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This request for technical assistance was made by the Mercer County, 
Ohio, Sheriff's Department. The requested assistance was concerned with 
eva.luating the feasibility of a centralized records and communication 
centeT. 

Requesting Agency: MeTcer County Sheriff's 
Department, Sheriff 
W. C. Sunderhaus 

State Planning Agency: Ohio Department of Economic 
and Community Development, 
Administration of Justice 
Division, Mr. Bennett J. Cooper, 
Deputy Director 
Mr. Roger Allton 

LEAA Region V: Mr. Spencer C. Hendron, State 
Representative -- Ohio 

Mr. Terrence Doherty, Police Specialist 
Mr. V. Allen Ada.m5, Regional Administrator 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

l'--!ercer County is 1:1. pl'incipally rural farm E!-nd rec'l.'eation st'{)!;l. 1n 
Northwestcl'n Ohio. It has a. year-round popl.Jla.tion of almost 3.7')(11:10 and 
has, pe'l.'haps, ?. mi1 lion se,asonal visitors. The Sheriff's Department \5 
the largest law enfc,rcement agency in the COl.mty. It was this office 
that requested technical as,sistance. 

By national standards) Mercer COlmty has a relatively low incidence 
of Index crime!"" but gene-rally surpass03 the crime rates of nearby, simi! aT 
counties (see 'fable 1-1 ril."Id Apflli:mdix A) '. Two factors tha.t influence this 
are: The Indiana state lin0 t:ill '.:me Cuunty boundary (\~ith frequent youth­
ful traffic because of the lower Ohio drinking age); and the number of 
vacation homes in the area, which are targets for burglary and lesser 
criminal acts. 

The generally sma1l size of the County's communities and their dis­
persion in the rural area (see Figure 1-1) tends to increase the visibility 
of the Sheriff's operations. To date. the Sheriff's office has been the 
local agency dealing with State and Federal law enforcement programs 
(although this may change) and has been the recipient of grants that have 
enabled the acquisition of communications equipment that is nOI~ shared by 
all law enforcement agencies in the County. 

The Sheriff's Department has s1.1bmi tted three preapplications for 
further assistance from the Ohio Administration of Justice Division. Tho 
requested funds would be used for: 

Q County\dde central dispatch. 

o Communications., 

• Computerized recordkeeping. 

The grants applications, with minor modifications, have been placed 
into an "approved-hold" category by Ohio's Administration of Justice 
Division (AJD); but the likelihood of awards based upon those applications 
is remote within the current fiscal year. 

Among reasons for the AJD' s hesitancy is that the Mayors and Police 
Chiefs of Mercer County will soon meet \d th the Sheriff and County officials 
to discuss the formation of a Joint Law El1forcement Council (see Figure 1-2). 
TI';o topics \'Jill certainly arise in their early meetings: Fi:r.st, the 
benefits of cooperative planning; and second, the need for a central 
facili ty, dealing principally with communications betl'ieen agencies. Thus, 
the outstanding grant applications appear best viewed and considered 
for momrd within the context of the plans developed by the proposed Joint 
Law Enforcement Counci 1. 
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The Sheriff had sought technical assistance for a number of years. 
The general desire, as stated in the request, was for a feasibility reviC\'1 
of a centralized records and communication center that \~ould incorporato 
the elements of the three outstanding grant preapplications. 

The Consultant visi ted ~Iercer County and lIlet with the fo11O\'1ing 
personnel: 

o W. C. Sunderhaus, Sheriff. 

Q J. Gilmore, Chief Deputy. 

o R. Allton, Ohio AJD. 

" J. E. VanNeter, General Telephone. 

I) R. Klosterman, Chairman County Commission. 

o G. Bihn, County Commissioner. 

$ R. Dicke, County Commissioner . 

The objectives developed for this study became: To assess the 
communications needs of Mercer County for emel'geney services; to capturE' 
and crystalize several perceptions of how a joint council might fuftction; 
to review the technical merit of the three existing preapplicationsj and 
to develop a document which might focus conversation in the fil'st charter 
meeting of the proposed council. The time available to the Consultant 
di.d not permit exhaustive treatment of that entire scope of work, but the 
discussion which fol1O\'Is should form a base for further planning by the 
local agencies. 
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TABLE 1-1 

Index Crimes, ~Icl'ccr County (1974 UCR) 

Crimfil Cnt~ 

Total, Index Crimes 

Violent Cri.me 

Propert)' Crime 

Murdol' and Nonnegligent 
~Ians 1 augh ter 

Forcible Rape 

Robbery 

Aggravated Assault 

Burglary 

Larceny ($50 and over) 

Auto Theft 

Number 

794 

27 

767 

1 

1 

6 

19 

244 

486 

37 

R .. 76-103 
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Rate/1OO.OOO 

2,151.6 -. 

