styen department types chosen for study are . 
shown in table 1.2-1. "\ _ 

The breakdown of the population of polic~ 'departments by cross-strata is exhibited 
in table 1.2-2. As can be seen from the table, the~e were notowI1ships in regions 4, 6, 7, 
8, 9, and 10. Almost 63 percentof the departm(:!nts were city police, 43 percent having 
1-9 full-time officers. County departments comr.Jrised about 24 percent of the population, 
By region, the smallest (region 10) contained [fnly 3.4 percent of the police departments, 
while region -5, the largest,had 2.25 p~rcent. The variation in the number of 
departments in a cell (region/department t~~e combination) was even greater than that 
across the strata, i.e., the number of departrbents in each celrrll,nged from 0 to 1470. 

The considerations discussed in the,.pr~viqus paragraph Jed to the sampling plan 
discussed briefly below. All of the sdte d~~a,rtments and the fifth largest city 
departments were included in the sample ahd .~ere ';:'s,ked to complete, all 6 DQs, i.e., 
they were sent the entire package,;c.of 7 questio.Ti!!flire1. For the remaining cells the 
variation in cell size presented a problem: If the sante fraction of the entire population 
was to he selected from the members of each cell, a cOI'~stant sampling fraction small 
enough Itb make the' t~tal sample manageable would yield too, few sample units. in small 
pells. To sole.:,) this problem, a fixed sample of 30 police departments/cell was chosen, 
'wherever p~hjible, resulting in a different sampling fraction for each cell. A fixed 
sample ~ize cir30 departments/cell was chosen to facilitate the, equitable distribution of 
the 6 DQs. This, plan resulted in sending the Handguns DQ to 528 departments. 

The departments were selected randomly· within each cell, from tEe total cell 
population, each department (other than the states,. and 5Q.largest cities) receiving 2 
DQs. Thus, in cells haYing 30 sample units, the' Handguns DQ was mailed to 10 
departments; cells having fewer sample units were allocated proportionally fewer 
Handguns DQs. Table 1.2-3 presents the total sample for the Handguns DQ by region 
and depart me, nt type;, " 

Once Jll{e sample was selectecl"each sa.mple unit was assigned a unique seven-digit (,/ 
iden~ification number; coding region, type, and questionnaire assignment. ' 

I ".; .. 
\. LF.AA P.~Ii('~ Equirmr.:nt Sur'ir..Y h( 14)72, 'Vol .. I: The Need riJ~~tandnr{h'-PnoritieM (or Police Equippient. 
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TABLE 1.2-1. Stratification categories 

Department types 

State police 
County police and sheriffs 
City with 1-9 officers 
City with 10-49 officers 
City with 50 or more officers I 
The 50 largest U_S. cities2 

Township departments 

,I Does nol include the 50 largeM citie~. 
2 " , 

By population, U.S. 1970 CeOI'llI'. 

LEAA geographic regions 

1 = Conn., Maine, Mass., N.H., R.I., Vt. 
2= N.J., N.Y. 
3 = Del." Md., Pa., Va., W. Va .. , D.C. 
4 = Ala., Fla., Ga., Ky., Miss., N.C., S.C., Tenn. 
5 = Ill., Ind., Mich., Ohio, Wis., Minn. 
6 = Ark., La., N. Mex., Okla., Tex. 
7 = Iowa, Kans., Mo., Nebr. 
8 = Colo." Mont., N. Oak., S. Oak., Utah, Wyo. 
9 = Ariz., Calif., Nev., Hawaii 

10 = Alaska, Idaho, Oreg., Wash. , 

T Alll.E 1.2-2. Number oJ police d'epartmelZts by region and type 

LEAA region 

Department type 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

State 6 2 5 8 6 5 4 6 4 
€ounty 66 84 257 764 536 506 413 288 103 
City (1-9 officers) 27 348 713 979 1,470 703 611 283 135 
City (10-49 omeers) 40 237 166 344 508 230 142 71 168 
City (50+ officers) 60 64 36 83 119 46 23 19 87 
50 largest cities 1 4 5 8 10 8 3 1 8 
Township 629 349 362 234 

Total 829 1,088 1,544 2,186 2,883 1,498 1,196 668 505 

10 Total 

4 50 1 

120 3,137 
217 5,486 
79 1,985 
17 554 
2 50 

1,574 

439 12,836 

I QuestionnaireK were ac~unUy sent to 56 state police departments l'iince there were 6 state departments which H!\ted 2 police agendes without 

reference 10 a f.ol'J'1mon central agency. However, only (me !let of qucfitloTmllires WIlS accepted {;:Qm each of ,he~e 1\\X ~tate:5 Ii!\- described in vol. I, 
app. B. p. B.2_ 

T,\Ill.F. 1.2-3. Number oJ !1eparlmelZtS selected to receive the De/ailed 
QUestionllaire: HalJdgulls by region and departmem type 

LEAA geographic region 

\' 

8 10 Total Department 'iype 2 3 4 5 6 I,. 9 
; 7 ... ",;:"'~~~'" 

State I 6 2 5 8 6:: 5 4 6 4 4 50 
County 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 100 
City (1-9 officers) 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 99 
City (10~49 officers) 10 10 10 10 11) 10 10 10 10 10 100 
City (50+ officers) 10 10 10 10 10 10 8 6 10 5 89 
50 largest cities 1 4 5 8 10 8 3 1 8 2 50 
Townships2 10 10 10 10.', 40 

Total .56 56 60 56 66 53 45 43 52 41:: 528 

~~;;:;'/ - , 

. ) Q'uelitiunnairc" were ,actually fie"l to 56 filnte polir.e deparlmenllol ~in;e. there w«;re 6 fi!.ate i{epartmenl~. whieh Jisted 2 poHc;r......:ngendeli. without 
referp,nce '0 a ~om':l.10n central age.nr:y. Howevr.rt only one !iet of quelHionnaire~ w'ali ar.cepte~ from elich ohhese "h: fital~l1,; ''---

2Th~nt'hip flepartment:i f:xist ortf), in regiooli 1,2. a, and. 5. 
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1.3. Questionnaire Administration 

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

(1) Each department in the sample was mailed a letter, signed by the director of 
NILECJ, addressed to the head of the department. This letter introduced the survey 
and requested cooperation. 

(2) About 1 week later, the questionn-aire pa(ik"ciges--'w-ere -niaIreqO(-'~---'- ---- --- -------.~.---- -- -
(3) Departments not returning the questionnaire within a month were identified by 

the computer and were sent a self-return post card requesting information as to the 
status of the questionnaires. Departments not receiving the questionnaire package were 
sent another; those not returning the post card were placed .on a list for telephone 
follow-up. 

(4) About a month and a half later, departments with which no contact had been 
made were called by telephone. 

(5) Returned questionnaires were revie~ed for completeness and either coded for 
keypunohing or filed for telephone callback to supply missing data or to resolve 
ambiguities. 

Considerable effort was expended to ensurea high rate of response, and this effort 
was rewarded with an 84 percent response lor the Handgun;~ DQ, and between 80 and 
85 percent for each of the other questionnai~. In the course of the survey more than 
70 percent of the sample departments were coiltacted at least once by telephone. More 
than 1,300 phone calls were made by the survey team. 

The distribution of respondents (departments which returned usable Handguns 
DQs) is exhibited in table 1.3-1. The highest percentages of response were from the 
states and larger cities (89-94%), while counties and townships had the poorest response 
rates (under 75%). 

TABLE 1.3·1. Number of departments returning acceptable 
Detailed Questionnaires: Handguns and handgun ammunition 

LEAA geographic region 

Percent 
total 

Department type 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total sample 

State l 6 2 5 8 6 5 3 6 3 3 47 94 
County 5 7 6 8 8 5 8 9 10 7 73 73 
City (1-9 officers) 7 10 7 9 9 7 9 8 9 9 84 85 
City (10·49 officers) 9 8 7 9 10 8 9 10 10 9 89 89 
City (50+ officers) 9 8 10 9 8 10 7 5 8 5 79 89 
50 largest cities 1 3 4 7 8 8 3 1 8 2 45 90 
Townships2 7 9 7 4 27 68 

Total 44 47 46 50 53 43 39 39 48 35 444 84 

Perceilt total sample 79 84 77 89, 80 ai 87 91 92 85 84 

t Queslionnaire~' ,:,c:~ ;~~tl.J.all)' sent to 56 state poHce departmcnhi -;i~ce there- were 6 s~ate departments. which l1stcd 2 police agencies. whhou~ 
~e£ere"ce to a common central agency .. HO'wever1 OIl1y i~ne Ret of -qu~'5'lionnalres was accepted Crom each oC theBe six Blales. 

Townflh_,p departments c'xist only in regions 1,2.3. nnd,5. .;' 
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1.4. Development and Design of the Handguns DQ 

The survey plan and questionnaire design (of all seven questionnaires) evolved 
over a 12-month period. During this time, the survey team consulted at length with 
NILECJ equipment experts, LESL program managers, and equipment manufaCturers. 
In addition, the officers and administrators of about 45 police departments served as 
consultants and/or as respondents for pretests of various versions of the questionnaires. 

The Handguns DQ, in its final form, is reproduced in appendix A. This DQ aSKed 
respondents to identify the kinds of handguns being used by officers in the department 
both on duty and off duty; to fully describe the handgun used by more of their officers 
than any other and the handgun used by the next greatest number of officers; to provide 
data on the types of ammunition being used and"io discuss problems with handguns and 
ammunition. The questionnaire was limited to general topics because: (1) It was not 
possible, considering the scope of the present survey, to explore in a detailed manner 
specific information about all types of weapons being used in the department; 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, equipmeQt, 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 
checklist of 30 typical police activities by the respondents to the EPQ. (The EPQ 
respondents include, but are not limited to, the respondents to the Handguns DQ. See 
sec. 1.2.) The activities most frequently checked by all departments were: (1) serve 
traffic and criminal warrants (88%), (2) traffic safety and traffic control (87%), and (3) 
communications for own department (87%). The activity with the most consistent level 
across all department types was that of emergency aid and rescue, ranging from 60 
percent{cities with 50+ officers) to 67 percent (counties). " !/~ 

Higher percentages of state and 50 largest city 'departments than of other 
departments were handling certain of the 30 activities. For example, all of the 50 largest 
city departments responding, and 98 percent of the responding state departments said 
that their departments provided police training for their own department. These 
compare to' 68 percent for all responding departments. All of the responding 50 largest 
cities said that they handled criminal investigation in their own departments. This 
compares to 86 percent of all responding departments. Although only 13 percent of the 
departments ove:rall had crime laboratorie.s, 73 percent of the 50 largest cities and 55 
percent of the states reported having 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 depart­
ments had custody/detention up to 1 year, as compared with 22 percent of all 
responding departments. 

Tabh~s 1.5-2 and 1.5-3 present summaries of descriptive data by department type 
and LEAA region, respectively. As can be seen from the column for "annual eqliipment l~ 
budget" (table 1.5-2), there was a wide range of expenditures among different 
department types, from a mean of about, $10,000 for responding cities (1~9) to almost 
$2.7 million fot the 50 largest cities. Ove;all, equipment hudgetsrepresented somewhat 
over 10 percent of the annual total budgets. 

The mean number of part-time officers was based on those respondents having 
part-time officers in their departments. Of the 45 responding from the 50 largest cities, 
only 6 had part-time officers, including I city which had nearly 6,000. Thus, the mean 
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TABLE 1.5-1. Activities handled by at least one -third of the departments by department 
type, and percelll of total departments having each activity 

City City City 50 Town-
Description of activity State County (1-9) (10-49) (50+) largest ship Total 

(in%) 

Serve traffic and criminal warrants 70 89 84 89 94 87 93 88 
Traffic safety and traffic control 92 56 94 96 96 98 94 87 
Communications for own department 94 86 76 95 94 96 70 87 
Criminal investigation 66 86 71 95 97 100 79 86 
Police training for own department 98 55 48 77 87 100 42 68 
Custody/detention-less than 1 day 79 51 73 72 80 43 65 
Br.eath-akohol test 89 46 47 72 83 91 49 64 
Emergency aid and rescue 62 67 62 63 60 67 62 63 
Public building protection 40 63 60 58 44 68 54 
Service function 48 55 60 60 42 48 
Animal control (dogcatche>:) 58 63 42 37 44 
Highway patrol 96 38 48 36 88 43 
Maint;)nance of police buildings 51 36 34 41 48 47 40 
Custody/detention-l week or less 73 36 46 49 38 
Communications for other agency 66 56 40 36 
Serve civil process 88 32 
Police training for other agency 77 42 84 24 
Custody/detention-up to 1 year 78 22 
Underwater recovery 34 42 42 19 
Bomb disposal 45 82 17 
Polygraph 62 36 90 17 
Vehicle inspection 55 17 
Crime laboratory 55 73 13 
Narcotics laboratory analysis 43 62 11 
Harbor patrol 7 
Lab analysis for blood alcohol 34 53 7 
Other 6 
Coroner 5 
Test for driver's license 34 3 
Custody/detention-more than 1 year 3 

TAB I.E 1.5-2. Descriptive data by department type (means) 

Number of Number of Annual Annual 
Department type Area Population full-time part-time Annual total equipment personnel 

(mi 2
) officers officers budget budget bu~get 

50 largest 187 851,342 2,491 1,115 $43,268,865 $2,669,920 $34,712,818 
State 62,580 3,936,410 889 18 16,377,358 2,304,339 12,020,572 
County 1,518 130,254 60 25 1,089,919 58,539 859,984 
City (50+) 31 83,334 132 26 1,733,340 173,099 1,407,177 
City (10-49) 12 15,849 22 9 257,927 24,362 206,187 
Township 28 13,228 14 8 175,654 20,854 141,675 
City (1-9) 9 5,038 8 5 82,381 9,764 60,061 
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T ARI,E 1.5·3. De$criptive dntn. by LEAA region (means) 

Number of Number of Annual Annual 
LEAA region Area Population fuJl·time part. time Annual total equipment personnel 

(mi.2) officers officers budget budget budget 

750 158,]12 96 18 $1,360,155 $135,130 $ 979,911 
2 648 240,78l 365 97 7,148,315 148,172 5,265,546 
3 1,096 245,733 216 7 3,412,567 435,153 2,879,293 
4 3,691 340,996 151 11 2,318,382 248,600 1,767,292 
5 2,652 448,174 288 8 4,916,607 431,478 3,879,374 
6 5,738 271,386 160 17 2,193,823 160,363 1,709,910 
7 2,379 112,094 84 9 1,220,385 121,001 983,696 
8 6,346 83,023 54 9 728,549 77,081 568,463 
9 4,218 372,094 281 46 5,743,553 728,801 4,528,692 

10 3,580 104,877 69 9 1,253,894 82,198 1,011,604 

value of 1, US for this department type is somewhat mh,leading. It should be noted that 
the category part-time officers included officers described as auxiliary, special agent, 
traffic supervisor, posse, and cadet. All of these classifications were counted in the part· 
time category since it has different meanings for different departments. 

Variations in these descriptive averages by LEAA region (table l.S·3) were 
considerably smaller than variations by department type. Regions 1 and 8 had smaller 
budgets than the others, primarily because each contained only 1 of the 50 largest cities. 

2. QUESTION BY QUESTION DISCUSSION 

2.1. Advice to the Reader 

In reading section 2, certain points should be kept in mind: 
(1) This report is not an evaluation of any of the equipment described or discussed 

within it. It is a presentation of information and opinions of a stratified random sample 
of police departments given in response to a specific set of questions. It does not, in any 
way, reflect objective testing of any equipment by the National Bureau of Standards. 

(2) 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. 
(3) 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 bold face 
type. However, the reader is cautioned to become familiar with the questionnaire sent to 
sample departments (see app. A) and to evaluate the data in terms of the exact 
questions asked, 

(4) The text tables that appear in section 2 are almost never the complete tables 
that were tabulated for that question. Data categories for text tables may have been 
collapsed frOln the full table, or certain categories of interest may have been singled out 
for fuller discussion. Appendix B contains the complete tables from which the text 
tables were extracted. Text tables have been numbered after the question number (e.g., 
the text tables for Question 6A would be numbered 6A-l, 6A-2, etc.). The tables in 
appendix B are also numbered after the question number, in the same manner. In some 
cases, tables that appear in appendix B will not have been discussed at all in the text. 

