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Executive Summary

American policing has a tendency to study urban policing, and then apply those findings and
standards to the small and rural setting. Rural policing is distinct in nature and needs to be
adapted to the rural setting. More than 90% of the law enforcement agencies in the United

States have less than 50 officers.

Recognizing the needs of small and rural law enforcement may not be being met, the National
Institute of Justice (NIJ) along with the Rural Law Enforcement Technology Center (RULETC)
sponsored a national summit for small and rural law enforcement. The summit was held
August 2009 in Tulsa Oklahoma and was attended by over 50 participants representing 38
states. Of the law enforcement agencies present, they had an average of 23 full-time sworn

officers.

The participants were divided into four working groups and discussion was facilitated by
members of the RULETC advisory board. Two surveys were given to assess crime and training
needs. The groups discussed issues they felt were relevant to small and rural law enforcement.

These discussions resulted in three primary Issues.

1. Lack of representation of the small and rural agencies in national policy and funding.

2. Recruitment and retention of officers



3. Training

As a result of the summit, RULETC has made the following recommendations to NIJ.

e Establish a Technical Working Group to address issues specific to small, rural and, tribal
law enforcement.
e Establish a focus group to continue work on what was developed at the summit.

e Subsequent summit for 2010

It is important that the issues raised at this summit, and future issues, be discussed, and
solutions developed. This can be accomplished by the development of a strategic plan that
supports the recommendations made by RULETC as a result of the summit. This includes
educating small and rural executives and policy makers at the state and federal level on the
issues important to rural America. This plan includes specific action steps, timelines, milestones

and evaluation.



Background

Most law enforcement research, to include policing models and policy issues, are derived from
studying urban areas in America. Urban policing is much easier to study due to the easy access
to data presented in the large population base, relatively high crime rates and most media
outlets are in larger cities. The results of these studies may demonstrate effective law
enforcement methods in the urban setting but then they are many times arbitrarily applied to
the rural setting. The assumption is that if it works in the urban area, it must be transferable to
rural areas. Rural policing is distinct in nature and how law enforcement is applied must be
adapted to the rural setting and cannot be modeled solely on the basis of its effectiveness in

the urban setting.

Most of the American population is in urban areas while most of the places in America are
rural. About 70% of the land in America is rural while about 20% of the population is non-
metropolitan, with fewer than 50,000 people and not economically dependent on their
proximity to an urban area. (“The encyclopedia of police science — Google Books, “ n.d.) Just as
it is true that most of the population lives in urban areas, most of the law enforcement officers
work in urban areas. However, most of the law enforcement agencies are small and rural.
There are over 17,000 law enforcement agencies in the United States and 90% of them serve

populations under 25,000.

Almost half (49%) of the law enforcement agencies have fewer than 10 officers and 91% have

fewer than 50 officers (Weisheit, Falcone & Wells, 1999)



The Rural Law Enforcement Technology Center (RULETC) is part of the National Law
Enforcement and Corrections Technology Center system (NLECTC) under the National Institute
of Justice (NlJ), U.S. Department of Justice. In March 2008, the advisory board to RULETC voted
to submit a proposal to NIJ for the consideration of a national law enforcement summit for
small and rural agencies. The advisory board is comprised of Police Chiefs and Sheriffs from
across the United States representing small and rural law enforcement agencies. The
discussion and reasoning for the summit was the belief by the advisory board, that small and
rural law enforcement are underrepresented as a group in American law enforcement policy
and funding. Large city chiefs and sheriffs are represented by the International Association of
Chief of Police (IACP) and the National Association of Sheriffs. IACP has a branch that is
advertised as providing support to the small agency. The National Sheriffs Association does not

have a similar branch to support the small agency.

The request to NIJ, for the summit was an opportunity to bring small and rural Chiefs and
Sheriffs, from every region of the United States, to one location, to discuss issues that are
specific to their agency size and geographic location. In October 2008, NlJ approved the

summit.



National Summit

On August 4-6 2009, the Small and Rural Law Enforcement Summit was held in Tulsa Oklahoma.
Over fifty participants, primarily Chiefs and Sheriffs attended, representing 38 states. Of the

agencies present, they had an average of 23 full-time sworn officers.

The goals of the summit were:

e Educate attendees on the resources and technical assistance available from NIJ. Review
the Technical Working Groups (TWG) managed by NIJ and obtain input about the
current TWG priorities.

e Provide information about the unique areas or characteristic of law enforcement
agencies in small and rural America.

e |dentify the three most important things needed by small and rural law enforcement,
what are their largest problems, and attempt to identify solutions.

e Compile a list of available resources that may be unique to a state or region but may
have application to other areas.

e Conduct a needs assessment for training requirements of the recently created Rural
Policing Institute, Federal Law Enforcement Training Center.

e Conduct a follow-up survey to the 2000 report, “Assessing the Needs of Rural Small-
Town, and Tribal Law Enforcement”.

e Conduct a follow-up survey to the 2003 report on the “National Assessment of

Technology and Training for Small and Rural Law Enforcement Agencies”.



The first day was introductions and presentations from NIJ, RULETC and, the Federal Law
Enforcement Training Center. The second day, participants were broken into four working
groups with RULETC Advisory Board members acting as a moderator in each group. The third
day all participants were brought back together and the results of the break-out groups were

presented and discussed.

This was one of the first times in the history of American Law Enforcement that small and rural
Chiefs and Sheriffs were brought together for this type of discussion. The discussions and
wishes of the participants changed what some of the projected goals were and some goals

became irrelevant and were not addressed.

The following list of goals and outcomes were developed or changed at the summit.

Educate attendees on the resources and technical assistance available from NIlJ. Review the
Technical Working Groups (TWG) managed by NIJ and obtain input regarding the current
TWG priorities. This goal was accomplished through general presentations from RULETC and
NIJ representatives. Participants were given information about resources that are available
through NIJ and any agencies it is affiliated with. The technical working groups managed by NIJ
were reviewed with all participants when they were in break-out groups. Participants were
supportive of the TWG priorities and felt they were important to law enforcement regardless of

the size or location of the agency.

Provide information about the unique areas or characteristics of law enforcement agencies in
small and rural America. This resulted in a large discussion on the definition of a small and/or

rural law enforcement agency. A small agency was relatively easy for the group to define as “an



agency with less than 50 full time officers”. This count of officers did not include correctional
staff as is commonly found in Sheriff’s departments. The definition of rural was much more
difficult and was not resolved at this meeting. Discussions centered on the many definitions
used by a variety of federal agencies such as the United States Department of Agriculture.
Population, population centers, square miles and, economic conditions were all discussed.
Research has found the definition for rural America differs depending on who wants to define it
and the purpose they want it defined. If the choice was left to me, | would look at a
combination of numbers of fulltime officers and population centers of no more than 50,000 in
the county. There was some discussion of including large agencies such as State Police because
they do policing in many rural areas. However, they are generally well funded state agencies
and have a tremendous amount of resources they can call upon if needed. Most rural or small
agencies are underfunded and have very few resources that they can call upon. | spent over 25
years with the Washington State Patrol, which could easily fall under the definition of providing
a rural law enforcement response. | have spent the past five and one half years as a police chief
in a small agency with 14 full time officers. Based upon my experiences with both agencies,
State Patrol cannot be considered a rural law enforcement agency. Size, funding, and resources
make them different. They may provide some service to small and rural areas but they cannot

be compared to a small and rural agency.