73.2 

2,078.4 

2.7 

2.7 

16.3 

51. 5 

661.2 

1,317.0 

100.3 
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Figure I-I, Approximate Map of Mercer County 
and Some Municipalities 
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Figure 1-2. 

'\N. c. SUNDERHAUS 

CELINA w .OHIO . - 4ISB::I::I 

~ovembee 25, 1975 

Dear 

As you lclow, in the past five years, grow\:h and social 
changes in our counf:~ dema~ds improved c~~ty law e~force­
men':: operation. \' . . 

X have a plan to modernize criminal justice proceduces, 
and still r;laL.,tain local. govern::><.mt:. inde!?"J\denc'1. 

X am requesting your coopera\:ion in jolning our coun:.y 
enforcement pro:]ran to create a He:ca::' county Joint Law Sn­
forcement Co~~cil. 

r propose to create a co~~cil cOm?Qsed of ~;e Mayor or 
Chief' cf Police of eac.; partici?<'l';:.ing gove~ntal un.i.t, one 
.individual a?poinced by each city council or town~hi~ t--ustee, 
the Sheriff, and one rnemb~ of the Me.:'cer count.y Cor.v;dssion­
ers, along with any other L~terested citizen from any unin­
corporated co.=.mities. 

The council, \:nder the supervision of a chairman, will 
cnake initial re':or:l."'P-ndl.ltions for their local la', enforce~nt 
and criminal justice prograr.\s th'at cOUld be counl:ywwicle in 
nature and responsibility • 

The council will be empowered to reco=r.claf:.:!.ons as per 
hiring, training, acquiring ec:;uipme.~t:. and property necessary 
for law enrorccr:1ent: functioning. The council can also <lpply 
for: state and local funds CU:AA) via the Sheeiff' • 

I 

X feel t:hat t:.;is is a "m.l's!:" program, and :t will great-
ly appreciate yOl~ participation. I plan to hold a feasibil­
ity meeting with t:.;e ~ntionad people on Wednesday, Jar~ary 14, 
1976 al: 8:00 I'M in the Me~cer Count::\' Court House Auditorium, 
L., Celina, Ohio. . 

Enclosed you will fL~d <1.'\ addressed, sta""ped, post:. card. 
please ac1c:nowledge on thc card whef:..'tc= J'O'.l ""ill" or ''Will 
not,. be attending this meeting, and mail it to me al: your 
earliest: possible convenience. 

mS1.nCe::'elY YOUJ::'s, Q! 
') rt C) (\. ,/ 
.~. ~\.AA \:oV\. "-'-'") 

w.c. SlJrlOERHAUS, SheJ::'iff 
~e::e: C~~ 

Letter Sent by Sheriff to t-Iayors and 
Chiefs of Police in Mercer County 
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2. UNDERST~~DING OF THE PROBLE~I 

The original l'equest for technical assistance was limited to a 
feasibility study of a centralized records and communication center. 
Involved in this centralization would be an emergency toll-free county­
wide telephone number, centralized dispatching, and computerized x-ecords. * 
This mission \'las generally followed during the study but was somewhat 
broadened to consider certain implications of the formation of a Joint 
Law Enforcement Council. 

The areas focused on by the Consultant are identified in the follO\~­
ing paragraphs. They are analyzed and recommendations made in subsequent 
sections. 

2.1 Joint Law Enforcement Council 

The law enforcement agencies of ~Iercer County now have no formal 
mechanism for joint planning, coordinated program execution, or speaking 
with a single voice (except through tho Sheriff's Department) when asking 
for Federal or State assistance. 

The Sheriff has asked that a charter meeting of a potential Joint Law 
Enforcement Council convene on January 14. 1976. The Council is seen by 
him as the most direct approach toward developing compl'ehensive county­
wide programs and also deemphasizing his department as the single spokesman 
for grant applications and similar activities. The autonomy of the local 
agencies would not be lessened in any way by the proposed Council. 

It has been suggested that the communications and dispatching "problemtl 
described below be one of the first topics addressed by the new Council. 

2.2 Communications and Dispatching 

Response time for an emergency situation is a most critical factor. 
Elements influencing res~onse time include: 

~ The citizen must contact an appropriato agency 
'to summon assistance. This is sometimes a 
problem in ~Iercer County and is discussed 
belolY. 

• A unit must be assigned the problem by some 
kind of dispatching function. This too is 
discussed below. 

* From letter, August ·6, 1975, from B. J. Ccioper~ Ohio AJD, to 
S. C. Hendron, LllAA. 
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A unit must travel to the scene. This 
component of response time is apparently 
not a significant problem in Mercer 
County. 