(S) Data in the text of this report are usually presented by nearest whole percent 
of the group und~r consideration. In appendix B, the data are usually presented by 
number of respondents and percent. Because of statistical limitations imposed by the 
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sample sizes used in this study, the reader is cautioned to be wary of assigning 
importance to percentage differences of less than 5 percent when percentages are based 
on the total number of respondents, and to percentage differences of less than 10 
percent when percentages are based on one of the subsample groups (e.g., a particular 
department type or region). No statistical tests of significance are reported. 

(6) 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 specific 
"other" response do not reflect the numbers of respondents who would have marked 
that choice if it had been one 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 questio~naire, coding categories were developed after approximately 
one-fourth of the questionnaires had been returned. 

(7) The following convention has been adopted in the report to designate the four 
city department types: 

City with 1-9 officers=city (1-9) 
City with 10-49 officers=city (10-49) 
City with 50 or more officers=city (50+)2 
The 50 largest cities=50 largest~ 

In table headings this same convention has been used. 
(8) Questions which asked departments to identify manufacturers of their 

equipment were asked in this manner only to make the question clearer; not to evaluate 
a manufacturer's product. 

(9) In an attempt to make this report more readable, the main topics of the 
questionnaire have been reordered in the report; the discussion of the findings does not 
follow the order of the questions,. To find the discussion of a particular question 
quickly, consult the Contents or the List of Tables. 

(10) When the subsample groups are discussed (e.g., "counties said ..• -, or "cities 
(1-9) said ... ") the reference is to the responding departments from one of the sample 
strata. It is particularly important to note that when thc 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 weigh~ed to allow direct extrapolation to the total 
population. (See app. B, p. B-1.) 

2.2. Discussion 

2.2.1. Characteristics of Respondents 

a. Rank/Title of Respondent 

All of the questionnaires in the LEAA Police Equipment Survey were mailed to 
the chief Qr highest official of the department with a request that the questionnaires be 
directed to the person or persons within the department who were felt to be best 
qualified to answer the questions. 

The handguns questionnaire was usually filled in by the chief/unit head in 
townships and smaller city departments, and by an armorer or ballistician in the states 

2~:xrluliing Ih~ fiO largeHt u.s. cities. 

ally pnpulatiun, 1970 \l.~. CenKu •• 
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- and 50 lai:gest cities. In cities (50+), the primary respondents were not concentrated into 
any single ,category. (See table L) 

Que1ltionnaires from counties were most often filled in by the sheriff (49%) or 
depaty l!!~'eriff (16%). 

,:jj 

b. Number of Years of Law Enforcement Experience of Respondent 

In general, the questionnaire was filled in by experienced officers. Although about 
two-thirds of the respondents had more than 10 years of law enforcement experience, 
there were variations among department types: More than 85 percent of respondents in 
the 50 largest cities and states had more than 10 years of experience, while half or less 
of the respondents in townships, Cities (1.9), and counties had this much experience. 
(See table iL) 

T ABI.E i. Rank of primary respondent for handguns questionnaire, 
by depariment type 

Department type 
(in %) 

City City City 50 
Rank/title (1-9) (10-49) (50+) largest State Township 

Chief 74 45 13 4 0 67 
Gun specialist 1 6 22 54 34 0 
Lieutenant 4 13 15 13 11 0 
Sergeant 7 11 9 9 13 15 

NOT£: Excluding (!ountics. 

TARtE ii. Number of years .of law enforcement experience 
of re,\'pondellts (0 the handguns DQ, by department type 

Number of years of experience 

More than More than More than More than 
Department type 5 years 10 years 20 years 25 years 

State 97 86 39 26 
City (50+) 93 74 39 19 
50 largest 92 88 40 20 
City (10-49) 90 71 24 11 

Township 86 53 23 19 
City (1.9) 83 52 15 9 
County 73 43 13 5 
All departments 88 66 26 14 

9 

. 



2.2.2. On Duty Use of Handguns 

1. How many of the officers in your department use, on duty, 
handguns of each of the following calibers?' (Either as their 
primary or their" back-up" weapon.) 

Number of Officers Calibers 
.32 Automatic 
.38 Special 
9mmLuger 
.357 Magnum 
.45 Automatic 
Other (specify) 

Both the percentages of departments in each department type"reporting use of 
each caliber of handgun on duty, and the percentages of all officers in each department 
type using each caliber of handgun on duty were determined. Comparisons of these 
measures showed some striking contrasts. For example, while 95 percent of the 
responding county departments said that some of their officers were using .38 Special 
handguns, only 55 percent of all responding county officers were using .38s. Similarly, 
while 15 percent of the 50 largest cities reported using .45 caliber handguns, only 2 
percent of the officers in that department type were reported to be using .45s. (See table 
1-1.) 

Almost all responding departments (94%) had some officers using the .38 Special 
handgun on duty, .and 80 percent of the officers in the responding departments were 
using .38s on duty. Although slightly more than half of the responding departments 
(56%) reported having some officers using the .357 Magnum, this gun was used by only 
17 percent of their officers. 

State police, townships, and counties reported relatively fewer officers using the 
.38 Special handgun (55-50% of officers) and relatively more officers using the .357 (36-
40% of officers) than did city department types. 

The .45 and the 9mm were each being used by only 1 percent of officers in the 
responding departments, and by no more than 4 percent of the officers in any 
department type. 

In answer to Question 1, the 445 responding departments reported a total of 
179,891 officers carrying handguns on duty. Four-fifths of those officers were carrying 
.38 Special handguns, 17 percent were carrying .357s, 1 percent were carrying .45s, 1 
percent were carrying 9mm handguns, and less than 1 percent were carrying handguns 
of any other caliber. (See table 1-2.) 

It is probable that the relative proportions of .38s and .357s reported in Question 1 
(80% and 17%, respectively) were partially attributable to the sample design: All states 
and all of the 50 largest cities were included in the sample, but only portions of the 
other 5 department types were sampled. 

Using these reported numbers, divided by the numbers of respondents, 
department type averages, per caliber, were computed. These averages were multiplied 
by the number of departments in each department type in the population4 to produce the 
estimates of the total number of handguns of each caliber in use shown in table 1-3. 

According to the estimates in table 1-3, .38 caliber handguns represented about 70 
percent of the total on duty handguns while .3575 represented about 25 percent of the 
total. This moderate shift in the relative proportIons of .38s and .357s was mainly a 
result of the extrapolation of data from county departments. County departments 
reported 55 percent of their officers carrying .38s ahd 40 percent carrying .357s, and 
counties make up almost one-fourth of the U.S. police .dep.artment population. 

IS""ln!.l .. 1.2.2. 
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TABLE \-J. Percentages! of departments izaving at least one officer using a handgun of 
the specified caliber; and percentages of all officers in a particular department type 

using handguns of these c{llibers on duty 

Caliber 

.38 Special .357 Magnum .45 9mm 
Department type Officers Depts. Officers Depts. Officers Depts. Officers D~pts. 

50 largest 88 100 9 41 2 15 
City (50+) 81 97 16 52 1 14 
City (1·9) 70 93 23 51 2 8 
City (10·49) 68 94 26 57 2 12 
State 59 87 36 66 " 6 
Township 56 85 36 74 1 7 
County 55 95 40 59 1 11 
AU Departments 80 94 17 56 1 10 

Ipercentage!\ add to more than 100 rC!c:ent. 
-Less than 1 percent. 

TAR!.E 1·2. Numbers of officers in responding departments 
carrying .38, .357, .. 45, 9mm, and other calibers of handguns 

on duty, by department type 

Caliber 

Department type .38 .357 .45 9mm Other 

50 largest 106,540 11,111 2,365 250 513 
State 25,451 IS,288 84 1,785 183 
City (50+) 8,4.09 1,620 1~& 171 112 
County 1,639 1,194 30 82 15 
City (10·49) 1,293 498 42 40 23 
City (1·9) 534 176 26 17 9 
TQwnship 149 97 2 11 7 
All departments 144,015 29,984 2,674 2,356 £62 
Percent of total 80 17 1 1 <1 

1 
2 
3 
2 
4 
4 
3 
1 

TAR!.'- 1·3. Estimated nllll/bers of officers carrying various calibers of 
handguns in U. S. police departments on duty, by department type 

Caliber 

Department type .38 .357 .45 9mm Other 

50 largest 115,804 12,077 2,571 272 558 
State 27,075 16,264 89 1,899 195 
City (50+) 58,969 11,360 877 1,199 185 
County 70,432 51,309 1,289 3,514 645 
City (10·49) 28,838 11,107 937 892 513 
City (1·9) 34,875 11,494 1,698 1,110 588 
Township 8,686 5,655 117 641 408 
All departments 334,679 119,266 7,578 9,537 3,692 
Percent of total 71 25 1 2 1 

Estimated total number in U.S.=484,752 

11 

13 
22 
5 

15 
15 
26 
10 
14 



2 .. 2.3. Characteristics of 'Handguns Used On Duty 

Respondents were asked a series of questions about the handgun that was used on 
duty by more of their officers than any other (most used handgun, Questions 2-2E), and 
then these same questions were asked about the handgun used on duty by the second 
greatest number of officers (second most used handgun, Questions 3-3E). The questions 
,were asked in this way so that the data could always be referenced to a particular 
caliber of handgun. 

Fifty-eight percent of the responding departments were using more than one 
caliber of handgun on duty. The 50 largest city departments had the smallest percentage 
of departments (48%) using more than one caliber of handgun on duty and townships 
had the highest percentage (70%). (See table 2A/3A-1.) 

2. and 3. Select from the list in Question 1 the handgun that is 
"used, on duty, by more of your officers than any other." /"second 
most often used by your officers." Completely Fill In the 
Que5ti~ms Below for that Handgun. 5 

2A. & 3A. Caliber Type. 

2B. & 3B. How many are revolvers? 
How many are automatics? 

2C. & 3C. List below each different model of this "most 
used" /" second most used" handgun now used in your 
department. (Identify Each Different Model by Both 
Manufacturer and Model Name or Model Number) 

2D. & 3D. Barrel Lengths: 
How many have barrels of less than 3 inches? 
How many have barrels of 3·5 inches? 
How many have barrels of more than 5 inches? 

2E. & 3E. Ammunition: 
In the table below, list each type of ammunition that your 
officers use with this " most used" /" second most used" 
handgun. (Fill in the Table Below for Each Type of 
Ammunition Used) 

Bullet Type 
Bullet Weight (in grains) 
Manufacturer 

TARLF, 2A/3A·1. Percentages of departments 
with officers /Ising more than one caliber of 

handgun on duty, by department type 

Department type 

Township 
State 
City (50+) 
County 
City (10-49) 
City (1·9) 
50 largest 
All departments 

t'sr.c a.,p. A. (Ill. A·3 to A-a, ror actual quc.!Hion presentnHon. 
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Percent of 
responding 

departments 

70 
64 
62 
60 
58 
51 
48 
58 



----~, 

,2.2.3.1. Caliber 

2A. & 3A. Calib~r Type 
(For most used and second most used handgun) 

Ninety-nine percent of the handguns6 reported in Questions 2 and 3 were either .38 
Spedal (82%) or .357 Magnum (17%). Only 8 of the 445 departments (2%) said that a 
caliber other than .38 or .357 was used by more of their officers than any other; 4 cited 
the 9mm as most used and 4 cited the .45 caliber as most used. (See table 2A/3A-2.) 

Given these findings, it is not surprising that when the .38 Special was listed as 
most used handgun, the .357 Magnum was most likely to be listed as the second most 
used handgun, and vice versa. States reported the highest percentage of departments in 
which the .357 was used by more officers than any other caliber; 45 percent of states 
said the }~57 was most used. The 50 largest cities reported the highest percentage of 
departmen~s (89%) in which the .38 was used by more officers than any other caliber. 
(See table 'lA/3A-3.) 

tiThe total number", of handguns reported in Question~ 2 and 3 were slightly ~renter than the "umben:; or officers carrying handguns rep()fted in 
Quc!llion 1 Cl80.2:~t; uT\,d 179,891, respectively}. In addition, there were a Cew lOthird," "(ourth," etc., "most used handguns" that shc..uld not have 
been reported in Questilms 2 and 3. Both of these errors combined, however, represented les!; than I percent or nil the handguns in the responding 
departments. 

T ABI.E 2A/3A·2. Percentages oj handgulls cited as 
//lost lIsed or second most lIsed, by caliber 

Caliber 

.38 Special 

.387 Magnum 
9mm 
.45 
.22 
.32 

.. 44l\Iagnum 
.25 

·Less than 1 percent. 

Percent of 
handguns reported 

in Questions 2 and 3 
[n=180,256j 

82 
17 
1 
1 

* 
* 
* 
* 

TAB!.F. 2A/3A.3. Caliber oj most used und second most used handgulI, 
by department type'-

Most used handgun Second most used handgun 
in department in dep!lrtnlent 

(in % .of departments) (in % of departments) 

Department type .38 Special .357 Magnum ,38 Special .3.Se? Magtl\!ffi 
[n=445] [n=445] [n=259] [11=259] 

50 largest 89 11 23 64 
City (50+) 80 19 29 51 
City (1-9) 76 20 33 53 
County 74 25 32 57 
City (10·49) 71 27 38 50 
Township 67 33 21 47 
State 53 45 53 33 
All departments 74 24 34 51 

':\.to!\t IHied handgun percentageI'! were bai\ed Qn 311 resllOnrlellt~. Secund mo!\t Ils.ed handsun 
percentages were bo."ed ·on the 259 rcsponllcntK listing a 1\ccond hnmlgun. 
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Half of the reporting 328 departments in which there were more .38s in use (}n 
duty than any other caliber were using the .38 exClusively for on duty service (reported 
no second most used handgun). Only 17 percent of the departments in which the .357 
was reported as the most used on duty gun were using the .357 exclusively. (See table 
2A/3A.4.) 

The remainder of the discussion of Questions 2·2E and 3·3E will focus 011 the data 
for most used handgun (Questions 2.2E), since these data represent over 90 percent of 
the handguns reported. Only in cases in which differences appear ,,;ill the data for 
second most used handgun (Questions 3·3E) be discussed, even though data for second 
most 'used handguns will be presente~ in the text tables. Full tables for all questions 
appear in appendix B. 

TAIII.F. 2A{3A·4. Of those depart/llents citi/lg the .38 and the 
.357 and their most used handguns. the percentages listing 

.38 •. 357. another caliber, or no second most used handgull 

Most used 

.38 [n=328] 

.357 [n=109] 

2.2.3.2. Revolvers/Automatics 

Perc en t listing 
second most used as: 
.38 .357 Other 

40 
77 

10 
7 

2B. and 3B. How many are revolvers? 
How many are automatics? 

Using most 
used handgun 
exclusively 

50 
17 

(For most used and second most used handgun) 

Since the vast majority of reported handguns were either .38 caliber or .357 
caliber, it follows that almost all (99%) of the reported handguns were revolvers (only 11 
.38 caliber automatics were reported, and no .357 caliber automatics were reported). 
Within every department type, 95 percent or more of the most used handguns were 
revolvers. For those most used handguns which were automatics, only 9mm, .45, and 
.38 were cited. For second most used, .32, .22, and .25 automatics were also cited. (See 
table 2B/3B.) 

TABI.F. 2B/3B. Percentages of most used halldguns and second most used handguns 
which were revolvers, by depar(1nent type 

Most used handguns Second most used handguns 
Total number Percent of Total number Percent of 

Department type reported revolvers reported revolvers 

"50 largest 111,928 100 7,398 100 
State 38,618 96 6,087 98 
City (50+) 9,346 99 1,168 94 
County 2,338 100 523 99 
City (10·49) 1,532 98 307 93 
City (1·9) 563 95 142 92 
Township 213 100 43 77 
All departments 164,588 99 15,668 98 
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2.2.3.3. Model/Manufacturer 

2C. and 3C. List below each differen~ model of this "most 
used>! /" second most used" handgun now used in your department. 
(Identify Each Different Model by Both Matmfacturer and Model 
Name 'lJr Model Number) 

Manufacturer Model/model number 

Almost all of the most used handguns reported by the responding departments 
were produced by Colt and Smith & Wesson. Although it was not possible to determine 
what percentages of handguns in use were made by various manufacturers, the data 
show that 97 percent of the departments listed one or both of these manufacturers, and 
did not list any other manufacturer for their most used handgun. At least 92 percent of 
the departments in every department type were using those two manufacturers 
exclusively for their most used handguns. (See table 2C-1.) 

