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SlJI:v1MARY 

This report analyzes the capabilities and needs of county 

law enforcement in the United States. The information 11tilized 

in this study is the product of survey data submitted by 60 per­

cent of all county law enforcement agencies in the country --

1,893 sheriffs, 28 county police departments and 19 independent 

city sheriffs. 

This report deals primarily with county sheriffs in the 

United States as they are predominantly the primary law enforce~ 

ment agent at the county level. County police departments and 

independent city sheriffs are also included to complete the 

analysis, and where feasible are examined separately. 

The sheriff in the United States is generally an elected 

official who has responsibility for law enforcement, corrections, 

court security, transportation of prisoners and the service of 

civil and criminal processes. He is a constitutional officer of 

the state in most cases and in others his authority is derived 

through state statute. 

The total number of employees, suburban and rural coun­

ties, as reported by county sheriffs' agencies in this study is 

88,788. The estimated total for the nation is 126,754 employees. 

The 28 county police departments in the study listed a total 

of 16,197 employees and 19 independent city sheriffs' agencies 

listed a total of 794 employees. 
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Data relative to county sheriffs' agencies show the national 

sworn employee rate per 1,000 inhabitants is 1.4. This rate for 

suburban counties as a group is 2.2 and for rural counties as a 

group is 1.1. 

While the complement of sworn officers in county sheriffs' 

agencies range from one to 5,640, the national median is 13. 

The median salary for county sheriffs is $13,800. Only 25 

percent of the county sheriffs represented receive salaries in 

excess of $17,576 per annum. Data indicates the median annual 

starting salary for a a~puty sheriff in the nation is $8,760 and 

$7,979 for a jailer. The information also shows that 25 percent 

of sheriffs' deputies start at salaries in excess of $10,000 and 

25 percent of the jailers start at a salary of $9,500 or more. 

In data concerning county police departments there is a con­

siderably smaller number of departments represented. The median 

salary for a county police department's chief is $24,000 and 25 

percent of this group receive in excess of $31,000 per annum. 

The median starting salary for a patrolman is $10,140, while 25 

percent of these agencies report a patrolman's starting salary 

at $11,909 or more. 

Independent city sheriffs provided information which shows 

that the median sheriff's salary is $18,614 and 25 percent of 

this group earn in excess of $22,240. The median starting salary 

for deputies in this group is $7,900, with 25 percent of the 
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agencies indicating a starting salary of $8,040 or more. 

in this group start at approximately the same salary as do 

sheriffs' deputies. 

Jailers 

The mean total expenditure for county sherifft s offices is 

$1,395,662. This figure for suburban county sheriffs is 

$4,010,537 and for the rural county sheriff it is $283,048. The 

mean total budget for county police departments is $13,567,031, 

and $537,820 for independent city sheriffs. As envisioned by law 

enforcement practitioners, data verifies that salary and fringe 

benefits require the largest percentage of available funds. In 

regard to operational activities, the expenditures for patrol! 

investigative functions and for jail/correctional operations are 

by far the most costly. 

County law enforcement officials generally assess their 

facilities as inadequate. More than one-half of headquarters 

facilities throughout the nation are 20 years or older, and about 

one-third are more than 50 years of age. Usually county law 

enforcement agencies are equipped when needed with radar, L:~l)t­

guns, gas rifles, hand-carried radios and riot gear. Frequently 

the rural agency reporting the lack of certain specialized equip­

ment states that the equipment is available through other agen­

cies. 

Adequate in-house recordkeeping is an absolute necessity if 

the law enforcement agency is to provide any analysis and present­

ation of information concerning its operations. The compilation 
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of data is vital for management of the agency as well as to the 

law enforcement executive in meeting his responsibility to keep 

the public informed, Nationally, 75 percent of sheriffs and 84 

percent of county police departments report that their records 

are subject to staff review for quality control and uniformity. 

Most agencies compile a statistical summary on criminal offenses 

committed, arrests, and in a variety of other operational or 

functional categories. Many large suburban agencies utilize in­

house computer capabilities to process records while a much 

smaller representation among the rural counties have such capa­

bility. 

Support services, such as communications and fingerprint 

identification units, exist within county law enforcement agen­

cies at the suburban county level, and generally in those rural 

counties where needed. In-house laboratory capabilities exist 

within a limited number of large suburban agencies. Most agen­

cies, both suburban and rural, primarily use the state crime 

laboratory. 

In most counties, the sheriff serves as the primary law 

enforcement officer in his jurisdiction. Some 80 percent of 

suburban county sheriffs and 92 percent of rural county sheriffs 

provide patrol services. When the sheriff does not provide the 

primary patrol/investigative service, these functions are handled 

by the county police departments in some suburban counties and 

by a state police organization in rural counties. In some of 
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of the eastern states the state police organization performs the 

patrol duties outside the municipal areas. The Northeastern 

geographic division shows a markedly lower frequency of primary 

patrol responsibilities by the sheriffs' agencies than the other 

areas of the nation. 

Data reveals that about 86 percent of all county sheriffs 

perform criminal investigations in their counties. In the small 

percentage of cases where the sheriff is not primarily respon­

sible for this function, it is typically the duty of a municipal 

police department, the state police or highway patrol or a 

county police department. 

The use of specialized investigative units is more common 

among suburban sheriffs. Eighty percent of suburban sheriffs 

and only 33 percent of rural sheriffs report the use of spe­

cialized investigative units. 

County police departments, where available, are almost al­

ways the primary law enforcement agency responsible for criminal 

investigations in their jurisdiction. On the other hand, inde­

pendent city sheriffs do not perform this function. 

About two-thirds of all county sheriffs are primarily re­

sponsible for traffic control and enforcement activities within 

their jurisdiction. These sheriffs indicate that, on average, 

about one-quarter of the "street" personnel's manhours are de­

voted to this function even though only about 25 percent of all 

sheriffs maintain separate traffic units in their agencies. 
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"Where the sheriff is not responsible for traffic control and 

enforcement, this duty is most typically that of the state police 

or highway patrol. 

Nearly all county police departments perform traffic func­

tions and about half maintain separate traffic units. Indepen­

dent city sheriffs are not, however, responsible for traffic con­

trol and enforcement activities and generally rely on municipal 

police departments for this function. 

The law enforcement responsibilities of the sheriff are 

typically diversified, and the sheriff's deputy, particularly in 

rural counties, is more of a generalist than a specialist in 

providing law enforcement services. In addition to duties in the 

areas of patrol, criminal investigation and traffic, just over 

half of sheriffs indicate, for example, that they enforce law in 

county and state parks and game reserves, and in regard to state 

water sport regulations. Over one-third enforce environmental 

laws and fish and game laws. And about 20 percent have assigned 

duties relative to the coroner's office. 

Specialized law enforcement programs designed to combat 

specific crime problems or to assist agencies in administrative 

or operational areas are becoming increasingly apparent, par­

ticularly as agencies are provided with fi.nancial and technical 

assistance. 

Among sheriffs, suburban agencies and particularly the 

larger suburban agencies are more likely to utilize specialized 
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units in such areas as research and planning, budgeting and 

legal assistance. As well, special programs are also most common 

in regard to community crime prevention, specialized traffic 

enforcement, SWAT or tactical squads, "target" hardening, 

community and human relations and school safety and liaison. 

County police departments, as with the larger suburban 

sheriffs' agencies, are also more likely to utilize these and 

other specialized programs. 

Even though suburban county participation in special law 

enforcement programs outstrips that of rural agencies, rural 

counties often require such programs but are typically without 

the manpower or finances to implement such efforts. 

The operation and administration of the county jail has 

historically been the responsibility of the sheriff. This is 

the case today_ However, the county jail is frequently under the 

control of a state corrections administration in the rural coun­

ties of the northeastern states. Also, when utilized, regional 

corrections agencies and independent county departments of cor­

rections are more common in the suburban counties of the North­

east and rural southern counties. Nationally, 13 percent of 

suburban counties and seven percent of rural counties have new 

jail facilities under construction. The suburban county 

sheriffs, representing 372 agencies, report a total of 65,000 

county jail inmates while some 1,100 rural county sheriffs list 

a total of 18,826 inmates. It is to be noted that these figures 
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relate to a one-day inmate count which was recorded as of the 

day the agency completed the questionnaire in this study. 

While overcrowded jail conditi.ons may exist in some rural 

counties, the study shows the average number of inmates as re­

ported in these jails does not exceed the average rated inmate 

capacity of the jail. Some 18 percent of 390 suburban county 

sheriffs indicate that an overcrowded condition exists in their 

jails, and that this overcrowding is approximately 28 percent 

beyond the jails rate0 capacity. 

In most counties throughout the nation the sheriff is 

primarily responsible as a sole agent for the transportation of 

prisoners interstate. Of the agencies participating in this 

study, sheriffs, county police departments and independent city 

sheriffs report that they return more than 11,600 prisoners 

annually from another state. Nationally, the average cost per 

return is $420 per prisoner which includes transportation and 

manpower costs. 

The needs of county law enforcement agencies in this country 

are in effect those of the office of the sheriff since he is the 

primary law enforcement officer on the county level in about 

90 percent of all cases. 

In order to understand the needs of sheriffs it is first nec­

essary to recognize that about 80 percent of all sheriffs' agen­

cies are rural in nature. And, it is typically the case to find 

small agencies operating on limited budgets yet being required to 
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provide the same basic services as their larger suburban coun­

terparts to populations which are often broadly dispersed over 

large land areas. 

In such situations, the most critical problem affecting the 

delivery of professional law enforcement services is most common­

ly the lack of an adequate tax base and financial support for 

sheriffs' operations. 

Notwithstanding the increased availability of funding 

assistance from federal and state sources, these agencies con­

tinue to be adversely affected by a lack of available finances. 

The deficiencies which result from this state of affairs 

are broadly based in reduced capabilities on both administrative 

and operational levels. However, the most common and signifi­

cant deficiencies include the following: 

• The lack of adequate manpower, particularly 

in terms of sworn personnel, to efficiently 

and effectively provide an acceptable level 

of law enforcement services. 

The lack of sworn personnel is most critical 

in terms of reduced and often unacceptable 

levels of patrol manpower and timely response 

to calls for service. In addition, it also has 

adverse effects on the development and delivery 

of law enforcement programs and support operations. 
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• The lack of adequate salaries and fringe 

benefit packages for personnel which is 

commensurate with the level of training, 

skills and abilities required of a 

professional law enforcement officer. 

While findings do not suggest broad in­

adequacies in the calibre of personnel 

as a result, salary levels do not gen­

erally enhance the attraction or reten­

tion of personnel nor the furtherance 

of personnel satisfaction with job per­

formance. 

• The lack of adequate facilities in re­

gard to both law enforcement operations 

and jails. 

While inadequate headquarters facilities 

form a substantial problem the most 

pressing concern involves the widespread 

inadequacies associated with jail facili­

ties. Stricter standards for jail facili­

ties and the success of inmate litigation 

against sheriffs over jail facilities and 

services has caused a situation which 

nears the chaotic in many states. 
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~ The lack of adequate levels of support 

operations for the delivery of law en­

forcement services and the operation of 

jails. 

In largest measure, inadequacies in 

support operations involve the com­

pilation of records on criminal offenses 

and law enforcement activities and their 

application to data processing. In 

addition, specialized law enforcement 

and jail programs are not as available 

as should be expected. 

While individual county law enforcement agencies can more 

precisely and specifically identify needs, the foregoing are the 

most predominant and indicative of the general needs of county 

law enforcement on a cross-section of the nation. 

This document is not intended nor does it attempt to provide 

specific prescriptions for county law enforcement in order to 

meet needs in broad categories or classifications of agencies. 

This is not possible due to the wide diversity between agencies 

in regard to such matters as the nature of crime and calls for 

service, as well as the nature of community attitudes, 

priorities and resources. 

It is advocated that the individual county law enforcement 

administrator utilize the data provided in this document as 
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basic resource documentation for what should be an ongoing 

internal assessment of agency capabilities, needs, performance 

and community response. 

These data are intended and should only be used for broad 

general comparisons between agencies. They should not be used 

as conclusive evidence or sole justification that deficiencies 

or needs exist within specific agencies simply because resources 

are or are not available. Such conclusions can only be drawn 

by agency executives after intensive assessment at the local 

level. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

Law enforcement in the United States has evolved primarily 

from the structure of services provided by county government, and 

particularly from the office of the sheriff as rooted in common 

law practices. Municipal and state law enforcement services and, 

more recently, the county police force, have developed as expan­

sions and appendages of the sheriff's role as primary law enforce­

ment officer in this country. 

Yet, with the rapid development of the nation's municipalities 

and their constant growth, municipal law enforcement operations 

have come to serve the greatest majority of the nation's popula­

tion. Cor~espondingly, high density living and urbanization have 

placed the greatest burden upon larger municipal governments in 

the expenditure of resources for crime control and prevention. 

In the course of this evolution, rural and suburban law enforce­

mant services and responsibilities have received less attention 

and concern. In particular, federal funding provided through the 

Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1968 has reflected the generally 

lower priority which has been placed on altered and upgraded law 

enforcement systems in the rural and suburban environments. 

However, the level and composition of crime and service 

demand factors has not remained the same in rural and suburban 

connties over the past decade. While the volume of crime remains 



highest in urban areas, crime has increased at a more rapid rate 

in rural America as shown by information published through the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation's Uniform Crime Reporting program. 

This trend is particularly apparent in the increased rate of 

property crime. 

Quantitative documentation does not exist on changes in non­

criminal service demand factors for the same ten-year period. 

However, indications from county law officers across the country 

have surfaced at seminars, conferences and workshops on state and 

national levels. The general consensus has reflected the growing 

concern among these individuals with the ability of county law 

enforcement programs to meet the increased and generally changing 

character of demands placed on their agencies. Such demands come 

not only from the public, but also from other elements of the 

criminal justice community and associated agencies on a local, 

state and national level. 

The sheriff is frequently the most affected by these and 

other changes in the criminal justice system due to the unique 

and diversified character of the office. Typically, the sheriff 

is not only accountable to the public through the electoral 

process, but also responsible for law enforcement, court and 

correctional operations. The diversified nature of sheriffs' 

duties, as a result, generelly r nders itself to a wider variety 

of influence than most municipal law enforcement agencies. 

The problems and issues related to sheriffs' agencies in the 

rural communities are also somewhat different from those associated 
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with urban areas. Frequently confronted with vast expanses of 

land area, large but dispersed populations and low tax bases upon 

which to provide services, the sheriff's agencies in rural areas 

cannot generally adopt operational structures that are suitable 

for larger urban agencies. 

Also, attention to and solutions for problems and needs 

peculiar to county law enforcement have not heretofore been 

addressed on a systematic basis. While standards for criminal 

justice have been produced, their implementation in the realm of 

county law enforcement has been hampered by the lack of a compre­

hensive body of knowledge on the needs and capabilities of exist­

ing agencies. Without the availability of a state of the art 

review in county law enforcement, agencies wishing to implement 

standards and upgrade programs, services and operations have 

lacked requisite information upon which to define or measure 

current capabilities. 

B. Project Origins 

During the National Sheriffs' Association 1975 Annual 

Informative Conference, sheriffs throughout the country discussed 

their most pressing needs. Like other officials in their counties, 

the sheriffs in attendance were attempting to identify programs 

and departmental strategies that would confront the crime problems 

and agency needs associated with their respective operations. 

This concern was particularly acute among officials from counties 

with large rural and suburban populations where rising crime and 

changing communities are placing new and expanding pressures on 
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sheriffs' agencies. 

It was emphasized that there is a special need for compara­

tive data in respect to what other jurisdictions have done and 

are currently doing to solve similar law enforcement problems. 

Additionally, it was recognized that more information was needed 

on such typical issues as contract law enforcement, personnel 

allocation, measures of officer and departmental productivity, 

and the sharing of sheriffs' and police facilities and communica­

tions equipment. 

With this impetus a resolution was adopted by the Association 

to secure grant funding for a study which would: 

... establish and maintain an up-to-date repository 
of information relative to all facets of jurisdiction, 
legal authority, and operation of sheriffs' offices 
in the United States with such additional data con­
cerning law enforcement and corrections generally as 
may be pertinent. 

In August 1976, a grant request in this regard was approved 

by the National Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal .Justice, 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) , U.S. Department 

of Justice. Project staff was subsequently retained and work 

commenced on October 1, 1976. 

C. Project Goals 

The primary aim of this study is to produce a quantitative 

assessment of the needs and capabilities of county law enforce-

ment agencies throughout the United States. 
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Where possible, the study is designed to provide assessments of 

adequacy in light of changing service demand factors upon county law 

enforcement agencies, as well as in regard to guidelines advocated 

by the Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 

Specifically, the project is designed to accomplish the 

following objectives: 

• To compile and analyze the constitutional 

and statutory duties of the office of the 

sheriff in the United States. 

o To compile a descriptive analysis of the 

capabilities of sheriffs and county law 

enforcement agencies throughout the country 

in providing law enforcement, court and 

correctional services. 

• To provide a general assessment of the most 

prominent needs of sheriffs and county law 

enforcement agencies where appropriate, in 

view of currently advocated national 

standards and changing trends and demand 

factors in county law enforcement. 

• To establish at the National Sheriffs' 

Association, a repository of information 

on sheriff and county law enforcement 

services and operations, to be made avail­

able to responsible individuals in or 
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concerned with the nation's criminal justice 

system. 