The most common method for citizens to make a complai.nt or to summon 
aid is by telephone. From time to time, this is somewhat of a problem 
in ~Iercer County. Several aspects of the problem are: 

(\) Some of the local agencies have small staffs, 
so a call to the listed number may go un­
answered because the officer(s) on duty may 
be a\IIay from the station. 

o A call may be made to the wrong jurisdiction.* 
While the misdirected call can be straightened 
out, it can add to the frustration of a dis­
traught citizen. 

The caller may not know to use the Sheriff 
as the "number of last resort" when contact 
cannot be made by phone with the local juris­
diction (the Sheriff may be able to establish 
radio contact with the local police or may 
dispatch a deputy). 

A caller may be discouraged by a toll charge 
and not phone the Sheriff's office for lesser 
complaints. 

The County is sel'ved by three telephone companies (General, United, 
and Wabash), and the present rate stl'Ucture imposes tolls upon many calls. 
The perceived need in the County is to have a single (preferably toll­
free) number to call for emergency assistance. Moreover, the existence 
of this number should not preempt the right of the citizen to call a local 
jurisdiction's number if he chooses. The advantage of the central number 
would be a certain and perhaps faster response. 

Radio plays an important role in public safety communications in ~tercer 
County. All law enforcement vehicles in the County have mobile radios, 
some fu:rnished by the Shel'iff's Department. The radi.os are used to avoid 
toll charges for communications \'lith outlying areas and are sometimes the 

* In the Celina telephone book, for example, more than twenty numbers are 
listed fOl' both fire and police. Of these, roughly ton each are in 
Mercer County. This certainly confuses visitors and often the local 
residents. 
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only way to establish contact with a local police unit when a call has 
come in from its jurisdiction. 

2.3 Computerized Records 

This area is a comparatively lesser concern :in Mercer County today. 
A plan for computer utilization has 'been developed and a preapplication 
for funds submitted to Ohio I s AJD . The proposed system \~oulcl reduce the 
manual efforts required for data entry and information l'etrieval, inte­
grate some information from police courts and correctional agencies, and 
generally extend the capabilities of whatever central communications 
function is developed. 
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3. ANALYSIS or: THE PROBLEM 

3.1 Joint La\'! Enforcement Council 

A rigorous analysis of the proposed .Joint Law I3nforccment Council 
was not possible, for at this writing no meeting has yet taken place. 
The author I'louid be remiss) hOI'lever, not to present some i toms for con­
sideration and discussion at the cllal'ter meeting, or series of meetings, 
beginning January 14, 1976. 

The Anoka County (Minnesota) Joint Law Enforcement Councll has been 
proposed by Sheriff Sunderhaus as a model, or stal'ting point, for ~(ercer 
County's charter deliberations. A synopsis of Anoka County's organization 
is provided below: 

o The Council is composed of the chief of police 
of each participating government unit, and 
0110 additional individual is appointed by each 
C~tl Council. The sheriff and a representative 
of the county conunission also sit on the 
council. 

The county commissioners appoint two other 
members, one to represent unincorporated 
areas and the other to represent incorporated 
areas with police departments having fewer 
than six full-time officers. 

o The Council appoints a chairman. 

The Council undertakes research and makes 
initial reconunendations for law enforcement 
and justice programs that are countywide in 
nature and responsibilitr, or that could be 
carried out more efficiently if undertaken 
collectively rather than separately. 

An analogous structure and general mission l'lould seem to serve in 
Mercer County. The details of membership for Mercer County arc best left 
to the consenSllS of the meeting of January 14. 

Conjecturally speaking, it appears that the attendees of the charter 
mceting(s) will need to address the following major topiCS: 

o Organization -- The eventual number of Council 
members and-how they are chosen, the goals 
and obj ecti ves of the Council J and its powers 
and responsibilities. 
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• Procedures - - When/I'lherc/ho\ll to meet> terms 
of office, reimbursement (if any to b~ pro­
vided) j filling vacancies) voting, procedures 
for admendment, and simil 0.1' matters. 

Matters of Interest -- Arguing against a 
general' council is-akin to fighting mother­
hood or apple pic. Such a council is a plain 
vessel that must be filled not only I'li th good 
intentions but also given a port to sail to. 
Restated, the purpose of fOl'ming a council 
is not to have meetings, but to sec words 
turned into action. One issue that should 
be of immediate interest to council members" 
and \'lith which they may learn to work together, 
is that of a central conununications facility 
an issue covered generally by this report. 

Communications and Dispatching 

The Sheriff's Department today acts as th.e major sh'itchboard for law 
enforcement communications in Mercer County. Approximately 3S percent 
of the Sheriff's telephone and l'adio communications are in support of the 
municipal police functions (see Appendix B). The Sheriff's office is 
connected to fire and burglar alarms in a numher of establishments. The 
Sheriff also has a computer terminal linked to LEADS/OHIO CJIS. 