A great number of different models were represented among departments' most 
used handguns. About two-fifths of all responding departments and 67 percent OIf the 50 
largest cities had some of one model made by Smith & Wesson represented among their 
most used guns. The four models with the highest percentages of departmental 
representation were an made by this manufacturer. The .357 model with gre~test 
repres~ntation was also made by them. 

' . 
. ' 

T AIlLF: 2C·1. Percentages of responding departments using handguns of specified 
manufacturers as their most used caliber handgun, ,by department type 

Department type 

All 50 City City 
Manufacturer departments largest State (50+) (10·49) 

Smith & Wesson 91 100 96 95 88 
Colt 50 57 45 61 49 
Other 3 0 2 1 8 

2.2.3.4. Barrel Length 

2D. and 3D. BarreL Lengths: 
How many have balTei15 of less than 3 inches? 
How many have barrels of 3-5 inches? 

City 
(l·9) 

88 
39 

1 

How many have barrels of.more than 5 inches? 
(For most used and second most used handgun) 

County 

85 
47 
5 

Township 

85 
56 
4 

Overall, 80 percent of the 180,256 handguns reported in Questions 2D and 3D 
(data for most used and second most used combined) had barrels of 7.6-12.7 em (3-5 in), 
10 percent were less than 7.6 em (3 in), and 10 percent more than 12.7 em (5 in). Within 
the seven department types, about the same proportion of handguns had 7.6-12.7 em (3-
5 in) barrels, with one exception: A smaller proportion Cl'£ .~he handguns reported by state 
departments (61%) had barrels 7.6·12.7 em (3-5 in) long, aT.Ji.~ states reported a much 
higher percentage (29%). of handguns with barrels mor~ than 12.7 em (5 in) long. (See 
table 2D/3D-1.) 
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TAB!.!': 2D/3D.1. P!!rce(ltages of most used and second most used 
handguns witli barrels of various lengths, by department type 

Barrj!l length 

Less than More than 
Department type 7.6·12.7 em 7.6 em 12.7 em 

(3·5 in) (3 in) (5 in) 

50 largest [n=119,326] 87 9 4 
City (1·9) [n=755] 86 9 5 
City (10-49) [n=18391 82 10 8 
Township [n=25tij . 78 16 5 
City (50+) [n:ol0,5141 77 17 5 
County [n=2816] 77 17 5 
State [n=44,7051 61 10 29 
All departments [n=180,256] 80 10 10 

TAlII,F. 2D. Percelltages of most used calwer handguns of various 
calibers with barrels of specified length (164 ,588 handguns, Question 2A) 

Caliber of handgun 

• Reported barrel length .38 .357 9mm .45 
[n=I44,104] [n=18,6521 [n=I,788] [n=44) 

Less than 7.6 em (3 in) 10 2 0 0 
7.6·12.7 em (3·5 in) 80 89 100 91 
More than 12.7 em (5 in) 10 9 0 9 

---' 

Data from Question 2D (most used handgun, n=164,598, 91% of total) showed 
differences in barrel lengths am.ong the various calibers of handguns. The proportions of 
.38 caliber handguns of each length closely parallel t.he proportions of all handguns 
taken together. In contrast, 100 percent of the 9mm handguns reported had 7.6-12.7 cm 
(3-5 in) barrels, 91 percent of the .45s had barrels of this length, and 89 percent of the .. / 
.357s had barrels of. this length. (See table 2D.) 

Two calibers of handguns with greatest representation (.38 and .357) were 
examined in greater detail. Table 2A/3A-4 showed that, in general, one of these two 
calibers would be used by more officers in a department than any other caliber, and that 
the other would. be used by the next greatest number of officers. Of the .38s that were 
listed as most used handguns, 80 percent had barrels of 7.6-12.7 cm (3-5 in). Of the 
.38s that were listed as second most used handguns, more than half (53%) had barrels of 
less than '7.6 cm (3 in). Roughly these same proportions were found in all depart~ent 
types except states (most used .38s) and cities with 1-9 officers(second most used .38s). 
For exact munbers, se,e appendix B. 

Of the .357 handguns cited as most used, 89 percent had barrels of medium 
length. Approximately this same percentage was found in six of the seven department 
types for the .3!l7s that were listed as s~cond most used handguns. However, the overall 
percentages for second most used .357s were greatly affected by state departments: 64 
percent of the .357 second most used handguns in states had barrels of more than 12.7 
em. (See table 2D/3D-2.) . 

16 



TABLE 20/30-2. Percentages of .38 and .357 caliber handguns with barrels 
of each specijied length, when they were most used and second most used handguns 

Reported barrel length 

Less than 7.6 cm (3 in) 
7.6-12.7·cm (3-5 in) 
More than 12.7 cm (5 in) 

Most used 
[n=144,l04] 

10 
80 
10 

.38 
Caliber 

Second most 
[n=3,943] 

53 
45 

2 

.357 

Most used 
[n=18,652] 

2 
89 
9 

2.2.4. Charac:teristics of Ammunition Used 

Second most 
[n=ll,381] 

2 
73 
26 

2E. and aE. Ammunition: In the table below, list each type of 
ammunition that your officers use with this "most used" I" second 
most used" handgun. (Fill in the Table aelow for Each Type of 
Ammunition Used) 

Bullet type Bullet weight Manufacturer 

(in grains) 

(For most used and second most used handgun) 

2.2.4.1. Bullet Type 

Almost half (49%) of the responding departments were using lead bullets in their 
most used handguns_ About one-fourth were using hollowpoi:;lt, and 15 percent were 
using jacketed ammunition. (See table 2E/3E-1.) 

About two-thirds of the respondents reported using bullets of only one type in their 
most used handgun. About half of these departments said they used lead bullets 
exclusively. Thirteen percent reported using hollowpoint exclusively. (See table·2E/3E-2.) 

2.2.4.2. Bullet Weight 

About three-fourths of the responding departments reported using ammunition with 
bullet weights of 9.8-10.4 g (151-160 grains),·· and very few departments were using 
ammunition with bullet weights greater than this. AbOlH: 17 percent were using 
ammunition with bullet weights of 6.5-7.1 g (101-110 grains), and 12 percent with weights 
of 9.1-9.7 g (141-150 grains). (See table 2E/3E-3.) 

·2.2.4.3. Ammunition Manufacturer 

About half of the 445 responding departments (53%) were using at least .some 
Remington-Peters ammunition with their most used handgun. About a third (34%) were 
using Winchester-Western ammunition, and 17 percent were using Super Vel 
ammunition. (See table 2E/3E-4.) 

More than half (n=263, 59%) of the responding departments reported using only 
one brand of ammunition with their most used handguns. Fifty percent of these 
departments said they were using Remington-Peters exclusively. About one-fourth (22%) 
reported using Winchester-Western exclusively. Less than 10 percent were using any 
other brand exclusively. 
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TABLE 2E/3E-1. Percenrages l of departments using each specified 
buliet type ill their most used alld second most used handgun 

Most used handgun Second most used 
Bullet type [n=445] [n=259] 

Lead 49 43 
Hollowpoint 24 27 
Jacketed 15 15 
Soft point 10 11 
Wadcutter 6 3 
Semiwadcutter 3 2 
Metal piercing 2 * 
Unusable information 16 14 
No answer 1 2 

lpercentClges add to more than lOa percent since multiple answers were allowed. 
·Les!;. than 1 percent. 

TABLE 2E/3E-2. I Of the departments using only one type of bullet 
for the)r most used alld second most used halldguns. percentages 

using specified bullet type 

Most used handgun Second most used 
Bullet type [n=292] [n=138] 

Lead 49 41 
Hollowpoint 13 18 
So it point 6 5 
Jacketed 4 4 
Ball 4 2 
Lubaloy 3 4 
Wadcutter 2 1 
Semiwadcutter 1 1 
Metal pieruing 1 4 
Frangible 0 1 
Other 1 4 
Unusable information 14 12 

lThis table was compiled by special tabulation and does not appear in npp. B. 

TAHl.F. 2E/3E-3. Percelltages l of departments usillg ammunition for their 
most used and second most used handguns with specified bullet weights 

Reported bullet weight Most used handgun Second most used 
Grains Grams [n=445] 

151-160 9.8-10.4 73 
101-110 6.5- 7.1 17 
141-150 9.1- 9.7 12 
121-130 7.8- 8.4 7 
191-200 12.4-13.0 6 

'Perc:entages add io more,lhan.lOO percent sinC!e multiple answers were allowed. 
~OTF.: Perc:enlngcs of deparlmentK in all other categories were 5 percent or less. 
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T ABI.E 2E/3E-4_ Percentages' of departments using ammunition 
made by each specified manufacturer with their most used and 

second most used handgun 
_________________ : . .i'--______ _ 

Manufacturer 

Remington-Peters 
Winchester-Western 
Super Vel 
Smith & Wesson 

Most used handgun 
[n=445] 

53 
34 
17 
11 

Second most used 
[n=259] 

49 
31 
20 
7 

Ipercentages add to more than 100 percent since multiple answers were allowed. 
NOTE; Percentage~ of departments using each other brand were 5 percent or less. 

TABLE 2E/3E-5. Of the departments using only one brand of 
ammunition wilh their most used and second most used handgun. 

percentages using each specified brand of ammunition 

Manufa.eturer 

Remington-Peters 
Winchester-Western 
Smith & Wesson 
Super Vel 

Most used handgun 
[n=263] 

50 
22 

9 
9 

Second most used 
[n=109] 

42 
26 
4 

14 

NIQTE~ Percentages or departments using each other brand were less than 10 percent. 

Of the 109 departments (42% of the 259 reporting a second handgun) reporting use 
of only one manufacturer's ammunition for their second most used handgun, 42 percent 
reported using Re .. nington-Peters, 26 percent Winchester-Western, and 14 percent Super 
VeL (See table 2E/3E-5_) 

2.2.5. Off Duty Use of Handg'uns 

4... How about off duty: About how many of the officers in your 
department use handgun§ of each of the following calibers when 
they are off duty? 

Officers Caliber 
.22 LR 
.25 Automatic 
.32 Automatic 
.38 Special 
9mmLuger 
.357 Magnum 
.45 Automatic 
Other (specify) 
Other (specify) 

Only 78 percent of the 445 departments which provided data about their officers' 
use of handguns on duty (Question 1) answered this question_ Their answers accounted 
for 62 percent of the 179,091 officers carrying handguns on duty reported in Question 1. 
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" Some of the 100 departments which did not report off duty use of handguns made 
such comments as: "off duty officers use weapons of their choice," and "no off duty 
officers. n Therefore, these data cannot be taken as a measure of proportion of officers 
that carry weapons off duty. The data can be used, however, to indicate the proportions 
of various calibers of handguns used off duty as compared with those used on duty. 

About one-fourth of the departments not reporting off duty weapons were state 
departments: 51 percent of the states gave no answer. About 75 percent or more of the 
departments in all other department types did answer Question 4. (See table 4.) 

The 345 departments which reported off duty handgun use were using .38 caliber 
handguns in about the same proportion as was reported for on duty use in Question 1: 
94 percent of all responding departments had at least one officer using the .38 on duty, 
and 96 percent of the 345 departments describing off duty handguns had at least one 
.38 in use off duty. In addition, about the same proportions of officers were using the 
.38 on duty and off duty: 80 percent and 86 percent, respectively. 

There was one major difference between on duty and off duty handgun use: Only 
four different calibers of handguns were reported to be in use on duty by 10 percent or 
more of the responding departments; but eight different calibers were reported to be in 
use off duty by 10 percent or more of the departments that reported off duty use. As 
with on duty use, however, the percentages of officers using each of these different 
calibers were small; the majority of officers used the .38 on duty and off duty. (See 

;bIe 4/1.) 

TABLE 4. Percentages of departments in each 
department type which did not report officers' 

use oj handguns off duty 

Department type 

Stat;e 
City (1·9) 
50 largest 
Township 
City (50+) 
City (10·49) 
County 
All departments 

Percent of 
departments 

"none" I'~no answer" 
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26 
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22 
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TABLE 4/1. P~rcenlages of officers and p~rcenlag~s of departments' 
using specified calibers of handguns on duty and off duty 

Percent of departments Percent of officers 
Caliber On duty Off duty On duty Off duty 

[n=445) [n=345] [n=179,891] [n=1l0,534) 

.38 Special 94 96 80 86 

.357 Magnum 56 29 17 6 
9 mm Luger 14 30 1 4 
.45 Automatic 10 21 1 2 
.32 Automatic S 22 * 1 
.25 Automatic 3 23 * 1 
.22 3 IS * 1 
.44 2 I * * 
.380 2 10 * * 
.41 2 * * * 
.32 R.evolver 1 * * 
.45 Revolver 0 1 0 * 
Other * * >I< * 

Ipercenloges or departments ad(1 to more than 100 percent since there CQui,! be more than 
one ·caliber Qf handgun in each department. 
-Less than l percent. 

2.2.6. Problems with Handguns 

5. When you think of all the handguns that have been used by any 
of your officers in the last 5 yeaI'S; which of these guns have had, 
or have caused problems of one kind or another? 

Be sure to think of handguns that were once used but are not 
now used, as well as handguns that are now used. In the spaces 
provided below tell us about the handgun and the" problem." 

Case number 1 
Caliber 
Revolver or Automatic 
Manufacturei:' 
Model 
Barrel Length 
What was the problem? 

Case number 2 
(etc.) 

Case number 3 
(etc.) 

More than half (55%) of the responding departments either said they had had no 
problems with their handguns in the last 5 years or left the question blank. There were 
striking differences among the seven department tyiJes, however. Almost three-fourths 
of the states and 50 largest cities cited one or more problems, but only about one-fOUrth 
of the counties and cities (1-9) described problems. (See table 5·1.) 

Among the 203 departments that. described at least one problem, those problems 
associated with the cylinder were mentioned most frequently (35%). The 'hammer/firing' 
pin .was reported to have been i.nvolved in the handgun problems of about one-fifth of 
the departments mentioning problems. (See table 5-2.) 
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TABLE 5·1. Percentages of departments in each 
department type listing at least one handgun problem 

Department type 

State 
50 largest 
City (50+) 
City (10·4,9) 
Township 
County 
City (1·9) 

All departments 

Percent of department 
types citing one or 

more problems 

72 
72 
53 
47 
41 
29 
24 

45 

TABLE 5·2. Of the 203 departments which listed at least 
olle problem, percentages' citillg specified problem 

Problem 

Cylinder 
Hammer/firing pin 
Misfires 
Trigger 
Age, wear and tear 
Abuse by personnel 
Accidental discharge 
Main springs 
Problems on double or single action 
Ammunition problems 
Problems with finish (bluing) 
Jamming 
Shaving lead 
Timing problems 
Problems with reliability/defective 

manufacturing 
Head space problems 
Barrel problems 
Ejector rod problems 
Feeding problems 
Other 

Percent of 
departments 

[n=203] 

35 
21 
15 
11 
11 
10 
10 
9 
9 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 

7 
6 
5 
4 
4 

24 

'Percentages add to more than 100 percent since: departments cQuld,deficribe 
more than one problem. 

Each of the problem descriptions, categorized by manufacturer, was :recorded 
verbatim along with the caliber, manufacturer/model, barrel length, and type of 
handgun. No cross tabulations were made with these iden~ifying factors, however, 
because the various calibers, manufacturers, etc., were disproportionately represented 
among the departments. Cross tabulations with these identifiers would have reflected 
this departmental representation rather than problems associated with a particular 
model, caliber, barrel length, etc. 
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Examples oj Cylinder Problems Mentioned Were: 

Shaved lead, cylinder had excess play. 

Cylinder would not rotate when hammer was cocked. 

W capon bought new and used. approximately 3 months. 