Identify the three most important things needed by small and rural law enforcement, what
are their largest problems, and attempt to identify solutions. The breakout groups resulted in

identifying a variety of needs but three major themes did develop within each group.



1. Lack of representation in the law enforcement community. This was at the top of
the list for all four groups. Members think that the small and rural agencies are not
taken seriously and they have no way to get attention beyond their own local level.
This representation manifests itself in a perceived inequity of grant funding at the
state and federal level. | say perceived because | could not locate any statistical
information to show what percentage of all federal and state funding was awarded
to the small and rural agency. Without this data | could not say if this is a true
statement, but perception of the group is its reality. The International Association of
Chiefs of Police has a small agency track; however for a variety of reasons it was
believed that they were not representing the small agency adequately. The National
Sheriffs Association does not even have a branch to represent small and rural
counties.

2. Recruitment and retaining officers is an issue. The small and rural agencies think
they are a training ground for the larger agencies that may surround them. It is very
common to get hired by the small agency, stay for one to two years then make a
lateral move to a large agency. The overwhelming reason for the move, from the
small agency to the larger agency, was the discrepancy in pay between the larger
agency and the small agency.

3. Training for the small and rural agency is expensive and generally hard to find without
extensive travel. Small agencies do not have adequate staff to allow an officer to go to

training without having to pay overtime to cover shifts for the officer. Budgets cannot



support the paying of overtime for training. Small and rural cities do not have the tax base

to be able to support a large budget for their law enforcement agencies.

Compile a list of available resources that may be unique to a state or region but may have
application to other areas. This goal was generally ignored due to time limitations and the
amount of research and logistical information that would have to be collected. | think this
goal needs to be redefined as possible ” best practices” and include how some agencies

are overcoming technology, training, and funding needs? Are these solutions transferable?

Conduct a needs assessment for training requirements of the recently created Rural
Policing Institute, Federal Law Enforcement Training Center. This was combined and
accomplished by conducting a follow-up survey to the 2003 report on the “National
Assessment of Technology and Training for Small and Rural Law Enforcement Agencies.”
This follow up survey was also one of the previously listed goals. The sample population for
this survey was just the participants at the summit and therefore is a small representative
sample. As such broad conclusions cannot be drawn. Thirty-four technologies were listed
“A” through “HH” and respondents were asked to rate them as: no training needed, some

training needed, or much training needed.

The top eight areas that were identified as “much training needed” were: car mounted
mobile/data terminal, car mounted mobile digital/data computer, digital imaging

fingerprints , less lethal force by a hand held device, less lethal force three pole trip,
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less lethal force-stun device , video camera (fixed surveillance), Vehicle (stolen vehicle

tracking)

The data collected from the survey was compiled by Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center, Office of State and Local Training, Training Management Division. A copy of the
survey and the compiled are attached to this report as appendix A. Figure 1 and 2 graph the

survey results.
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Conduct a follow up survey to the 2000 report, “Assessing the Needs of Rural Small-
Town, and Tribal Law Enforcement”. This survey was completed, but has limited value
due to the size of the sample group and different interpretations of the questions. All
of the data has not been compiled, but some of the questions were able to be compiled
for some minor comparisons. The survey is attached as appendix B. This survey

consisted of 46 questions and | have compiled the results from eight of those questions.

Question 1. We are interested in the crime problems you face in your jurisdiction. For

each problem area listed below, please circle whether you believe the problem is a
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SERIOUS PROBLEM, MINOR PROBLEM, OR NONE. Figure 3 shows the top four areas
considered serious by the respondents, they were: Drinking and driving, drug use, drug
trafficking, and spouse abuse. The area described as “none” as a problem most often was

anti-government violence.

B No Response

No Problem
® Minor

M Serious

Figure 3, survey question 1

Question 9. Which of the items listed would you consider the most serious or pressing problem
regarding training in your agency? Figure 4 shows that the cost of training, and freeing up officers time,

were the most serious problems related to training.

Question 10. Does your department provide training beyond the minimum required by the state?
Everyone who answered this question said they provided more training than required by his or her

state.
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Question 11. Does your department have a separate budget for in-service training? If yes, about how
much is available per year for each officer? A majority of agencies have a separate budget, and figure 5

shows that most agencies have between $101 - $500 budgeted per officer.
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Figure 5, survey question 11
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Question 15. If it were available at a low-cost, which of the following methods of delivering training
to your officers would you seriously consider using? Some agencies would consider any of the listed
delivery systems and others would only consider a few. Figure 6 shows the delivery systems and
responses to the question.

40
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correspondence
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4) CD-ROM

5) Face-to-face at

regional sites

H No

M Yes

Figure 6, survey question 15

Question 16. Which of the above would you consider the best desirable option and which would you
consider the worst or least desirable option? The most desirable option was face-to-face at regional
sites and the least desirable was a correspondence course.
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Figure 7, survey question 16
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Question 17. Do you believe the federal government should play a role in providing training
to small town and rural police? If yes, what should they be doing regarding training for rural
and small town police? 100% of the people who responded to this question agreed that the
federal government should play a role in providing training. The two most common themes in
the written response to the second half of the questions were: funding support and regional

training opportunities.

The Third goal was the most discussed,” Identify the three most important things needed by
small and rural law enforcement, what are their largest problems and attempt to identify
solutions.” The feeling was that the small and rural agencies did not have a voice at the state
and federal levels when it came to policing in America. Policy makers at the state and federal
level would not include small and rural law enforcement executives when they commissioned
studies or funding opportunities for law enforcement. This lack of a “voice “has created the
perception of an inequity of funding for the small and rural agency. During this summit,
national funding awards were announced under the COPS program for hiring additional
officers. Twenty-six (26) of the agencies represented at the summit had submitted applications
to the COPS program. The COPS program is federal funding available to law enforcement
agencies to hire additional officers. Only two agencies in attendance were awarded any

funding, and that was funding for one officer each.

Funding that has been available also did not meet the needs of the small and rural agency.
Staff, training, and facilities to a large degree have not been available. Funding has primarily

been available for equipment and the list of approved equipment was not truly needed for the
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small and rural agency. The perception of the group is that these inequities are the result of no

representation or voice for the small and rural agency.

Summit Outcomes

RULETC advisory board and staff considered the Small and Rural Law Enforcement a successful
event. It has raised issues for the small and rural agency that needs continued examination and

discussion. RULETC has made the following three recommendations to NIJ.

1. NI establish a Technical Working Group for the small/rural/tribal law enforcement
agencies
2. Nl establish a focus group to further the work started at the summit

3. Nl sponsor a subsequent summit for 2010

In support of these three recommendations, the following strategic plan has been developed to

accomplish the recommendations from the summit and to plan beyond 2010.
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Strategic Plan

Objective 1 — establish a Technical Working Group for small, rural, and tribal law enforcement,
funded and recognized by National Institute of Justice. This group addresses issues specific to
the group based upon their size and geographic location. If established, a subcommittee of this

group could be responsible to further what had been started at the national summit.

Targeted public;

e Rural Law Enforcement Technology Center (RULETC) — The advisory board and staff are
supporters of this objective. They need to be supplied with the overview of the results
from the summit and review the costs associated with sponsoring the summit. As part
of the National Law Enforcement and Corrections Technology Center system (NLECTC)
they may be tasked with assisting with the funding of the next summit or technical
working group. RLETC is designed to provide support to small and rural law
enforcement nationally, so this fits with their current organizational mission.

e National Institute of Justice (NIJ) — As part of the U. S. Department of Justice, NIJ has
oversight of NLECTC. The program manager and the director of NIJ will have to be
educated on the national importance of this group. NIJis also a logical place to get

additional research resources. There is conflicting data available on department sizes
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and staffing levels. More survey data needs to be collected on the needs of this group

to ensure what is being reported is as accurate as possible.