The Sheriff has request.cd funtls from the Ohio AJD to establish a 
central communication cent,~r > much like the one formed in Fulton County ~ 
Ohio~ I.,.hich is a similar county. 

The center I.,.ould be implE>~lEmted under the auspices of the Joint Law 
Enforcement Council. It would b~ established in a facility outside the 
Sheriff's Department, yet incorporo..~e his raelio/computer/alarm equipment 
and be connected to a ne\.,. county\~ide telephone system that Nould provide 
a central emergency number. 

The proposal appears to haw..: concep tual merit. Several questions \oIere 
raised in this study about the details of implementation: 

o \\1Hlt sites might be chosen and what factors 
should be considered in making a choice? 

o How could the center be staffed? 

o \\11at options are optm for the telephone 
neth'ork? 
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What timetable for implementation would 
synclll'oni ze with the grant application/ 
award cycle? 

There are several locations in the County Courthouse that may be 
adequate for locating the center. Other sites may be nominated by the 
Joint Law Enforcement Council. Factors bearing upon the choice of 
locations are: 

~ Rental/purchase costs (if any). 

o Remodeling expenses. 

(» Vulnerability -- Some safeguards against 
hostile intrusion/interruption will be 
necessary. 

Size -- The facility must house the 
communications equipment, provide work­
space, an area for records stcll'age, and 
sufficient space for later growth. 

Environmental control -- The location 
chosen should not preclude eventually 
controlling temperature and humidity. 

Equipment relocation expense -- The 
costs of moving equipment to the new 
center and reconnecting them (to the 
Sheriff's radio tower, for example). 

It has been proposed that the communications center be staffed by new 
personnel and suppor-tcd largely by a grant from the Ohio AJO. Funds for 
such a purpose are generally available. This \vould free one Sheriff's 
deputy per shift and correspondingly increase the number of personnel 
available for law enforceme.nt and public safety field duty. The m'ethod 
of personnel selection and salar.ies for the communication center staff 
have not yet been addressed ,and should be considered by the Joint Council. 

The telephone system posed the major problem for the communication 
center. Options considered were: 

() A 911 single-number system. 

o An 800 (WATS) system. 

o Toll-fl'ee direct circuits from each exchange. 
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An Enterprise number. 

An o:l,'dinary phone system, but possibly 
with an intercept in the billing cycle 
to create a toll-free equivalent. 

The telephone options al'G contrasted and a preliminary recommenclat:Lon 
is set forth in Sections 4 and 5 of this report. 

Approximate milestone dates for an implementation plan are outlined 
below. These are recapitulated and expaiidea in Section S. 

o January -- Joint Council meets, communication 
center. 

&) Februal'Y -- Preapplication to Ohio AJD due.' 

May 

August 

Pl'eliminal'y apPl'oval given by AJD. 

Telephone direct()'l'Y listings close 
(Ge~eral Telephone). 

Telephone directory issued. 

Interim phone system for center 
in operation. 

o November -- Grant received . 

o November/December -- Personnel selected, 
changeover to new communication 
center. 

3.3 Computerized Records 

All of the forms in use by the Sheriff t s Department were reviewed. 
In general, paper\'lork could be moderately reduced \.,ith some minor redesign 
of the forms. Unless the recordkeeping of the local police departments 
\.,(>1'e to be integrated by a central system, it is not burdensome enough 
today to make automation cost-effective. This may become a more distant 
di.scussion topic for the Joint Law Enforcement Council to consider. 
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4. FI~DINGS A~D CO~CLUSIO~S 

Depending upon onels viewpoint, the technical assistance rendered 
~1ercer County may have come at a fortunate or unfortunate time-- fortunate 
because it may darifr some issues for the impending first meeting of the 
Joint La\~ Enforcement Council and unfortunate because the future l'emains 
cloudod bohind that first meeting. 

4.1 Joint Law Enforcement Council 

The Consultant is enthusiastic about the promise of such a planning! 
coordination group.. The attitude among potential participants appears to 
be generally positive, with a healthy dose of skepticism. Because we are 
dealing with future events, no firm conclusions can be advanced. Offered 
below are some concepts that may prove helpful and lead to a ",e1l-function­
ing Council .. 

o 

Establish immediately some sense of purpose 
for the group. This will include not only 
long-range goals, but also some silOrt-range 
proj ects that can instill confidence and 
a sense of accomplishment in the participants. 

Work towards written rules of proceduro. The 
example from Anoka Count)' will SOTve as a 
good point for discussion and development to 
begin. 

Sort out the powers and responsibilities of 
the new Council, and negotiate all areas where­
in the participants fool a threat of encroach­
ment. 

o Adopt some regular meeting place and acquire 
some part-time secretarial assistance. The 
County Commission and other partiCipants shOUld 
consider modest appropriations to support 
the Council, 

Move to create its own imago and identification 
and not be considered the stepchild of any 
existing agency, Media coverage should be 
\'1e] corned and ci then involvement encouraged. 