This document is intended to meet a wide variety of data 

requirements that are necessary for planning and management 

purposes on local, state and national levels, and for a diver­

sified audience in the criminal justice field. Descriptive, 

analytical and comparative data presented on state, regional and 

national bases are particularly designed for ready reference by 

the individual sheriff and county police chief, as well as by 

other county officials, state and federal planners, researchers 

and numerous others in the criminal justice field. 

Additionally, a substantial amount of information is avail­

able to county law enforcement executives who are seeking infor­

mation on planning and operational concerns among similarly 

situated departments in their own state, region or throughout the 

country. 

While cross comparison can provide useful insight to admin­

istrators and others, it should be emphasized that direct one-to­

one comparisons in relationship to manpower levels, equipment 

availabilities or other matters should be approached with the 

utmost caution. Differences in community structures, population 

composition, economic profile, and citizen perspectives and 

demands are only a few of the factors that effect law enforcement 

agency capabilities and services. The use of these data for 

other than general comparisons should therefore be avoided 
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without further examination of specific environments and circum­

stances which affect these findings. 

One should also note two elements of this study which will 

be of interest. 

First, the analysis of the office of the sheriff on consti­

tutional and statutory bases provides the first composite picture 

of the sheriff's office on individual state as well as a national 

level. Variances between states that directly affect the major 

duties and responsibilities of the sheriff are reviewed together 

with an overview of the "typical" nature and composition of the 

office in the nation as a whole. 

Secondly, this study has been designed to provide a compre­

hensive repository of information on county law enforcement that 

will be updated and maintained at the National Sheriffs' Associa­

tion. The demand for general information on a wide variety of 

issues and interest areas affecting sheriffs has been sought by 

agency executives, planners and researchers over the years. For 

the first time, this study will provide these and other interests 

with requisite data upon which to ascertain the status of county 

law enforcement operations. 

Finally, it is foreseen that the availability of this data 

base will preclude the need for innumerable individual studies 

of a similar nature which have attempted to gather this informa­

tion on more restricted sampling or analytical bases. 
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D. Project Methodology 

The major thrust of this study is the development of 

descriptive data concerning county law enforcement agencies' 

capabilities. 

The primary mechanism for the development of these data is 

a comprehensive self-administered mail questionnaire. In 

addition, data was gathered through a review of relevant literature, 

and on-site and telephone interviews with sheriffs' agencies 

and county law enforcement departments. These approaches were 

designed and utilized in the following series of steps. 

1. Literature review. Initial orientation of the project 

and its staff involved a compilation and review of information 

which might be useful to the current effort. 

First, literature involving broad quantitative assessments 

of county law enforcement services was identified and reviewed. 

Five major studies l were reviewed and cross correlated to 

determine the scope and similarity of data which were available. 

This review revealed that, while some useful information exists, 

none of these major surveys collected systematic information 

relating to the capabilities and needs of county law enforcement 

agencies. 

lThe Police Services Study; Study of the Office of the Sheriff 
in the Southern United States;-Law Enforcement Personnel Practice 
Study; Police Chief Exeuctive Study; 1975 Safe Streets Act 
Questionnaire. 
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Additionally, it was determined that few efforts have been 

made to establish the magnitude of agencies' known problems and 

identifiable needs or the degree to which agencies maintain solu­

tions to these problems. Much information contained in these sur­

veys does l however, pertain to education, training and the compen­

sation of enforcement personnel. This is particularly the case in 

relation to the Law Enforcement Personnel Practice Survey conduct­

ed by the National Planning Association. It became apparent that, 

with the exception of law enforcement training, the County Law 

Enforcement study would have to rely on a comprehensive approach 

to original data collection. Information on training in relation 

to county and other law enforcement agencies was considered ade­

quate enough, however, that additional data would not be required 

in this survey. 

In addition to a review of available literature, a search was 

made through the computerized services of LEAA's Information 

System's Division on projects which had been funded to county law 

enforcement agencies. Compilations of funding categories were 

developed by state from this information. These data were utilized 

to suggest needs and funding preferences of states and regions and 

were also used to help establish areas of inquiry both for the 

questionnaire and for later on-site interviews. 

2. The sheriff's mandate. The duties and responsibilities 

of the office of sheriff vary considerably from state to state and 

have been in a process of change during the past several decades. 

For example, most sheriffs have full responsibility for enforce~· 

ment, detention and some courtroom duties, but some have only 
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limited responsibilities in one or more of these areas. 

This phase of the study was designed to describe the con­

stitutional and statutory role of the sheriff in each state; how 

that role has changed in the past decade; and trends that are 

likely to occur in the future. 

In order to accomplish this study element, requests were made 

of each NSA State Director and State Sheriffs' Association for 

copies of the state constitutional mandates regarding the duties 

of his office. Additionally, it was requested that statutory 

amendments be included and that any current trends affecting the 

office be noted. 

The project staff compiled these responses and performed an 

independent search of state constitutions for verification. In 

addition, a lawyer was retained as a project consultant to analyze 

and compile these data. The final product of this project element 

is presented separately in Chapter II. 

3, Initial questionnaire design. The self-administered mail 

questionnaire is the primary data collection mechanism of this 

study. Therefore, as in similar survey efforts of this magnitude, 

extensive effort was made to insure that the substance, presenta­

tion, format and wording of the instrument were completely 

adequate from the perspective of the respondent population. 

Development of an instrument that was both responsive to 

survey data requirements and to the potential respondent was a 

significant undertaking due to the immense variations between 
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sheriffs and other county law enforcement agencies in the country. 

In order to maximize returns, several basic approaches were 

utilized in regard to construction. 

First, a single questionnaire which could be applicable to 

all variances between agencies was utilized rather than an approach 

which would tailor one or more separate questionnaires to the 

differences between departments. 

Second, forced-choice response approaches were utilized 

throughout in order to speed the time required to complete the 

questionnaire. Open-ended questions were used in only a few 

instances in order to tap qualitative data such as the views and 

attitudes of respondents on specific matters. 

Due to the questionnaire length, a technique was also 

employed whereby respondents could skip large segments of the 

questionnaire that did not apply. This was particularly useful 

to those sheriffs' agencies which do not perform the primary law 

enforcement and investigative functions, and/or which do not 

administer the county jailor detention center in their county. 

To assist in return of questionnaires, a self-addressed 

postage paid questionnaire booklet was designed which has been 

successfully utilized in similar survey efforts of this scope. 

Based on these basic approaches, a draft questionnaire was 

developed covering all potential areas of inquiry. 
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4. Questionnaire finalization. Review and finalization of 

the draft questionnaire involved a series of steps including 

perusal and suggestions from a rather wide Variety of audiences. 

First, the draft questionnaire underwent approximately six 

comprehensive reviews by individual staff members. Following 

each individual review session, a joint staff meeting was convened 

to incorporate changes and resolve possible problems. 

Following the series of staff reviews, copies of the draft 

were submitted to the Project Advisory Board, the NSA Board of 

Directors and Executive Committee. As law enforcement practi­

tioners with extensive professional backgrounds, these indivi­

duals provided a useful "sounding board" for this review process. 

Next, draft questionnaires were site tested in approximately 

one dozen agencies of various sizes in the eastern United States. 

Staff administered the questionnaire to agency executives and other 

departmental personnel to determine, on a first-hand basis, the 

responsiveness and utility of both individual areas of inquiry 

and the structure of specific questions. Topical areas of 

interest were also explored with each sheriff in order to provide 

insights into issues affecting the office of sheriff now and in 

the future. 

A revised questionnaire was subsequently reviewed in its 

entirety by the Project Advisory Board during its first meeting 

with the project staff. This critical review provided many use­

ful insights into the structure and content of specific topics. 
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A technical review on a question by question basis was under­

taken in a joint session between project staff and a professional 

survey statistician. The primary focus of this effort was the 

identification of potential problems in interpretation of 

questions and response availabilities. 

Ba~ed on the results of the foregoing consultations, a 

finalized draft was submitted to LEAA and the Office of 

Management and Budget COMB). Following a joint project staff -

OMB review, approval was given and a finalized version of the 

questionnaire was developed and printed. 

5. Follow-up procedures. By nature, a self-administered 

mailed questionnaire does not typically yield a high response 

rate. However, the chances of experiencing a relatively high 

response in this instance were enhanced by the fact that the NSA 

was administering the study in an effort "by and for sheriffs". 

Even though this proved to be the case, a series of follow-up 

procedures was developed and subsequently initiated which in 

largest measure capitalized on the various influence centers 

affecting sheriffs. 

The original bulk mailing of the project questionnaire was 

made on May 30, 1977 to the nation's 3,134 county and independent 

city sheriffs and county police departments. Prior to the mailing, 

however, letters of introduction to the project effort were sent 

to all law enforcement agencies in the study as well as separate 

letters to NSA State Directors, Executive Board, Board of Directors 

and the State Sheriffs' Associations. These letters were designed 
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to bring attention to the study and solicit respondent support in 

completing the forthcoming questionnaire. 

Following the original mailing, the official NSA publication 

The National Sheriff published an article concerning the study. 

The article highlighted the need for the study and requested the 

support of all sheriffs. All respondEnts were asked to return the 

completed questionnaire within three weeks to NSA headquarters. 

At the end of this first cut-off period, approximately 20 percent 

of agencies had responded. At this time, follow-up procedures 

commenced to insure the greatest return by the final closing date. 

While project staff prepared and cross checked questionnaire re­

turns for data processing, the following follow-up procedures 

were also performed. 

• A personal letter was sent from the Execut\ve 

Director of NSA to each non-responding county 

agency. 

• Postcards with personal reminders were sent to 

each non-respondent on two separate occasions 

within a three month period. 

o Telephonic contact with individual sheriffs, NSA 

State Directors and Directors of State Sheriffs' 

Associations was made during site visits through­

out the country. 

o Personal letters of appeal were also sent to non­

respondents in each state by individual NSA state 
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Directors, who in many cases helped in sub­

sequent questionnaire mailings of their 

individual constituents. Personal letters 

were also sent to specific subgroups of 

non-respondents by members of the NSA 

Board of Directors. 

s Presentations in regard to the project were 

made at individual and multi-state gatherings 

of State Sheriffs' Associations by the NSA 

Executive Director. 

6 Finally, in the case of two states which had 

not provided necessary responses, direct 

telephone interviews using short form 

questionnaires were conducted by the 

project staff. 

At the close of data collection efforts, 60 percent of the 

survey population had returned questionnaires. Table I-I pro­

vides a summary of the extent of questionnaire coverage by 

suburban and rural county for each state, by geographic division 

and region. 

Independent city sheriffs exist in municipa.lities which 

are not part of a county. There are 38 such cities in the 

United States excluding the District of Columbia, these being 

Baltimore, Maryland, St. Louis, Missouri and 36 cities in 

Virginia. 
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brea 

NORTHEAST 

New England 

Connecticut"k 

Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 7'( 

Verm:mt 

Middle Atlantic 

New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

IDR'lli CENTRAL 

East North Central 

Illinois 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

West North Central 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
furth Dakota 
South Dakota 

SOli'IH 

South Atlantic 

Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Maryland 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 

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

TABLE I-I 

PROJECT COVERAGE OF COUNIY SHERD"FS 
BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION AND REGIONS 

No. Of Counties Total Respondents 
Number 

Subur- Rural 
Of Subur- Rural 

ban C01.mties ban 

9l~ 119 213 61 74 
22 45 67 10 33 

5 3 8 3 2 
2 14 J.6 , 1 9 

10 4 14 5 3 
1 9 10 0 7 
4 1 5 1 1 
0 14 14 0 11 

72 7l~ 146 51 41 

17 4 21 12 2 
27 31 58 24 25 
28 39 67 15 14 

184 1 867 1051 155 598 

134 303 437 114 228 

23 79 102 20 56 
31 61 92 24 40 
25 58 .. 83 25 56 
39 49 88 33 40 
16 56 72 12 36 

50 564 1064 41 370 

8 91 99 6 62 
7 97 114 6 71 

15 72 87 14 67 
14 100 114 10 42 
4 89 93 3 57 
1 52 53 1 31 
1 63 64 1 40 

285 1098 1383 171 505 
126 422 548 83 231 

1 2 3 1 1 
24 43 67 22 28 
31 128 159 20 51 
9 14 23 8 12 

19 81 100 12 52 
9 37 46 5 26 

16 

Total % 
Respond- Cov-

ents erage 

135 63 
43 64 
5 63 

10 63 
8 57 
7 70 
2 40 

11 79 
92 43 
14 67 
49 84 
29 43 

753 72 
342 78 

76 75 
64 70 
81 98 
73 83 
48 67 

411 67 
68 69 
77 74 
81 93 
52 46 
60 65 
32 60 
41 64 

676 49 
314 57 

2 67 
50 75 
71 45 
20 87 
64 64 
31 67/ 



TABLE 1-1 (Continued) 

. 
No. Of COlm.ties Total Respondents Total % 

Number Respond- Cov-
Subur- Rlrra1 Of Subur- Rural ents erage 
ban Counties ban 

South Atlantic 
Conrt 

Virginia 23 72 95 12 41 53 56 
West Virginia 10 45 55 3 20 23 42 

East South Central 65 299 364 33 97 130 36 
Alabama. 18 L~9 67 11 15 26 39 
Kentucky 17 103 120 7 33 40 33 
Mississippi 7 75 82 1 29 30 37 
Tennessee 23 72 95 14 20 34 36 

Hest South Central 94 377 471 55 177 232 49 
Arkansas 10 65 75 5 24 29 39 
Louisiana 17 48 65 12 33 45 69 
Oklahoma 14 63 77 10 26 36 47 
Texas 53 201 254 28 94 122 48 

'WEST 65 346 411 56 226 282 69 
Mm.m.tain 26 252 278 19 150 169 61 

Arizona 2 12 14 2 9 11 79 
Colorado 12 51 63 10 37 47 75 
Idaho 1 43 44 1 25 26 59 
Montana 2 54 56 1 28 29 52 
Nevada 2 15 17 1 8 9 53 
New Mexico 2 30 32 1 15 16 50 
Utah 5 24 29 3 13 16 55 
Wyoming 0 23 23 0 15 15 65 

Pacific 39 94 133 37 76 113 85 
Alaska -- -- -- -- -- -- --
California 25 33 58 23 25 48 83 
Hawaii -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Oregon 6 30 36 6 28 34 94 
Washlngton 8 31 39 8 23 31 79 

"k There are no organized counties in Rhode Island or Connecticut, however 
there are eight sheriffs in Connecticut and five in Rhode Island. 
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6. Field interviews. As previously stated, the primary data 

collection mechanism of this project involved the use of a mailed 

questionnaire. However, in order to fulfill the full range of 

data requirements in this study, field interviews were also re­

quired. These were necessary in order to generate the qualitative 

assessments of sheriffs that could not be adequately surveyed in 

the questionnaire. Not only were interviews used to tap the per­

ceptions and opinions of sheriffs on various issues and problems, 

but they were also beneficial in adding perspective to the purely 

quantitative data collected in the questionnaire. 

As a result, staff conducted 36 personal interviews with a 

cross section of sheriffs' agencies in the four geographic regions. 

Among the topics explored with each agency in open-ended question­

ing were the following: 

8 The adequacy of departmental resources in var­

ious operational areas and the causes for any 

deficiencies. 

• The role of federal and state funding in the op­

eration of the agency, including the adequacy 

and source of such funding. 

• The use of any program strategies to meet speci­

fic needs of the department or the community. 

•. The adequacy of the jail facility and services 

and the causes for any insufficiencies, as well 
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as the possible effects of other agencies 

(e.g. state jail standards commission, state 

department of corrections) on the qperation/ 

adequacy of the jail . 

• The ways, if any, in which the agency executive 

perceived changes over the next 15 years and 

the major problem facing law enforcement in that 

jurisdiction. 

7. Data analysis. Primary data analysis for this project 

commenced following the genera.tion of computer tabulation of re-

sponses to the survey questionnaire. 

Project staff performed the coding and verification of ques-

tionnaire returns. Key punching, programming and the generation 

of machine readable information was the responsibility of a data 

processing subcontractor, while project staff provided the para­

meters for the generation of tabular data. 

E. Definitions 

Throughout this report reference is made to various geograph­

ic designations, the suburban and rural nature of counties and 
-

to several types of statistical presentations in tabular data, 

all of which require some degree of explanation. 

1. Geographic designations. Table I-2 presents the compo­

sition of the four geographic divisions and their respective re­

gions as utilized in this report. Roman numeral designationa 
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for the four geographic divisions are commonly utilized in tab­

ular presentations and correspond to the state-by-state break­

dm.;rn as presented in Table 1-2. 

2. Suburban and rural counties. Reference is also made 

most frequently to the nature of counties based on suburban and 

rural character or composition. 

A suburban county is one that in part or in whole comprises 

a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), has a core city 

with 50,000 or more inhabitants' and is contiguous with a county 

or counties which share certain metropolitan characteristics. 

A rural county is one that is not part of an SMSA and which 

does not have a core city with an excess of 50,000 inhabitants. 

3. Statistical measures. Three types of statistical mea­

sures are utilized in this report -- mean, median and quartile 

measures of central tendency or location. The use of anyone or 

combination of these measures is dictated by the nature and com­

position of the data under consideration. Every attempt has been 

made to utilize the statistical presentation which most accur­

ately reflects the nature of the data being analyzed. 