Objective 2 — Educate more small and rural agencies on the results of the summit for future

support.

Targeted public;

e Smalland rural law enforcement executives — There was overwhelming support of the
executives that attended the summit, but they are just a fraction of the number of
agencies nationally. Educational information and a distribution method need to be

developed.

Objective 3 — identify and educate other organizations that would support or actively resist the

representation of the needs of small and rural law enforcement.

Targeted public;

e International Association of Chiefs of Police — they could view the additional
representation of small and rural law enforcement as a threat to their organization.
They have a division within IACP that is designed to assist the small agency. The general
feeling at the National Summit was that the small agency was not being adequately
represented by IACP. It would be natural to assume, with 90% of the Chiefs having
organizations of less than 50 officers, then a majority of the IACP membership is from

small agencies.
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e National Association of Sheriffs — They do not have a division designed to represent the
needs of small rural agencies, but the same rational as applied to the membership of

IACP can be applied to their organization.

There are numerous federal organizations that to some degree have a mission to support the
small and rural community. NIJ should be asked to research those organizations so that the
ones most appropriately impacted by the small and rural law enforcement agencies can be

contacted.

Action Plans

1. Summarization of the process and outcomes of the National Small and Rural Law
Enforcement Summit. This has been completed and is the first half of this report. The
entire report will be sent to the director of RULETC for review and comment. The report
and a formal request will be sent to NIJ asking to establish a Technical Working Group
for small, rural, and tribal law enforcement. This TWG should include Chiefs and Sheriffs
who meet the profile of small and rural law enforcement. There should also be
representation from:

e RULETC advisory board
e NIJ Staff

e |ACP
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e National Sheriffs Association

e Chiefs and Sheriffs who attended and participated in the National Summit

This group will be responsible to create the mission, vision, and agenda for the small and rural

agencies. They will present this information at the next national summit for concurrence.

2. Create informational briefings that can be given to Chiefs and Sheriffs to do media
releases and interviews with local media outlets.

3. Develop informational briefings for senior members of NlIJ and members of U.S.
Congress. Selected TWG members will give informational briefings on needs of small
and rural law enforcement as identified at the national summit.

4. Educational outreach to small and rural law enforcement nationally. The United States
can be divided regionally, and selected Chiefs and Sheriffs will be asked to educate and
inform their colleges about what is occurring. Contacts should be made with state
Chiefs and Sheriffs associations and use that venue to educate.

5. Develop the agenda for the next National Summit for small rural and tribal law
enforcement. This would include; review of the progress made since the last summit,

strategic planning session, and an educational component.
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Timelines

December 15, 2009 — this report is finalized and delivered to RULETC.

January 15, 2010 —report is modified, if needed, and sent NIJ with the official request for a

TWG and authorization for the second National Summit.

March 1, 2010 — TWG and summit are approved by NIJ.

May 1, 2010 — TWG members have been identified and met to develop their work plan.

July 15, 2010 — Informational letters are sent to members of Congress describing what is

occurring and detailing the needs of small, rural, and tribal law enforcement.

August 30, 2010 — Second National Summit for small, rural, and tribal law enforcement.

October 15, 2010 — TWG to meet review progress and develop educational materials for chief

and sheriffs for release to their local media.

March 15, 2011 - TWG members do informational presentations to members of Congress.

Evaluation

This project involves possibly over 14,000 local law enforcement agencies and a dependency on

the involvement of Federal Government agencies and the coordination and cooperation of
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several more private and public organizations. Short term success will be measured over

twelve to eighteen months and gauged by the reaching of milestones. Long term evaluation
will have to look out two to five years and will be heavily dependent on reaching the desired
milestones in the first eighteen months. The project timeline contains some key milestones,
and if these milestones are not met will delay the plan or cause it to be drastically modified.

Listed below are the key milestones for this plan.

e Finalization of this report to RLETC, and dissemination to members who attended the
National Summit.

e Sanction and formal adoption of the Technical Working Group

e The second National Summit for Small, Rural, and Tribal Law Enforcement

e Information developed and distributed to members of Congress and Senior Officials of

NI

Depending on the success or failure of reaching each milestone, and the outcomes developed
from these milestones, further evaluation will need to be developed. It would be extremely
speculative at this point to develop evaluation criteria beyond eighteen months because of the
importance of each milestone and the effect the previous milestone will have on the

succeeding milestone.
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Conclusion

The National Summit for small and rural law enforcement in August 2009 brought several issues
forward that were considered of high priority by police chief and sheriffs. The most important
issue was the feeling that they did not have a “voice” that speaks to their needs as small and
rural law enforcement. They felt that the larger agencies were the only ones being solicited and

listened to on policy and funding issues.

Research is limited on small and rural agencies. It is widely accepted that they make up 80% to
90% of the law enforcement agencies in the United States. However; the actual numbers in the
research vary by as much as 2,000 agencies.(Muhammad, 2002) Additional research is needed to
define the uniqueness and the needs of the small and rural agencies as compared to their larger
counterparts. It is important to the law enforcement profession and the policing of American
communities that small and rural agencies continue to discuss and explore solutions to policing
issues. These solutions may be unique based upon size and geographic location or they may be

able to be applied to policing regardless of agency size and location.

This demographic of law enforcement agencies must continue to meet, discuss, and find
solutions. To do this, they will need involvement by federal agencies for support and they will

need to develop a long term plan that will meet their goals. This group of chiefs and sheriffs
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can be a strong political force nationally. They represent every corner in America and if they
speak with a collective voice they can bring positive change to the profession of law

enforcement.
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1, Global Poshtioning Systems - Mabile i 2 A 0 1 " 3
survalllence '
K. Gilohal Poattloning Systems « Venicie leeation | 1 E | U 1 3 i
L Hand-hald digiad terrninal 1 1 3 0o | 2 3
M, Laptop Complaer (in-feid) 1 2 3 n Lo 2 ¥
N. Lass then lethal forca - Captura net . 1 2 3 L] 1 b 3
O. Lesa than lemal latce - Choka carotid held or 1 2 3 0 1 1 k]
nack raatraint
P. Leas than lemal Jarce « Flash/bang gronods I 2 3 ] A 2 ]
Q. Less than iethal farce - Hand held slectrical 3 2 3 L 1 H 3
devical/ditact contagt
R. Lasa Manlethal force - Rubber bullets ) 2 3 a | 2 1
8. Legs than lethel forca - Soit projectiies 1 2 K] IR ] 2 1
T. Luszs thanlethal fores « Stun devices 1 1 k] Y \ 1 3
U. Less than lsthal forea - Three-pals Irip L 2 3 o i 1 1
) V. Less than lathal farca - Tranquitzar dans i 1 3 0 ' 2 3
W. Mainframa computer | 2 a [ 1 a Bl
X. Minlgomgider 4 1 i} o L] 1 3
Y. Night Visian/Elactre-Optc I 3 3} o ] F K
(tmBge intanslfers)
Z. Nigm VislanElaetre-Optic L 2 3 (] 1 1 k]
(Infrarad - Marmal imagers)
AA. Night Vision/Elecurs-Oplic 1 2 3 b I 2 3
{Laser range fidders)
BB, Pefzonal computar (Pcr}liﬂéwmpum) 1 b 3 0 1 1 1
GC, Vidso Camera (In patrel cars) 1 2 i o 1 B 3
DD. Vdee Cameva (Mokile surveliance) 1 3 3 ] 1 2 ]
. EE. video Camera (Fixed-sita survaillanes) 1 2 ki b ] 3 3
FF. Vehicle {Tlre dension spikus) L, 1 ] ) 1 1 1
GG. Vehigle (Elecuicavangine didruption) 1 1 1 n 1 1 A
MM, Venicle {Stalen vanicle tracking) : I 2 3 Y i P ¥
1. OMhar - Plaase Hat {up 10 31 v 1 3 W \ 1 3
.
[1r2
3.