Perhaps the concepts presented may seem too obvious to bear offering . 
Yet, it was the Consultant's improssion that some of the proposed Council 
participants viewed the formation of the Council as thinly veiled pO\~or­
play by tho Sheri ff I S Department. The successful formation of a Joint 
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Law Enforcement Council may well 'test upon the Shcriff1s ability to 
convince them otherl\'ise. Adherence to such concepts US those outlined 
may diminish many concerns. 

4.2 Conununications and Dispatching 

There is a need in Mercer County for a ccntl'al communications fuci 1i ty. 
That role is pal'tially filled today by the Sheriff ' s Department. It is 
a role that the Sheriff \\'ould Idllingly yield to the Joint LaN Enforce- ", 
ment Council for management. Pressing issues to be considered by the 
Council are presented below. 

Ct Si to -- The location of the faciE ty must 
be chosen. As this is I~ri tten, the location> 
by defau1 t, appears to be I·Ji thin the Court­
house complex. Other sites, as lIIay be 
suggested by the Council, should be considered. 

o Staff -- Personnel costs may be covered by 
funding from the Ohio Administration of 
Justice Division. An application for these 
funds is necessary. How these pCl'sonnel are 
to be hired and paid is another topiC for 
Council consideration. 

Equipment -- There is no immediate need fOl' 
additional radio equipment, although more 
portable units would be useful. A computer 
for managing the center I s records mtght be 
readily justifiable, once operations nrc 
in place. The telephone system offers some 
major options that are treated separately 
belol<l. 

4.2.1 Telephone System 

were: 
The major guidelines set forth for the conter1s telephone system 

The creation of a single countywide emergency 
mlmber to supplement existing listings. 

o That it be a no-cost or low-cost feature 
throughout the County for users. 

o That it be an affordable system to operate. 
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Options considered for the communication center were: 

Ii) 911 -- An incrC'tlsi.ngly common systC'11\ f01' 
emergencies but onc with high costs fOl' 
systems installation and one requiring 

·great cool'dinntion nmong tho three phone 
compnnics. 

o WATS -- 'rhe toll-free 800 number to c.nll, 
cheap for the user> fairly expcns:i.vc for 
tho law enfol'cement agencies. Thc uscx' 
would neod to dial an cleven digit 
number to be connected. 

Direct Circuits -- Tho user ah/ays dials 
what appears to be a local number but is 
then routed through directly. It is high 
in cost, is very vulnerable to Hn.c 
damage, and requires a different number 
in each foreign exchange. 

Enterprise -- Relatively easy to usc, 
but necessitates operator intervention. 
Places n burden upon operntors; phone 
company reluctant to assume. Depending 
upon calling location in County, may go 
through operator as far m'iay as Lima; 
probnbility of something going \'ll'ong 
reasonably high. 

Standard -- An ordinal'y Celinn exchange 
number from some foreign exchanges re .. 
quires dialing an eight digit number 
(e.g.~ 1-486-6661). Typical toll charge, 
''1hen required, less thnn 20 cents (from 
Ft. Recovery). 

Standard (no charge) -- Same as standuru, 
but phone company reverses charges as 
bills arc computed, cl'cating equivalent 
of toll-free number. Requires special 
effort by phone company. 

These options are summarized in Table 4-1. 

An udditional con~;ideration is that hy August 1976 the subscribel's 
of United and Wabash Telephone Companies will be able to cal1 Celina toll­
free. Aftel' that date I the toll consideration applies only to those areas 
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TABLE 4-1 

Comparison of Some Telephone System Options 

Ease of Cost to Probability Vu 1 ncrabil i ty Cost/Difficulty Cost to 
Option Use QE..~ of Error in Disaster of Implementation User 

911 Easy UnknO\Vl1 Lot.; LO\o,1 High None 

WATS Complex High ~10derate LO\o,1 Lo\'1 None 

;;v Direct 
A J Circuits Moderate High Model'ate High Moderate None 

'-J 
I ~ 

A f ..... Enterprise Easy UnknO\Vl1 High LO\o[ LO\.; None 
0 
ex 

Standard Hoderate Lo\</ Moderate LO\I1 LOt~ ~ominal 

Standard 
(Xo-Charge) ~loderate LO\\' Moderate LO\</ LO\\' ~one 

.' 
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shO\\'n in Figure .~w1. En~h of those a:t'cas is serviced by General Telephone, 
mnking 01 ther of the last t\~O options \~orthy of some consideration. 