The mean, also referred to as the average, is the most com­

monly utilized approach in. this report and generally the most 

readily understood among readers. The mean is simply the sum of 

all items in a set of data divided by the number of items summed. 
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When small sets of data are not being considered, and when 

very large and very small numbers are not part of the same set of 

data, the mean is typically used since it most accurately pre­

sents the central measure of the data presentation. Where this 

is not the case however, another mechanism such as the median 

may better display the central measure of a data set. 

The median is the central value of a set of data that has 

been arranged in order of increasing size. For an odd number of 

items the median is the middle item, while for an even number of 

items the median is the mean of the two middle items. 

Mean and median are used according to the degree to which 

they can most accurately characterize the central measure of a 

data set. In other cases, information on the distribution of a 

data set may be necessary in order to make an accurate data 

presentation. In such cases quartile measures may be utilized. 

Quartiles divide a data set into four equal parts. When 

data are ordered by increasing size, the first quartile is the 

value below which one-fourth of the items fall, the second quar­

tile is the median, and the third quartile is the value below 

which three-fourths of the items fall. Values presented at these 

fixed points provide valuable information on the extent to which 

a data set is distributed, and some indication of the range of 

data values. 
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TABLE 1-2 

GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS AND REGIONS 

I. NORTHEAST DIVISION 

1. New England Region 

Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
Ne;.;r Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermmt 

2. Middle Atlantic Regiorl 

New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

II. NORTH CENTRAL DIVISION 

3. !fast North Central Region 

Illinois 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

4. West North Central Region 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 

III. 

IV. 
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SOUTHERN DIVISION 

5. South Atlantic Region 

Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Maryland 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

6. East South Central Region 

Alabama. 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
Tennessee 

7. West South Central Region 

Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

WESTERN DIVISION 

8. M01.mtain Region 

Arizona 
Colorado 
Idaho 
MOntana 
Nevada 
New Hexico 
Utah 
~Jyoming 

9. Pacific Region 

Alaska 
California 
Hawaii 
Oregon 
Washington 



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

F. Organization of the Report 

This report is organized in a manner so as to provide the 

reader with the easiest reference to specific areas of interest 

in county law enforcement. As such, each chapter is devoted 

exclusively to one specific area of law enforcement administration 

or operation. 

The report emphasizes data relative to sheriffs since the 

largest percentage of law enforcement, court and correctional 

duties at the county level are the responsibility of the sheriff. 

Each chapter begins with a review of information on the office of 

the sheriff and is thereafter followed by information on county 

police departments and independent city sheriffs where these 

latter agencies maintain such authority and responsibility. 

The second chapter in this report introduces the office of 

the sheriff by presenting an analysis of -the constitutional and 

statutory responsibilities of the sheriff around the country. 

Chapters III through VIII present information on various 

administrative concerns involving personnel, budget, facilities, 

equipment I records and data processing. 

Data relative to operational components of county law en­

forcement agencies begin in Chapter IX with a discussion of 

agency responsibilities. Patrol and criminal investigation are 

the subjects of Chapters X and XI, respectively, while 
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specialized law enforcement programs are covered in Chapter 

XII and traffic in Chapter XIII. 

Technical service operations are the subject of Chapters 

XIV, XV and XVI with a review of identifications, laboratory 

services and communications. 

Operational concerns are concluded in Chapter XVII with an 

analysis of jail/correctional functions, and some additional 

information on the interstate transportation of fugitives is 

provided in Chapter XVIII. 

The report is concluded in Chapter XIX by a review of the 

most prominent needs facing county law enforcement. 
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CHAPTER II THE OFFICE OF THE SHERIFF: 

AN ANALYSIS OF ITS CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY MANDATE 

A general profile of the sheriff in the United States 

depicts that he is truly unique in the criminal justice commun­

ity. Although the sheriff's responsibilities vary from state 

to state according to state law and from county to county ac­

cording to custom and special laws, he is, in a general sense, 

an active functionary in all three branches of the criminal 

justice system. He is responsible for county policing, for 

the county jail/corrections and for county court duties such 

as process serving and providing court security. Because of 

his varied roles and responsibilities, he is thoroughly en­

grossed in interagency relationships at all levels of govern­

ment. 

The purpose of this presentation is to describe the sher­

iff's role by reviewing common law tradition, constitutional 

and statutory mandates and current practice. Section A dis­

cusses the common law background of the sheriff's mandate. 

Section B details the jurisdictional configurations of sheriffs' 

agencies in this country. Section C considers the importance 

of constitutional status for sheriffs. Section D reviews the 

selection, term and" tenure of sheriffs; and Section E describes 

their law enforcement, jail administration, court and other 
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duties. Section F provides a brief analysis of the sheriffs' 

mandate. 

A. Common Law Background 

The powers and responsibilities exercised by sheriffs 

today are, in essence, those assigned to the sheriff through 

common law tradition. According to Maitland, the sheriff was 

originally the local representative of the shire appointed to 

represent the king's interest. l The term sheriff derives from 

"shire" meaning county and "reeve" meaning keeper. At common 

law, disorder is a "breach of the king's peace," and the sheriff 

is therefore responsible for "preserving the peace". The sher­

iff was also the shire treasurer through his responsibility to 

"collect the king's revenue". 

The present day responsibilities for court service and jail 

administration are also derived from common law tradition. 

The sheriff's "tourn" (or court) had criminal jurisdiction and 

was held twice a year. The sheriff was therefore responsible 

for the custody of accused persons from the time of arrest to 

the adjournment of court. 

In the United States, the common law derivation of the 

office of sheriff is an important factor in defining the sher­

iff's role. State constitutions are written with the under­

standing that common law and other elements of previous prac­

tice should be used to interpret references in the constitution 
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to the office of sheriff. There are, for example, several 

states in which the sheriff is responsible for preventive. 

patrol and investigative functions in his county without 

having an explicit statutory or constitutional mandate for 

law enforcement duties. In these states, it is held that since 

the sheriff is a constitutionally established officer, this 

means that he is vested with those responsibilities which corne 

from the common law tradition. It is largely recognized that 

the sheriff is endowed with the powers and duties imposed upon 

him by common law. 

B. Jurisdictional Configurations 

There are in excess of 3,000 counties in the United States. 

There is a county sheriff in almost all of these countiesl. 

There are exceptions to this statement, however, inasmuch as 

there is one sheriff in New York City, who covers the five 

counties (or boroughs); and there are two sheriffs in New 

Orleans covering Orleans Parish, one of whom is responsible for 

the criminal area and the other for the civil area. Sheriffs 

also exist at the municipal level in several other jurisdic­

tions. There is a sheriff in Baltimore: Maryland, which is an 

independent city. as is the case in several independent cities 

in the state of Virginia. The sheriff exists as the chief law 

enforcement officer in the consolidated areas of Duval County, 

Florida (Jacksonville) and Clark County, Nevada (Las Vegas). 

In Hawaii, the sheriff is a state officer appointed by the 

chief justice. 
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C. Constitutional Status of Sheriffs 

The sheriff is a constitutionally designated officer in 

35 states. (See Table II-I) The constitutions of two addi­

tional states, Hissouri and Wyoming, mention the sheriff but 

do not establish nor define the office. In the absence of 

court interpretation, no firm conclusion can be made as to 

whether the sheriff is a constitutional officer in these 

states. 

Host typically, the constitutional provision describes 

the method of selection, as well as the term and tenure of the 

sheriff. In only five states does the constitutional provi­

sion designate specific duties, and in none of these are the 

sheriffs' responsibilities described in full. Three states 

designate the sheriff as county tax collector. Since tax col­

lection is not commonly a function of the sheriff, it is prob­

able that the constitutional conventions in these states men­

tioned it in order to make their intent clear. The constitu­

tions of five states specify that the sheriffs' duties are to 

be prescribed by law. 

Whether the office of sheriff is a constitutionally desig­

nated position is held to be important for two main reasons. 

First, constitutional status ensures that the office cannot be 

abolished without a vote of the electorate. In the majority of 

states where the method of selection and tenure conditions are 

specified in the constitution, these too cannot be changed or 
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TABLE 11-1 

CONSTITUTIONAL STATUS AND STATUTORY 
RESPONSIBILITIES OF SHERIFF DEPARTMENTS 

BY STATE, 1976 

Sheriff is a Statuto~y Authority of Sheriff 
State Constitutional Law Jail Court Judicial 

Officer Enforcement Service Process 

Alabama .. • e • • Alaska 
Arizona GIl It • ~ II 
Arkansas • at • It .. 
California • • • till • Colorado • • ., • II 

Connectic',lt .. • • II 

Delaware • (I • Florida • (/I e ., • Georgia (9 • Gl • 
Hawaii • 9;./ * Idaho " 

., 61 • • Illinois ., • e e .. 
Indiana • • • • (I 

Iowa e til • " Kansas • «I fit " Kentucky • • CD b/ • • Louisiana • ,. II • • Maine • (I 0 • • Maryland e (J • e • 
Massachusetts • tit • .. 
Michigan • " CD • Minnesota • e • e 
Mississippi ., • It 4) • 
Missouri ~ c/ till • • • Montana • ., i.'t 0 /I 

Nebraska • • f) II 

Nevada " " 
., • 

New Hampshire .. II • • • New Jersey It sa (i) \I 

New Mexico II ., • • 
New York .. • G '4./ • " North Carolina • • \I 

North Dakota ill • • 8 (I 

Ohio • 0 lit • Oklahoma fIl • 0 • • Oregon • " 6) • • Pennsylvania IJ • ~/ • Rhode Island • /I ., 
South Carolina • (jI til " • 
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TABLE 11-1 (Continued) 

Sheriff is a Statutory Authority of Sheriff 
State Constitutional Law Jail Court Judicial 

Officer Enforcement Service Process 

South Dakota s • • • Tennessee .. @ • .. GIl 

Texas .. .. • .. .. 
Utah • • ED • Vermont • .. (j) • Virginia • • .. • • Washington .. " 0 • • West Virginia .. • .. .. • Wisconsin .. • It (I • Wyoming 

~/ 

<if 

e/ 

.. c:j .. • .. • 

The state sheriff is appointed by the chief justice. 
The sheriff has police powers only "upon specific 
authorization and direction of the chief justice." 

Only in counties of the first class (Fayette) and in 
interim periods when an elected jailer is not in office. 

The office of sheriff is mentioned but not established 
or defined. 

Except in New York and ~vestchester Counties. 

In certain small counties only. 
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modified without a vote of the electorate. Second, as de­

scribed in the section above, the existence of a constitution­

al provision implies that the responsibilities of the sheriff 

are those defined by common law. 

The existence of a constitutional provision establishing 

the office of sheriff does not mean, however, that individual 

counties cannot alter the sheriff's office or its functions. 

Seven states have constitutional provision.s that permit local 

referendums to modify county government. 

In several jurisdictions, modifications of the sheriffs' 

functions have come about through constitutional amendments 

that enable the establishment of unified city/county governments. 

In most cases these consolidations have led to the establish­

ment of a single law enforcement department. In San FrarLcisco, 

California; Denver, Colorado and Nashville, Tennessee~ for 

example, the former city departments are now serving the city/ 

county area. In Duval County (Jacksonville), Florida, and 

Clark County (Las Vegas), Nevada, the sheriff is responsible 

for the unified police department. In Marion County (Indian­

apolis), Indiana, the sheriff's department and the police de­

partment perform police functions and share jurisdictional 

responsibilities. 

There has not, in the recent past, been any diminution in 

the number of states where the sheriff is a constitutional 
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officer. In fact, there has been an increase of two states with 

constitutional status for the sheriff. 2 

D. Methods of Selection, Term and Tenure Specifications 
and Qualification Stundards for Sheriffs 

Traditionally, the American sheriff has been an elected 

official. In 35 states this status is established by state 

constitution. In 14 states, state law specifies that he be 

elected. The only two statewide exceptions are Rhode Island 

and Hawaii. In Rhode Island, sheriffs are appointed by the 

governor and serve at his pleasure. In Hawaii, as mentioned 

above, the state sheriff is appointed by the chief justice. 

State law almost unanimously calls for the election of 

sheriffs. In the following metropolitan jurisdictions, the 

sheriff is appointed: New York City; King County (Seattle), 

Washington; Multnomah County (Portland), Oregor.; Nassau County, 

New York; and Dade County (Miami), Florida. 

The term and tenure of sheriffs is also specified by state 

law in all states except Rhode Island and Hawaii. In 33 states 

the sheriff has a four-year term and is not restricted in the 

number of terms for which he may run. In one state the sheriff 

has a six-year term of office and the tenure is unlimited. 

Table II-2 displays the term and tenure of sheriffs by state. 

From the point of view of many observers, short terms and 

restrictions on the number of terms that may be served put undue 

burdens on sheriffs and make it difficult for continuity and 

32 



State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

TABLE II-2 

SHERIFFS' TERM OF OFFICE AND TENURE 
SPECIFICATIONS BY STATE, 1977 

Term of 
Office 

In Years 

4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 
4 

indefinite 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 

6 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
3 
2 
3 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 
4 

indefinite 
4 
4 
2 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 

Tenure 

unlimited 

unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
1 term 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
2 terms 
unlimited 
unlimited 
1 term 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
2 terms 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
3 terms 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
unlimited 
2 terms 
unlimited 
unlimited 

Source: National Sheriffs' Association, 1976 Directory of 
Sheriffs of the United States (1976) (with cur­
rent revisions). 
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professional development to occur. A recent study of law enforce­

ment chief executives concludes that the high turnover that police 
3 

chiefs experience is detrimental to professional law enforcement. 

In the last 16 years there has been a clear movement in the 

direction of longer terms and no tenure restrictions. Seven states 

have lengthened the term of office to four years, and four sbates 

have removed tenure restrictions during that time. (See Table 11-3). 

There has also been a movernent in the direction of establish-

ing minimum qualifications for sheriffs. Standards such as law 

enforcement experience, graduation from a training program and 

minimum education levels have been established in some states. 

This legislation is of two kinds: laws that apply to law enforce-

ment personnel generally and that do not make an explicit exception 

of sheriffs; and laws that especially establish standards for 

sheriffs. 

During the past 20 years numerous states have established 

some form of minimum standards as they relate to law enforcement 

qualifications and training. Many of these standards as they re­

late to law enforcement include age, educational level, physical 

requirements and specifications concerning prior criminal record. 

In 28 states, as shown in Table 11-4, these basic standards are 

mandatory. Of these 28 states, 17 explicitly exclude the sheriff. 

Since sheriffs are elected officials and often are constitutional 

officers, court decisions may be required in order to determine 

whether these standards are enforceable for sheriffs as well as , 

for appointeu law enforcement officials. Even if these standards 
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TABLE 11-3 

DISTRIBUTION OF STATES BY 
SHERIFFS' TENURE AND TERM SPECIFICATIONS 

1960 and 1976 

Tenure and Length of Term 1960~/ 

Total Number of States 

with Unlimited Tenure 37 -

2 year-term 10 

3 year-term 2 

4 year-term 24 

6 year-term 1 

Total Number of States 

with Limited Tenure 10 -
2 year-term 5 

4 year-term 5 

1976~/ 

41 -

5 

2 

33 

1 

6 -

3 

3 

-

~/ Excluding Alaska, Hawaii and Rhode Island. The office 
of sheriff does not exist in Alaska and is an appointed 
office with indefinite terms in Hawaii and Rhode Island. 

Sources: Everett M. King, Sheriff's Manual, 1960, pps. 41-
42; National Sheriffs' Association, Directory 
Sheriffs in the United States, 1976. 
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0' 

State 

Alabama 
Arizona bl 
Arkansas -
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii :-"'1 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana ~I 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts bl 
Michigan 
Minnesota 

TABIE 11-4 

STATE-AUTHORIZED SELECTION STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO 
SHERIFFS' AGENCIES LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL 

BY STATE, 1976 

S e 1 e c t ion S tan dar d s 

Status of Age No Physical Heightl 
Selection" Require- Felony Exam Weight 
Standards ments Convic- Require-

Educa-
tional 
Level 

tion ments Specifi-
cations 

Mandatory x x x x x 
Mandatory x x x x 

Mandatory x x x 
Varies x x x 

----- no state standards ------ f--

Mandatory x 

Mandatory x x x x 
Mandatory x x x x 

Mandatory x x x x 
----- no state standards ------ f--

Mandatory x I x I x x 
Mandatory x x x x 
Mandatory x I x x 

----- no state standards ------ -

Mandatory x 
Mandatory x x x x 

Varies x x x x 
Mandatory x x 

1 
Exceptionsa/j 

I 
I 

Sheriffs 

Sheriffs & 
Deputies 
Sheriffs 

I 
Sheriffs 

Sheriffs 

Sheriffs 

Sheriffs 

Sheriffs _I 
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State 

TABlE II-4 (Continued) 

S e 1 e c t ion S tan dar d s 

Status of 
Selection 
Standards 

Age 
Require­
ments 

No 
Felony 

Convic­
tion 

Physical 
Exam 

Height/ 
Weight 

Require­
ments 

Educa­
tional 
Level 

Specifi­
cations 

Exceptionsa / 

r---------------+---------~------_+------+_------~------_+--------~----------_J 
Mississippi c::../ 
Missouri c/ 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania ~/ 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota h/ 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia c/ 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Mandatory 
Mandatory 
Mandatory 

Mandatory 

Mandatory 

Mandatory 
Voluntary 
Mandatory 
Varies 
Mandtory 

Mandatory 
Mandatory 

Voluntary 
Mandatory 
Varies 

Mandatory 
Mandatory 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

no state standards 
x I x r 

no state standards 
x 

x x 
x x 
x 
x x 
x x 

x 
x x 

x x 
x x 
x x 

no state standards 
no state standards 
no state standards 

x x 
x x 

x 

x 

oJ. 
X" 

x 

x*~'( 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

Sheriffs 

Sheriffs & 
Undersheriffs 

Sheriffs & 
Undersheriffs 
Sheriff 

Sheriffs 

Sheriffs 

Sheriffs 
Sheriffs 
Sheriffs 

Sheriffs 
Sheriffs 

a/ The states listed here exclude sheriffs from these standards. b/ ·NASDLET Survey not 
- responded to. c/ No state standards and training commission in-the state. *Weight 

requirements only. **Height requirements only. Source: NASDLET, Survey of State 
~irectors of Law Enforcement Training, 1976. 



are held to apply to sheriffs, it would still have to be determined 

whether law enforcement incumbents who run for and are elected to 

the office of sheriff would be excluded from the standards by 

virtue of a grandfather clause. 