This documant is & research rapert submitlad o the U.S. Depariment df Jusilce.
This raport has not been pubiished by the Dapartment, Opiniona or points of view
expreanag are Ihose of the author(s) and da nat nacessarlly rabact the official
position er policies of the U.S, Depanment of Justica.
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PuLr SompeaT Ho o Tarmmia | Soma Trainirg) | Much TAINg
ST Coms yraur ComrOrInS T L1 L Marded
A. Cassmounted mabile digiabuats wminal 1 1 1 1 1 ]
(L)
. Garvmouniad mobile dighaldets cOmpulAr 1 2 y 1 2 )
(MOC) .
C.  Communi:angn - Bags salion radlos | 1 3 ) 2. ]
0. Cammunicalion - Celtulsr pnanes 1 i 3 L 2 a
E. Communication « Motile fadios 1 i 3 1 2 3
F.  Communicition - Panabi radie i 1 . ] t 2 3 lf
G, Digial Imaging - Fingerprinta ] 3 1 1 1 ) f
H.  Dighal (moging - Mug shers ' H 3 1 1 3
L CigietImnging « Suspact aompantve ] 2 3 1 3 1
J.  Gichal Pasfliohing Systema « Mobile 1 ) 3 i H )
awrvollsnce |
K. Giopal Fouttiankmy Syctenrs < Vehicle locaten 1 1 ) L 2 )
Heed-nerd dgieal terminal i 1 o \ 1 1
M. Lapop Computar (in-ieks) i H A L 2 )
N.  Lmas than lethal foros - Capiure net 1 1 L2 1 2 3
@. Lewn than laihal foroe - Cheke aaralid hotd or | 1 ) 1 2 a
nack resiant
P. Lams thar lethal forcs « Flushmahg grenade | H 2 i 1 3
Q. Lnca Bian Inthat Jorse « ena resd siecuical v 2 ) 3 2 3
davioe/grect aontacy i '
R. Leos than ithel foroe - Ruboer bullets ' 2 ] [ 3 A
S, Lews Dnad o108l (orca - San projectiien 1 1 1) 1 1 bl
T. Losa thun lthel larce - Slun daviay 1 2 ) { 1 A
U.  Less than lalnai fores - Thive-pate Tlp L 3 3 [} 2 3
W, Lasd than aihal forcs - Trangulliter daits. 1 2 ] 1 2 2
W, Mpintama 0ompute’ 1 I ) i 1 3
X. Minkcompaer ) T 1 1 1 il
. Nighl VisigwEiectroaDphic L 2 ] 1 3 1
(IMAGE kv rsifers)
Z. Nignt Vislon/é|aatra-Opba L 1 H L ! A
(nirared - harmal Imadwa)
AR, Night Viow Elacre-Opic ] 2 ) 1 2 *
(Lener ravgs fndars)
BE8. Persapsl computer (PC/Micucompltir) I 2 3 i i k]
CC. Vic4a Camen (in pelisi cars) T 1 RE i 3 3
DO, Videa Caméen (Mobie srvelisncd] | 1 1 1 1 Ll
€E. Vidso Camera (Fined-ais surveillance) i 1 ! 1 H ¥
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16, USING TECHNGLOGY USTED IN THIS SURVEY, AND ANY OTHER TYPES OF TEGHNOLOQY YOU CaN THINK OF, LIST in
ORDER OF GREATEET NEED THE THREE MOST IMPORTANT TYRES OF TRCHNOLOGY TRAINING YOUR AGENCY NEEDS.

1.

2.

3.

18, USING TECHNALOGY LIETED M THIS SURVEY, AND ANY GTHER TYPES OF TECHNQLOOY YOU CAN TMINK OF, LIET IN
OROER Of LEAST GREATEST NEER THE THREE LEAST IMPORTANT TYPES QF TECHNQLOGY TRAINING YOUR AGENCY
NEEDS,

0. DO YOU HAVE INTERAGENCY COQPERATION TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE WITH TECHNOLOGY WHEN YOUR DEPARTMENT
S NEEDS T?

O vyss 0O Ne

200, |F YES; BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE TYPE3 OF INTERAGENCY COCPERATION YOUR ARQENCY RECEIVES.

’ 21, WWHAT ARE THE THREE PRIMARY BARRIGRSAMPEDIMENTS TO YOUR AGENEY IN ﬁCQUIHING THE TECHNOLOGY
TRAINING YQUR AGENCY HEEQOS?

1.

2

a.

22, VWHAT ARE THE THREE PAIMARY RESOURCEA/FACIITATORS OF VOUR AGENGY IN ACQUIRING THE TECHNOLOGY
TRAINIMG YOUR AGENCY NEEQS7

2, PLEASE LIST ANY AQDITIGNAL COMMENTS YOU MAY HAVE!

!

This document is a resaarch rsﬁart submitied o the U.S, DaPaﬂmentm’Jusllm.
This report has not neen putiighed by (he Department. Opinlons of pelnts of view
exprassed are those of the author(s) and do not necesssrlly raflact tha official
pasition or policies of lhe U.S. Depanment of Justice.
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Types of Technology

Car-Mounted Mobile Digital/data terminal
Car-Mounted Mobile Digital/data computer
Communication-Base station Radios
Communication- Cellular Phones
Communication-Mobile Radios
Communication- Portable Radios

Digital Imaging-Fingerprints

Digital Imaging- Mug Shots

Digital Imaging- Suspect Composites

Global Positioning System-Mobile Surveillance
Global Positioning System- Vehicle Location
Hand-Held Digital Terminal

Laptop Computer (in field)

Less than Lethal Force- Capture Net

Less than Lethal Force- Choke carotid hold or neck restraint

Less than Lethal Force- flash/bang grenade

Less than Lethal Force- Hand held electrical device
Less than Lethal Force- Rubber Bullets

Less than Lethal Force- Soft projectiles

Less than Lethal Force- Stun Device

Less than Lethal Force- Three-pole trip

Less than Lethal Force- Tranquilizer darts
Mainframe Computer

Mini-Computer

Night Vision/Electro-optic (image intensifiers)

Night Vision/Electro-optic (infrared- thermal images)
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BB
cC
DD
EE

FF

GG
HH

Types of Technology (Continued)

Night Vision/ Electro-optic (laser range finders)
Personal Computer (PC/Microcomputer)

Video Camera (In Patrol Car)

Video Camera (Mobile Surveillance)

Video Camera (Fixed-site Surveillance)
Vehicle (Tire deflation spikes)

Vehicle (Electrical/ engine disruption)

Vehicle (Stolen Vehicle Tracking)
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Number of Departments that indicated training needs