The approximato monthl>' (':ost J under the standard option> for service 
wi th three incoming rotary (kickwdown) numbers Hncl tll'O unlisted numbors 
for outgoing calls \.;ould he' roughly $80!month nfter the first month. The 
additional cost of the no-charge option (if availnble) is unknown. This, 
01' a similar phone configurat 1011, should provide suffi cient incoming 
capacity to handle the prohable load 1'l1th only a remote chance or £t caller 
reaching a busy signal. 

4.2.2 Dispatching Functio~ 

For its initial stages, at least J the proposed communication center 
will assume a dispatching ~Cilc no more poworful than that exercised 
presently b)' tho Sheriff (1. e., the Sheriff does not assign or dispatch 
units not his own; his office merely facilitates communications). If, at 
some future time, the confidence of the Joint Law Enforcement Council 
in the operations of the communication center grO\tJs) the center may be 
asked to take on full dispatching responsibilities. That cnpability 
l'emalns to be proven. 

4.3 Computerized Records 

The potentio.l employment of a computer fOl' law enforcement assistance 
in ~Ierccr County appears to lie in tho futut'e. The need for (and utility 
of) such a system is probably linked diroctly to the progress of the 
proposed Joint Lat\' Enforcement Council. 
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TOLL AREAS (shaded) AUGUST '76 

~. 
tjj Rockford 

~'Mendon 

" 

Grand lake 

'. 

. 
~ 
lllco,dwater 

II'SJ 
• Montezuma 

t:l. ' 
ChIckasaw 

Figu1e 4-1. _ l,lap of Telephone Toll Areas 
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5.1 

5.2 

RECm'c.1ENDATIONS 

General Reco~nendations 

() A Joint La\~ Enforcment Council be formed. 

o A central communication center be pstablished. 

" Employment of a computer be delayed until a. 
plan for its utilization can be developed in a 
countywide program for la\~ enforcement. 

Specific Recommendations 

o The communication center be placed \~ithin 

() 

o 

the Courthouse, unless other viable candidate 
locations are offered. 

The current preapplications, soon to expire, 
be reviewed by the Council; and a single, 
unified preapplication be prepared expeditiously 
to renOi~ ~!el'cer County's request for funds. 

The Council adopt a simple solution (the 
"standard" option) for the communic<ltion 
center's telephone system. 

The Council consider unified, central efforts 
(photo and cri.me laboratory, facsimile trans­
mission equipment, etc.) that will expand 
upon resources currently available. 

5.3 An Action Plan 

It is presumptive to guess at the decisions to be reached by a body 
never before convened. With the best available data, however, the follo\\,­
ing rough chronology scems appropriate. 

o January 14, 1976 -- Charter meeting of 
Joint Law Enforcement Council. Tentative 
decis ion to procede \'I'i th Council formation . 

. Goal definition. Division of representatives 
into major task forces. Review of immediate 
business (grant application renewal) . 

Late January 
application. 

Council input for grant 
Report of task forces. 
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February 6, 1976 -- Grant preapplication due 
in Columbus. 

March -- Budget informati.on supplied to 
Couney Commission for renovation and possible 
interim operation of cOllllilUnicatlon center. 

~Ia)' -- Tentative approval of grant application. 
Coordination \d th phone companies to obtain 
listing in August directories. 

July -- Have prepared draft of Council 
Charter. Establish hiring and pay policy 
for proposed eonununication center. Take 
bids for renovation. 

August -- Center's number if listed. Have 
at least one phone in interim location. 

September -- Initiate steps leading to 
recruitment of center personnel. 

November .. - Grant rocei ved. Contl'act for 
renovation awarded. Center staff 
recruitment accelerated. 

December 
center. 

Change over to nCl'l communicati.on 
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APPENDIX A 

1974 UCR Data for Mercer County and Nearby Countios 

(Ohio Administrative Planning District I) 
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COUNTY POPULATION 

ALLErl 109,708 

ASHLAND 44,000 

AUGLAIZE;, 40,303 

CRA~:FORO 51,604 

DEFIANCE 36.503 

ERIE 77,305 

FULTON 35,000 

HAl'iCOCK 62,704 

HARDIN 35,502 

HENRY 28,802 

h'URD:1 49,498 

YJIOl( 42.503 

!'.ARION • 65,605 

-
11I;RCER 36,903 

... 