Some states have enacted mandatory standards explicitly for 

the office of sheriff. In Idaho, Mississippi, Oklahoma, and 

Kansas, sheriffs are required to complete a basic course of in­

struction before assuming office. California requires that newly 

elected sheriffs have four years of law enforcement experience. 

In Oregon, sheriffs must have either a high school diploma plus 

four years of law enforcement or have completed two years of 

college. 

Those in favor of standards argue that certain minimum levels 

of experience, education and training are highly desirable for the 

complex administrative responsibilities that sheriffs face. A 

recent study recommends that minimum qualifications be adopted for 

elected as well as appointed law enforcement chief executives. 

Those standards, according to the study, should encompass minimum 

I I f · .. d d .4 eve S 0 experlence, tralnlng an e ucatlon. 

E. Responsibilities Of Sheriffs' Agencies 

Sheriffs' responsibilities vary considerably between and with­

in states. The purpose of this section is to describe the differ-

ences in the state laws relevant to functions of sheriffs' agencies 

and to detail, to the extent possible, the differences in actual 

practice between jurisdictions. 
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1. Law enforcement. The common law rol·e of the sheriff is 

"conservator of the peace" and "chief law enforcement officer of 

the county ll has been maintained in most counties in the country. 

Ninety-three percent of all county sheriffs perform law enforce­

ment functions. 

The statutory authorization to perform law enforcement func­

tions is not necessarily synonymous with actual practice in a 

given state. The statutes of 42 states give the sheriffs' agencies 

explicit authorization to perform patrol and investigative func­

tions (Table II-I). But in Connecticut and Delaware, where the 

sheriffs have such authority, it is not utilized. Conversely, in 

Michigan, North Carolina and Pennsylvania, sheriffs perform law 

enforcement functions without explicit statutory mandate. As 

discussed in Section B, explicit statutory mandates are not re­

quired in states where the sheriff is a constitutional officer 

and the common law responsibilities of the sheriff have not been 

countermanded by statutory law. 

There are a few differences between states concerning the 

jurisdictional limitations on the exercise of authority. In many 

instances, statutory authorization exists for one sheriff to con­

tract with incorpora·ted cities and towns for police protection. 

The power to arrest also varies, with some states permitting 

statewide arrests, others restricting arrests to the sheriff's 

agency county and/or adjacent counties, while still others permit 

arrests outside the county only while in "hot pursuit". 
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One law enforcement authority, unique to sheriffs, is the 

common law power of posse comitatus, as explained in American 

Jurisprudence: 

As a general rule, the sheriff may summon to 

his assistance any person when he deems it 

necessary to effect an arrest. For the pur-

pose of performing his duty to arrest offenders 

and commit them to custody, he may command 

all of the male population of his county to 

attend him, in other words, the posse 

commitatus or power of the county.5 

The sheriff's authority to summon a posse is explicitly defined 

in statutes of at least 19 states and in one state constitution. 

It is probable, however, that the power would be held to exist in 

all states in which the sheriff is a constitutional officer by 

virture of common law tradition. 

The law enforcement functions that sheriffs' agencies perform 

vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Most sheriffs' agencies 

perform criminal investigation, patrol, traffic and accident fun­

ctions. The ~esults of a recent survey show that 91 percent of 

all sheriffs' agencies with ten or more employees perform routine 

patrol, and 93 percent investigate felonies. 6 Eighty percent of 

these agencies perform traffic and accident functions. 

2. Jail administration. At common law, the sheriff's re­

sponsibility to conserve the peace was considered broadly to 
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include not only the arrest of violators but also their detention 

and trial. The sheriff's present responsibility as jailer derives 

from this definition of conservator of the peace. 

Historically, the sheriff in the United States has been 

responsible for operating local jails. In several 0tates~ con­

stitutiona.l provisions establishing the office of sheriff have 

been interpreted by state courts to imply that the responsibility 

for local jails is part of the cornmon law duties of the sheriff. 

In only one known state court decision has it been held that the 

administration of jails is not part of the sheriff's comrrlon law 

duties. 

Statutory authorization for the sheriff as jailer exists in 

45 of 49 states. Approximately 86 percent of the sheriffs' 

. . h 45 I' '1 7 Th agencles ln t ese states operate at east one Jal . e 

four states in which the sheriff has no jail responsibilities are 

Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, and Rhode Island. The state depart-

ments of corrections administer regional jails in two of these 

states and share that responsibility with independent local 

agencies in the other twa. 

In three states, the statutes limit the number of sheriffs 

responsible for running the jails. In Kentucky the sheriff is 

responsible for the jail in only "counties of the first class." 

At the present time, only Fayette County falls into this category. 

Jails in the remaining counties are administered by elected 

jailers. In Pennsylvania, the sheriff operates the jail in only 

the 43 small counties of the seventh and eighth classes. In 
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New Jersey the sheriff's authority over jails is limited to 

counties of the second and fifth classes. 

In eight states, large independent metropolitan area jails 

are the sole exceptions to the sheriff's responsibilities for 

jails. In New York City, for example, the municipAl department 

of corrections is responsible for all the jails. S Other city 

jurisdictions with independent jail facilities include St. Louis, 

Missouri and Denver, Colorado. 

In eight states, the sheriff's jail responsibilities are 

somewhat limited. In Colorado, Maine and New Hampshire, the 

sheriff is only responsible for the detention of pretrial detain­

ees. In New Hampshire local independent jails house convicted 

misdemeanants; in the other states the correctional system 

houses those inmate:s. In Maryland, North Carolina and South 

Carolina, sheriffs are responsible for pretrial and short-sen-

tence detention only. In Georgia, the state houses convicted 

misdemeanants from 42 counties by contract with the sheriffs in 

those counties. In California, state prisoners are often housed 

in the county jail on a reimbursement basis. In New Orleans, 

Louisiana, the parish jail can maintain inmates up to five years. 

In the r~maining 27 states, the sheriff is the primary 

officer responsible for the detention of pTetrial detainees and 

of misdemeanants. The few exceptions in these states include 

Caddo Parish, Louisiana and Hines and Yazoo Counties, Mississippi. 

For the most part, city jails in these states only handle 
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individuals charged with and convicted of municipal violations. 

In most states there are separate detention and post-

conviction facilities for juveniles. These facilities are 

typically administered by county or state agencies. ~fuere sep-

arate facilities are not available, the sheriff separates 

juveniles from adult offenders. 9 

In three states, convicted female misdemeanants are not 

kept in county jails as are the male offenders but are trans-

fered to the state correctional system. Conversely, in one 

state male prisoners with sentences of one month or longer are 

remanded to the custody of state corrections while only female 

prisoners with sentences of six months or more are transfered 

to the state system. lO 

One significant legislative trend is that of establishing 

state jail standards commissions. According to a recent 

American Bar Association survey, jail standards commissions in 

15 states are empowered to establish standards, inspect jails 

and closepnoncomplying facilities. Another eight states have 

some form of jail inspection law, although they lack the power 

to enforce compliance of state standards. ll 

In several states, sheriffs anxious to improve conditions 

have encouraged and supported the development of jail commis-

sions. The recomnendations of these commissions pr0vide sheriffs 

with the leverage to convince voters and county commissioners to 

allocate funds for the necessary improvements. 
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3. Court duties. In all 49 states in which the office of 

sheriff exists, the sheriff is responsible for performing court 

related functions. These functions may include acting as bailiff; 

attending court; serving summonses, warrants or civil process; 

and enforcing money decrees such as those relating to garnishment 

and sale of property. 

As a court officer the sheriff is usually responsible to the 

general trial court of the state. In a few states, the sheriff 

of the county where the state capitol is located has served also 

as an officer of the highest court of the state. But this appar­

ently no longer occurs even where such statutory responsibilities 

remain. 

The sheriff's general role as guardian of the court is man­

ifested in various ways in different states. In a few states, such 

as Mississippi, the sheriff is charged with the management of the 

county courthouse. In 45 states the sheriff or his deputy is 

required to attend court or act as bailiff. In all 49 states, the 

sheriff is responsible for process service of one kind or another 

(Table II-I). 

F. Sunrrnary 

The she~iff is a unique public officer whose office dates to 

pre-Norman England and whose responsibilities are civil as well as 

criminal. The power to act in all three branches of the criminal 

justice system is supported by common law precedent. The respon­

sibility of "conservator of the peace" is backed up by the unique 
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power to summon a poss~. 

The office of sheriff exists in all states except Alaska. In 

all other states except Hawaii sheriffs aTe county officers. 

Although Hawaii has counties, the sheriff is a state officer res-

ponsible to the chief justice of the state. In some jurisdictions 

sheriffs also exist at the municipal level either as officers 

parallel to the county sheriff (e.g, in Baltimore and St. Louis) 

or as officers of combined city/county governments, 

The sheriff is a constitutionally designated officer in 35 

states. The constitutions of two additional states, Missouri and 

Wyoming, mention the sheriff but do not establish or define the 

office. In the absence of court interpretation, no firm conclu­

sion can be Inade as to whether the sheriff is a constitutional 

officer in those states. Only a few state constitutions specify 

any duties of the sheriff, and these are generally taken to be 

additional responsibilities rather than limitations to the common 

law duties of the sheriff. 

Most typically, the sheriff is an elected officer who serves 

a four-year term with no restrictions on the number of terms that 

he can serve. The sheriff is appointed in only eleven counties. 

These include the counties of Rhode Island and a few metropolitan 

counties that operate under home rule statutes. In the last 15 

years several states have lengthened the term of office to four 

years and removed tenure restrictions. This trend in recent years 

in the direction of longer terms and unlimited tenure has been 

bolstered by the argument that these revisions encourage 
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professionalism. This reason i~ also given to promote minimum 

qualification standards for sheriffs. 

Sheriffs perform law enforcement in 93 percent of the counties 

In some cases their responsibility is limited by practice to the 

patroling of unincorporated territorities , while in others 

sb,eriffs play some role in the policing of municipalities. Most 

sheriffs' agencies perform full police services; some of the 

smaller agencies investigate criminal complaints but do not 

patrol. Approximately ten percent of all sheriffs' agencies do 

not have traffic and accident functions. In counties in which 

sheriffs do not perform patrol and investigative functions, either 

independent county departments are established, or there is 

coverage by the state police function in unincorporated territories. 

Sheriffs function as jailers in 45 states. In 26 of these 

states, sheriffs are responsible for all, or virtually all, of the 

state's jail administration. In 11 states varying numbers of jails 

are administered by independent or state agencies. In the remain­

ing eight states, the sheriffs' jails are limited to the incar­

ceration of pretrial detainees only or of pretrial detainees and 

short-term misdemeanants only. 

In 49 states the sheriff is a court officer, and performs 

process service of one kind or another. In 45 states the sheriff 

or his deputy is required to attend court or act as bailiff. 

Statutues of many states also assign sheriffs with various other 

court related and miscellaneous duties. 
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1. F. 'H. Maitland, The Constitutional History of England, 
(Cambridge, 1965). 

2. In 1970 there were 33 states in which the sheriff is a 
constitutional officer. According to an ACIR study, 
Advisory Commission on Inter-governmental Relations, 
State-Local Relations in the Criminal Justice System, 
(1971), p. 26. 

3. The Police Chief Executive Committee of the Internation­
al Association of Chiefs of Police, The Police Chief 
Executive Report, (Law Enforcement ASSIStance' AdmiUf­
stration, 1976). 

4. Ibid, p. 25. 

5. American Jurisprudence, (The Lawyers Cooperative Pub­
lishing Company/Bancroft-Wnitney Company, 1973), 
Vol. 70, p. 152. 

6. National Manpower Survey, 1975. National Planning 
Association, unpublished. 

7. Government Operations Division of the Bureau of the 
Census, unpublished summary table, 1976. 

8. The New York City Sheriff is legally responsible for 
the operation of the jail, but this function is per­
formed by the city department of corrections under 
contract with the city sheriff. 

~ 

9. National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics 
Service, Criminal Justice Agencies (Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, 1974) ... Such segregation 
is required by the federal Juvenile Justice Act of 1974. 

10. ACA Directory - 1976, (American Correctional Associa­
tion, 1976). 

11. Statewide Jail Standards and Inspection Systems Project, 
survet and Handbook on State Standards and Inspection 
Le is ation for Jails and Juvenile Detention Facilities. 

American Bar Association Commisslon on Correctiona 
Facilities and Services, 1974), pp. 5 & 6. 
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CHAPTER III PERSONNEL 

In order to gauge the efficiency of his agency and to reach 

a logical conclusion regarding the strengths and weaknesses of 

his overall performance, the county law enforcement executive 

must have available sound information concerning his administra­

tive and operational functions. 

Often the results of past self-analyses within an individual 

agency are not an adequate base for further development. Fre­

quently, however, compilation of data in relation to state, 

regional and national averages as well as experience of compar­

able agencies will afford the local county administrator valuable 

directions and guidelines for his analysis. 

Since by far the largest expenditure of agency funds goes 

for salaries, personnel data must be considered one of the most 

vital elements in any evaluation and presentation of the agency's 

law enforcement capabilities. Accordingly, in this study special 

efforts have been made to compile and provide practical tables 

covering pertinent personnel data for the convenience and use of 

county law enforcement administrators. 

This section of the report contains a brief profile of the 

sheriff in connection with the factors of age, time in office and 

total years in law enforcement. Details regarding salaries, rate 

of personnel, identification of major personnel assignments, and 
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fringe benefits are furnished for the individual sheriff, 

chief, and criminal justice planner specifically as guidelines 

and definitely not as recommendations of what should or should 

not exist. These data are displayed in Tables III-l through 

III-16. The estimation of personnel needs is a local level mat­

ter, requiring that all variables affecting local la~v enforce­

ment service be taken into consideration when establishing the 

required number of persons to discharge the agency responsibil­

ities at an accepted professional level. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Information collected in this study covering 60 percent of 

the county sheriffs in the United States shows these agencies 

to have 21,467 sworn employees in the rural counties and 

47,698 sworn employees in the suburban counties, for a national 

total of 69,165. The rural counties reported a total of 4,099 

civilian employees and the suburban counties reported a total of 

15,524 civilian employees, for a national total of 19,623. The 

total number of employees, suburban and rural counties, as re­

ported by county sheriffs is 88,788. 

An estimate for the number of rural county sheriffs; sworn 

personnel is 37,181, and civilians estimated at 7,100 for a 

total of 44,281. The number of sworn suburban county personnel 

is estimated at 62,082 and civilian personnel at 20,391, for a 

total of 82,473. The estimated total county sheriff employees 

in the United States is 126,754. The estimated figures are 

based on a ratio estimation on suburban and rural agencies 
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separately for the four geographic divisions with the number of 

agencies responding in this study as the independent variable. 

Some 1,735 county sheriffs in the United States provided 

information relative to the use of auxiliary or part-time per­

sonnel. Of this group 77 percent indicate they utilized some 

part-time personnel, either paid or volunteer in 1976. The 

average number of reserves, auxiliaries or volunteers is 33. 

Of the part-time personnel utilized by sheriffs in the 

yea"): 1976 the highest category is auxiliary or reserve deputies 

with a national average of 25 such deputies per agency. The 

next category is part-time deputies which average nine; and in 

"all other functions" the average is six. 

Information furnished relative to compensation indicates 

the hourly wage rate for paid auxiliary/reserve deputies is $3.11 

per hour as the national median. 

Results of this study indicate 42 percent of the county 

sheriffs in the United States have an overtime policy. Of these 

agencies with an overtime policy 45 percent pay their employees 

time-and-a-ha1f; 32 percent utilize time-off or compensatory time; 

and 22 percent pay straight time for service beyond regular work 

hours. Less than one percent of these agencies indicate paying 

double time for overtime work. 

There are some 1,700 sheriffs' agencies which provide 

data concerning the compensation of deputy's time in court 
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beyond regular working hours. Of this group 37 percent indi­

cate they compensate deputies in some way for such services. 

Overtime pay is provided by 63 percent of these agencies and 

37 percent provide compensatory time off. 

Based on information furnished by county sheriffs through­

out the country it was determined the mean cost to add one 

deputy in 1976 including salary, training, fringe benefits and 

uniform costs is $10,872. 

B. County Police Departments 

Twenty-eight county police departments contributed infor­

mation to this study. These departments are in the states of 

Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, New York, 

North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina and Virginia. 

Table 111-17 of this report contains a profile of the chief/ 

director of county police departments by age, years as agency 

head and total years of law enforcement experience. Tables 111-18 

and III-19 provide salary information for the ranking depart­

ment officials and the starting salaries for other positions 

in the department. 