After carrying this gun in a holster for several years, the rotating mechanism 
wears so much that the bullets do not line up with the barrel, causing a spray 
of lead to fly out of the side of the chamber. 

Examples oj Hammer/Firing Pin Problems Mentioned Were: 

Crystallized hammers, weak main spring, crystallized firing pin. 

Firing pin spring too weak. 

Hammer springs of marginal strength and would not fire primers at all times. 

2.2.7. Problems Associated with Handgun Ammunition 

6. How about handgun ammunition: Have your officers found any 
problems with any handgun ammunition that they have used in 
the last 5 years? 

Again, be sure to think of handgun ammuniltion that was once 
used but is not now used, as well as ammunition that is now used. 
In the spaces below tell us about the ammunition and the 
" problem." 

Case number 1 
Caliber 
Cartridge 
Bullet Type 
Bullet Weight 
Manufacturer 
What was the problem: 

Case number 2 
(etc.) 

Case number 3 
(etc.) 

A smaller percentage of the responding departments reported problems with 
handgun ammunition (26%) than reported problems with handguns (45%). A much, 
higher percentage of the 50 largest cities (61%) reported ammunition problems than any 
other department type. None of the 27 township departments a.nd only 7 of the 84 city 
(1-9) departments listed an ammunition problem. (See table 6-1.) 

Among the 117 departments that described an ammunition problem,3 problems 
were cited by more than one-fourth of the departments: power/penetration too low 
(30%); knockdown power insufficient (27%); and primer (25%). A wide variety of other 
problems was also ,mentioned. (See table 6-2.) 

A cross tabulation was performed for those departments which said they used 
reloaded ammunition for either their most used or their second most used handgun 
(Questions 2E and 3E). Of these 52 departments, 56 percent cited ammunition problems 
as compared to 26 percent of all the responding departments. (It is likely that more 
departments were using reloaded ammunition than reported that fact in either Question 
2E or 3E.) 
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TABLE 6·1. Percentages of departments in 
e.ach department type reporting at least one 

problem with handgun ammunition 

Department type 

50 largest 
State 
City (50+) 
County 
City (10·49) 
City (1·9) 
Township 
All departments 

Percent of 
department type 

61 
45 
43 
18 
16 
8 
o 

26 

T ARL .. 6·2. Of the 117 departments citing at least one problem 
with handgun ammunition, percelltages I citing each specified problem 

Problem 

Power/penetration too low 
Knockdown power insufficient 
Primer 
Case, cartridge 
Wrong amount of powder 
Gun failure 
Penetration too great 
Accuracy poor 
Leading, fouling 
Ricochet 
Smoking excessive 
Variability of energy rates 
Powder/miscellaneous problems 
Other 

Percent of 
departments 

[n=1l7] 

30 
27 
25 
21 
17 
15 
9 
5 
5 
5 
3 
3 
3 

14 

lpercentages add to more than 100 percent since muhiplc 
answers were allowed. 

As with handgun problems, each ammunition problem was recorded verbatim 
along with the identifiers listed in Question 6. Again, the disproportionate representation 
of certain calibers, cartridge types, manufacturers, etc., precluded cross tabulation of 
these identifiers. 

Examples of Power/Penetration Too Low Were: 

Lack of penetration. 

Would hot penetrate windshields; as a result an officer was aimost run over 
by a felon. 

Lack of penetration on autos and'ricocheting. 
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Examples of Knockdown Power Insufficient Were: 

Poor stopping power. 

Bullet would go through person but would not stop or immediately disable 
them. 

The street officers frequently complain that this bullet fails to have adequate 
"knock-down" power desirable in a face to face shootout. Penetration is 
great, but cavitation is poor on this type bullet. 

Examples of Primer Problems Were: 

Dead primer, unknown cause of defect. 

Arrived from the manufacturer with blown primers. 

Bad primers. 
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INTRODUCTION: Police officers in several departments have told us 
informally about their problems in selecting and using handguns. They have 
told of the danger to their officers from poor handguns and handgun 
ammurlition. In order to make it easier for law enforcement departments 
t9 select and buy handguns and handgun ammunition to meet their particular 
needs, the Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory will be writing voluntary 
performance standards for these items of equipment. 

PURPOSE OF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE: The purpose of this "detailed" questionnaire 
is to get answers from YOU, the user, about the handguns and handgun 
ammuni ti.on you are now using, and the problems you find in 'using them. 
toUl: answers will be used to determine what kinds of testing need to 
be clone, and what sorts of problems must be solved. We must find out what 
YOUR needs are. 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS~ 

1. Fill in the questionnaire completely. Even if you do not have all 
the information you need "at your fingertips," please make your 
best effort to supply every answer AS ACCURATELY AS POSSIBLE. 

2. Answer all questions for YOUR OWN DEPARTMENT. Do not attempt to 
~upply information that might exist in some other department. 

3. The results of this questionnaire will be compiled by computer. It 
is very important that you follow directions and answer every 
question legibly a>'ld in· the boxes and spaces provided. 

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

5. Additional instructions fo~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 inl place it, 

8. 

with the other questionnaires sent to your department, in the stamped, 
addressed envelope supplied. Return all of them to: 

If you have any 
collect: 

Technology Building, Room AIIO 
National Bureau of Standards 
Washington, D.C. 20234 

~uestions, write to the above address or call 
E. Bunten, or P. Klaus 
Phone: 301-921~355a 

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 handguns and handgun ammunition. 
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PART I; ON DUTY USE OF p .. ANDGmm A..'ID HM'"DGUN AMMuNITION. 

1. How many of the officers in your department use, on duty, handguns 
of each of the followi.ng calibers? (Either as their primary or . 
their "back-up" weapon.) 

NUMBER OF 
OFFICERS CALIBER 

*** (10-14) .32 Automatic 

(15-19) .38 Special 

(20-24) 9 mID Luger 

(25-29) .357 Magnum 

(30:-34) .45 Automatic 

(35-39) Other (Specify) 

Other (Specify) 

2. Sele'ct from the list in Question 1 the haIl:dgun that is used, on 
duty, by more of your officers than any other. COMPLETELY FILL 
IN THE QUESTIONS BELOW FOR THAT HANDGUN. 

MOST USED HANDGUN 

(40-42) 2A. Caliber Type. 

(43-47) 2B. How many are revolvers? ----------------
(48-52) How many are automatics? ---------

(53-56) 

(57-60) 

(61-64) 

(65-68) 

(69-72) 

(73-76) 

(77-80) 
(lO-D) 

2C. List below each different model of 1;his "most used" handgun 
now used in your dep~rtment. (IDENTIFY EACH DIFFERENT MODEL 
BY BOTH MANUFACTURER~ MODEL NAME OR MODEL NUMBER) 

MANUFACTURER MODEL/MODEL NUMBER 

a •. _' ______ ~~ ______ --------------------------------------------... ::::::t ........ ~ ... ::". o.,~ 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 
f. 

g. 

tt** Nl.11tIbers in parenthes,es are for computer use only. 
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2D. Barrel Lengths:, 

(19-23) 

2E.. 

(29-35) 

(36-42) 

(43-49) 

(SO""S6) 

(57-63) 

(64-70) 

(n~~7) 

na-14) 

'How many have barrels of less than 3 -inches? __ , _______ _ 

How many have, barrels of 3-5 inches? ______________ _ 

How many have barrels of more than 5 inches? ___ . ______ ........ 

Anununition: ,In the table bel:ow, list each type of ammunition ' 
that. your officers use with this "most used" handgun. (FILL 
IN THE TABLE BELOW FOR ~ TYPE OF AMMUNITION. USED) 

BULLET TYPE 

- .... ' 

BULLET WEIGHT 
(IN GRAINS) 

,--------:-

-~---

----,---
------
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3. Go back to the list in QuestJ.on 1 and pick out the h~dgunthat is 
second most often used by your officers. COMPLETELY FILL IN THE 
QUESTIONS BELOW FOR THAT HANDGUN. 

SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN: 

(15-17) 

(18-22) 

3A. Caliber Type: 

3B. How many are ~evolvers? ___ _ 

(23-27) How many are automatics? ----

(28-31) 

(32-35) 

(36-39) 
(40-43) 

(44-47) 
(48-51) 

(52-56) 

(57-6l) 

(62-66) 

(67-73) 

(74-80) 

(10-16) 
(17-23) 

3C. List below each different'model of this "second most used~' 
handgun now used in your department. (IDENTIFY EACH DIFFERENT 
MODEL BY BOTH MANUFACTURER ~ MODEL NAME OR MODEL NUMBER) 

MANUFACTURER MODEL/MODEL NUMBER 
';1 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

3D. B,arrel Lengths: 

How many have barrels of less than 3 inches? 

How many have barrels of 3-5 inches? 

How many have barrels of more than 5 inches? 

3E. Ammunition: In the table below, list each type of arnmunit:i,on 
that y'our-officers use with this "second most used" handgm1. 
(FILL IN THE TABLE BELOW FOR ~ TYPE OF AMMUNITION US'ED) 

BULLET TYPE BULLET WEIGHT 
(IN GRAINS) 
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PART II: OFF DUTY USE OF HANDGUNS. 

4. How about off dUty: about how many of the officers in your 
department use handguns of each of the following calibers when 
they are off duty? 

(24-28) 

(29-33) 

(34-38) 

(39-43) 

(44-48) 

(49-53) 

(54-58) 

(59-63) 

NU.r~ER OF 
OFFICERS CALIBER 

.22 LR 

• 25 Automatic 

.32 Automatic 

.38 Special 

9 mm Luger 

• 3.57 Magnum 

.45 Automatic 

Other (Specify) 

Other (Specify) 
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(64) 

PART I,p: PROBLE'MS OF HANDGUNS 

5. When you think of all the handguns that have been used by any (jf 
your officers/,'in the last 5 years; which of these guns have had, 
or have caus~d problems of one kind or another? 

Be sure to :chink of handguns that were once used but are not now 
used, as well as handguns that are now used. IN THE SPACES 
PROVIDED E,ELOW TELL US ABOUT THE HANDGUN AND THE "PROBLEM". 

***********~********** 

CASE NUMBER I 

(65-67) Caliber 

(68) Revolver or Automatic 

(69-70) Manufacturer ------------------------------
(71-72) Model 

(73) Barrel Length ----------------------------------
(74-75) What was the problem? __________________________________________ -

*****'1<**************** 
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CASE NUMBE:R 4. 

(76-78) Caliber 

(79) Revolver or Automatic ______________ . ______________ _ 

(10-11) Manufacturer 

(12-13) Mod~l ____________________ _ 

(14) Barrel Length ____________________ ___ 

(15-16) What was the problem?· ______________ . _____ _ 

*********~"* 

CASE NUMBER 3 

(17-19) Caliber _______ ~ ___________ ~-.-----

(20) Revolver or Automatic _________________________ _ 

(21-22) Manufacturer 

(23-24) Model _____ -'--________ ~ __ -_--

(25) Barrel Length _________ _ 

(26-27) What was the problem? __________ . ____ ~ _______________ __ 

*********** 
A-8 
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PART IV: PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH HANDGUN AMMUNITION 

6. How about handgun ammunition: Have your officers found any 
problems with any handgun ammunition that they have used in the 
last 5 years? 

Again, be sure to think of handgun ammunition that was once used 
but is not now used, as well as ammunition that is now used. IN 
THE SPACES BELOW TELL US ABOUT THE AMMUNITION AND THE "PROBLEM". 

*********** 

CASE NUMBER ]. 

(29-31) Caliber 

(32-33) Cartridge 

(34-35) Bullet Type -----------------------------------
(36-38) Bullet Weight 

--------------------~-----------

(39-40) Manufacturer 

(41~42) What was the problem? 
------------~=------------------------------

*********** 
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CASE NUMBER 2 

(43-45) Caliber ________________________________ __ 

(46-47) Cartridge _____________________ ----------

(48-49) Bullet Type ___________________________ ~ 

(50-52) Bullet Weight _______________________ _ 

(53-54) Manufacturer ________________ --------------

(55-56) What was the problem? ____________________________________ ----

*********** 

CASE NUMBER 3 

(57-59) Caliber ______________________________ ___ 

(60-61) cartridge ____________________________ ___ 

(62-63) Bullet Type __________________________ ___ 

(64-66) Bullet Weight 

(67-68) Manufacturer ______________________________ _ 

(69-70) What was the problem? ________________________________ __ 

*********** 

A-IO 
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IDENTIFYING INFORMATION: (All identifying information will be kept 
confidential) 

Name of Department: 

Address: 

Name of person who answered this questionnaire: 

Title: Rank: 

No. of years experience in law enforcement: 

Telep'hone Number: 

Others who helped: l. 
Name 

Title: Rank: 

No. of years experience in law enforcement: 

Telephone Nur,ober: 

2. 
Name 

Title: Rank: 

No. of years experience in law enforcement: 

Telephone Number: 
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B.l. Advice to the Reader 

A.PPENDIX B 
Data Tables 

(a) The data presented in the following t;ables resulted from the responses of a 
stratified random sample (see sec. 1. 2) of police departments in response to a specific 
set of questions (see app. A). These data do not, in any way. reflect objective testing of 
any of the equipment by the National Bureau (hf 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, etc.). The data are usually presented by 
number of respondents and nearest whole percentage. Because of the statistical 
limitations imposed by the sample sizes used in this study, the reader is cautioned to be 
wary of assigni'ng importance to percentage differences of less than 5 percent when 
percentages are based on all respondents, and to percentage differences of less than 10 
percent when percentages are based on one of the subs ample groups (e.g., a particular 
department type or region). No statistical tests of significance are reported. 

(c) These tables are based on the responding departments from the specific 
sample selected for this questionnaire. This sample was not proportional to the total 
population of police departments, and although it is possible to do so, the data in these 
tables have not been weighted to allow direct extrapolation to the total population. 

(d) In order to extrapolate to the total population from the responden~ data 
presented in this report, u.se 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 Tables, app. B) by the total number of departments of 
that department type in the population (see table 1.2-2, sec. 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. 