I!{OEX 
CRIHES -.~-.. --
5,15J 

747 

837 

1.693 

1,292 

3,003 

552' 

2,121 

851 

778 

1,177 

1,250 

3.130 

794 

......... ~ ~~~~"~~·$ .. ':7 

AO:HNISTRATIVE PLANNING DISTRICT I 

FBI UNIFOR!>I eRH!E REPORT - 1974 

RATE PER MAN-
100,000 r.lURDEk SLAUGHTER RAPE· ROBBERY 

6 ·2 13 156 
4,697.0 5.5 1.8 11.8 142.2 

2 4 4 
i,697.7 4.5 0 9.1 9.1 

I 4 3~~7 2,076.8 2.5 0 9.9 

17 
3,280.7 0 0 0 32.9 

2 2~7 2~7 4J:6 3.539.4 5.5 

4 1~3 .4 9a 
3,884.6 5.2 13.1 116.4 

I I 2 
1,491. 4 2.9 0 2.9 5.7 

1 ~6 7 29 
'),382.5 0 B.2 46.2 

!> 5 
2,510.3 0 0 15.3 15.3 

6~9 
I . 4 12 

2,701.2 3.5 13.9 41.7 

2 15 
2,377.9 .0 0 4.0 30.3 

, . 

2~~9 10 
2,964.5 0 0 23.5 

4:6 
I 11 33 

4.771.0 _ 1.5 16.8 50.3, 
. , 

. 2~7 1 6 
2,151.6 0 ·2.7 16.3. 

---

STOLEN 
BURGLARY LARWIY ASSAULT AUTOS 

1,279 3,407 102 190 
1.165.8 3,105.5 93.0 173.2 

-
216 442 36 43 I 490.9 1,004.5 81.8 97.7 

253 508 18 37 
627.7 1,260.4 44.7 91.8 

476 1,077 42 81 
922.4 2,087.0 81.4 157.0 

319 Oil:; Il 52 
873.9 2.435. 4 32.9 142.5 

e09 1,889 107 90 
1,046.5 2,"113.6 138.4 116.4 

188 288 5~~4 24 
537.1 822.9 68.5 

546 1,353 84 101 
870.8 2,157.8 134.0 161.1 

290 403 95 53 
889.5 1,236.1 291.4 162.6 

196 019 15 10~?2 680.5 1,802.0 52.1 

274 801 30 55 . 
553.6 1,518.2 60.6 111.1 

334 778 82 45 
785.8 1,830.5 192.9 lG5.9 

660 2,219 87 117 
1,006.0 3.382.4 . 132.6 178.3 

244 466 19 37 
661.2 1,317.0 51.5 100.3 

.' 
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FBI UN1f0R,\! CRHI,E REPORT - 1974 

INDEX RATE PER NA:f- STOLEN 
COUNTY POPUlATIOIi CRI}lES 100.COO MURDER SLAUGHTER RAPE ROBBERY BURGLARY LMCEIlY ASSAULT f,UTOS 

4 186 362 13 16 
I·:ORRO:.! 23,502 581 2,472.1 0 ° 0 17.0 791.4 1,540.3 55.3 68.1 

2~7 1 6 18 ZS8 6ZZ 29 61 
OTTAI{A 37.393 1,035 2.767.9 2.7 16.0 48.1 796.9 1,663.4 77.6 163.1 

1 -I 1Z3 231 15 19 
PAULOWG 20,101 399 1,985.0 0 0 5.0 19.9 641.8 i ,149.2 74.6 94.5 

~-
I I PUTi/J\.\1 3~1 3 3 139 154 15 20 

32,602 334 1,024.5 ° 9.2 9.2 426.4 472.4 46.0 61.3 

:r 
~ 

I RICHU\NO 
6 .19 83 1,434 2,960 268 2G4 

135,600 4,979 3,671.8 4.4 0 14.0 64.9 1,057.5 2,182.9 197.6 150.4 
~ . 

I SA.'lDU5K,( 
1 6 36 406 " 854 64 61 

63,204 1.438 2,275.2 1.6 ° 9.5 57.0 642.4 1,367.0 101.3 96.5 

3 2 14 390 1.433 38 !l5 
• SEIIECA 60,904 1,935 3,177.1 4.9 0 3.3 23.0 640.4 2,352.9 62.4 90.3 

It1 3~3 4~~6 .!65 406 I I8 52 
Vft.'i HERT 30,502 659 2,160.5 0 540.9 1,331.1 59.0 170.5 

WILLIJ\.~SI 34,402 
3 8 241 729 36 42 

1,059 3,078.3 0 0 80.7 23.3 700.5 2,119.1 104.6 122.1 

I . 1~0 IJ~5 34 602 1,275 53 ~O8 
\;'000 96,507 2,086 2,161.5 ° 35.2 623.8 1,321.1 54.9 111.9 

9~0 3tO 
158 345 21 27 

~:,(ANDOT 22,202 561 2,526.8 0 0 _ 711.6 1,553.9 94.6 121.6 

TOTALS 1,273,959 38,424 68,927.3 68.6 1~.6 2~6~S 9~~~4 . 18~6~~~3 }!tt,t;t;O I '''~I 
43,556.6,2,356.6 