No
Training Much Training
No Response | Needed Some Training Needed Needed Total
A 9 8 10 34
B 6 7 11 10 34
C 6 12 12 4 34
D 5 18 7 4 34
E 6 15 9 4 34
F 5 15 8 6 34
G 6 3 14 11 34
H 6 5 18 5 34
I 6 5 14 9 34
J 7 4 15 8 34
K 6 6 12 10 34
L 6 9 10 9 34
M 7 4 17 6 34
N 6 13 7 8 34
0] 7 13 6 8 34
P 7 8 12 7 34
Q 5 11 8 10 34
R 7 14 5 8 34
S 6 10 10 8 34
T 5 12 5 12 34
u 10 14 3 7 34
\Y 9 13 6 6 34
w 6 13 7 8 34
X 6 11 11 6 34
Y 6 6 16 6 34
VA 5 7 15 7 34
AA 5 9 13 7 34
BB 5 9 13 7 34
ccC 5 11 14 4 34
DD 6 5 13 10 34
EE 6 6 12 10 34
FF 5 9 15 5 34
GG 7 7 5 15 34
HH 5 6 12 11 34
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Number of Departments

Number of Departments

20

18

16

14

12

10

20
18
16
14
12
10

o N b O

Number of Departments v.s Type of Technology

® No Response ® No Training Needed m Some Training Needed B Much Training Needed

Type of Technology (A-Q)

Number of Departments v.s Type of Technology

B No Response M No Training Needed ™ Some Training Needed M Much Training Needed

Type of Technology (R-HH)
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Department

Department

Departments that indicated training needs

Some Training Needed

Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT

Fletcer P.D, NC

Dover P.D, TN

Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Moscow P.D, IA

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Tipton P.D, IN
Showcow P.D, AZ

Some Training Needed

Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT

Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Nerminston P.D, OR
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Showcow P.D, AZ
Heber P.D, UT

Vermont P.D, VT

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Tipton P.D, IN

A: Car-Mounted Mobile Digital/ data terminal

Much Training Needed

Warren Co. Sheriff, MO
West Tisbury PD, MA
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Dyersville P.D, 1A

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA

: Car-Mounted Mobile Digital/ data computer

Much Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Warren Co. Sheriff, MO
West Tisbury PD, MA
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Dyersville P.D, IA
Moscow P.D, IA
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA



Department

Department

Department

C: Communication-Base station Radios

Some Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Dover P.D, TN
Nerminston P.D, OR
Euduala P.D, OK
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Heber P.D, UT
Vermont P.D, VT

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Showcow P.D, AZ

D: Communication- Cellular Phones

Some Training Needed
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Dover P.D, TN

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Vermont P.D, VT

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Sharonville Police, OH
Showcow P.D, AZ

E: Communication-Mobile Radios

Some Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Dover P.D, TN

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Heber P.D, UT

Vermont P.D, VT

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Showcow P.D, AZ
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Much Training Needed
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Dyersville P.D, 1A

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Mountrail Sheriff, ND

Much Training Needed
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Dyersville P.D, IA
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK

Much Training Needed
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Dyersville P.D, IA
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK



Department

Department

F: Communication- Portable Radios

Some Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Dover P.D, TN

Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Heber P.D, UT

Vermont P.D, VT

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Showcow P.D, AZ

G: Digital Imaging-Fingerprints

Some Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Dover P.D, TN
Dyersville P.D, IA

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Nerminston P.D, OR
Belvidere P.D, IL
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Vermont P.D, VT
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Sharonville Police, OH
Showcow P.D, AZ
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Much Training Needed
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Dyersville P.D, 1A

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Tipton P.D, IN

Much Training Needed
Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT
West Tisbury PD, MA
Fletcer P.D, NC

Auburn P.D, CA

Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Euduala P.D, OK
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Heber P.D, UT

Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK



Department

Department

H: Digital Imaging- Mug Shots

Some Training Needed
Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT
Ripon P.D, CA

Fletcer P.D, NC

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN

Dyersville P.D, IA

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Nerminston P.D, OR
Belvidere P.D, IL
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Vermont P.D, VT

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Sharonville Police, OH
Showcow P.D, AZ

I: Digital Imaging- Suspect Composites

Some Training Needed
Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT
Fletcer P.D, NC

Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN
Oceanview P.D, DE
Nerminston P.D, OR
Belvidere P.D, IL
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Moscow P.D, IA

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Sharonville Police, OH

Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
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Much Training Needed
West Tisbury PD, MA
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Heber P.D, UT
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK

Much Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Warren Co. Sheriff, MO
West Tisbury PD, MA
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Heber P.D, UT
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Showcow P.D, AZ



Department

Department

Some Training Needed

Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT

Ripon P.D, CA
Warren Co. Sheriff, MO
West Tisbury PD, MA
Auburn P.D, CA
Dover P.D, TN
Oceanview P.D, DE
Dyersville P.D, IA
Nerminston P.D, OR
Belvidere P.D, IL
Euduala P.D, OK
Heber P.D, UT

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX

Sharonville Police, OH
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA

Some Training Needed
Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT
Ripon P.D, CA

Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN
Oceanview P.D, DE
Dyersville P.D, IA
Nerminston P.D, OR
Belvidere P.D, IL
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Heber P.D, UT

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Sharonville Police, OH

42

J: Global Positioning System-Mobile Surveillance

Much Training Needed
Fletcer P.D, NC

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Moscow P.D, 1A
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Showcow P.D, AZ

K: Global Positioning System- Vehicle Location

Much Training Needed
Warren Co. Sheriff, MO
West Tisbury PD, MA
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Euduala P.D, OK
Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Moscow P.D, IA
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Showcow P.D, AZ
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA



Department

Department

L: Hand-Held Digital Terminal

Some Training Needed
Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT
Ripon P.D, CA

Warren Co. Sheriff, MO
Dover P.D, TN

Belvidere P.D, IL
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Sharonville Police, OH
Showcow P.D, AZ

M: Laptop Computer (in field)

Some Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Warren Co. Sheriff, MO
West Tisbury PD, MA
Fletcer P.D, NC

Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Nerminston P.D, OR
Belvidere P.D, IL
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX

Palmeto Punes Police, SC

Euduala P.D, OK
Moscow P.D, IA

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Mountrail Sheriff, ND

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Showcow P.D, AZ
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Much Training Needed
West Tisbury PD, MA
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Auburn P.D, CA
Euduala P.D, OK

Heber P.D, UT

Moscow P.D, 1A

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Forrest Park P.D, OK

Much Training Needed
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Dyersville P.D, IA
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Heber P.D, UT

Forrest Park P.D, OK
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA



N: Less than Lethal Force- Capture Net

Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Department Auburn P.D, CA West Tisbury PD, MA
Dover P.D, TN Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Belvidere P.D, IL Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX Nerminston P.D, OR
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Sharonville Police, OH Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Showcow P.D, AZ Moscow P.D, IA

Forrest Park P.D, OK

O: Less than Lethal Force- Choke carotid hold or neck restraint

Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Department Ripon P.D, CA Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS

Auburn P.D, CA Nerminston P.D, OR

Dover P.D, TN Belvidere P.D, IL

Dyersville P.D, IA Palmeto Punes Police, SC

Euduala P.D, OK Vermont P.D, VT

Showcow P.D, AZ Forrest Park P.D, OK
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Tipton P.D, IN

P: Less than Lethal Force- flash/bang grenade

Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Department Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS Ripon P.D, CA
Auburn P.D, CA West Tisbury PD, MA
Dover P.D, TN Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Oceanview P.D, DE Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Dyersville P.D, IA Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Nerminston P.D, OR Forrest Park P.D, OK
Belvidere P.D, IL Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA

Euduala P.D, OK
Heber P.D, UT
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX

Sharonville Police, OH
Showcow P.D, AZ
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Department

Department

Department

Some Training Needed
Fletcer P.D, NC

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN
Nerminston P.D, OR
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Showcow P.D, AZ

: Less then Lethal Force- Rubber Bullets

Some Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN
Nerminston P.D, OR
Belvidere P.D, IL

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX

: Less then Lethal Force- Soft projectiles

Some Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Warren Co. Sheriff, MO
Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN
Nerminston P.D, OR
Belvidere P.D, IL
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Gulf Breeze P.D, FL

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX

Showcow P.D, AZ
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Q: Less than Lethal Force- Hand held electrical device

Much Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

West Tisbury PD, MA
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Dyersville P.D, IA
Belvidere P.D, IL
Vermont P.D, VT
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Tipton P.D, IN

Much Training Needed
West Tisbury PD, MA
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Heber P.D, UT

Vermont P.D, VT

Forrest Park P.D, OK
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA

Much Training Needed
West Tisbury PD, MA
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Heber P.D, UT
Vermont P.D, VT
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA



T: Less then Lethal Force- Stun Devices

Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Department Fletcer P.D, NC Ripon P.D, CA

Auburn P.D, CA West Tisbury PD, MA

Dover P.D, TN Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS

Nerminston P.D, OR Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV

Showcow P.D, AZ Dyersville P.D, IA

Belvidere P.D, IL
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Heber P.D, UT

Vermont P.D, VT

Forrest Park P.D, OK
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA

Tipton P.D, IN
U: Less then Lethal Force- Three-pole trip
Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Department Auburn P.D, CA West Tisbury PD, MA
Dover P.D, TN Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Nerminston P.D, OR Belvidere P.D, IL

Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX

Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA

V: Less then Lethal Force- Tranquilizer darts

Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Department Ripon P.D, CA Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Dover P.D, TN Belvidere P.D, IL
Nerminston P.D, OR Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Heber P.D, UT Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX Forrest Park P.D, OK
Showcow P.D, AZ Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
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W: Mainframe Computer

Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Department Dover P.D, TN West Tisbury PD, MA
Nerminston P.D, OR Fletcer P.D, NC
Palmeto Punes Police, SC Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Heber P.D, UT Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Gulf Breeze P.D, FL Vermont P.D, VT
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Sharonville Police, OH Forrest Park P.D, OK

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX

X: Mini-Computer

Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Department West Tisbury PD, MA Ripon P.D, CA

Fletcer P.D, NC Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS

Auburn P.D, CA Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV

Dover P.D, TN Dyersville P.D, IA

Nerminston P.D, OR Forrest Park P.D, OK

Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX

Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Mountrail Sheriff, ND

Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Sharonville Police, OH
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Y: Night Vision/Electro-optic (image intensifiers)

Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Department Ripon P.D, CA Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Warren Co. Sheriff, MO Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
West Tisbury PD, MA Euduala P.D, OK
Fletcer P.D, NC Moscow P.D, IA
Auburn P.D, CA Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Dover P.D, TN Forrest Park P.D, OK

Dyersville P.D, IA
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Heber P.D, UT

Vermont P.D, VT

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL

Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Showcow P.D, AZ

Z: Night Vision/Electro-optic (infrared- thermal images)

Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Department Ripon P.D, CA West Tisbury PD, MA
Warren Co. Sheriff, MO Auburn P.D, CA
Fletcer P.D, NC Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Dover P.D, TN Moscow P.D, IA
Dyersville P.D, 1A Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Nerminston P.D, OR Forrest Park P.D, OK

Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Euduala P.D, OK

Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Heber P.D, UT

Vermont P.D, VT

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Showcow P.D, AZ
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Department

Department

Some Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Warren Co. Sheriff, MO
Fletcer P.D, NC

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Dover P.D, TN
Dyersville P.D, IA
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Euduala P.D, OK

Palmeto Punes Police, SC

Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Heber P.D, UT

Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Showcow P.D, AZ

Some Training Needed
West Tisbury PD, MA
Fletcer P.D, NC

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Dover P.D, TN

Auburn P.D, CA
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Heber P.D, UT
Vermont P.D, VT
Moscow P.D, IA

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Sharonville Police, OH

AA: Night Vision/ Electro-optic (laser range finders)

Much Training Needed
West Tisbury PD, MA
Auburn P.D, CA
Nerminston P.D, OR
Moscow P.D, IA
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX

BB: Personal Computer (PC/Microcomputer)

Much Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA
Dyersville P.D, 1A
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK

Tipton P.D, IN
Showcow P.D, AZ

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX



Department

Department

CC: Video Camera (In Patrol Car)

Some Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Fletcer P.D, NC

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Heber P.D, UT
Vermont P.D, VT

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Tipton P.D, IN
Showcow P.D, AZ

DD: Video Camera (Mobile Surveillance)

Some Training Needed
Fletcer P.D, NC

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN

Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Vermont P.D, VT
Moscow P.D, IA

Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Sharonville Police, OH
Showcow P.D, AZ

Much Training Needed
West Tisbury PD, MA
Dyersville P.D, 1A
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK

Much Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

Warren Co. Sheriff, MO
West Tisbury PD, MA
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Dyersville P.D, IA

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Heber P.D, UT
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX



Department

Department

Some Training Needed
Fletcer P.D, NC

Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Belvidere P.D, IL
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Gulf Breeze P.D, FL
Vermont P.D, VT
Sharonville Police, OH
Showcow P.D, AZ

FF: Vehicle (Tire deflation spikes)

Some Training Needed
Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT
Ripon P.D, CA

Fletcer P.D, NC

Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN
Dyersville P.D, IA

Cass Co. Sheriff, NE
Nerminston P.D, OR
Euduala P.D, OK

Heber P.D, UT
Vermont P.D, VT

Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Tipton P.D, IN
Showcow P.D, AZ
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EE: Video Camera (Fixed-site Surveillance)

Much Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

West Tisbury PD, MA
Dyersville P.D, 1A
Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Heber P.D, UT
Moscow P.D, 1A
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA

Much Training Needed
West Tisbury PD, MA
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK



Department

Department

GG: Vehicle (Electrical/ engine disruption)

Some Training Needed
Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT
Fletcer P.D, NC

Dover P.D, TN

Belvidere P.D, IL
Vermont P.D, VT

HH: Vehicle (Stolen Vehicle Tracking)

Some Training Needed
Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT
Ripon P.D, CA

Fletcer P.D, NC

Auburn P.D, CA

Dover P.D, TN
Oceanview P.D, DE
Dyersville P.D, IA
Belvidere P.D, IL
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Vermont P.D, VT
Sharonville Police, OH
Showcow P.D, AZ

Much Training Needed
Ripon P.D, CA

West Tisbury PD, MA
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Auburn P.D, CA
Dyersville P.D, 1A
Nerminston P.D, OR
Euduala P.D, OK
Palmeto Punes Police, SC
Heber P.D, UT

Moscow P.D, 1A
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX

Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA
Showcow P.D, AZ

Much Training Needed
West Tisbury PD, MA
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS
Nerminston P.D, OR
Euduala P.D, OK
Kronenwetter P.D, WI
Heber P.D, UT
Moscow P.D, IA
Mountrail Sheriff, ND
Forrest Park P.D, OK
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA



Percentage of items answered with type of training needed

Department No Training Needed Some Training Needed Much Training Needed
Stillwater Co. Sheriff, MT 67.6%
Ripon P.D, CA 14.7% 29.4% 2.9%
Warren Co. Sheriff, MO 64.7% 55.9% 29.4%
Fletcer P.D, NC 38.2% 20.6% 14.7%
Coffey Co. Sheriff, KS 2.9% 50.0% 8.8%
Auburn P.D, CA 17.6% 41.2% 55.9%
Dover P.D, TN 0.0% 61.8% 14.7%
Douglas Co. Sheriff, NV 35.3% 100.0% 0.0%
Oceanview P.D, DE 82.3% 2.9% 58.9%
Dyersville P.D, IA 23.5% 14.7% 0.0%
Cass Co. Sheriff, NE 61.8% 32.3% 44.1%
Nerminston P.D, OR 26.5% 26.5% 11.8%
Belvidere P.D, IL 41.2% 55.9% 14.7%
Rockwall Co. Sheriff, TX 55.9% 44.1% 14.7%
Euduala P.D, OK 55.9% 44.1% 0.0%
Palmeto Punes Police, SC 14.7% 23.5% 20.5%
Kronenwetter P.D, WI 50.0% 53.0% 32.4%
Heber P.D, UT 20.5% 8.8% 35.3%
Vermont P.D, VT 2.9% 0.4% 35.1%
Moscow P.D, IA 44.1% 47.0% 17.6%
Gulf Breeze P.D, FL 52.9% 17.6% 32.4%
Mountrail Sheriff, ND 23.5% 47.0% 0.0%
Forrest Park P.D, OK 0.0% 8.8% 67.6%
Lamb Co. Sheriff, TX 23.5% 2.9% 97.1%
Monroe Co. Sheriff, GA 8.8% 41.2% 35.2%
Sharonville Police, OH 44.1% 44.1% 47.0%
Showcow P.D, AZ 11.8% 44.1% 0.0%
Tipton P.D, IN 2.9% 17.6% 14.7%
Pratt Count Sheriff's office, KS 35.00% 11.7% 14.7%
0.0% 0.0%
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GENERAL PROBLEM AREAS
1. We are int din the cri bl fice i jurisdiction, | I i
THE NEEDS OF RURAL AND bfnfiﬁ}?n;'ﬁﬁfm'{éL“&I&T&"iﬁ’uﬂl‘ilﬂ&,ﬁ;l'ii"ii’:‘é"é‘(}ﬁl‘;’g oL N !
PROBLEM, or NONE, (Circle your answer).
SMALL-TOWN POLICE

EXTENT OF THE PROBLEM IN YOUR AREA

A. Drinking l;lld Driving, ..

SERIOUS MINOR NONE
B. Dig Use, . .., e SERIOUS MINOR NONE
C. Drug OO s s v SERIOUS MINOR NONE
D. Drug Production. ... ... .. . SERIOUS MINOR NONE
B Spouse Abuse................. SERIOUS MINOR NONE
F.Child Abuse. ...oouiivvuinni. SERIOUS MINOR NONE
O.Blder Abuse.............. . — SERIOUS MINOR  nong
H. Busglary............. T SERIOUS MINOR NONE
I Juvenile Offenses. ... .. SERIOUS MINOR NONE
. £ T T SERIOUS MINOR NONB
K. Crime in Schools............... ... .. SERIOUS MINOR NONE
L Vendalism. ......oooviiininniin. SERIOUS MINOR NONE
A national survey of municipal chicfs and sheril'f:s in nonmetropolitan M. Dumping Wastg & Trash ... SHRIOUS MINOR NONE
counties to determine their problems and their fraining needs.
N. Gambling and Related Crime. ........, SERIOUS MINOR NONE
This study is being conducted by lllinois State University for the O. Crimes from Interstate Highways, .. .. SERIOUS MINOR NONE
National Center for State, Local, & Internat. Law Enforcement Training
The Federal Law Bnforcement Training Center P. Anti-government Violence.......... ... SERIOUS MINOR NONE
Glynco, Georgia. Q. Other serious problems? Please list:
Plose rtun the quesionnare ;. Rt T ———
Dr. Ralph Weishei t, Department of Criminal J; ustice 3.1 there an issue that is not 4 serious problems now, but is likely to be within the next 10 years?
Campus Box 5250, Illinois State University (Write in the letter from the list of items above):

Normal, IL 61790-5250
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POLICE TRAINING ISSUES

4, Departments differ in the kinds of training they need. For each crime issue listed TRAINING IN POLICE OPERATIONS
below, indicate if there is a need for more training for your officess, (Circle your
answer). 6. In addition to training related to specific crimes, there is also training related to police operations. For
cach of the following indicate whether you believe more training is needed for you or your officers?
NEED MORE TRAINING? (Circle your answers).
= 7 NEED MORE TRAINING?
A, Drinking and Driving. ... S S SRR YES NO
2 A iting and Using NO
NO A

8 Drg s B. Bvasive & High Speed Driving Skills. NO
C. Drug Trafficking . ..o vvvveeees e R L YES NO €. Bvidence Handling & Storage. NO
D. Drug Production ..o evveennsere e YiS NO D. Finding and Sharing RESOUCES. . .+ vvveeuvrennsernenens YES NO
F. SPOUSE ABUSC.. .« 11 vveeenerssansnsninnsnessannees YES NO 1. Managing IOIMANS. .+ oo vvenenenneieiornnananans YES NO
J G ADUSE. « 2 4 eveeeenesanssaneeosssnnnsnssnsasans YES NO F. Forming & Maintaining Task Forces............oovveen.s YES NO
G. Elder Abusc. NO G. Forming & Maintaining Tactical Units ........ooovvevnns YES NO

11. Crisis Management . . NO
FLBUIGHIY.c oo vveeesnneennnsnennsenes ke e YBY NO i ;

1.CHme ANAlYSIS o ovvvvermnnseriiiiiieiiee YES NO
1. Juvenile Offenses. . ....ocovvveees NO %

J. Search & Rescue Operations. «....ovveevvvns o YES NO
SGANGS & isiviiaiaiiei e aavaen s s s e s e YES NO

K. Using New Communications Technology.. .......ooovvens YES NO

L Crime in SehoolS. . . vvvvvnvnnnes A YES NO ;

K{Gmeinseioos L. Computers in Rural & Small-Town Departments. .......... YIS NO
L VANGAIISI. « .« e v eeeenninee e YES NO Vo SR YES NO
M. Dumping Waste & Trash. NO N, ASSELFOMEHUIC ... < evevvevanaeineenessnesunenes YES NO
N. Gambling and Related Crime. .....oovuaenneveereneeees YES NO O, Civil Liability . oo vvevvviieeiiiieniiiineniianne YES NO
0. Crimes from Interstate Highways. ......ocooveneiiaeeens YES NO P. Other Legal Updates ...« ovvs venereennsennaeranseses YES NO
P. Anti-government Violence. NO Q. Grant Writing cereas YES NO
Q. Another areas in which more training is needed? Pleasc list: R. Other areas in which more traning is needed? Please list:

7. What is your single greatest training need conceming police operations? Put the letter of the item in
the space:

5. Which of the items listed above would you consider the most serious or pressing
training need in your agency? Put the letter of the item in the space:
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PROBLEMS IN GETTING TRAINING

8. Next are problems you may have in geiting training to your officers. For each of the
issues listed below, indicate if it is a SERIOUS concerm, & MINOR concem, or NO
CONCERN to your department,

EXTENT OF PROBLEM

A Costof Training.................. .. SERIOUS MINOR NONE,
B. Relevance of" Training Content

for Small Towns & Rural Avess. . . . . ... SERIOUS MINOR NONE
C. Lack of Interest Among Officess. . . ., . , . SERIOUS MINOR NONE
2. Distance to Training, ............ ... SERIOUS MINOR NONE
E. Preeing Up Officers' Time.. ......... ... SERIOUS MINOR NONE
I. Overall Quality of TONING, 500505550 SERIOUS MINOR NONE
G. Community Leaders Don't See