8.2. Data Tables 

B .... 1 
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'Table i ... 1 

RANI< 'OF PERS~N WHO F,IL.L.EO IN QUESTIONNAIRE 

DEPARTMENT TYPE 

AL.L. STATE COUNTY CITY CITY (5~C~~Y MORE' 
FIFTY TOWNSI1IP DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10.-49 L.ARGEST TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. ~ NO. " NO. S( NO. ~ NO. t: NO. " NO. " NO. " CHIEF 133 30 0 0 1 1 62 74 40 45 10 13 2 4 18 67 CAPTAIN 36 8 9 19 1 .1 0 0 7 8 18 23 1 2 0 0 COMMISSIONER 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 COLONEL :3 1 2 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ACTING CHIEF 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 ASSISTANT CHIEF 8 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 2 2 3 4 0 0 1 4 MA.JOR 5 1 2 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 L.IEUTENANT 41 9 5 11 3 .4 3 4 12 13 12 15 6 13 0 0 CORPORAL 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 4 DEPUTY SHERIFF 13 3 0 0 12 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 INSPECTOR 3 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 SHERIFF 36 8 0 0 36 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 SERGEANT 41 9 6 13 4 5 6 7 10 11 7 '} 4 9 4 15 PATROL.MAN 20 4 1 2 0 0 4 5 4 4 5 6 4 9 2 7 OTH~R TITLE 22 5 4 9 1 1 4 5 6 7 5 6 2 4 0 0 UNOERSHERIFF 7 2 0 0 7 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ SPEC I AL."IST 71 16 l~ ~4 7 10 1 1 5 6 17 :~~ 25 54 0 0 
TOTAL .~45 .99 47,100 73 98 84 100. 89 99 79 100 46 99 27 1 ill 

Table i-2 

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE OF PERSON WHO FILLED IN QUESTIONNAIRE 

DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFiY TOWNSHIP DEPARTMENT {1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. " NO. 1\\ 

2 OR LESS 11 2 0 0 4 5 6 7 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 3-5 YEARS 37 8 0 0 12 16 a 10 7 8 3 4 3 7 4 15 6-10 YEARS 96 22 5 11 22 30 26 31 17 19 15 19 2 4 9 33 11-15 YEARS 87 20 4 9 14 19 19 23 22 25 13 16 11 24 4 15 16-20 YEARS 88 20 18 38 8~ 11 12 14 20 22 15 19 11 24 4 15 21-25 YEARS 55 12 6 13 6 8 5 6 12 13 16 20 9 20 1 4 26-30 YEARS 37 8 7 15 3 :4 4 5 4 4 9 11 6 13 4 15 31 OR MORE 25 6 5 11 1· 1 :3 4 6 7 6 a 3 7 1 4 NO ANSWER 9 2 2 4 3 4 1 1 1 1 2 .3 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL. '445 100 47 101 73 98 84 101 89 99 79 100 46 101 27 1(11 , 



I: Table 1-1 

1. HOW MANY OF THE OFFICERS IN YOUR DEPARTMEN! USE, ON DUTY, HANDGUNS OF EACH OF 
THE FOLLOWING CALIBERS?(EITHER AS THEIR PRIMARY OR THEIR BACKUP We:APON.)~..,Numbers represent nuri>ers of officers carrying handgun 

of specified callQer. 
CALIBER 

DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-119 (50 OR MORE l.ARGEST 

TYPES qFi"ICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. I\! NO. " NO. I\! NO. " NO. " NO. " 
.32 AUTOMATIC 159 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 6 0 9 0 136 0 3 1 

.38 SPECIAL 144015 80 25451 59 1639 55 534 70 1293 68 8409 81 1065110 88 149 56 

9 MM 2356 1 1785 II 82 3 17 2 40 2 171 2 250 0 11 4 

.357 MAGNUM 29984 17 15288 ~6 1194 40 176 23 W:lS' 26 1620 16 11111 9 97 36 

.45 AUTOMATIC 2674 1 84 0 30 1 2& 3 42 2 125 1 2365 2 2 1 

.22 138 0 105 O. 3 0 4 1 8 0 2 0 .15 a 1 i) 

.25 67 0 211 0 1 0 3 0 3 0 19 0 15 0 2 1 

.32 REVOL.VER 32 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 ,26 0 0 0 

.380 103 0 40 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 28 0 29 0 1 0 

.41 135 0 5 0 1 0 1 G 1 0 1 0 126 0 0 0 

.44 224 0 5 0 II 0 0 0 1 0 48 0 166 0 0 0 

OTHER 4 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOUL 179891 99 42791 99 ~96() 99 762 99 1896 98 10437 100 120779 99 26& '19 

~ 
<:J.) 

Table 1-2 

1. HOW MANY OF THE OFFICERS IN YOUR DEPARTMENT USE. ON DUTY. HANDGUNS OF EACH OF 
THE FOL.LOWING CALIBERS? (EITHER AS THEIR PRIMARY OR THEIR BACKUP WEAPON.'-- NuJnJ:ers repre~ent. numbers of de~rtJrents ~th at least one 

off~cer ca~g'nandgun of spec~f~ed cal~ber. 
CALIBER 

Of:PARTMENT TYPE. 

ALL STATE COUNTY ClTY . CITY CHY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT ( 1"9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS} CITIES 

NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. W. NO. \l(, NO. , 
.32 AUTOMATIC 14 3 1 2 2 3 0 0 2 2 .. 5 :3 7 2 1 

.38 SPECIAL 41B 94 41 87 69 95 7B 93 B4 94 77 97 46 100 23 8,5 

9 MM 64 14 7 15 7 10 7 B 13 15 17 22 0 1:;; 1 26 

.357 MAGNUM 249 56 31 66 43 59 43 51 51 57 42 53 19 41 20 74 

.45 AUTOMATIC 46 10 3 6 8 11 .. 5 11 12 11 14 7 15 2 7 

.22 12 3 4 9 1 1 1 1 3 :3 1 1 1 2. 1 4 

.25 14 3 3 6 1 1 1 1 2 2 5 6 1 2. 1 4 

.32 REVOLVER 4 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 4 0 0 

.380 9 2: 1 2 :0 0 1 1 2 2 2 3 2 4 1 ,4 

.41 B 2 1 2 1 1 1. 1 1 1 1 1 :5 7 0 0 

.44 10 2 1 2 2 3 0 0 1 1 3 4 3 7 0 0 

OTHER 2 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O. 0 

TOTAL B5() 190 94 199 13~., 186 l~Eo 161 170 189 154 201 93 202 ~7 2.11 

, -.~, 

·-------- - -' --- -' ----



Table 1-3 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF OFFICERS USING, ON DUTY, HANDGUNS OF SPECJFIED CALIBERS AS PRIMAfH OR BACKUP WEAPON. 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-~9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

.32 AUTOMATIC 
MEAN 11.36 3.00 1.00 .00 3.00 2.25 ~5.33 1.50 MINIMUM 1 3 1 0 1 1 6 1 MAXIMUM 120 3 1 0 5 ~ 120 2 ! .38 SPECIAL 
MEAN 3~~.53 620.76 23.75 6.85 15.39 109.21 2316.09 6.48 MINIMUM 1 24 1 1 1 5 128 1 MAXIMUM 32000 3875 ;j9~ 84 ~8 592 32000 21 9 MM 
MEAN 36.S1 255.00 11.71 2.~3 3.08 10.06 ~1.67 1057 MINIMUM 1 3 1 1 1 1 ~ 1 MAXIMUM 1700 1700 73 6 18 6~ 101 5 .357 MAGNUM 
MEAN 120.~2 ~93.16 27.77 ~.09 9.76 38.57 58i+.7~ ~.S5 MINIMUM 1 5 1 1 1 2 30 1 MAXIMUM 3000 2500 353 37 30 155 3000 26 .~5 AUTOMATIC 
MEAN SS013 2S.00 3.75 6.50' 3.S2 11.36 337.86 1.00 MINIMUM 1 ~ 1 1 1 1 2 1 MAXIMUM 2000 50 9 20 18 36 2000 1 OTHER 
MEAN 11.92 16.36 1.86 2.25 1.89 7.92 31.~2 1.33 MINIMUM 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1 MAXIMUM 99 ~S 3 4 6 45 99 2 



Table 2-1 

2. SELECT FROM THE LIST XN QUESTION 1 THE HANDGUN THAT IS USED. ON DUTY, BY MORE 
OF YOUR OFFICERS THAN ANY OTHER. 

MOST USED HANDGUN: 2.A. CALIBER TYPE 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CIn 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. % 

.38 328 74 25 53 54 74 64 76 63 71 63 80 41 89 18 67 
9 MM 4 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
.357 MAGNUM 109 24 21 45 18 25 17 20 24 27 15 19 5 11 9 33 
.45 4 1 0 0 1 1 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 445 100 47 100 73 100 84 99 89 100 79 100 46 100 27 100 

Table 2-2 

tro 2. AVERAGE NUMBER OF OFFICERS USING AS THEIR PRIMARY ON-DUTY WEAPON HANDGUNS OF Con SPECIFIED CALIBERS. 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CI.TY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

.38 SPECIAL 
MEAN 427.02 936.44 26.81 7.66 18.29 127.40 2570.76 7.44 
MINIMUM 1 93 1 1 5 22 255 1 
MAXIMUM 32000 3875 394 84 48 592 320Cio 21 

9 MM 
MEAN 447.00 1700.00 .00 6.00 18.00 64.00 .00 .00 
MINIMUM 6 1700 0 6 18 64 0 0 
MAXIMUM 1700 1700 0 6 Hl 64 0 0 

.357 MAGNUM 
MEAN 170.44 541.33 48.22 5.35 14.33 62.60 978.60 8.33 
MINIMUM 1 106 2 1 5 6 213 1 
MAXIMUM 1950 1950 353 18 30 150 1927 26 

·45 AUTOMATIC 
t~EAN 11.00 .00 3.00 11.50 lB. 00 .00 .00 .00 
MINIMUM 3 0 3 :3 18 0 0 0 
MAXIMUM 20 0 3 20 18 0 0 0 

OTHER 
MEAN .• 00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
MINmUM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MAXIMUM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Table 2 B-1 

2.8. HOW MANY(MOST USED HANDGUNS) ARE REVOLVERS? 
HOW MANYIMOST USED HANDGUNS) ARE AUTOMATICS? (NUMBER OF GUNS) 

GUN TYPE 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT 11-9 (10-49 150 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICEHS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO." % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

REVOLVERS 162748 99 36918 96 2327 100 584 95 1496 98 9282 99 111928 100 213 100 
AUTOMATICS 1840 1 1700 4 11 0 29 5 36 2 64 1 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 164588 100 38618 100 2338 100 613 100 1532 100 9346 100 111928 100 213 100 

~ 
0'1 

Table 2. B-2 

2.9. HOW MANYIMOST USED HANDGUNS) ARE REVOLVERS? (NUMBER OF DEPARIMENTS) 
HOW MANYIMOST USED HANDGUNS) ARE AUTOMATICS? 

GUN TYPE 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNn CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT 11-9 110-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. !IIi NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. !IIi NO. !IIi 

REVOI..IJERS 438 98 46 98 73 100 81 96 87 98 78 99 46 100 27 100 
AUTOMATICS 10 2 1 2 3 4 3 4 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 448 iOe 47 100 76 104 84 100 89 100 79 100 46 100 27 100 



- Table 2 B-3 

2.B. CALIBER BREAKDOWN OF ALL MOST USED C;UNS - REVOLVERS (N.IMBER OF GUNS) 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOtlNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-1+9 150 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. 1\1 

.38 11+1+093 89 251+75 69 11 .. 56 63 493 81+ 1151+ 77 831+3 90 107035 96 137 61+ 

.;55', MAGNUM 18652 11 111+1+3 31 868 37 91 16 31+2 23 939 10 1+893 1+ 76 36 

.1+5 3 a a a 3 a a a a a a a a a a a 

TOTAL. 16271+8 100 36918 100 23,27 100 S81+ 100 11+96 100 9282 100 111928 100 213 100 

Table 2 B-4 

2.B. CALIBER BREAKDOWN OF ALL MOST USED GUNS - REVOLVERS (NUMBER OF DEPARIMENI'S) 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-,9 (10-1+9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. ~ NO. 1\1 NO. 1\1 NO. 1\1 NO. " NO. 1\1 NO. 9ti NO.~ iI 

.38 328 75 25 51+ 51+ 74 61+ 79 63 72 63 81 1+1 89 18 67 

.357 MAGNUM 109 25 21 1+6 18 25 17 21 24 2E1 15 19 5 11 9 33 

.1+5 1 0 a a 1 1 0 a 0 0 a a a a 0 0 

TOTAL 438 100 46 100 73 100 81 100 87 100 78 100 46 100 27 100 



Tabl.e 2 B-S 

l.B. CALIBER BREAKDOWN OF ALL MOST USED GUNS - AUTOMATICS (NUMBER OF GUNS) 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-'+9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 
TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. !Ii NO. !Ii NO. !Ii NO. !Ii NO. !Ii NO. !Ii NO. ~ NO. !Ii 

.38 11 1 0 0 11 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 MM 1788 97 1700 100 0 0 6 21 18 50 6'+ 100 0 0 0 0 .'+5 '+1 2 0 0 0 0 23 79 18 50 0 0 0 0 0 b 

TOTAL 1840 100 1700 100 11 100 29 100 36 100 6'+ 100 0 0 0 0 

to 
I 

00 

Table 2 B-6 

2.B. CALIBER BREAKDOWN OF ALL MOST USED GUNS - AUTOMATICS (NlMBER OF DEPAR'IMEm'S) 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNS~iIP DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-'+9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. !Ii NO. ~ NO. !Ii NO. ~ NO. ill NO. !Ii 

.38 3 30 0 0 3 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 MM '+ '+0 1 100 0 0 1 33 1 50 1 100 0 0 0 0 .'+5 3 30 0 0 0 0 2 67 1 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 10 100 1 100 3 100 3 100 2 100 1 100 0 0 0 0 



-----;------------------

Table 2 C-l 

2.C. L.IST BELOW EACH OIFFERENT MODE~ OF THIS MOST USED HANDGUN NOW USED IN YOUR (NUMBHR OF DEPAR'IMENI'S) 
DEPARTMENT. 

MANUFACTURER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

t 
TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. 'l6 NO. 'l6 

1 221 50 21 45 34 47 33 39 44 49 48 61 26 57 15 56 
2 403 91 45 96 62 85 71+ 88 78 88 75 95 46 100 23 85 
5 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 O· 0 0 0 0 
13 8 2 0 0 2 3 0 0 4 4 1 1 1 2 0 0 
14 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1+ 
15 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 640 144 66 141 100 137 lOB 128 130 145 124 157 73 159 39 145 



Table 2 D-1 

2.0. BARREL LENGTHS: (FOR YOUR MOST USED HANDGUN) HOW MANY HAVE BARRELS OF THE ~ OF GUNS) 
FOLLOwING LENGTHS? 

BARREL LENGTH 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-1+9 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) 
\ 

NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ 

LESS THAN 3 INCHES 15067 9 321+2 6 337 11+ 53 9 Ih 7 
3-5 INCHES 133361+ 61 21+91+1 65 1687 81 529 86 130B 85 
MORE THAN 5 INCHES 16062 10 10435 27 111+, 5 31 5 110 7 
NO ANSWER 95 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 164588 100 38618 100 23~8 100 613 100 1532 99 

Table 2 D-2 

CITY 
(50 OR MORE 
OFFICERS) 

NO" ~ 

1563 17 
7239 11 

449 5 
95 1 

931+6 100 

2. D. BARREL LENGTHS: (FOR YOUR MOST USED HANDGUN I HOW ~\ANY HAVE BARRELS OF THE (NUMBER OF DEPAImlENfS) 
FOLLOWING LENGTHS? 

BARREl. I.ENGTH 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (lO~49 (50 OR MORE 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) 

NO. ~ NO. % NO. ~ NO. % NO .• % NO. ~ 

LESS THAN 3 INCHES 212 48 16 34 44 60 21 25 29 33 58 7;~ 
3-5 INCHES 412 93 41 87 60 82 80 95 85 96 76 96 
MORE THAN 5 INCHES 87 20 8 17 17 23 12 14 18 20 20 25 
NO ANSWER 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

TOTAL 712 161 65 138 121 165 113 131~ 132 149 155 195 

FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
LARGEST 

CITIES 

NO. % ;NO. % 

9132 9 26 12 
97285 87 115 82 

4911 4 12 6 
0 0 0 0 

111928 100 213 100 

FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
LARGEST 

CITIES 

NO. % NO. ~ 

32 70 12 44 
46 100 24 89 

9 20 3 11 
0 0 0 0' 

87 190 39 144 



Table 2A 20-1 

COMPARISON BETriEEN MOST USED HANDGUN CALIBER AND BARREL LENGTH (NUMBER OF GUNS) 

BARREL. L.ENGTH 
TOTAL .3B 9 \1M .357 .4~ 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

L.ESS THAN 3 INCHES 15067 9 14651 10 0 0 416 2 0 0 
3-5 INCHES 133364 81 114904 80 1788 100 16632 89· 1;.0 91 
MORE THAN 5 INCHES 16062 10 14454 10 0 \'J 1604 9 4 9 
NO ANSWER 95 0 95 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 2A 20-2 

CC;'-1PARISON BETWEEN MOST USED HANDGUN CALIBER AND BARREL LENGTH (!\UMBER OF DEPAR1MENTS) 

BARREL. LENGTH 
TOTAL .38 9 '-1M .357 .45 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. !IS 

L.ESS THAN 3 INCHES ·212 30 191 35 0 0 21 13 0 0 
3-5 INCHES 1>12 58 299 55 4 100 106 b8 3 60 
MORE ,THAN 5 INCHES 87 12 55 10 O· 0 30 19 2 40 
NO Ai-lSWER 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Table 2 D-3 

BARREL LENGTHS WHEN ~OST USED HANDGUN IS A .38 CALIBER (NUMBER OF GUNS) 

BARREL LENGTH 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST TYPES OFFlCERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 
NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. \\> NO. % 

l.ESS THAN .3 INcHES 14651 10 3231 13 296 20 48 10 III 10 1534 18 9408 9 23 11 3-5 INCHES 1l!~904 80 1'2599 49 1075 73 418 85 976 85 6320 16 93412 87 104 16 MORE THAN 5 INCHES 14454 10 9645 38 96 7 2.7 5 67 6 394 5 4215 4 10 7 NO ANSWER 95 0 0 0 a a 0 0 0 0 95 1 a a a a 
TO'(Ak 144104 100 25415 100 1467 100 493 100 1154 101 8343 100 107035 100 137 100 