The county police departments reported a total of 12,771 

sworn officers of which 12,648 are primarily assigned to law 

enforcement duties, and only seven sworn officers are primarily 

assigned to clerical duties. Table 111-20 and Table 111-21 
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provide information concerning the major assignment of sworn 

and civilian personnel. Table I11-22 provides data on the use 

of established personnel regulations. 

Of the county police departments contributing information, 

39 percent provided pay differential to those officers assigned 

to detective squads, 22 percent to night shift personnel, 20 

percent to motorcycle officers and 15 percent of these agencies 

have a pay differential covering tactical squad personnel. 

Eight departments indicated the bomb squad personnel receive 

pay differentials. 

Of these county police departments 82 percent have an over­

time policy. Of this group 30 percent pay their personnel 

straight time for overtime, 52 percent pay a rate -of time-and­

a-half and 17 percent provide compensatory time-off. Of all 

county police departments represented in this study 79 percent 

indicated they compensate officers for time spent in court be­

yond regular hours and this compensation is in the form of 

overtime pay. 

All county police departments contributing information in­

dicated they have programs covering paid vacations, sick leave, 

uniform allowance and pension funds. Of these agencies 96 per­

cent provide some type of coverage for hospitalization insur­

ance. Of this group, 85 percent indicated they have a major 

medical program, 84 percent a life insurance program and 59 per­

cent have some form of disability insurance program. 

52 



Of the county police departments 61 percent indicated they 

utilize part-time personnel paid or unpaid in 1976. The mean 

number of auxiliary or reserve police officers utilize by 

county police departments in 1976 was 81 and the mean number 

used for the same period in other positions was 53. 

C. Independent City Sheriffs 

The independent city sheriff exists in those municipali­

ties that are not part of a county. There are a total of 38 

independent cities, excluding the District of Columbia, which 

are in Maryland, Missouri and Virginia. 

Nineteen independent city sheriffs contributed to this 

study. Table 111-23 provides a profile concerning the sheriff. 

Table 111-24 sets forth salary information for the sheriff, 

undersheriff, division director and bureau head, and Table 

111-25 covers starting salaries for various positions. Because 

of a small number of agencies represented, which have all of the 

above named positions, the salary data does not show as wide a 

range as could be expected of information relative to a large 

number of agencies. 

These agencies reported having a total of 758 sworn em­

ployees and 36 civilian employees. The major assignment of 

sworn personnel is listed in Table 111-26. Of the 36 civilian 

personnel, three are assigned primarily to jail/corrections 

duties, three are assigned tv process serving functions and 

30 are assigned to clerical duties. 
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1. 

II. 

III. 

TABlE III-l 

PROFILE OF OOUNIY SHERIFFS BY AGE, YEARS PS 
SHERIFF AND '!DTAL YEARS IN lAW ENFORCEMENT 

Mean 1st Quartile 
National 

1) Age 48 40 

2) Years As Sheriff 7 2 

3) Tot.al Years In 16 9 
law Enforcement 

National Suburban 
Counties 

1) Age 50 43 

2) Years As Sheriff 7 2 

3) Total Years In 20 12 
law Enforcement 

National Rural 
Counties 

1) Age 48 40 

2) Years As Sheriff 7 2 

3) Total Years In 15 8 Law Enforcement 
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3rd Quartrile. 

56 

10 

23 

56 

10 

27 

55 

10 

21 



Position 

1) Sheriff 

2) Undersheriff 

3) Division 
Director 

4) Bureau 
Head 

TABlE III-2 

COUNIY SHERIFF AGENCIES 
ANNUAL 1976 SAlARY MTA 

Mean Median 1st Quartile 

$15,157 $13,800 $11,000 

12,139 10,800 9,000 

12,806 14,760 11,688 

12,146 13,500 11,500 
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3rd Quartile 

$17,576 

14,000 

18,600 

18,316 



TABLE 111-3 
CXmNlY SHERIFF AGENCIES 1976 

SAIARY DATA BY GEOORAPHIC DIVISION 

Position Mean Medi&"1 1st Quartil.l31.d QuartilE 

IDRTIIEAS'IERN STATES 

1) Sheriff $16,217 $15,500 $11,331 $19,500 

2) Undersheriff 12,739 12,009 9,760 14,800 

3) Division Director 12,678 15,250 10,500 18,000 

4) Bureau Head 13,797 14,100 10,500 20,000 

IDR'lli CENTRAL STATFS 

1) Sheriff l3,888 13,000 10,600 15,800 

2) Undersheriff ~1,740 10,889 9,060 l3,492 

3) Division Director 12,572 14,500 11,568 18,316 

4) Bureau Head 11,260 13,2.00 11,232 16,100 

SOUIHERN STATES 

1) Sheriff 15,904 15,000 11,906 18,500 

2) Undersheriff 11,299 10,100 8,424 12,7M. 

3) Division Director 10,937 13,393 10,500 16,248 

4) Bureau Head 9,938 12,500 10,000 14,500 

WESTERN STA'IF.3 

1'\ , Sheriff 16,221 l3 ,000 10,740 19,073 

2) Undershe...""i£f 14,648 12,000 9,975 17,100 

3) Division Director 16,633 17,000 1.3,808 21,789 

4) Bureau Head 17,449 18,600 13,000 23,982 
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1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

Position 

captain 

Lieutenant 

Sergeant 

Detective 

Deputy 

:M:i.tron 

TABLE III-4 

COUNTY SHERIFF AGENCIES 1976 
STARTING SAL!\..;.~y DATA TIl VARIOUS POSITIONS 

Hean Median 1st Quartile 

$12,372 $12,422 $10,500 

11,663 I 12,000 10,200 I 
10,938 10,944 9,600 

10,286 10,548 9,384 

8,930 8,760 7,716 

6,889 7,032 5,852 

Chief Jailer 9,847 9,528 7,440 

Jailer 7,894 7,979 6,600 

Bailiff 6,721 8,040 6,322 
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3rd Quartile 

$15,532 

14,424 

12,800 

12,084 

10,080 

8,520 

12,000 

9,500 

9,744 
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State 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Ca1ifomia 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
India."1a 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
:Michigan 
Minne.sot:a 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
'Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

TABlE 111-5 

1976 MEDIAN SAlilRY OF COUNlY SHERIFFS, MEDIAN 
STARTING SALARY OF DEPUTIES MID JAJLERS BY STA.TE 

Sheriff Deputy 

$15,000 $8,100 

19,500 9,528 

15,000 7,800 

28,303 12,312 

10,500 8,406 

11,500 

6,000 9,500 

23,629 9,300 
14,400 8,040 

N/A N/A 
10,800 8,400 

15 ,500 9,600 

11,110 8,700 
13,1~00 10,000 

10,080 7,320 

16,000 7,700 

26,640 7,392 

8,500 7,540 

12,500 8,448 

19,800 10,228 

14,600 10,179 

16 ,500 10,092 

12,000 7,200 

14,500 7,200 

11,295 10,080 

9,768 8,400 

12,000 9,000 
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Jailer 

$6,300 
7,820 
6,000 

10,LI88 
7,368 

N/A 

N/J.6,. 

7,384 
6,924 
N/A 

8,100 
8,400 
7,200 
9,060 
6,600 

N/A 
7,207 
7,644 
8,000 

10,600 
9,141 
8,444 
6,600 
6,000 
7,632 
7,200 

10,0'32 



TABLE 111-5 (Continued) 

State Sheriff Deputy Jailer 

New Hampshire $13,500 $8,600 $9,000 

New Jersey 21,000 8,750 8,700 

New Mexico 9,980 7,260 5,760 

New York 17,900 8,978 8,425 

l\Torth Carolina 14,757 7,656 7,000 

~rth Dakota 10,300 8,700 7,320 
Ohio 12,700 9,500 8,600 

Oklahoma 9,240 6,720 6,060 
Oregon 16,224 10,284 9,504 
Pennsylvania 13,000 8,000 7,488 
Rhode Island 12,800 N/A 

South Carolina 14,479 8,216 6,489 
South Dakota 11,500 8,400 6,000 
Termessee 16,069 7,800 6,800 
Texas 11,750 8,400 7,680 
Utah 12,360 8,400 7,476 
Virginia 14,124 7,500 8,034 
Verm:mt 10,500 7,800 6,340 
Washington 15,500 12,285 9,600 
West Virginia 10,000 7,200 5,700 
Wisconsin 14,000 10,080 9,900 
Wyoming 10,872 9,690 8,100 

N/ A - Not Applicable. 
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1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

Position 

Captain 

Lieutenant 

Sergeant 

Detective 

Deputy 

:M:3.tron 

TABLE 111-6 

COUNIY SHEF..IFF AGENCIES 1976 
ST.A.RTING SALARY DAT..>\. IN VARIOUS POSITIONS 

IDRTHFASTERN STATES 

Mean Median 1st Quartile 

$11,775 $12,500 $11,034 

11,430 11,550 10,000 

10,611 10,228 9,122 

10,067 10,000 9,334 

8,980 8,778 7,780 

7,462 7,353 5,870 

Chief Jailer 11,151 10,034 8,400 

Jailer 8,809 8,425 7,525 

Bailiff 6,220 6,594 5,200 

I 
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3rd Quartile 

$15,000 

13,457 

11,635 

11,500 

9,879 

8,800 

14,170 

9,600 

9,000 



I) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

Position 

Captain 

Lieutenant 

Sergeant 

Detective 

Deputy 

Matron 

TABLE 111-7 

COUN'lY SHERIFF AGENCIES 1976 
STARTThTG SAI.A~y ~~TA IN VARIOUS POSITIONS 

1URTH CEN'IRAL STATES 

Mean Median 1st Qu..-rrtile 

$12,378 $12,240 $10,420 

11,756 12,250 10,500 

11,L:.26 11,247 10,000 

10,987 11,212 10,044 

9,319 9,316 8,100 

6,903 6,960 5,452 

Chief Jailer 10,090 9,900 7,800 

Jailer 8 ,21L~ 8,360 6,960 

Bailiff 6,728 8,300 6,564 
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3rd Quartile 

"-

$15,196 

14,504 

13,000 

12,688 

10,452 

8,715 

12,066 

9,900 

9,960 



Position 

1) Captain 

2) Lieutenant 

3) Sergeant 

4) Detective 

5) Deputy 

6) Matron 

7) Chief Jailer 

8) Jailer 

9) Bailiff 

TABlE 111-8 

COUNTY SHERIFF AGENCIES 1976 
STARTING S.AI..ARY DATA IN VARIOUS POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STAlES 

Nean Median 1st Q.Jarti1e 

$10,942 $11,400 $10,000 

10,158 10,713 9,493 

9,319 9,765 8,628 

8,940 9,500 8,520 

8,062 8,008 7,200 

6,273 6,564 5,580 

8, 7L~7 8,600 6,962 

7,053 7,080 6,191 

6,064 7,356 6,000 
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3rd Quartile 

.-
$13,584 

12,264 

11,000 

10,404 

9,000 

7,774 

10,536 

8,040 

8,424 



1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

Position 

Captain 

Lieutenant 

Sergeant 

Detective 

Deputy 

Matron 

TABLE 111-9 

COUNTY SHERIFF AGENCIES 1976 
STARTJ:N:; SALARY DATA IN VARIOUS POSITIONS 

WESTERN STA'IES 

Mean Median 1st Quartile 

$15,467 $16,416 $13,500 

14,135 14,500 12,600 

12,478 12,696 10,920 

11,419 11,664 10,344 

9,923 10,000 8,544 

7,660 7,680 6,600 

Chief Jailer 11,416 11,297 8,646 

Jailer 8,735 9,288 7,499 

Bailiff 8,804 10,661 9,732 
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3rd Quartile 

$19,653 

17,059 

14,329 

13,332 

11,172 

9,288 

14,424 

10,320 

12,500 



NATIONAL 

Suburban 
Rural 

NOR'lliEAST 

Suburban 
Rural 

IDR'lli CEN'IRAL 

Suburban 
Rural 

soum 

Suburban 
Rural 

WEST 

Suburban 
Rural 

, 

TABLE 111-10 

'IRE 1976 RATE OF TOTAL AND SWORN EMPlDYEES 
PER 1000 INHABITANTS IN COUNTY 

SHERIFFS' AGENCIES BY GEcx;RAPHIC DIVISION 
WIlli SUBURBAN AND RURAL COUN1Y BREAKDOWN 

Sworn Employees Total Employees 

Rate 1st 3rd Rate 1st 3rd 
(Mean) Quartile Quartile (Mean) Quartile Quartile 

1.4 0.5 1.5 1.7 0.7 1.9 

2.2 0.8 2.1 2.8 0.9 2.5 
1.1 0.5 1.3 1.4 0.7 1.6 

1.4 0.5 1.4 1.7 0.6 1.6 

2.7 0.9 2.4 3.1 0.9 2.8 
0.8 0.1+ 0.9 0.9 0.5 1.1 

1.2 0.5 1.2 1.6 0.7 1.5 

2.5 0.7 2.0 3.5 0.8 2.5 
0.8 0.4 1.1 1.1 0.6 1.3 

1.2 0.5 1.2 1.5 0.7 1.7 

1.9 0.8 2.1 2.2 0.9 2.3 
1.0 0.5 1.3 1.3 0.7 1.5 

2.0 l.0 2.2 2.5 1.4 2.7 

2.1 1.3 2.4 2.8 1.7 3.1 
2.0 1.0 2.2 2.4 1.3 2.6 

64 



TABLE III-II 

'IllE 1976 RATE OF 'IDTAL AND SWORN LAW ENFORCEMENT EMPLOYEES 
PER 1000 INHABITANTS IN COUNTY SHERIFFS I AGENCIES 

&vorn Einployees Total Einployees 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Cormecticutk 
Delaware"( 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
IovlB. 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Jv1'.ary land 
Massachusetts 
Micl1igan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
:t-bntana 
Nebraska. 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey""" 
Ne-w Mexico 
New York 
J:brth Carolina 
furth Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Rate 
(Mean) 

1.0 
1.9 
0.8 
2.3 
2.3 
---
---
2.1 
1.0 
3.4 
1.1 
0.7 
0.7 
1.4 
0.5 
2.1 
0.9 
0.6 
0.9 
1.3 
1.4 
0.4 
1.6 
1.2 
1.1 
4.3 
0.8 
---
2.1 
1.8 
0.9 
0.9 
1.2 
1.2 
1.3 

1st 3rd 
Quartile Quartile 

0.6 1.4 
1.7 2.0 
0.4 1.0 
1.6 2.4 
1.2 2.5 
--- ---
--- ---
1.4 2.6 
0.5 1.2 
1.1 3.0 
0.6 1.4 
0.3 0.7 
0.3 0.9 
0.5 1.3 
0.3 0.6 
1.4 2.5 
0.5 0.9 
0.4 0.9 

0.7 1.4 
0.5 1.1 
0.3 0.5 
0.3 0.7 
0.7 1.5 
0.5 1.2 
2.6 5.4 
0.3 0.8 
--- ---
0.7 2.3 
0.7 1.7 
0.6 1.0 
0.4 1.3 
0.6 0.9 
0.6 1.2 
1.0 1.6 

65 

Rate 1st 3rd 
(Hean) Quartile Quartile 

1.2 0.9 1.5 
2.7 2.1 2.8 
0.9 0.7 1.0 
3.0 2.2 3.1 
2.9 1.5 3.5 
--- --- ---
--- --- ---
2.5 1.9 3.1 
1.1 0.6 1.4 
3.6 1.5 3.0 
1.4 0.9 1.7 
0.9 0.5 0.9 
0.9 0.5 0.9 
1.8 0.9 2.1 
0.6 0.4 0.7 
2.1 1.4 2.5 
0.9 0.5 0.9 
0.8 0.5 1.0 
0.9 
1.6 0.9 1.8 
1.8 0.8 1.4 
0.5 0.4 0.5 
1.9 0.4 0.9 
1.8 1.0 2.4 
1.6 0.7 1.9 
4.6 2.6 5.8 
1.0 0.3 1.1 
--- --- ---
2.7 1.0 2.6 
2.0 0.8 1.8 
1.1 0.7 1.2 
1.1 0.5 1.5 
1.7 0.7 1.2 
1.4 0.7 1.6 
1.6 1.2 1.9 



Permsylvania* 
Rhode Island~\' 
South Caroli.."'1a 
South Da.1zota 
Tetmessee 
Texas 
Uta.."l 
Virginia 
Verrmnt 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

TABLE III-II (Continued) 

Sworn E:nployees Total Employees 

Rate 1st 3rd Rate 1st 3rd 
(Mean) Quartile Quartile (Mean) Quartile Quartile 

--- --- --- --- --- ---
--- --- --- --- --- ---
0.8 0.6 1.0 1.0 0.8 1.1 
0.8 0.3 1.1 1.1 0.4 1.3 
0.9 0.4 1.0 1.2 0.5 1.6 
2.1 0.7 2.0 2.0 2.6 2.5 
1.2 0.8 1.3 1.5 0.9 2.2 
1.0 0.7 1.2 1.1 0.8 1.3 
0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 
1.3 0.9 1.4 1.6 1.2 1.9 
0.5 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.5 0.9 
2.0 1.0 1.7 3.5 1.1 1.9 
2.3 1.1 2.8 2.8 1.2 3.8 

7\ Allor a ma.jority of sheriffs in these states advised they do not have 
primary patrol/investigation responsibility. 
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1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