Training As Important.. ............ .. SERIOUS MINOR NONE
H. Retaining Officers Afler They

Have Been Trained. .............. ... SERIOUS MINOR NONE

I1. Other arcas which are a problem for training? Please list:
—a
9. Which of the items listed above would you consider the most serious or pressin,

problem regarding training in your agency? Pul the letter of the item in the Space:

10. Does your department provide training beyond the minimum required by the state?

1 NO
2 YES

11. Does your department have a separate budget for in-service training?

1 NO
2 YES—> 1A About how much money is available per year for each
officer? E—
I LESS THAN $100
2. $100 to $500
3. $501 to $1,000
4. MORE THAN $1,000

12. What is the maximum number of conseculive days that individual officers could be released for
training out of your jurisdiction?
ONE

T™WO

THRER

FOUR

FIVE

SIX OR MORT

UMD W N -

13. Does your department have g compuler with a CD-ROM drive?
I NO

2 YES

14. Does your department have a computer with access 10 the interet?
1 NO
2 YES

15. Ifit were available at low cost, which of the following methods of' delivering training to your
officers would you seriously consider using? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

I A CORRESPONDENCE COURSE

2 VIDEO TAPE

3 INTERNET

4 CD-ROM

5 FACE-TO-FACE AT REGIONAL SITES

16. Which of the aboye would you consider the best or most desireable option and which would you

consider the worst or least desireable option? (WRITE THE NUMBERS OF YOUR CHOICE IN
THE BLANKS)

BEST OR MOST DESIRABLE OPTION
WORST OR LEAST DESIRABLE OPTION

17. Do you believe the federal govemment should play a role in providing training to small-town and
rural police?
1 NO

2 YES--> 17A What should they be doing regarding training for rural and small-town
police?

\\ﬁ_‘__

-_—
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SPECIAL ISSUES
Domestic Violence

18. Is there a shelter for battered women in your jurisdiction?
1 YES
2 NO---> 18A How far from your agency headquarters is the nearest
women's shelter? E

MILES

19.Ina %‘wen month, about how many domestic disturbance calls can your d

26. In your opinion, about what percent of the violent crimes in your jurisdiction in some way involve

illegal drug use? (Circle the number of your answer).

| | | | | | Jes==i|
30% 40% 50% G60% 70% 80% 90% ALL

|
NONE 10% 20%
27. Who makes most drug-related arrests in your jurisdiction?
| UNIFORMED OFFICERS
2 SPECIAL NARCOTICS OFFICERS
3 OTHER (specify)

typically expeet?
CALLS PER MONTH

20. About what percent of your domestic violence calls will be responded to by a one-
officer unit? (Circle the number of your answer).

| | | | | L | | | | |
NONE 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% ALL

21. Tlow much time is taken up by a typical d iol call? TIOURS

22. Have your officers received special training in handling domestic violence calls?
1 NO

2 YES

Drugs

23, Is your agency currently a member of a drug task force?
1 NO

2 YES

24, Ts your agency involved in drug ed and P for juveniles?
1 NO
2 YES

25.“In your opinion, about what percent of the property crimes in your jurisdiction in
some way involve illegal drug use? (Circle the number of your answer).

| | | | | | | | | | |
NONE 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% ALL
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C Policing
28. Is your agency involved in an d program of ity policing?
1 NO —>28A Areyoui d in developing such a program?
1 NO
2 YES

2 YES—>28B In the future, do you think your agency’s involvement in
community policing will EXPAND, BE REDUCED, or
STAY AT THE SAME level?
1 EXPAND COMMUNITY POLICING
2 REDUCE COMMUNITY POLICING
3 KEEP AT SAME LEVEL

29. Have officers in your agency received special training in community policing?

1 NO

2 YRS —>29A In which of the following areas have they received training?
(Circle All That Apply)

I INTRODUCTION TO COMMUNITY POLICING

2 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND PARTNERSHIPS
3 PROBLEM SOLVING
4 STRATEGIC PLANNING IN COMMUNITY POLICING
5 BVALUATING COMMUNITY POLICING

2913 Was the training you received specifically designed for
small towns and rural arcas?

1 NO

2 YES



YOUR JURISDICTION
Next, we have a fow questions about the jurisdiction within which your agency operates,

30. What i the size of your jurisdiction in square miles? SQUARE MILRS

3118 there communily college ora university in your county?
1 NO
2 YES

32.1s there a hospital in your county?
1 YES

2 NO-->  32A How man miles from your agency head uarlers is (he
nearest lwgpiml? Your neesoy heada
MILES

33. Docs a major highway or interstate run through or very near your jurisdiction?

I YES-->  33A Does the highway INCREASE, DECREASE, or have NO
2 NO IMPACT on your crime rate?

1 INCREASES CRIME

2 NO IMPACT ON CRIME

3 DECREASES CRIMR

34. Is there an adult jail or lockup in your jurisdiction?
1 YES

2 NO--> 3d4A g typical arrest, how many miles must your officers
travel 10 lock up an adul(?

MILES

35.Is there a facility for detaining juveniles in your jurisdiction?
1 YES

2 NO~->  35A How far from your luf\ency headquarters is the nearesy

Juvenile detention faci| ity?
MILES
36. Is there a drug treatment facility in your jurisdiction?
. 1 YRS
2 NO-—>  36A How far from lyognr ﬂ%cncy headquarters is the nearost
drug treatment acility’
MILES

YOUR AGENCY
Next, there are o fow questions about your agency,
37. For each of the following, indicate about how many People you have in each category, including
yourself, (DO NOT INCLUDE jail or detention stafr;)

FULL-TIME SWORN OFFICERS

PART-TIME SWORN OFFICERS
FULL-TIME CIVILIAN EMPLOYERES

PART-TIME CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES
——— VOLUNTEERS OR RESERVIiS

38. Are your swom Tull-time officers unionized?
1 NO
2 YRS
39.1s your agency involved in 2ang education and prevention Pprograms for juveniles?
1 NO
2 YES
40. Ts your agency involved in any other programs for youth?
1 NO
2 YRS

41, 1s your agency involved in any Dbrograms for senior citizens?
1 NO-

2 YRS *

42. How important is it for you and your officers (o b actively involved in community organizations?
I VIRY IMPORTANT
2 SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
3 NOTIMPORTANT

43. Have you heard of the “Small ‘Town and Rural Training Serics” (STAR) presented by the National
Center for State, Local, and Internationg] Law Bnforcement?
1 NO

2 YRS
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CONCLUDING QUESTIONS

44. Tn your opinion, what is the biggest mispereeption that people have about rural and
small-town police work?

45. What is the biggest disay

vantagg of doing police worlk in o small town or rural grea as
opposed to in a large city?

46. What is the biggest advantage of doing polics work in a small town or yural aven a5
opposed lo in o large cily?

Afyou have any comments about the survey or abont the issues raised in the survey, please write them on
the survey or on g separate sheer,

Thank you for your nssistance,
This study is boing conducted by Dr. Ralph Weisheit at linois State University, IF you waould like a

suminary of the results, pleaso print your name on the back of the retum envelope (NOT ON THIS
QUESTIONNAIRT). A postige-paid envelope has been provided for setuming this questionnaire,
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