~-
t-
~ 

Table 2 D-4 

BARREL LENGTHS WHEN MOST USED HANDGUN IS A .38 CALIBER ONUMBER OF DEPARTMENTS) 

BARREL LENGTH 

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. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. ~ No. ~ NO .• % 

LESS THAN 3 INCHES 191 58 15 60 40 74 1b 25 28 44 53 84 29 11 10 56 3-5 INCHES 299 91 20 80 41 76 62 97 60 95 60 95 41 100 15 83 MORE THAN 5 INCHES 55 17 6 24 8 15 -10 16 9 14 13 21 7 17 2 11 NO ANSVIER 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 546 166 41 164 89 165 88 138 97 153 127 202 71 188 27 150 



Table 2 D-5 

BARREL LENGTHS WHEN MOST USED HANDGUN IS A .3S7 CALIBER (NUMBER OF GUNS) 

BARREL LENGTH 
"~(> DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-119 (SO OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

LESS THAN 3 INCHES 416 2 11 0 41 5 5 S 3 1 29 3 324 7 3 4 
3-S INCHES 16632 89 10642 93 810 93 85 93 296 87 855 91 3873 79 71 93 
MORE THAN S INCHES 1604 9 790 7 17 2 1 1 43 13 55 6 696 14 2 3 

TOTAL 18652 100 11443 100 868 100 91 99 342 101 939 100 4893 100 76 100 

Table 2 D-6 

BARREL LENGTHS 'IIHEN MOST USEO HANDGUN IS A .357 CALIBER (NUMBER OF DEPAR'lMENl'S) 

BAR.REL LENGTH 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOW~SHIP 

DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (SO OR MORE LARGEST 
TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % "10. % NO. % NO. % NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. % NO. % 

LESS THAN 3 INCHES 21 19 1 S .4 22 5 29 1 4 5 33 3 60 2 22 
3-S INCHES 106 97 20 95 18 100 16 94 23 96 15 100 5 100 9 100 
MORE THAN 5 INCHES 30 28 2 10 8 44 1 6 9 37 7 47 2 40 1 11 

TOTAL 157 144 23 110 30 166 22 129 33 137 27 180 10 200 12 133 



Table 2 B-1 

2.E. AMMUNITZQN: LIST 
MOST USED HANOGUN. 

EAC~'TYPE OF AMMUNITION THAT YOUR OFFICERS USE WITH THIS (Nt..'MBER OF DEPAR1MEm'S) 

BULLET TYPE 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
D'£PARTMENT 11-9. 110-49 150 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % I~O. l16 NO. % NO. % NO· '1\ 

LEAD 217 49 22 47 33 45 44 52 32 36 42 53 28 61 16 59 
JACKETED 66 15 8 17 6 8 13 15 20 22 10 13 7 15 2 7 
HOLLOWPOINT 105 24 8 17 14 19 11 13 25 28 29 37 15 33 3 11 
WAD CUTTER 28 (, 6 13 4 5 3 4 5 (, 4 5 6 13 0 0 
SEMI WADCUTTER • 14 3 1 2 3 4 0 0 1 1 3 4 '+ 9 2 7 
SOFT POINT 45 10 9 19 B 11 4 5 9 10 8 10 6 13 1 4 
MErAL PIERCING 8 2 2 4 0 0 1 1 3 3 2 3 0 0 0 '\ 0 
UNUSABLE INFO 73 16 ;5 6 17 23 16 19 16 18 12 15 2 4 7 26 

• UNKNOWN 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NO ANSWER 5 1 0 0 2 3 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 562 126 59 125 88 119 94 111 112 125 110 140 68 148 31,114 

tr' Table 2 E-2 ...... 
~ 

~" 
LIST EACH BULLET WEIGHT. IN GRAINS. THAT YOUR OFFICERS 
HANDGUN. 

USE WITH THIS MOST USED (NUMBER OF DEPAR1MEmS) 

BULL.ET WEIGHT lIN (;RAINS) 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR ~ORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. !!i' NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. '1\ NO. % 

LESS THAN 91 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
91-100 3 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
101-110 75 17 7 15 8 11 8 10 18 20 22 28 10 22 2 7 
111-120 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
121-130 33 7 ;; 6 6 8 1 1 6 7 8 10 9 20 0 0 
131-140 4 1 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 
141-150 55 12 8 17 7 10 10 12 13 15 8 10 4 9 5 19 
151-1&0 327 73 37 79 52 71 58 69 61 &9 59 75 39 85 21 78 
161-170 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 7 
171"180 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
181-190 :3 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
191-200 25 6 1 2 4 5 7 8 ·3 3 7 9 3 7 0 0 
GREATER THAN 210 6 1 0 0 1 1 2 2 1 " 0 0 2 4 0 0 
NOANSWER/DONT KNOW 19 4 1 2 8 11 4 5 4 4 2 3 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 558 124 59 125 89 121 95 112 109 122 108 137 &8 149 30 111 



Table 2 E-3 

lIST EACH MANUFACTURER OF AMMUNITION ~HAT YOUR OFFICERS US~ WITH THIS MOST USED (NUMBER OF DEPARTMENfS) 

HANDGUN. 

MANUFACTURER DEPARTMENT TYPE 

fill STATE COUNTY ClTY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 

DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 
TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS} OFFICERS) CITIES 

!\JO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. l6 NO. 'l(, NO. 'l(, 

~ 2 19 4 5 11 2 3 3 4 2 2 2 :3 4 9 1 4 

I-' 5 10 2 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 4 1 2 1 4 

'" 8 237 53 29 62 35 48 4!> 54 40 45 43 54 28 61 17 63 

10 1\1 11 3 6 10 14 7 8 7 8 11 14 7 15 2 7 

11 10 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 ~ 0 0 4 9 0 0 

12 76 17 7 15 lQ 14 9 11 17 19 23 29 8 17 2 7 

13 10 2 2 4 2 3 0 0 1 1 4 5 1 2 0 0 

16 152 34 19 40 21 29 2!> 30 33 37 28 35 17 37 9 33 

18 14 3 1 2 4 5 1 1 2 2 4 5 1 2 1 4 

19 10 2 3 6 2 :3 0 0 3 3 2 3 0 0 0 0 

ANY, ALL 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 

MULTIPLE MANUFACTURERS 6 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 2. 4 0 0 

UNKNOWN 5 1 0 0 3 ,. U 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 

OTHER 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 .1 1 4 9 0 0 

NO ANSWER 9 2 0 0 2 3 3 4 3 3 0 0 1 2 0 0 

TOTAL 614 136 71 150 94 129 90 115 118 130 123 155 78 169 34 126 



Table 3-1 

3. GO BACK TO QUESTION 1 AND PICK OUT THE HANDGUN 
BY YOUR OFFICERS. \ 

THAT IS SECOND MOST OFTEN USED NUMBER OF DEPAR'IMENTS 

SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN: 3.A. CALIBER TYPE 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 

If 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICeRS) CITIES ..... 
0\ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ NO. ~ 

.32 7 3 0 0 2 5 0 0 0 0 2 4 2 9 1 5 

.38 87 34 16 53 14 32 14 33 20 38 14 29 5 23 4 21 
9 MM 17 7 1 3 1 2 II 9 3 6 'I 8 0 0 4 21 
.357 MAGNUM 132 51 10 33 25 57 23 53 26 50 25 51 14 64 9 47 
.45 5 2 0 0 2 5 0 0 1 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 
.22 5 2 1 3 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 1 5 1 5 
.25 4 2 1 3 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 
.380 1 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.44 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 259 101 30 98 44 101 43 99 52 100 49 100 22 101 19 99 

\~--...... ---...... -------.....;: ...... --...... ---.... ------------------...:.....--~--'-'~-



------

Taole 3-2 

3. AVERAGE NUMBER OF OFFICERS ASSOCIATED WITH SECOND MOST USED ON DUTY HANDGUNS. 
FOR SPECIFIED CALIBERS 

~--"-~-CALiBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 00-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

.32 AUTOMATIC 
i~EAN 5.14 .00 1.00 .00 .00 3.00 13.00 2.00 

MINIMUM 1 0 1 0 0 1 6 2 

MAXIMUM 20 0 1 0 (I 5 20 2 

tf .38 SPECIAL 
.... MEAN 45.31 127.50 13.36 3.14 6.90 27.36 227.80 2.75 
....:I. MINIMUM 1 24 1 1 1 5 128 1 

MAXIMUM 400 296 98 10 20 51 400 6 

9 MM 
MEAN 4.76 30.00 2.00 2.25 3.00 5.7!:. .00 2.00 

MINIMUM 1 30 2 2 2 1 0 1 

MAXIMUM 30 30 2 3 4 ),5 0 5 

.357 MAGNUM 
MEAN a6.21 392.00 13.04 3.52 5.81 26.60 444.14 2,11 

MINIMUM 1 5 1 1 1 3 30 1 

MAXIMUM 3000 2500 119 37 20 IS!:, 3000 5 

.45 AUTOMATIC 
MEAN 9.1+0 .00 3.00 .00 4.00 18.50 .00 .00 

MINIMUM 2 0 2 0 4 2 0 0 

MAXIMUM 35 0 4 0 4 35 0 0 

OTHER 
MEAN 16.36 32.33 .00 3.50 4.00 26.0"0 15.00 1.00 

MINIMUM 1 9 0 3 2 7 15 1 
MAXIMUM 48 48 0 4 6 45 15 1 



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

Table 3 B-1 
3.B. HOW MANY(SECOND MOST USED HANDGUNS) ARE REVOLVERS? (NUMBER OF GUNS) HOW MANY(SECOND MOST USED HANDGUNS) ARE AUTOMATICS? 

GUN TYPE 
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. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. !Ii 

REVOLVERS 15410 98 5960 98 517 99 130 92 286 93 1101 9~ 7383 100 33 77 
AUTOMATICS 258 2 127 2 6 1 12 8 21 7 67 6 15 0 10 23 

TOTAL 15668 100 6087 100 523 100 142: 100 307 100 1168 100 7398 100 43 1-00 

Table 3 B-2 

3.B. HOW MANY(SECOND MOST USED HANDGUNS) ARE REVOLVERS? 
HOW MANY(SECOND MOST USED HANDGUNS) ARE AUTOMATICS? (NUMBER OF DEPAR'IMENTS) 

GUN TYPE 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) 1 \ CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % ' NO. !Ii NO. 96 NO. % NO. % NO. 91: , ' 

REVOLVERS 229 88 26 87 42 95 38 83 46 B5 42 86 i l 21 95 14 711 
A~liOMATICS 31 12 4 13 3 7 5 12' " 6 12 7 14 1 5 5 26 

TOTAL 260 100 30 100 45 102 43 100 52 100 49 100 22 100 19 100 

, \ 

" 
~ 

----"-' . 



Table 3 B-3 

3.9. CALIBER BREAKDOWN OF ALL SECOND MOST USED GUNS - REVOLVERS (MJMBE.~ OF GUNS) 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT 11-9 110-'+9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. iii NO. iii NO. iii NO. % NO. % 

.32 3'+ 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 26 0 0 0 

.38 39'+3 26 20ltO 3'+ 187 36 It5 35 136 48 383 35 1139 15 13 39 

.357 MAGNUI.l 11381 71t 3920 66 326 63 81 62 150 52 667 61 6218 81+ 19 58 

.1+5 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 a a 0 

.22 5 0 0 0 0 0 '+ 3 0 0 0 0 a 0 1 :3 

.41t '+5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ItS 4 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 15410 100 5960 100 517 99 130 100 286 100 1101 101 7383 99 33 100 

Table 3 B-4 

3.9. CALIBER BREAKDOWN OF ALL SECOND MOST USED GUNS - REVOLVERS (MJMBER OF DEPARTMENfS) 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY , TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TY.PES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. iii NO. % NO. ~ NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. iI NO. iI 

.32 6 3 0 0 2 5 0 0 0 0 2 5 2 10 0 a 

.38 87 38 16 62 14 33. 1'+ 37 20 43 14 33 5 21t 4 29 

.351 I~AGNUI.\ 132 58 10 3B 25 60 23 ,61 26 51 25 60 14 61 9 64 

.1+5 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 () 

.22 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

.4:t 1 0 0 0 0 a a 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 229 100 26 100 42 100 38 101 46 100 42 100 21 ',01 14 100 

() 



Table 3 B-S 

3.B. CAUt:lER BHEAKDOWN OF ALL SECOND MOST USED GUNS - AUTOMATICS (NUMBER OF GUNS) 

CALIBER 
OEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-~9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

.32 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 20 
9 MM 81 31 30 21+ 2 33 9 75 9 1+3 23 34 0 0 a 80 
.45 45 17 0 0 4 67 a 0 4 19 37 55 0 0 0 0 
.22 69 27 1+8 38 0 0 0 0 6 29 0 0 15 100 0 0 
.25 21 8 9 7 0 0 3 25 2 10 7 10 0 0 0 0 
.380 40 16 40 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 258 100 127 100 6 100 12 100 21 101 67 99 15 100 10 100 

~ 
Table 3 B-6 

3.B. CALIBER BREAKDOWN OF ALL. SECOND MQST USED GUNS - AUTOMATICS (NUMBER OF DEPARTMENI'S) 

CALIBER 
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. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NC. % NO. % 

.32 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 20 
9 MM 17 ·55 1 25 1 33 4 80 ,-.' 50 4 57 0 0 4 80 
.1l-5 5 16 0 0 2 67 0 0 1 17 2 29 0 0 0 0 
.22 3 10 1 25 0 0 0 0 1 17 0 0 1 100 0 1.1 
.25 Il- 13 1 25 0 0 1 20 1 17 1 14 0 0 0 0 
.380 1 3 1 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL. 31 100 Il- 100 3 100 5 100 6 101 7 100 1 100 5 100 



Table 3 C 

3.C. LIST BELOW EACH DIFFERENT MODEL OF THIS SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN NOW USED (NUMBER OF DEPAR'IMENI'S) 
IN YOUR DEPARTMENT. 

MANUFACTURER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
OEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-,.9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPE'S OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 
~ 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % ~ ,..... 

1 121 47 13 43 21 48 16 37 24 46 25 51 16 73 6 32 
2 202 78 23 77 34 77 29 67 43 83 40 82 22 100 11 58 
4 6 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 2 4 0 0 2 11 
5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 1 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13 7 3 0 0 4 9 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 
14 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 4 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 11 
UNKNOWN 3 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 346 133 38 126 62. 140 ,.7 109 70 135 69 141 38 173 ~<! 117 



Table 3 D-l 

3.D. BARREL LENGTHS: FOR YOUR SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN. HOW MANY HAVE BARRELS OF 
THE FOLLOWING LENGTHS? 

BARREL LENGTH 

(NUMBER OF GUNS) 

DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 {10-49 (50 OR MORE 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) 

NO. % NO. iI; NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

l.ESS THAN 3 INCHES 2372 15 1150 19 15& 30 17 12 69 22 235 20 
3-5 INCHES 10258 65 2421 40 326 62 ·118 83 197 64 863 74 
MORE THAN 5 INCHES 3009 19 2516 41 41 8 4 3 31 10 54 5 
NO ANSWER 29 a 0 0 a 0 3 2 10 3 16 1 

TOTAL 15668 99 6087 100 523 100 142 100 307 99 1168 100 

~ 
N' 
~ 

Table 3 D-2 

3.0. BARREl. LENGTHS: FOR YOUR SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN. HOW ~ANY HAVE BARRELS of (NUMBER OF DEPARTMENTS) 
THE FOLLO~ING LENGTHS? 