TABlE 111-12 

PERCENT OF COUNIY SHERIFF 
AGENCIES WHICH PROVIDE FRII:Q: BENEF1'IS 

10 EMPLOYEES 

Benefits Number Of 
Agencies 

Percent Which 
Provide Benefits 

Paid Vacation 1798 97 

Sick Leave 1776 89 

Uniform Paid Or 1792 88 Uniform Allowance 

Pension 1784 83 (Other Than Social 
Security) 

Provide Insurance 1722 84 

a. Hospitt1ization 95 
b. Major Medical 88 
c. Disability 58 
d. Life Insurance 69 
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TABLE III-13 

PERCENT OF COUNTY SHERIFF AGENCIES vJHEREIN EMPLOYEES 
ARE REGUlATED BY ESTABLISHED REGUIATIONS OR PROGRA1v1 

Regulation Or Program Nt.mJber Of 
Agencies 

Percent Of 
Agencies 

Participating 

1) State Civil Service 1276 13 

2) County Civil 1302 19 Service 

3) Merit Board 1269 16 Regulations 

4) Formal Work 1323 29 F.greement And/Or 
Contract 

5) Other 931 28 
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Assigrnnent 

1) Law 
Enforcement 

2) Jai1/ 
Corrections 

3) Bailiffs And 
Court Officers 

4) Process 
Servers 

5) Clerical 

6) Other 
Assigrnnents 

7) Total 

TABlE III-14 

HAJOR ASSIGNMENT OF COUN'IY SHERIFF 
SWORN EMPLOYEES 

Total 
NLnnber Mea..,. Median 

Einp10yees 

45,219 28 8 

16,644 12 5 

4,832 4 2 

2,932 3 2 

2,663 2 2 

2,800 3 3 

69,165 41 13 
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Range 

1 - 3~265 

1 - 1,444 

1 - 814 

1 - 231 

1 - 95 

1 - 547 

1 - 5,640 



1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

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

Assignment 

LarN' 
Enforcement 

Jail! 
Corrections 

Bailiffs And 
Court Officers 

Process 
Servers 

Clerical 

Other 
Assignments 

Total 

TABLE 111···15 

MAJOR ASSIGNMENT OF COUNTY SHERIFF 
CIVTI.IAN EMPLOYEES 

Total 
Number Hean Hedian 

Einp10yees 

2,089 2 4 

5,611 5 3 

966 1 2 

720 1 2 

7 ,L~25 6 2 

4,179 4 3 

19,623 12 5 
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Range 

1 - 153 

1 - 648 

1 - 279 

1 - 279 

1 - 1086 

1 .. 279 

1 - 2093 



TABIE III-16 

PERCENT OF COUNI'Y SHERIFF AGFl-1CIES WHICH PROVIDE 
PAY DJFFERENTIALS FOR JOB ASSIGt\MENTS OR DU'I'Y HOURS 

Assigrnnent 

1) Night Shift 

2) :MJto:r:cyc1e Patrol 

3) Detective 

4) Tactical Squad 

Number Of 
Agencies 

1664 

1373 

1476 

1353 

71 

Percent With 
Pay Differential 

10 

2 

18 

2 



TABLE 111-17 

PROFTIE OF CHIEFS AND/OR DIRECTOR OF COUNlY 
POLICE DEPAR'll1ENTS BY AGE, YEARS AS CHIEF OF DEPAR'IMENT 

AND TOTAL YFARS IN LAW ENFORCEMENI' 

1) Age 

2) Years.As Chief/ 
Director 

3) Total Years In Law 
Enforcement 

Mean 

45 

4 

20 

72 

1st Quartile 3rd Quartile 

42 48 

2 6 

19 22 



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

TABIE 1II-18 

CDUNTY POLICE DEPAR'lMENT A15lNUAL 1976 SALARY DATA 

Position Mean Median 1st Quartile 3rd Quartile 

1) Chief/ $ 25,986 $ 24,000 $17,184 $ 31,501 Director 

2) Deputy 23,942 20,450 15,478 28,405 Chief 

3) Division 23,259 19,500 14,961 28,500 Director 

4) Bureau 25,619 23,316 14,156 34,112 Head 
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1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

Position 

Captain 

Lieutenant 

Sergeant 

Detective 

Patrolman 

Matron 

TABLE 111-19 

OOUNIY POLICE DEPAR'IMENT 1976 
STARTING SAlARY DATA IN VARIOUS POSITIONS 

Mean Median 1st Quartile 

$15,887 $15,012 $11,520 

14,836 14,443 11,121 

12,763 11,712 9,780 

10,917 9,654 8,910 

10,191 10,140 8,131 

7,827 6,492 6,238 

Chief Jailer 13,454 9,168 7,653 

Jailer 8,688 7,303 6,492 

Bailiff --- ---
-~-

74 

3rd Quartile 

$18,873 

16,594 

14,652 

12,263 

11,909 

7,303 

10,944 

9,945 

---



1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

TABIE 111-20 

MAJOR ASSIGNMENT OF COUNI'Y POLICE DEPAR'll1ENT 
SIDRN PERSONNEL 

Total 
Assignment Number Mean Median Enp10yees 

Law 12,648 452 143 Enforcement 

Jail/ 83 4 1 Corrections 

Bailiffs And 1 1 Court Officers 

Process 2 2 Servers 

Clerical 7 1 

Other 30 2 5 Assignments 

Total 12,771 456 143 

75 

Range 

12 - 3,723 

1 - 71 

1 - 6 

5 - 19 

12 - 3,723 



1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

TABlE 111-21 

MAJOR ASSIGNMENT OF OOUNTY POLICE DEPAR'll1ENT 
CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 

Total 
Assigrnnent Number Mean Median 

Enployees I 

Law 1311 60 28 Enforcement 

Jail/ 51 3 2 Corrections 

Bailiffs And 0 0 0 Court Officers 

Process 0 0 0 Servers 

Clerical 1128 49 18 

Other 788 34 6 Assignments 

Total 3426 122 25 

76 

Range 

4 - 437 

2 - 43 

---

---

3 - 486 

1 - 355 

2 - 923 



TABlE III-22 

PERCENT OF COUNIY POLICE DEPAR'IMENTS WHEREIN EMPlDYEES 
.ARE REGUIA'IED BY ESTABLISHED REGUlATIONS OR PROGRAM 

Regulation Or Program 

1) State Civil Service 

2) Cotmty Civil Service 

3) Merit Board 
Regulations 

4) Formal Work 
Agreement 

5) Other 

77 

Number Of 
Agencies 

23 

24· 

27 

25 

16 

Percent Of 
Agencies 

Participating 

17 

58 

40 

24 

25 



TABLE 111-23 

PROFTIE OF IJ.'IDEPENDENT CITY SHERIFFS 
BY AGE, YEARS AS SHERIFF, AND 
'IOTAL YEARS IN IAW ENFORCEMENT 

1) Age 

2) Years As Sheriff 

3) Total Years In Law 
Enforcement 

Mean 

54 

10 

18 

78 

1st Quartile 

45 

4 

12 

3rd Quartile 

59 

16 

18 



Position 

1) Sheriff 

2) Undersheriff 

3) Division 
Director 

4) Bureau 
Head 

TABLE III-24 

INDEPENDENT CITY SHERIFF 
AGENCIES ANNUAL 1976 SAlARY DATA 

Hean Median 1st Quartile 

$18,525 $18,614 $13,990 

12,597 12,091 10,104 

12,400 11,500 11,500 

10,104 10,104 10,104 

79 

3rd Quartile 

$22,240 

14,500 

12,000 

10,104 



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

Position 

1) Captain 

2) Lieutenant 

3) Sergeant 

4) Detective 

5) Deputy 

6) Matron 

7) Chief Jailer 

8) Jailer 

9) Bailiff 

TABLE 111-25 

INDEPENDENT CITY SlIERTI'F AGENCIES 1976 
STARTIID SAlARY DATA FOR VARIOUS POSITIONS 

Mean Median 1st Quartile 

$12,586 $12,000 $11,316 

10,887 10,967 10,104 

7,822 9,168 8,600 

N/A N/A N/A 

8,047 7,900 7,032 

7,402 7,032 7,000 

10,697 10,992 

I 
7,032 

7,931 7,500 7,032 

8,116 8,040 7,032 

80 

3rd Quartile 

$13,128 

11,160 

9,168 

N/A 

8,040 

8,040 

12,000 

8,040 

8,040 

1 



1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

TABLE 111-26 

MAJOR ASSIGr:iMENT OF nIDEPENDENT CITY SHERIFF 
st\DRN EMPIDYEES 

Total 
Assigmnent Number Nean Nedian 

Employees 

Law Enforcement 80 7 1 

Jail/ 
385 28 20 Corrections 

Bailiffs And 122 8 6 Court Officers 

Process 
47 Servers 3 1 

Clerical 24 2 2 

Other 
100 9 9 .A..ssigmnents 

Total 758 L~O 2L~ 

81 

Range 

1 - 70 

2 - 138 

1 - 22 

1 - 18 

1 - 5 

3 - 46 

1 - 166 



CHAPTER IV BUDGET 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Table IV-l sets forth the median county budget, the 

median total dollars received from the county for sheriffs' 

agencies, the median income received in addition to that 

received from the county and median sheriff's budget by rural 

and suburban counties and by national and geographic division. 

As expected, the medians mentioned above are lower in each cate­

gory for rural as compared with sl'burban counties. The high­

est median county budget is reported by counties in the 

Western Division. The lowest is reported by rural counties in 

the North Central states. The highest median agency budget is 

also reported by suburban counties in the Western Division and 

the lowest is also reported by rural agencies in the Uorth 

Central states. 

Generally, rural county sheriffs reported larger budgetary 

increases than did suburban sheriffs. The median average per­

cent increase of rural county sheriffs' budgets from the year 

1971 to 1975 was 97 percent, from 1972 to 1975 it was 71 per­

cent and from 1973 to 1975 it was 47 percent. The average 

percent increase of suburb~n county sheriffs' budgets from the 

year 1971 to 1975 was 87 percent, from 1972 to 1975 it was 66 

percent and from 1973 to 1975 it was 39 percent. 
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National 
Suburban 
Rural 

llirtheast 
Suburban 
Rural 

TABLE N-1 

MEDIAN COUN1Y BT.JOOET, MEDIAN 'IOTAL OOUARS RECENED 
mOM 'IRE COUN1Y, MEDIAN rnCOME RECEDlED rn ADDITION 
'IO IDNIES RECENED FRCM 'IRE COUNI'Y AND t-lEDIAN TOTAL 

BUDGET FOR COUNI'Y SHERIFFS BY SUBURBAN AND RURAL 
COUNTIES AND NATIONAL AND GEOGRAPHIC DNISION 

Median Cotmty Median Total Median Income 
Budget Exc1ud Dollars Rec' d Rec 'd In 
ing Schools & From The Addition To 
Highway Am' ts Cotmty For That Rec I d 

Sheriffs From The 
Agencies Cotmty 

$2,051,721 $198,859 $28,000 
13,435,645 906,518 92,000 
1,418,397 134,665 18,722 

14,000,000 341,993 40,835 
22,500,000 859,368 74,000 
5,797,548 194,500 31,000 

NOrth Central 1,444,478 153,990 24,000 
Suburban 8,576,405 842,029 80,lJ24 
Rural 1,116,211 112,227 18,000 

South 1,783,080 198,377 26,500 
Suburban 6:499,337 600,000 60,000 
Rural 1,391,623 14h,,000 17,400 

loJest 3,821,735 303,787 37,200 
Suburban 53,000,000 3,791,482 305,000 
Rural 2,149,007 194,673 21,000 

83 

Median 
Total 
Budget 

$219,176 
1,026,000 

152,438 

356$609 
947,600 
210,560 

173,893 
946,363 
128,881 

229,000 
671,000 
173,000 

312,000 
4,167,612 

202,246 



The mean expenditure by geographic division is highest, 

$11,012,583, amon.g suburban agencies in the Western Division. 

Tables IV-2, IV-3, and IV-4 give expenditures for various 

functions and mean total expenditures by rural and suburban 

counties and state and geographical division. 

The average percentage of sheriffs' budgets allocated 

to salary and fringe benefits is higher among suburban county 

sheriffs as compared with rural county sheriffs. The following 

percentages of sheriffs' budgets are allocated to salary and 

fringe benefits: 

Division 

Northeast 

North Central 

South 

West 

Suburban 

66% 

68% 

66% 

73% 

Rural 

57% 

60% 

6170 

66% 

Nationally, 68 percent of suburban sheriffs' budgets were al­

located to salary and fringe benefits and 62 percent of rural 

sheriffs' budgets were allocated for such purposes. 

The percentage of agencies who prepare their budget re­

quest is shown by rural and suburban counties and by state in 

Table IV-S. Nationally, 89 percent of the 1,284 rural agencies 

responding to this matter prepare their budget request as 

compared with 95 percent of 414 suburban counties who indicate 

that they do so. 
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TABLE N-2 

MEAN COUNIY SHERIFF AGENCIES EXPENDITURES FOR VARIOUS 
FUNCTIONS AND MEAN 'roTAL EXPENDITURES BY. SUBlJRMN AND RURAL 

COUNIY AND NATIONAL .AND GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

Patro1/ Jail! Civil & Tax Other Total 
Investi- Correc- Court Co11ec- Func- Mean 
gative tiona1 Opera- tion tiona1 Expendi-
Opera- Opera- tions In Respon- tures 
tions tions In Mean sibi1i-

In In MP...an Dollars ties 
Mean Mean D:>11ars In 

D:>llars D:>llars Mean 
Dollars 

futiona1 $707,429 $407,597 $220,113 $19,493 $21,657 .$1,395,662 
Suburban 2,087,314 1,229,367 512,197 41,125 24,493 4,010,537 
Rural 178,055 83,955 29,726 13,227 20,325 283,048 

furtheast 388,348 838,810 321,596 ° 24,306 1,078,853 
Suburban 767,264 1,704,229 528,909 ° 29,883 1,995,802 
Rural 156,788 168,110 69,215 ° 20,961 336,560 

North 
Central 301,594 207,269 105,824 15,325 18,466 603,896 

Suburban 881,962 606,624 296,405 55,765 17,623 1,910,752 
Rural 123,614 82,880 12,916 2,946 18,759 184,046 

South 597,864 205,884 143,117 28,011 23,907 1,064,552 
Suburban 1,478,284 549,515 309,111 42,047 26,869 2,698,651 
Rural 182,888 52,949 33,097 23,758 22,444 292,893 

West 1,759,966 948,469 424,693 8,237 23,249 3,526,203 
Suburban 5,689,511 3,316,885 1,039,867 12,463 27,847 11,012,583 
Rural 282,189 105,474 32,254 7,611 20,265 439,714 

85 



TABLE DJ-3 

MEAN SUBURBAN COUNlY SHERIFF AGENCIES EXPENDITURES FOR VARIOUS FUNCTIONS AND 'IDTAL EXPENDITORES BY STAlE 
I 

Patro1/ Jai1/ Civil & Court Tax Other Total Mean 
Investigative Correctional Operations Collection Ftmctiona1 E'qJenditures 
Operations Operations In In Respons ib i1i-

State In In Mean Dollars Mean Dollars ties In 'Mean Dollars Mean Dollars Mean 1X>llars 

Alabama $1,118,584 $389,736 $379,519 0 ° $1,670,009 
Alaska "k 

Arizona 5,522,919 2,228,121 1,111,139 0 30,864 11,399,187 
Arkansas 207,753 158,270 31,927 104,631 70,676 573,257 
California 10,585,736 6,189,042 1,565,560 0 41,248 21,038,924 
Colorado 892,991 1,106,908 376,817 0 8,838 2,259,932 
Cormecticut 0 0 25,000 0 ° 25,000 
Delaware "kk 

00 Florida 4,734,057 1,144,810 583,060 0 34,183 7,298,475 
0'1 Georgia 392,857 359,929 157,047 10,000 35,562 952,687 

Hawai' -'~ 1." 

Idaho 635,955 152,258 99,200 ° 3,660 1,253,413 
Illinois 967,136 326,832 109,195 ° 31,216 1,318,964 
Indiana 739,688 563,018 295,692 25,111 39,279 1,446,785 
Iowa 559,344 298,672 407,000 ° 1,527 1,356,267 
Kansas 331,626 204,005 0 67,206 8,815 649,184 
Kentuc1q*k 
lDuisiana 490,452 600,792 218,454 70,627 31,170 1,379,496 
Maine 185,000 176,000 0 0 ° 361,000 
Maryland 687,080 236,503 176,915 0 50,309 627,372 
M:lssachusetts 0 4,881,854 375,572 0 ° 5,542,312 
Michigan 1,596,049 1,678,041 366,331 0 10,708 3,563,362 
Mirmesota 92l,929 533,951 634,204 6,850 21,645 2,487,466 
Mississippi -Jd, 

Missouri 620,163 154,750 454,807 0 0 587,307 
M:>ntana 'kk 



00 
'-l 

Patro1/ 
Investigative 
Operations 

In 
State Mean Ib11ars 

Nebraska $497,061 
Nevada 11,421,088 
New Hampshire ,,,* --
New Jersey 884,500 
New Mexico 1,894,093 
New York 1,038,170 
furth Carolina 683,968 
furth Dakota ",,* --
Ohio L~19 ,072 
Oklahoma 190,754 
Oregon 2,471,646 
Permsylvania 109,020 
Rhode IslancP'" --
South Carolina 951,387 
South Dakota 0 
Termessee 634,958 
Texas 444,801 
Utah 1,619,049 
Verm:mt * --
Virginia 185,193 
Washington 2,151,764 
West Virginia 270,000 
Wisconsin 966,671 
"\Tyoming oJ. . " --

ok Not Applicable ° 
** fut Available. 