.I,OW 
2,916.69 

.' 
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APPENDIX B 

Summary of Communications Activity 

Mercer County Sheriff's Dopartm(>nt 
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There has, to datE), been no need for a formal analysis of radio or 
telephone communications traffic for the Sheriff's Department. Xn an 
attempt to gather an impTession of the volume and types of user} a brief 
analysis of the radio log was conducted, The week of Decemher 9 ~ IS> 1974" 
was chosen, Fourteen Sampling periods were used: ' 

Period Day Houres) 

1 12/9 0800 to 1000 

2 12/9 2200 to 2300 

3 12/10 1000 to 1200 

4 12/10 2300 to 2400 

5 12/11 1200 to 1400 

6 12/11 0000 to 0100 

7 12/12 1400 to 1600 

8 12/12 0100 to 0200 

9 12/13 . 1600 to 1800 

10 12/13 0200 to 0400 

11 12/14 1800 to 2000 

12 12/14 0400 to 0600 

13 12/15 2000 to 2200 

14 12/15 0600 to 0800 

The sample structure will not be defended for elegance, but for the 
purposes of rough measure was used to construct a composite, "average," 
24-hourperiod. 

All entries in the radio log ''1ere used for the sample periods. Thus) 
rm'l data fOT an oncoming and outgoing Tadio messages (unit calling/called, 
time of day, etc.) and equivalent data for telephone calls (also entered 
in log) \'lere available. The raw data are not reproduced here for reasons 
of space. One presentation of the data fo11o\'1s: 

Composite Day, December 1974 

Telephone Calls - In 
Telephone Calls Out 

Radio Calls - In 
Radio Calls - Out 

Telephone/Radio in or out 
for another jurisdiction 

R-76-103 
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43 
10 (known to dispatcher) 

57 
20 

48 (34.8% of Total) 
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These nllmbers stand as reasonable duily averages \\'hen compared \dth 
the Sheriff's monthly activit)' report for the same month> December 1974 
(see Appendix C). 
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APPENDIX C 

Mercer County Sheriff's DepartmC'nt 

Monthly Activity, December 1974, and Annual Summary 
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Mercer County Sheriff's Department 
Activity Report 

Telephone Complaints · 
Personal Complaints · 
Legal Papers Served 

Accidents Investigated 

Accidents to O.S.P. 

Arrests 

Traffic Warnings . 
Court Appearances 

Breaking and Enterings 

Theft Complaints . 
Vandalism Complaints 

Fraudulent Checks 

Domestic Complaints 

Juvenile Complaints 

Littering Complaints 

Drug Offenses · 

. for ~Ionth of D(~ccmhor 19i4 
and Yearly Totals for 197.1 

December -----
· · · · · 1,188 

· · . · · · 594 

28 

· · · · · 36 

10 

• · · 32 

· . · · · · 35 

42 

• · 11 

19 

12 

1 

· · · 7 

2 

. ". · 2 

· · :5 

Offenses Against Persons · . 0 

Alleged Rapes · · , · 
Alleged Homicide · · · 

R-76-103 
C-2 

0 

0 

Totals' 
1974 --"" ... _-

" 
13,741 

7,344 

440 

345 

126 

343 

3~)7 

Sl1 

154 

259 

163 

150 

109 

127 

7 

27 

12 

2 

1 



, 1\ 

Self InflicteJ Gun Shot Wound , · , 

Accidental Shootings . · · · • · . , 

Suicides · · 
Missing Persons • · 
Fatal Hunting Accidents • . 
Fatal Farm Accidents · 
Fatal Industrial Accidents 

Fires (Traffic Control) • · 
Bomb Threats . • · · 
Stolen Vehicles 

Armed Robberies • . • · 
Assists to Motorists , 

Funeral Escorts • · · · · 
Hospital Requests fOT Blood 

Institution Trips 

Special Assists to Other Departments · 
Jail Tours Conducted 

(Open I-rouse Held in June) 

Sheriff Sales · · • 

Talks to Civic Organizations 

Meetings Attended 

Schools Attended . . • · · • 
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Totals 
December 1974 

0 :2 

0 2 

0 :; 

5 62 ' . 

0 1 

0 4 

1 1 

0 21 

0 3 

0 21 

0 1 

30 200 

0 27 

9 42 

1 32 

4 80 

2 ,26 

1 4 

3 31 

3 12 

0 13 
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Prisoners Processed (Total) . 

Adult Male Prisoners 
Adult Female Prisoners 
Juvenile Male Prisoners . 
Juvenile Female Prisoners 

Meals Served . 
~Iiles Driven . 

Miscellaneous Complaints 
(All Other Than Listed) . 

. 
• 

. 

• · . 
· . . 

. · • . 

R-76-103 
C-4 

. 

Decomhc'l' ---.... ~,. 

63 

55 
0 
6 
2 

895 

13,903 

Totals 
1974 - ___ I 

550 

470 
25 
40 
15 

7,478 
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