BARREl.. LENGTH 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY 
DEPARn'IENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) 

NO. % NO. \Ii NO. iI; NO. % NO. % NO. % 

LESS THAN 3 INCHES 86 33 10 60 16 36 B 19 12 23 16 33 
3-5 INCHES 200 77 16 53 34 77 33 77 41 79 43 88 
MORE THAN 5 INCHES 51 20 2 7 11 25 :3 7 12 23 12 24 
NO ANSWER 4 2 0 0 a 0 2 5 1 2 1 2 

TOTAL 341 132 36 120 61 138 46 108 66 127 72 147 

- --- ~~---------'---'-~-":"'-~-.-'-----'----~-

FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
LARGEST 

CITIES 

NO. % NO. \Ii 

729 10 16 37 
6308 85 25 58 

361 5 2 5 
0 0 0 0 

7398 100 43 100 

FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
LARGEST 

CITIES 

NO. % NO. % 

10 45 6 32 
19 86 14 74 

9 41 2 11 
o· a a 0 

38 172 22 117 



Table 3 0-3 

BARREL LENGTHS WHEN SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN IS A .38 CALIBER (NUMBER OF GUNS) 

BARREL LENGTH 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT <1-9 110-49 150 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

LtS5 iHAN 3 INcHES 2097 53 1046 51 120 64 13 29 61 45 191 50 654 57 12 92 
3-5 INCHES 1759 45 994 49 66 35 32 71 48 35 156 41 462 41 1 8 
MORE THAN 5 INCHES 77 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 17 12 36 9 23 2 0 0 
NO ANSWER 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 7 0 a 0 a 0 0 

TOTAL 3943 100 2040 100 187 100 45 100 136 99 383 100 1139 100 13 100 

Table 3 D-4 
BARREL LENGTHS WHEN SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN IS A .38 CALIBER (NUMBER OF DEPAR'IMENTS) 

BARREL LENGTH 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CHY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 110-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERSI CITIES 

NO. 111 NO. 111 NO. 'iI'. NO. 'iI'. NO. '16 NO. % NO. % NO. 'iI'. 

LESS THAN 3 INCHES 55 63 11 69 10 71 6 43 10 50 lO ·71 5 100 3 75 
3-5 INCHES 56 64 8 50 11 79 11 79 11 55 11 "/9 3 60 1 25 
MORE THAN 5 INCHES 13 15 0 0 1 7 0 a 6 30 4 29 2 40 0 0 
NO ANSWER 1 1 a 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 125 143 19 119 22 157 17 122 28 140 25 179 10 200 4 100 



!!!!!!!! _______ """" ........... _""._ ...... _ ........ _ ................... .....,"""":=======-.= .. -=-"".=.=-.. = .. =.= .... =. ='===;>.>l" .". - •• -~ •••.•.•.• ,. 
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'rg,ble 3 D-5 
BARREL LENGTHS WHEN SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN IS A .357 CALIBER (NUMBER OF GUNS) 

BARREL LENGTH 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT <1-9 ( 10-119 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. iii NO. % NO. % 

LESS THAN 3 INCHES 171 2 47 1 36 11 ). 1 0 0 36 5 50 1 1 5 
3-5 INCHES 8262 73 1357 35 253 78 73 90 136 91 597 90 5830 94 16 84 
MORE THAN 5 INCHES 2929 26 2516 64 37 11 4 5 14 9 18 3 338 5 2 11 
NO ANSWER 19 0 0 a 0 0 3 4 0 0 16 2 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 11381 101 3920 100 326 100 81 100 150 100 667 100 6218 100 19 100 

Table 3 D-6 

BARREL LENGTHS WHEN SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN IS A .357 CALIBER (NUMBER OF DEPAR'IMENTS) 

BARREL LENGTH 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT 

TtPE5 
(1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. iii No. % 

LESS THAN 3 INCHES 20 15 5 50 6 24 1 4 0 0 4 16 3 21 1 11 
3-5 INCHES 116 88 6 60 20 80 17 H 26 100 24 96 14 100 9 100 
MORE THAN 5 INCHES 36 27 2 20 8 32 3 13 6 23 8 32 7 50 2 22 
NO ANSWER 3 2 0 0 0 0 2 9 a a 1 4 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 175 132 13 130 34 136 23 100 32 123 37 148 24 171 12 133 



Table 3 E-l 

3.E. AMMUNITION: LIST EACH 
SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN 

TYPE of AMMUNITION THAT YOUR OFFICERS USE WITH THIS (NUMBER OF DEPAR'IMENI'S) 

BULLET TYPE 
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. \1l NO. \1l NO. \1l NO. \1l NO. \1l NO. \1l NO. % NO. % 

LEAD 112 43 14 47 17 39 18 42 18 35 21 43 16 73 8 42 
JACKETED 39 15 5 17 4 9 4 9 12 23 10 20 2 9 2 11 
HOLLOWPOINT 69 27 6 20 9 20 12 28 19 37 15 31 6 21 2 11 
WAD CUTTER 8 3 2 7 2 5 0 0 2 4 1 2 1 5 0 0 
SEMI WADCUTTER 6 2 1 3 2 5 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 1 5 
SOFT POINT 28 11 5 1'7 8 18 2. 5 5 10 5 10 3 14 0 0 
METAL PIERCING 1 0 0 0 0 0 (J 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FRANGIBLE 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 
UNUSABLE INFO 36 14 4 13 7 16 l 16 6 12 6 12 0 0 6 32 
ANY, ALL 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UNKNOWN 2 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NO ANSWER 6 2 '0 0 2 5 1 2 1 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 30g 118 38 127 5l 117 40 104 66 129 62 126 28 128 19 101 
to' 
I 
~ 
Crt Table 3 E-2 

LIST EACH BULLET WEIGHT, IN GRAINS. THAT YOUR OFFICERS USE WITH THIS SECOND MOST (NU1.mER OF DEPAR'IMENI'S) 
USED HANDGUN 

BULLET WEIGHT (IN GRAINS) 
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. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO, % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

LESS THAN 91 8 3 1 3 0 0 2 5 3 6 2 4 0 0 0 0 
91-100 7 3 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 4 2 9 1 5 
101-110 43 17 6 20 4 9 4 9 13 25 10 20 4 18 2 11 
111-120 4 2 1 3 1 2 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 
121-130 23 9 2 7 5 11 1 2 4 8 5 10 4 18 2 11 
131-140 3 1 1 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 
141-150 25 10 5 17 5 11 1 2 8 15 4 8 0 0 2. 11 
151-160 148 57 20 67 25 57 24 56 27 52 27 55 15 68 10 53 
171-1:80 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
181-190 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 5 
191-200 12 5 0 0 2 5 5 12 2 4 3 6 0 0 0 0 
GREATER THAN 210 5 2 0 0 1 2 1 2· 0 0 2 4 1 5 0 0 
NO ANSWER/DONT KNOw 19 7 2 7 5 11 5 12 3 6 3 6 0 0 1 5 

TOTAL 300 117 39 130 49 110 43 100 64 124 59 119 27 123 19 101 



Table 3 E-3 

lIST EACH MANUFACTURER OF AMMUNITION THAT yOUR OFFICERS USE WITH THIS SECOND (NUMBER OF DEPAR'IMENl'S) 
MOST US~D HANDGUN 

MANU::ACTURER 
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. lIi NO. lIi NO. lIi NO. % NO. \16 NO. % 

t:J:j 2 6 2 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 4 0 0 1 5 0 0 
I :3 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~ 5 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1+ 1 2 1 5 1 5 
8 126 49 18 60 21 48 20 47 19 37 25 51 13 59 10 53 
10 18 7 0 0 5 11 2 5 5 10 5 10 0 0 1 5 
11 6 2 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 4 0 0 1 5 0 0 
12 51 20 6 20 6 14 7 16 13 25 12 24 5 23 2 11 
13 3 1 0 0 2 5 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 
16 80 31 13 43 8 18 12 28 17 33 17 35 9 41 4 21 
18 8 3 2 7 3 7 0 G 0 0 3 6 0 0 0 0 
19 6 2 2 7 3 7 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
II.N'i', Al.,' ... 2 1 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 (l 0 0 0 0 (l 0 
MULTIPLE. MANUFACTURERs 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 2 9 0 0 
UNKNOtiN 5 2 i 3 0 0 0 0 2 4 1 2 0 0 1 5 
OTHER 3 1 0 G 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 5 0 0 
NO ANSWER 6 2 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 4 1 5 0 0 

TOTAL 330 127 44 146 53 120 46 1(16 66 129 68 138 34 157 19 100 



Table 2A 3A 
COMPARISON BETWEEN MOST USED HANDGUN AND SECOND MOST USED HANDGUN 8Y CALIBER. (NUMBER OF DEPARTMENTS) 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (l-Q (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

WHEN SECOND TYPES .OFFICEkS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 
MJST MJST 

USED IN: USED IS: NO. Ili NO. Ili NO. Ili NO. Ili NO. Ili NO. % NO. % NO· % 

38 32 AUTO. 7 2 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 2 3 2 5 1 6 
NONE 163 50 11 44 25 tl6 37 58 3;: 51 29 116 24 59 5 28 
9 MM 13 4 1 4 1 2 2 ;5 :3 5 4 6 0 0 2 11 
357 MAG. 132 40 10 40 25 46 23 36 26 41 25 40 if! ;34 9 50 
45 AUjO. 2 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 11 3 3 12 0 0 2 3 2 3 2 ;3 1 2 1 6 

~ TOTAL 328 100 25 100 54 100 64 100 6;3 100 63 100 41 100 18 101 
~ 
-...l 

9 MM 38 1 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100 0 0 0 0 
NONE 3 75 1 100 0 0 1 100 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 4 100 1 100 0 0 1 100 1 100 1 100 0 0 0 0 
~.~~-.---.- ----

357 MAG. 38 84 77 16 76 13 72 13 76 20 83 13 87 5 100 4 44 
9 MM 4 4 0 0 0 0 2 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 22 
NONIE 18 17 5 24 4 22 2 12 3 12 1 7 0 0 3 33 
45 AUTO. 3 3 0 0 1 6 0 0 1 4 1 7 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 109 101 21 100 18 100 17 100 24 99 15 101 5 lOU 9 99 

'1-5 AUTO. 38 2 50 0 0 1 100 1 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NONE 2 50. 0 0 0 0 1 50 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 4 100 0 0 1 100 2 100 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I 



Table 4-1 

4. HOW ABOUT OFF DUTY: ABOUT HOW MANY OF THE OFFICERS IN YOUR DEPARTMENT USE (NUMBER OF OFFICERS) 
HANDGUNS OF EACH OF THE FOLOWING CALIBERS WHEN THEY ARE OFF DUTY? 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CHY CITY CIn FIFH TOWNSI1IP 
DEPARTMENT 11-9 00-49 150 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. \\) NO. :Ii NO. \\) NO. :Ii NO, :Ii NO. :Ii NO. % NO. % 

.22 LR 870 1 275 2 91 3 8 2 37 3 68 1 3B7 0 4 2 

.25 AUTOMATIC 1041 1 133 1 65 2 11 3 30 2 167 2 ().14 1 21 12 

.32 AUTOMATIC 739 1 75 0 66 2 15 4 36 3 176 3 361 0 10 6 

.38 SPECIAL 94942 86 12492 74 2017 74 297 80 938 75 5615 81 73456 89 127 71 
9 MM LUGER 4435 4 ),854 11 218 8 13 3 70 6 232 3 2040 2 8 4 
.357 MAGNUM 6188 6 1956 12 109 4 20 5 59 5 277 4 3763 5 4 2 
.45 AUTOMATIC 1£:>82 2 35 0 n 3 4 1 50 4 148 2 1351 2 2 1 
.32 REVOLVER 17 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 7 0 B 0 0 0 
.380 414 0 40 0 55 2 3 1. 33 3 156 2 124 0 :3 2 
'41 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0, 
.41+ 34 0 30 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
.45 REVOLVER 165 0 0 0 25 1 0 0 0 0 50 1 90 0 0 0 
OTHER 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~ 
TOTAL 110534 101 16890 100 2741 99 373 99 1254 101 6898 99 82199 99 179 100 

00 Table 4-2 

4. HOII ABOUT OFF DUTY: ABOUT HOW MANY OF THE OFFICERS IN YOUR DEPARTMENT USE (NUMBER OF DEPARThIENTS) 
HANDGUNS OF EACH OF THE FOLOWING CALIBERS WHEN THEY ARE OFF DUTY? 

CII.LlBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSI1IP 
DEPARTMENT 11-9 110-49 150 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. :Ii NO. :Ii I~O. \\) NO. % NO. !\; NO. % NO. % 

.22 LR 53 12 4 9 7 10 5 6 13 15 9 11 12 26 :3 11 

.2!J AUTOMATIC 81 18 4 9 10 14 8 10 15 17 21 27 13 28 10 37 

.32 AUTOMATIC 76 17 1 2 9 12 1U 12 20 22 17 22 14 30 5 19 

.38 SPECIAL 332 75 19 40 60 82 !J7 68 75 84 64 81 36 78 ;>1 78 
9 MM LUGER 103 23 10 21 11 15 7 8 23 26 32 41 17 37 3 11 .357 MAGNUM 101 23 9 19 16 22 9 11 18 20 29 37 17 37 :3 11 
.45 AUTOMA Tl C 74 17 3 6 13 18 4 5 17 19 20 25 15 33 2 7 
.32 REVOLVER 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 0 0 
.380 35 8 1 2 3 4 3 4 10 11 10 13 6 13 2 7 
.41 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 
.44 3 1 1 2 1 1 U 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
.45 REVOLVER 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 ). 2 0 0 
OTHER 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NONE/NO ANSWER 100 22 24 51 11 15 22 26 13 15 14 18 10 22 6 22 

TOTAL 969 218 76 161 142 194 127 152 205 230 221 281 143 310 55 203 

'J __ :L 



TableZA/4-1 
COMPARISON BETwEEN MOST USED HANDGUN AND OFF-DUTY HANDGUNS, BY CALIBER. (NUMBER OF OFFICERS) 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL S'fATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

WHEN TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 
ON OFF 

IllITY IS: IllITY IS: NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

38 22 LR 9934 4 2190 10 711 11 13 2 183 9 956 6 5851 13 30 8 
25 AUTO 10546 5 1403 6 745 12 33 6 187 9 1693 10 6384 4 101 28 
32 AUTO 10710 5 341 2 648 10 79 15 182 9 1501 9 7979 ·4 40 11 
38 109375 48 11503 51 1365 22 296 56 887 43 5940 31 89259 '19 125 34 
9 MM 27605 12 2041 9 623 10 24 5 220 11 2381 15 22295 12 21 6 
357 MAG 31120 14 2941 13 774 12 26 5 198 10 1755 11 25410 14 16 4 
45 AUTO 21623 9 0 0 798 13 b 1 155 7 770 5 19890 11 4 1 
OTHER 7821 3 2190 10 615 10 52 10 69 3 1264 8 3602 ~ 29 8 

TOTAL 228794 100 226h9 101 6279 100 529 100 2081 101 16260 101 180670 99 366 100 

b:I 
9 MM 38 64 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 64 20 0 0 0 0 

I 9 MM 1788 87 1700 100 0 0 6 100 18 100 64 20 0 0 0 0 
t-.:J 357 MAG 64 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 64 20 0 0 0 0 \0 45 AUTO 64 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 64 20 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 64 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 611 20 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 2044 99 1700 100 0 0 6 100 18 100 320 100 0 0 0 0 

357 MAG 22 LR 3993 8 869 5 353 9 5 2 65 5 90 3 2611 11 0 0 
25 AUTO 4054 8 600 3 527 14 8 4 94 8 201 7 2611 11 13 12 
32 AlJTO 3529 7 0 0 532 14 8 4 161 14 206 7 2611 11 11 10 
38 12295 24 5965 35 800 21 80 37 332 28 840 28 4232 17 46 41 
9 MM 6992 14 3303 19 396 10 26 12 179 15 q·52 15 2611 11 25 22 
357 MAG 9683 19 4259 25 487 13 50 23 93 8 560 18 4232 17 2 2 
45 AUTO 7554 15 2286 13 397 10 30 14 133 11 460 15 4232 17 16 14 
OTHER 2332 5 0 0 353 9 8 4 130 11 220 7 1621 7 0 0 