TABLE IV-3 (Continued) 

Jai1/ Civil & Court Tax Other Total Mean 
Correctional Operations Collection Functional Expenditures 
Operations In In Responsibi1i-

In Mean Ibl1ars Mean Ib11ars ties In 
Hean Ib11ars Mean fu11ars 

$257,669 $212,000 $36,000 $8,02.0 $1,896,000 
l 2,531,450 0 0 86,582 22,610,761 

-- -- -- -- --
627,372 987,890 0 46,145 ' 2,135,918 

0 174,483 49,852 3,741 2,492,616 
1,458,964 654,420 0 30,082 1,917,384 

340,780 355,326 0 5,131 1,516,582 
-- -- -- -- --

171,177 88,471 169,942 23,271 648,824 
247,120 141,980 43,000 31,523 680,800 
672,521 1,743,856 0 13,833 3,500,145 
102,167 183,131 0 18,576 306,909 

-- -- -- -- --
195,650 81,809 0 8,823 1,238,469 
166,667 0 0 3,376 504,317 
186,064 61,349 43,200 20,100 2,179,390 
642,665 338,546 5,712 13,868 1,518,895 
587,103 250,766 0 7,483 2,922,460 

-- -- -- -- --
438,535 250,963 0 12,208 647,616 
388,653 96,192 0 19,001 3,681,528 
200,000 60,000 120,000 0 650,000 
630,994 741,102 

I 
0 4,637 3,533,098 

-- -- -- -- --



00 
00 

TABLE IV-4 

MEAN RURAL COUNIY SHERIFF AGENCIES EXPENDITURES FOR VARIOUS FUNCITONS LillO roTAL EXPENDITURES BY STA.TE 

Patro1/ Jai1/ Civil & Court Tax Other Total Mean 
Investigative Correctional Operations Collection Functional Expenditures 
Operations Operations In In Responsihi1i-

State In In Mean Dollars Mean Ib11ars ties In 
Mean Dollars Mean Ib11ars Mean fu11ars 

Alabama. $96,052 $37,444 $18,250 $ ° $59,177 $122,870 
Alaska i~ -- -- -- -- -- --
Arizona 353,773 122,246 26,548 5,716 10,373 770,128 
Arkansas 60,025 24,303 12,250 24,143 26,134 96,418 
California 972,178 341,282 119,772 39,261 26,885 1,367,413 
Colorado 90,992 29,843 6,578 0 6,320 133,438 
Connecticutfri'" -- -- -- -- -- --
Delaware m~ -- -- -- -- -- --
Florida 568,503 201.081 140,496 ° 16,549 868,402 
Georgia 121,481 47,017 25,387 34,105 53,372 202,765 
Hawa·· .J~ ill' -- -- -- -- -- --
Idaho 79,524 17,208 10,500 2,125 7,733 137,228 
Illinois 134,089 60,487 15,457 ° 20,162 209,769 
Indiana 97,029 48,004 8,179 16 18,983 193,283 
Iowa 72,029 22,597 15,496 2,667 25,916 121,856 
Kansas 65,638 477 ,349 3,650 2,683 10,266 104,843 
Kentucky 60,525 ° 10,931 20,525 7,250 80,284 
louisiana 332,080 50,874 38,427 40,108 25,596 575,886 
M::dne 96,409 105,783 4,000 ° 31,756 237,145 
M:rry1and 198,239 126,158 83,904 ° 30,727 372,850 
Mlssachusetts ° 336,147 ° ° ° 336,147 
Michigan 234,083 79,743 12,168 ° 24,980 287,712 
Minnesota 171,347 47,937 19,414 6,571 20,971 251,998 
Mississippi 76,717 25,863 5,060 ° 5,140 113,895 
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TABLE IV-4 (Continued) 

Patro1/ Jail/ Civil & Court Tax 
Investigative Correctional Operations Collection 

State Operations Operations In In 
In In Mean DJ11ars Mean Dollars 

Mean Ib11ars Mean Ib11ars 

Missouri $37,478 $17,909 $4,739 $ 0 
Montana 56,940 21,310 12,966 10,661 
Nebraska 35,046 21,586 4,535 706 
Nevada 197,280 25,730 0 0 
New Hampshire 146,983 0 21,778 0 
New Jersey 234,710 510,305 470,809 0 
New Mexico 52,250 21,407 1,855 0 
New York 269,451 215;322 38,807 0 
furth Carolina 286,445 65,278 51,278 0 
!ibrth Dakota 64,913 16,787 13,000 2,700 
Ohio 81,857 33,005 14,828 0 
Oklahoma 19,666 10,439 3,049 25 
Oregon 267,844 150,002 34,883 9,719 
Pennsylvania 25,831 73,276 38,585 0 
Rhode Is1and* -- -- -- --
South Carolina 258,777 43,998 8,000 0 
South Dakota 28,921 19,668 34,766 6,624 
Tennessee 143,701 46,348 21,929 190,011 
Texas 59,109 23,646 5,409 1,676 
Utah 78,714 16,461 19,877 0 
Verm:mt 12,808 19,788 1,733 0 
Virginia 191,777 78,394 39,906 0 
Washington 273,011 82,830 17,505 0 
West Virginia 25,547 15,077 10,950 28,274 
Wisconsin 324,101 87,164 15,468 0 
Wyoming 116,676 77 ,836 2,200 0 

-/.; Not Applicable. ** Not Available. 

Other Total Hean 
Ftmctiona1 

Responsibi1i-
Expendit:trres 

ti-=s In 
Nean Ibl1ars 

$10,575 $61,968 
16,361 135,712 
17,558 60,446 
17,562 272,485 

0 269,080 
1,376 1,167,308 

29,658 159,924 
21,320 503,008 
30,043 392,737 
13,636 114,066 
7,498 183,219 
7,850 34,493 

22,014 405,560 
32,606 119,133 

-- --
10,756 221,478 
15,448 70,782 
12,781 422,720 
14,269 114,893 
44,564 150,108 
15,324 33,812 
26,830 233,011 
14,967 420,478 
10,800 78,600 
24,921 467,279 
32,695 216,585 
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State 

Alabama 
Alaska. * 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii ;~ 
Idaho· 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
lDuisiana 
t-faine 
M:rry1and 
r:.fassachusetts 
Hichigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

TABlE IV-5 

PERCENT OF SUBURBAN AND RURAL CDUNIY SHERIFFS 'WIlO PREPARE TIIEIR BUDGET REQUEST 
AND PERCENr OF COUNIY SI:IERIFFS WHO RECEIVE ASSISTANCE FROM A CDUNIY, 

REGIONAL OR STA'IE PlANNING AGENCY IN FREPARING 'lliEIR BUDGET 

Suburban Agencies Rural Agencies Suburban Agencies Rural Agencies Who 
Who Prepare Their Who Prepare Their Who Receive Receive Assistance 

Budget Request Budget Request Assistance in Pre- In Preparing Their 
paring Their Budget 

Budget 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

11 73 14 43 10 10 Iq:- 7 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
2 100 9 100 2 50 9 11 
5 100 20 90 5 40 21 29 

23 96 24 100 23 35 24 8 
10 100 35 97 10 20 35 14 
1 a 2 a 1 100 1 a 
1 100 1 100 1 a 1 0 

22 100 28 100 22 14 28 7 
17 88 36 78 18 22 38 13 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
1 100 24 100 1 a 24 17 

19 100 54 91 19 11 52 21 
23 100 36 100 23 9 36 19 
6 100 56 100 6 33 52 8 
5 80 63 54 5 40 63 13 
3 67 13 38 3 a 14 14 

10 70 25 72 11 a 28 7 
1 100 9 100 1 100 9 22 
8 100 11 91 8 50 11 18 
5 100 2 100 5 20 2 a 

24 96 53 98 25 24 52 8 
12 92 64 91 12 8 64 14 
1 100 28 100 1 0 27 19 



\,() 

I-' 

State 

App 

TABLE IV-5 (Cont:inued) 

Suburban Agencies Rural Agencies 
Who Prepare Their Who Prepare '!heir 

Budget Request Budget Request 

Number Percent Number Percent 

9 100 38 100 
1 100 28 100 
3 100 56 96 
1 100 8 100 
a -- 7 100 

11 100 2 100 
1 100 14 86 

24 100 24 100 
12 100 51 96 
1 100 30 100 

33 100 39 100 
9 100 23 100 
6 100 27 100 

14 93 13 85 
1 100 1 100 
5 100 24 96 
1 100 37 86 

12 92 15 100 
25 84 83 60 
3 100 12 100 

-- -- II 82 
11 I 100 39 100 
8 100 23 100 
1 100 20 75 

11 100 36 94 
-- -- 15 100 

Suburban Agencies Rural Agencies Who 
Who Receive Receive Assistance 

Assistance In Pre- In Preparing Their 
par:ing '!heir Budget 

Budget 

Number Percent Number Percent 

8 25 39 18 
1 a 28 a 
3 a 52 8 
1 a 8 a 
a -- 7 29 
9 33 2 a 
1 a 12 67 

24 21 24 33 
12 25 52 33 
1 a 30 10 

33 3 37 5 
9 11 22 9 
6 17 27 11 

14 14 13 23 
1 100 1 a 
5 20 24 21 
1 a 37 22 

11 45 15 47 
25 12 75 16 
3 33 12 8 

-- -- II 36 
11 36 39 44 
8 13 22 5 
1 a 18 22 

11 9 35 11 
-- -- 14 14 



Sixteen percent of 1,262 rural counties nationally re­

port that they receive assistance from a county, regional or 

state planning agency in preparing their budget. Nineteen 

percent of 412 suburban counties responding to this matter 

indicate that they receive such assistance. 

Table IV-6 shows the percentage of county sheriffs by 

rural and suburban counties and by geographic division who in­

dicate that they received monies from state, regional or fed­

eral agencies during 1976 or the last fiscal year. Tables IV-7 

and IV-8 indicate, by state and rural and suburban agencies, 

the percentage of county sheriffs who receive monies from var­

ious state, regional or federal a8encies. Nationally, 50 per­

cent of suburban and 43 percent of rural agencies responding 

to this matter indicate that they receive funding from LEAA. 

Thirty-six percent of suburban agencies and 33 percent of rural 

agencies who responded to this matter receive funding from a 

state planning agency. 

Tables IV-9, IV-IO and IV-II show for what purposes the 

monies were received by rural and suburban county; state and 

geographic division. The largest number of suburban agencies 

in anyone category receive funding for communications equip­

ment. The largest number of rural agencies receive funding 

for training expenses. 

Seventy-one percent of 403 suburban agencies nationally 

felt that their last year's budget allocations were insufficient 
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TABlE N-6 

PERCENT OF COUNIY SHERIFFS I AGENCIES WHICH RECEIVED 
FUNDING FOR lAW ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS FROM VARIOUS SOURCES 

Agency Which Provides 
Funding 

Number of Agencies 

LEM 

Highway Safety Admin. 

CETA 

Unidentified Federal 

Other Federal 

State Planning Agency 

State Highway Safety Dept. 

State Crime Commission 

State Standard And 
Training Commission 

Unidentified State 

Other 

City Goverrn:n2nt 

Regional Council Of Gov Its 

rivate P 

o ther 

-I, Less than one percent. 

Percent 
Nationally 

By 
Suburban 

And Rural 
Agencies 

9 8 I 

280 751 28 

50 43 39 
2 1 4 

18 18 18 
1 ,,\ --

12 18 4 
36 33 32 

7 4 11 
5 4 --
6 4 --
2 2 --

18 12 43 
J. 1 " --
3 4 4 

-- -- --
4 2 4 

93 

Percent Percent 
Suburban Rural 

By By 
Division Division 

II III IV I II III 

105 100 47 39 312 263 

47 49 68 lJl 37 47 
3 2 2 3 2 --

19 24 4 20 18 19 
3 ...t.. 1 -- -- -- " 

14 9 17 13 14 12 

41 37 23 31 36 32 

7 7 6 -- 5 3 
6 5 4 3 7 3 

5 4 15 3 3 4 

1 4 2 5 1 3 
19 10 17 31 8 10 

1 -- -- -- * ~'( 

1 6 -- 3 -I~ 9 

-- -- -- -- -- --
7 4 -- 3 2 3 

IV 

137 

47 
3 

16 
--
40 
28 

6 
1 

9 

4 
23 
3 
1 

--
1 



1.0 
.j>-

State 

M:rine 

M3s 
M:i 
Mirm, 
Mis 
Mi 
Mm 
Ne" 

:uburban Counties 

rna 
m 
!Sas 
'ornia 
ado 
cticut 
are 
.da 
ia 
i* 

ois 
na 

5 

clcy 
iana 

md 
::husetts 
~an 

~ota 

~sippi*** 
rri 
1a 

~ka 

TABlE N-7 

PERCENI' OF SUBURBAN CDUNI'Y SHERIFFS' AGENCIES WHICH RECEIVED FUNDING FOR 
lAW ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS FROM VARIOUS SOURCES 

fu. LEAA High- CETA Uni- Other State State State State Uni-
Of way dent- Fed- Plan- High- Cr:ime Stan- dent-

Agen- Safe- ified eral ning wclY Conm dard ified 
eies ty Fed- Agen- Safe- & State 

Admin eral c:y ty Train 
Dept Corrm 

280 50 2 18 1 12 36 7 5 6 2 

8 25 12 50 12 50 
2 50 50 50 50 50 
3 67 33 

20 70 5 5 35 5 25 
5 80 20 
1 
1 100 

17 77 23 6 23 18 18 
10 70 40 10 10 10 10 

1 100 100 
14 36 7 7 7 57 14 14 
19 42 5 5 10 53 10 5 

6 33 83 17 
4 25 25 50 50 
1 100 

10 50 40 20 40 10 
1 100 100 
2 50 50 50 50 
5 80 20 

21 57 5 38 14 29 
9 67 22 22 22 11 

--
4 100 50 50 
1 100 
2 50 50 

Other City Reg. Pri- Other ! 

State Go\1't Coun- vate 
eil 
Of 

Gov't 

18 ** 3 4 

50 

15 

100 

29 12 

14 7 
5 

17 17 
25 

40 20 
48 5 5 
11 11 



\0 
V1 

State 

Nevada 
Neil Hampshu:e*** 
Ne;y JersE::Y 
Ne;y Mexico*** 
Ne;y York 
NJrth Carolina 
NJrth Dakota*** 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Is1and* 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Ve:rnnnt* 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyorning* 

* NJt Applicable. ** Less than one percent. 
*** NJ in£onnation available. 

NJ. LEAA 
Of 

Agen 
cies 

1 100 

5 20 

15 l~O 
10 80 

16 50 
5 
6 67 
1 

4 50 
1 100 
6 33 

14 7 
3 100 

8 50 
8 62 
1 100 
9 56 

TABLE Dl-7 (Continued) 

High CETA Uni- Other State 
way dent- Fed- P1an-

Safe ified eral ning 
ty Fed- Agen-

Admin eral cy 

60 20 20 

7 40 
20 20 

44 12 6 
20 20 60 

33 17 
100 

75 

50 
29 21 21 57 

100 

50 
12 12 

I 
33 44 

State State State Uni Other City Reg. Pri- Other 
High- Crime Stan- dent State Gov't Cotm- vate 
way Conm dard ified cil 

Safe- & State Of 
ty Tra:in Gov't 

Dept Conm 

20 53 7 
10 

6 6 12 
20 20 

33 50 

25 25 

33 33 33 
14 21 7 

12 50 
12 12 12 

33 11 33 33 



'-0 
0'1 

State 

M:rir 
M3ry 
M:ls 
Mi, 

Iral Counties 

Ja 

Ia 
:as 
Irnia 
ldo 
:ticut 
Ire * 
Ia 
.a 
.* 

lis 
IB. 

ley 
.ana 

nd 
husetts 

M:inneS 
Mi 

,an 
ota 
sippi 

Mis 
fun 
Ne' 

ri 
a 
ka 

TABlE IV-8 

PERCE~IT OF RIJRAL COONrY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES 'fdICH RECEIVED FUNDIN8 FOR 
LMil ENFORCE1'1ENI' PROORAMS FRCM VARIOUS SOURCES 

fu. LFM /High- CETA Uni Other State State State State Uni-
Of way dent- Fed- Plan- High- Crime Stan- dent-

Agen- I Safe- ified era! ning way O:mn. dard Hied 
cies ty Fed- Agen- Safe- & State 

Admin eral ey ty Train 
Dept Comn. 