TOTAL 50432 100 17282 100 3845 100 215 100 1187 100 3029 100 24761 102 113 101 

45 AUTO 22 LK 18 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
25 AUTO 3 2 0 0 0 0 3 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
32 AUTO 21 15 0 0 0 0 3 10 18 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
38 41 30 0 0 0 0 23 79 18 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
357 MAG 18 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
45 AUTO 18 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 18 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 137 99 0 0 0 0 29 99 108 102 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Table 2A!4-Z 
CO!.\PARISON BETwEEN MOST USED HANDGUN AND OFF-DUTY HANDGUNS. BY CALIBER. (NUMBER OF DEPARThlENTS) 

CALIBER 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

/'ILL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TowNSHIP 
DEpARTMENT (1-9 (10-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

WHEN TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 
ON OFF 

OOTY IS: OOTY IS: NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. \I: 

38 22 LR 40 6 2 5 6 6 ;, 3 9 7 8 5 9 B :3 8 
25 AUTO 60 9 3 8 7 7 5 6 9 7 18 11 10 9 8 21 
32 AUTO 51 8 1 3 6 6 7 8 8 6 14 8 it 9 4 10 
38 245 36 9 24 46 44 42 48 51 41 50 30 32 27 15 38 
9 MM 66 10 4 11 8 8 4 5 12 10 23 14 14 12 1 3 
357 MAG 61 9 2 5 12 11 3 3 11 9 18 11 13 11 2 5 
45 AUTO 44 6 0 0 9 9 1 1 9 7 13 8 11 9 1 3 
OTHER 33 5 2 5 4 4 :3 3 3 2 11 7 8 7 2 5 
NONE OR BLANK 78 12 15 39 7 7 19 22 12 10 13 8 '3 8 3 8 

TOTAL 678 101 38 100 105 102 87 99 124 99 168 102 117 100 39 101 

9 "1M 38 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 20 0 0 0 0 

~ 9 MM 4 50 1 100 0 0 1 100 1 100 1 20 0 0 0 0 
357 MAG 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 20 0 0 0 0 w 
45 AUTO 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 20 a a 0 0 0 
OTHER 1 12 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 1 20 a a a a 

TOTAL 8 9E1 1 100 a 0 1 100 1 100 5 100 0 0 0 0 

357 MAG 22 LR 12 4 2 5 . 1 3 2 6 3 4 1 2 3 12 a 0 
25 AUTO 20 7 1 :; :3 8 2 6 6 8 3 6 :3 12 2 12 
32 AUTO 23 8 a 0 3 8 2 6 11 15 3 6 3 12 1 6 
38 83 31 10 27 14 39 13 37 23 31 13 27 4 15 6 37 
9 /tiM 33 12 5 14 3 8 2 6 10 14 8 17 3 12 2 12 
357 MAG 38 14 7 19 4 11 6 17 6 8 10 21 4 15 1 6 
45 AUTO 28 10 3 8 4 11 :3 9 7 9 6 12 4 15 1 6 
OTHER 14 5 0 0 1 3 2 6 7 9 3 6 1 ~ 0 0 
NONE OR BLANK 21 8 9 24 3 8 3 9 1 1 1 2 1 4 3 19 

TOTAL 272 99 37 100 36 99 ,55 102 74 99 48 99 26 101 16 98 

45 AUTO 22 LR 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
25 AUTO 1 9 0 0 0 0 1 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
32 AUTO 2 18 0 0 0 0 1 25 ! 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
38 3 27 0 0 0 0 2 50 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
357 MAG 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
45 AUTO 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 1 9 0 0 0 0 U 0 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I~ONE OR BLANK 1 <} 0 0 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 11 99 0 0 1 100 4 100 6 102 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Table 5-1 

5. WHEN YOU THINK OF ALL THE HANDGUNS THAT HAVE BEEN USED BY YOUR OFFICERS (NUMBERS OF DEPAR'IMENI'S) 
IN THE LAST 5 YEARS' WHICH OF THESE GUNS HAVE HA~' OR HAVE CAUSED PROBLEMS? 

RESPONSE 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

to ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
I 
~'" DEPARTMENT (1-9 (10-~9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 
...... TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. )6 NO. % 

CITED PROBLEM 203 46 34 12 21 29 20 24 42 41 42 53 33 12 11 41 
NO PROBLEM 163 31 8 11 33 45 49 58 26 29 25 32 9 20 13 48 
NO ANSWER 79 18 5 11 19 26 15 18 21 24 12 15 ~ 9 3 11 

TOlAL 445 101 ~1 100 13 100 tl4 100 89 100 19 100 46 101 27 100 



if 

Table 5-2 

5. WHEN YOU THINK OF ·ALL THE HANDGUNS THAT HAVE BEEN USED BY YOUR OFFICERS (NUMBER OF DEPAR'IMENI'S) 
IN THE LAST 5 YEARSI WHICH or THESE GUNS HAVE HAD- OR HAVE CAUSED PR08LEMS? 

PROBLEM 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT 11-9 \l0-~9 ISO OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. '.IIi NO. '.IIi NO. '.IIi NO. '.IIi NO. '.IIi NO. '.IIi NO. '.IIi NO- li 

EJECTOR ROD PROBS. 10 5 2 6 2 10 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 15 0 0 

ABUSE BY PERSONNEL 20 10 1 3 2 14 0 0 2 5 4 10 10 30 0 {t 

ACCIDENTAL DISCHARGE 20 10 1 3 3 14 0 0 6 14 5 12 4 12 1 9 

ACCURACY POOR 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 2 18 

AGEl WEAR & TEAR· 22 11 5 14 1 5 1 5 5 12 7 17 3 9 1 9 

PROBS. CAUSED BY AMMO. 16 8 1 3 2 10 0 0 3 7 10 24 0 0 0 0 

t;J:j BARREL PROBS. 11 5 2 6 1 5 1 5 0 0 6 14 0 0 1 9 

I CYLINDER PROBS. 71 35 13 39 8 38 7 35 17 40 12 28 10 30 4 36 

t.I.:> DEFECTIVE MFGI RELIABILITY 15 7 2 6 1 5 1 5 1 2 5 12 4 12 1 9 

~ DOUBLE/SINGLE ACTION.PROB. 18 9 Z 6 1 5 0 0 Z 5 11 26 1 3 1 9 

EXTRACTOR ROD PROBS. 6 3 2 6 1 5 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 6 0 0 

FEEDING PROBS. 9 4 2 6 2 10 1 5 1 2 1 2 0 0 2 18 

FINISH (BLUING) PROBS. 17 8 5 15 0 0 2 10 1 2 0 0 9 27 0 0 

GRIP PROBS. 2 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 

HEAD SPACE PROBS. 15 '/ 13 39 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 

HAMMER/FIRING PIN pROBS. 42 21 4 12 7 33 4 20 7 16 12 28 8 24 0 0 

JAMMING 16 8 1 3 3 14 1 5 3 7 6 14 2 6 0 0 

LEAD SHAIlING 16 8 5 15 2 10 3 15 5 12 1 2 0 0 0 0 

MISFIRES 31 15 3 9 6 29 Z 10 5 12 7 17 5 15 2 18 

SAFETY PROBS. 4 :i. 1 3 0 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 0 0 1 9 

SIGHT PROBS. 10 5 4 12 1 5 1 5 0 0 :; 7 1 3 0 0 

STOPPING POWER INSUFFICIENT 8 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 2 5 Z 5 3 9 0 0 

TRIGGER PROBS. 23 11 8 24 5 24 2 10 3 7 Z 5 3 9 0 0 

OTHER 32 16 5 15 2 10 2 10 6 14 6 14 9 27 3 27 

MAIN SPRING PROBS. 18 9 6 18 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 12 5 15 0 0 

TIMING OFF 16 8 6 18 0 0 2 10 0 0 2 5 6 18 0 0 

SEAR PROBS. S 4 0 0 1 5 3 15 3 7 0 0 1 3 0 0 

MULTIPLE PROBS. 26 7 1 1 1 8 8 0 

TOTAL 507 236 103 288 54 256 34 165 77 178 119 264 101 276 19 171 



Table 6-1 
6. HoW ABOUT HANDGUN AMMUNITION: HAVE YOUR OFFICERS FOUND ANY PROBLEMS WITH ANY (NUMBER OF DEPAR'IMENTS) 
HANDGUN AMMUNITION 'THAT THEY HAVE USED IN THE LAST 5 YEARS? 

RESPONSE 
DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMI::NT (1-9 (10-~9 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. :J; NO. % NO. % NO. % 

CITED PROBLEM J,17 26 21 ~5 13 18 7 8 1~ 16 3~ ~3 28 61 0 0 
NO PROBLEM 215 ~8 20 ~3 38 52 58 69 ~5 51 27 3~ 12 26 15 56 
NO ANSWER 113 25 6 13 22 30 19 23 30 34 18 23 6 13 12 4~ 

TOTAL 445 99 47 101 73 100 8~ 100 89 101 19 100 46 100 27 100 

Table 6-2 

C:l 
6. HOW ABOUT HANDGUN A~MUNITION: HAVE YOUR OFFICERS FOUND ANY PROBLEMS WITH ANY (NJMBER OF DEPAR'IMENI'S) 

I 
HANDGUN AMMUNITION THAT THEY HAVE USED IN THE LAST 5 YEARS? 

~ 
~ PROBLEM 

DEPARTMENT TYPE 

ALL STATE COUNTY CITY CITY CITY FIFTY TOWNSHIP 
DEPARTMENT {l-9 (iO-49 (50 OR MORE LARGEST 

TYPES OFFICERS) OFFICERS) OFFICERS) CITIES 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

POWDER, MISC PROBS. 4 3 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 2 6 1 4 0 0 
ACCURACY POOR 6 5 2 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 n 0 0 
CASE CARTRIDGE PROBS. 25 n 5 24 2 15 1 1~ 3 21 8 2~ 6 0 ·0 
GUN FAILURE 17 1 5 2 15 0 0 3 21 5 15 6 ~l 0 0 
LEADING, FOULING 6 

ti 1 5 3 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 
MISFIRES 30 5 24 6 ~6 2 29 3 21 9 26 5 

11 

0 0 
PRIMER PROBS. 29 ~ 19 6 ~6 0 0 1 7 11 32 ,7 0 0 
POWER, PENETRATION LOW 35 30 6 29 0 0 5 71 1 7 5 15 ]s 0 0 
POWDER, WRONG AMT 21 is 3 14 3 23 1 l~ 4 29 5 15 5 0 0 
RELOAD PROBLEMS S 7 2 10 2 15 1 1~ 2 l~ 1 3 0 ~~ 

0 0 
RICOCHET S 7 1 5 0 0 1 14 1 1 0 0 4 0 0 
SMOKING EXCESSIVE 3 3 1 5 1 8 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
VARIABILITY OF ENERGY RATES 4 3 0 a 3 23 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
PENETRATION TOO GREAT ~~ 

10 3 1~ 0 0 0 0 2 1~ J 9 2 7 0 0 
OTHER 12 5 24 1 8 0 0 1 7 3 9 .3 M 

0 0 
KNOCKDOWN POWER LOW ,2 f7 5 2~ 0 0 3 ~3 3 21 6 18 14 0 0 
MUI.TIPLE PROBS. 5 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 1 3 4 0 0 

TOTAL Z6:l 217 ~4 212 30 230 14 199 26 183 60 178 7I "lS3 0 0 



Table (i-3 

COMPARISON BETWEEN CALIBER OF AMMUNITION AND PROBLEMS OF AMMUNITION CITED (NUMBER OF DEPAR'IMENI'S) 

PROBLEMS 
TOTAL .38 .357 9 MM .45 .22 .25 .41 ANY, ALL NO ANSWER 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. \II NO. % NO. % ~- . % 

POWDER, MISC PROBS. 3 1 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ACCURACY POOR ;j~ 2 3 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 50 1 9 0 0 

CASE CARTRIDGE PROBS. ~O 14 8 3 9 1 25 2 33 1 100 0 0 1 50 2 18 0 0 

9=' GUN FAILURE ~7 7 . 13 7 2 6 1 25 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~ LEADING. FOULING 6 2 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~ MISFIRES :$0 ~2 20 11 6 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 27 1 100 

PRIMER PROBS. 'l,7 ~~ 18 10 6 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100 0 0 2 18 0 0 

POWER. PENETRATION LOW :$7 34 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

POWDER. WRONG AMT 'l,O 8 14 8 3 9 0 0 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 18 0 0 

REL.OAD PROBLEMS 8 3 4 2 3 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 

RICOCHET (1- 2 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SMOKING EXCESSIVE 3 1 :3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

VARIABILITY OF ENERGY RATES 4 2 2 1 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PENETRATION TOO GREAT 10 4 9 5 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 12 5 5 3 3 9 2 50 2 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

KNOCKDOWN POWER LOvi 30 12 27 15 :3 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MUL. TIPL.E PROBS. ~ 2 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Table 6-4 

COMPARISON OF AMMUNITION PROBLEMS AND AMMUNITION MANUFACTURERS CITED (NUMBER OF DEPARTMENrS) 

PROBLEMS 
TOTAL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

NO. % NO. \\; NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. " 
POWDER. MISC PROBS. 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ACCl1RACY POOR 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 
CASE CARTRIDGE PROBS. 24 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 6 24 2 12 0 0 
GUN FAILURE 17 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 
LEADING. FOULING (, 2 1 100 0 0 0 0 1 33 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 6 <} 0 
MISFIRES 30 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 27 0 0 0 0 3 19 0 0 
PRIMER PROBS. 27 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 33 3 27 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 
POWER. PENETRATION LOw 34 14 0 0 1 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 40 4 16 2 12 0 0 
POWDER. WRONG AMT 20 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 18 0 0 1 4 1 6 0 0 
RELOAD PROBLEMS 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
RICOCHET 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 2 12 0 0 
SMOKING EXCESSIVE ;; 1 0 0 1 33 0 0 1 33 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 
VARIABILITY OF ENERGY RATES 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
PENETRATION TOO GREAT 10 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 20 ;; 12 1 6 0 0 
OTHER 12 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 6 0 0 
KNOCKDOWN POWER LOw 30 12 0 0 1 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 40 4 16 2 12 0 0 
MUL TIPLE PROBS. 5 2 0 0 d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1+ 0 0 0 0 

I:tJ 
& 
<:il 

Table 6-5 

COMPARISON OF AMMUNITION PROBLEMS AND AMMUNITION MANUFACTURERS CITED (CONT.) 

PROBLEMS 
10 11 12 13 14 ,15 16 17 18 19 

NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. iI>. NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

POWDER. MISC PROBS. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 12 0 0 1 5 0 0 
ACCURACY POOR 0 0 0 0 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CASE CARTRIDGE PROBS. 0 0 0 0 10 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 12 
GUN FAILURE 0 0 0 0 12 19 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 2 10 0 0 
LEADING. FOULING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 1. 20 0 0 0 0 
MISFIRES 1 50 1 100 ., 11 0 0 2 15 0 0 0 0 1 20 1+ 20 5 20 
PRIMER PROBS. 1 50 0 0 4 6 1 100 2 15 1 6 1 12 1 20 4 20 6 24 
POWER. PENETRATION LOW 0 0 0 0 1+ 6 0 0 3 23 6 33 2 25 1 20 1 5 0 0 
POWDER. WRONG AMT 0 0 0 0 9 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 5 20 
RELOAD PROBLEMS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 20 1+ 16 
RICOCHET 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 2 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SMOKING EXCESSIVE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
VARIABILITY OF ENERGY RATES 0 0 0 0 1+ 5 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 a 0 ! PENETRATION TOO GREAT 0 0 0 0 2 :5 0 0 1 8 2 11 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 8 0 0 2 25 l- 20 2 10 1 1+ 
KNOCKDOWN POWER LOw a 0 0 0 5 8 0 0 3 23 ~ 22 2 25 (1 0 0 0 0 0 
M.lJLTIPLE PROBS. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 a 0 a 1 5 1 ~ 
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ANNOUNCEMENT OF NEW PUBLICATIONS ON 
NATIONAL CRIME AND RELATED SUBJECTS 

Superintendent of Documents, 
Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D,C. 20402 

Dear Sir: 

Please add my name to the announcement list of new publications to be issued 
on the above subjects (including this NBS series): 

Name __________________________ , __ ----________________ ___ 

Company ______________________________________________ ___ 

Address _____________________________________________ _ 

City _________________ State _______ Zip Code -----
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