751 43 1 18 ** 18 33 4 4 4 2 

5 20 40 40 60 
8 37 12 12 75 25 

16 56 31 6 25 6 
21 33 9 67 14 38 5 
11 54 36 18 18 
1 100 

13 85 23 8 8 
21 67 24 5 9 9 14 19 5 

14 43 29 36 36 
30 20 I 27 7 63 7 7 
27 15 15 11 85 8 
31 10 23 35 3 39 3 
27 44 11 15 26 22 4 4 
1 100 

25 48 20 40 36 4 
5 80 20 40 
9 22 22 67 11 
2 50 50 

30 30 33 20 13 3 3 3 
31 45 26 7 32 10 3 3 
18 78 22 17 6 
28 46 7 18 57 

I 18 33 6 28 56 6 6 6 
17 29 6 6 18 41 12 

Other City Reg. P1:i- Other 
State Gov't Cotm- vate 

ell 
Of 

Gov't 

12 1 4 2 

12 

57 5 
9 

15 
9 

3 3 
4 4 

28 4 8 

44 

20 3 
13 3 

6 
4 1+ 

17 6 



\0 
~ 

State 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
Ne:..;r Jersey* 
New Mexico 
New York 
N:>rth Caroli " 
N:>rth Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklaha:na 
Oregon 
Permsy1vania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
~ernont 
virginia 
ilashlngton 
ilest Virginia 
rucons:in 
~ 

l'b. LEM 
Of 

Agen 
cies 

7 71 
6 50 

5 80 
12 25 
44 68 
21 48 
24 62 
13 
20 30 
6 33 

14 71 
22 86 
10 30 
37 11 
9 44 
7 43 

27 52 
15 60 
9 

24 29 
9 100 

TABLE IV-8 (Continued) 

High- CErA Uni- o~ Stat< Stat; S",te 
way dent- Fed- Plan- High- CrJ.IDe 

Safe ifiee era! Iring way Ccmn. 

~ 
Fed- Agen- Safe-
eral cy ty 

Dept 

29 29 
17 17 50 

40 20 
17 17 33 
9 2 2 20 2 

10 10 48 
46 17 4 
69 23 38 8 

10 20 65 15 30 
67 33 

29 21 14 
4 14 14 4 

20 20 70 10 
3 8 49 

89 56 
29 14 

8 8 37 4 
7 27 13 20 13 

33 11 67 22 22 
8 21 8 25 17 4 

11 22 

State Uni- Other City Reg. Pri- Other 
Stan- dent- State Gov't Ccnm- vate 

dard ified cil 
& State Of 

Trairl Gov't 
Conm. 

14 
17 

92 
9 2 4 9 4 

5 5 
8 

8 
65 10 
17 

7 7 7 
4 

10 10 
3 43 

11 
14 29 14 

8 22 11 
7 13 13 7 7 

25 33 4 4 



\0 
(Xl 

State 

Alabama 
Alaska -k 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delav.rare 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii * 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi7d~ 

TABLE IV-9 

NUMBER OF SUBURBAN COUNTY SHERIIi'FS' AGENCIES FOR WHICH FUNDING HAS RECEIVED 
FOR VARIOUS PROGRAMS BY STATE 

No Comnu- Vehi -I Cornpu- Other Person- Train- Techni- Confer- Re-
Ftmding nica- c1es ter Capital ne1 ing cal ences search 
~eceived tions Equip- Equip- Expen- Expen- Assist- and 

Equip- ment ment ses ses ance P1an-
ment ning 

1 4 2 1 1 5 1 0 1 0 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
0 1 0 0 2 1 2 0 2 1 
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 
1 11 6 4 12 14 14 5 3 5 
2 4 2 1 3 4 3 1 1 1 
1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
3 14 4 7 6 12 7 4 4 4 
4 7 ~. 1 1 8 7 2 5 2 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
2 7 6 4 3 6 9 1 1 3 
1 18 1 11 6 3 16 2 4 2 
0 5 2 1 1 3 5 2 2 0 
1 3 2 0 3 2 2 2 2 0 
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
1 7 7 0 1 9 

I 
9 1 3 1 

0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 
4 2 1 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 
0 0 2 0 2 5 3 0 0 1 
2 14 10 2 8 17 15 2 3 3 
1 4 3 2 3 2 4 2 0 0 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- , --

Other 

0 
--
1 
0 
8 
1 
0 
0 
6 
3 

--
0 
2 
6 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 
0 
6 
1 

--



\.0 
\.0 

State 

Wyorning* 

fu Conmu 
Funding nica-
Received tions 

Equip 
ment 

3 4 
0 1 
1 1 
0 1 

,hire** -- --
~y 2 0 
~o 1 0 

2 6 
~olina 1 3 
rota-Jdc- -- --

9 7 
2 1 
0 3 

mia 8 2 
~and 1 1 
~olina 1 1 
~ota 0 1 
~ 1 5 

5 11 
0 1 

-- --
2 4 

m 0 2 
~inia 0 0 
1 0 3 

* - fut Applicable. 

TABLE IV-9 (Continued) 

Vehi- Cornpu- Other Person 
c1es ter Capital ne1 

Equip- Equip- Expen-
ment ment ses 

.2 1 1 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 2 
0 1 0 1 

-- -- -- --
0 1 0 2 
0 0 0 0 
6 3 4 9 
4 0 3 7 

-- -- -- --
1 3 0 8 
1 1 2 3 
4 0 5 5 
1 1 1 1 
0 1 0 0 
2 0 1 4 
0 0 0 1 
6 1 3 4 
4 4 4 7 
2 0 1 3 

-- -- -- --
4 2 4 3 
1 1 4 4 
0 0 0 0 
0 2 5 6 

** - Data Not Available. 

Train- Tecbni- Confer Re- Other 
ing cal ences search 

Expen- Assist- and 
ses ance P1an-

ning 

1 0 0 0 1 
1 0 1 0 0 
1 0 2 0 0 
1 1 1 1 1 

-- -- -- -- --
0 0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 0 
9 4 4 3 7 
9 1 2 1 1 

-- -- -- -- --
6 2 1 2 4 
1 1 1 1 1 
5 1 3 1 0 
1 1 1 1 1 
1 0 1 0 1 
2 0 1 1 2 
1 0 1 0 0 

I 7 2 2 1 3 
11 3 4 4 1 

2 1 1 1 0 
-- -- -- -- --
5 2 1 0 3 
4 2 1 0 1 
1 0 1 0 1 
8 2 5 2 2 



I-' 
o 
o 

State 

Alabama 
Alaska~,;-
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware"", 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii"'''' 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
lDuisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

TABLE IV-IO 

NUMBER OF RURAL COUNTY SHERIFFS I AGENCIES FOR WHICH FUNDlliG WAS RECEIVED 
FOR VARIOUS PROGRAMS BY STATE 

No Corrrnu- Vehi- Cornpu- Other Person- 'Irain- Tecl"mi- Confer-
Funding nica- cles ter Capital nel ing cal ences 
Received tions Equip- Equip- Expen- Expen- Assist-

Equip- ment ment ses ses ance 
ment 

3 3 4 0 3 2 3 0 0 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
1 7 2 1 3 4 6 1 1 
1 6 4 1 5 10 1 1 0 
1 13 10 0 7 13 17 4 4 
8 5 2 0 2 5 9 1 1 
0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
4 15 3 0 

, 
2 3 3 1 1 

8 6 7 2 2 17 16 3 5 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
4 7 3 0 4 11 7 0 0 
1 17 10 3 2 17 21 7 3 
1 32 2 5 3 7 16 0 1 
5 28 9 2 4 16 13 5 3 

16 26 5 3 8 7 10 2 2 
5 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 
3 12 10 1 4 18 20 3 7 
0 5 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 
0 4 6 0 4 5 7 0 3 
0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 
2 9 5 1 5 16 12 1 3 

11 20 6 2 5 12 17 2 3 
5 13 11 3 0 7 4 1 0 

Re- Other I 
search 
and 

P1an-
ning 

0 1 
-- --
1 2 
1 3 
2 10 
3 1 
0 I 

-- --
1 2 
2 2 

-- --
0 4 
3 8 
0 3 
3 7 
1 3 
0 0 
4 4 
0 1 
0 1 
0 0 
2 4 
0 9 
0 0 I 

I 
i 



t--' 
a 
t--' 

No Conmu-
Fcmding nica-
Received tions 

State Equip-
ment 

'Missouri 2 22 
Montana 0 14 
Nebraska 14 6 
Nevada 0 4 
New Hampshire 1 4 
New Jersey 1 0 
New Mexico 2 4 
New York 4 6 
North Carolina 2 24 
North Dakota 3 11 
Ohio 6 13 
Oklahoma 5 4 
Oregon 4 10 
Permsy1vania 2 3 
Rhode Is1and* -- --

South Carolina 1 9 
South Dakota 4 22 
Tennessee 3 5 
Texas 18 37 
Utah 1 1 
Verm:mt 0 5 
Virginia 1 27 
Washington 1 9 
West Virginia 7 8 
Wisconsin 2 3 
Wyoming 3 8 

*-NJt Applicable. 

Vehi-
c1es 

1 
4 
7 
4 
1 
0 
2 
1 

17 
2 
1 
0 

11 
2 

--
5 
2 
4 
8 
2 
1 
6 
2 
1 
1 
2 

TABLE IV-10 (Continued) 

Compu- Other Person- Train- Techni- Confer- Re- Other 
ter Capital ne1 ing cal ences search 

Equip- Equip- EXpen- EXpen- Assist- and 
ment ment ses ses ance P1an-

ning 

8 4 12 8 1 2 0 5 
3 11 4 13 1 3 2 1 
0 4 16 4 2 1 1 3 
1 2 1 3 2 1 0 2 
0 4 1 2 2 2 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 4 3 0 0 1 2 
5 4 5 3 2 2 2 2 
3 12 32 31 2 8 3 7 
2 7 13 12 3 3 2 6 
2 3 11 5 2 0 2 2 
0 1 9 2 0 0 0 4 
0 6 14 9 1 2 0 5 
0 0 3 2 0 0 0 1 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
1 3 9 3 1 4 2 3 
0 10 3 15 0 4 0 1 
1 0 4 9 2 4 0 2 
9 9 13 19 8 9 8 8 
1 1 3 5 1 2 0 3 
1 4 4 8 2 1 1 0 
2 8 7 21 5 8 2 4 
0 8 9 5 1 0 0 4 
2 4 2 3 2 1 1 1 
1 6 7 20 2 5 1 5 
0 5 3 4 0 1 1 1 



f-' 
o 
tv 

TABLE IV-II 

NUMBER OF COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCmS FOR lrJHICH FUNDING WAS RECEIVED 
FOR VARIOUS PROGRAMS OR FUNCTIONS BY SUBURBAN AND RURAL 

COUNTY AND GEcx;RAPHIC DIVISION 

Number Of Agencies Number Of Suburban Nurriber Of Rural 
Nationally For Agencies For VJhj.ch Agencies For which 

\-iJhich Funding Was Funding Was Received Funding Was Received 
Received For For Various Programs For Various Programs 

Various Programs Or Function Or Function 
Or Function 

Program Or Function 

9 8 I II III IV I II III IV 

NJ Funding 63 166 14 20 25 4 8 67 66 25 
Corrmmications Equipment 161+ 489 10 67 61 26 23 209 175 82 
Vehicles 92 189 10 27 40 15 8 51 86 44 

Computer Equipment 57 67 6 26 18 7 6 29 26 6 
Other Capital Equipment 94 181 8 30 28 28 14 61 57 49 
Personnel Expenses 168 363 19 52 65 32 15 137 140 71 
Training Expenses 180 394 15 68 64 33 18 153 142 81 
Technical Assistance 47 74 5 15 16 11 6 27 29 12 
Conferences 68 102 7 21 26 14 7 30 50 15 
Research And Planning 43 52 6 12 15 10 3 15 24 10 
Other 69 139 11 22 24 12 35 43 56 5 

I 

! 

I 

I 

! 

I 

I 

I 



to effectively operate their agency. Sixty-six percent of 1,227 

rural county sheriffs nationally indicated their budget was in­

sufficient. Tables IV-12 and IV-13 indicate the percentage of 

rural and suburban agencies who note that additional funding 

is needed in various categories. 

B. County Police Departments 

Information furnished by county police departments in this 

study relative to total county budgets, excluding schools and 

highway monies, indicates the mean county budget during 1976 or 

the last fiscal year was $116,437,390 and the median was 

$27,151,000. The mean total dollars received from the county 

was $12,657,743 and the median amount received was $3,137,846. 

The mean "other income" was $589,372 and the median was $96,000. 

The mean total budget for county police departments was 

$13,567,031, which includes funds received from the county and 

other income such as grants, contracts and fees. The median 

county police departments' budget was $3,152,846. 

The median average percent increase of county police de­

partments' budgets from the year 1971 to 1975 was 132 percent, 

from 1972 to 1975 it was 103 percent, and from 1973 to 1975 it 

was 42 percent. 

The mean total expenditure for 1976 or the last fiscal 

year was $15,749,136. The mean expenditure for patrol/investi­

gative operations was $12,422,890, the mean for jail/correctional 
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l-' 
o 
4>-

fu. 
Agen-

State cies 

Alabama 11 
Alaska* --
Arizona 2 
Arkansas 4 
California 13 
Colorado 7 
Cormecticut 1 
Delaware*'" --
Florida 11 
Georgia 16 
Hawaii* --
Idaho* --
Illinois 17 
Indiana 19 
IOIVa 5 
Kansas 5 
Kentucky 2 
Louisiana 8 
~e 1 
~land 8 
lfassachusetts 4 
'fichigan 18 
'finnesota 3 
1ississippi 1 

* Not applicable 

Over- Sal- M::lre 
all ary Pers/ 

Needs Gen-
eral 

9 9 64 
-- -- ---- 50 50 
-- 25 100 
8 8 31 

71 -- 14 
-- -- --
-- -- --
18 9 27 
12 25 44 
-- -- ---- -- --
12 18 47 
5 47 21 

20 -- 20 
20 60 20 
-- -- --
37 25 12 
-- -- --
-- 12 37 
25 25 50 
17 -- 22 
-- -- 67 
-- -- --

*'" Not available 

TABLE IV-12 

PERCENr OF SUBURBAN COUNIY SHERIFF AGENCIES WHICH REPORTED 
1HE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS IN VARIOUS CATEGORIES 

M::lre M::lre M::lre Train Tech Ccmn. Vehi- Com- Other Jail 
Pers/ Pers/ Pers/ ing Asst Equip des puter Cap Facil 
Depu- Corr Other Res & Equip Equip ity 
ties Plan 

9 -- -- -- 9 9 36 -- 45 9 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 50 --
-- -- -- 25 -- -- 50 -- -- --
15 -- -- 8 23 -- -- -- -- 8 
14 -- -- -- -- -- -- 14 29 14 
-- -- -- lOa -- 100 100 -- 100 ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
27 9 -- -- 18 27 18 -- 27 --
19 6 -- -- -- 6 12 -- 31 --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
18 12 12 12 -- -- 12 6 47 6 
16 5 5 16 -- 5 26 -- 42 5 
-- -- -- -- 20 20 20 -- 20 --
-- -- -- 20 -- -- 40 -- 20 --
-- -- -- -- 50 50 -- -- -- --
12 12 -- -- -- 12 12 -- 25 --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
37 -- -- 12 -- -- 37 12 12 --
-- -- -- 25 25 -- -- -- 50 --
22 6 11 6 6 -- 6 6 11 --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 33 --

100 -- -- -- -- -- laO --
1"

00 --

Pol. Pa- In- Juv- Cor- Judi- Other 
Facil trol ves- enile rec- cial 

ity dga- tions 
tion 

9 -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- --
50 -- -- -- -- -- --
25 -- -- -- -- -- 25 
8 31 23 -- IS -- 31 

-- 29 29 -- 43 -- 71 
-- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- 27 9 -- 9 9 18 
6 6 -- -- 19 -- 6 

-- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- 12 12 -- 29 6 6 
-- 10 10 -- 21 -- --
-- 20 20 -- -- -- 40 

I -- -- 20 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- --
12 50 25 -- 12 -- 12 
-- 100 100 -- -- -- lOa 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 12 
-- -- -- -- -- -- --
6 39 17 -- 22 -- 22 

-- -- -- -- -- -- 33 
-- -- -- -- -- -- --

I 



f-J 
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In 

NJ., Over- Sa1- More 
Agen- all ary Pers/ 

State cies Needs Gtm-
era1 

Missouri 6 67 67 17 
l-bntana* -- -- -- --
Nebraska 3 -- 33 33 
NevClda 1 -- -- --
New Hampshire'''* -- -- -- --
New Jersey 6 17 17 17 
New Mexico 1 -- -- 100 
New York 15 7 7 53 
NJrth Carolina 8 -- 12 25 
NJrth Dakota 1 -- -- lOa 
Ohio 24 17 37 62 
Oklahoma. 6 17 17 17 
Oregon 4 25 -- 75 
Pennsylvania 5 20 20 80 
Rhode Is1and* -- -- -- --
South Carolina 3 67 33 100 
South Dakota* -- -- -- --
Termessee 8 -- -- --
Texas !.9 21 26 42 
Utah 3 -- 33 100 
Verrront* -- -- -- --
Virginia 4 -- -- 50 
Washington 7 -- -- 57 
West Virginia 1 -- -- --
Wisconsin 5 40 -- 40 
~\fyoming* -- -- -- --

,,( Not applicable -k-Ie Not available 

TABLE IV-12 (Continued) 

l-bre More More Trrun Tech Comn. 
Pers/ Pers/ Pers/ ing Asst Equip 
Depu- Co= Other Res & 
ties Plan 

17 -- -- 17 -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- 67 -- --

100 -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --
-- 17 -- 17 -- 50 
-- -- -- 100 100 --
13 7 7 7 -- 13 
12 -- -- 25 12 37 
-- -- -- -- -- --
17 4 -- 21 -- 4 
17 -- -- 17 -- 17 
-- -- -- -- -- 25 
-- -- 20 20 -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --
62 -- -- 12 12 --
10 10 -- 10 -- 5 
-- -- -- 33 -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --
14 -- -- 14 14 14 
100 -- -- -- -- --
20 -- -- 20 -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --

Vehi- Com- Other Jail Pol. Pa- In- Juv- Cor- Judi- Other 
c1es puter Cap Facil Facil tro1 ves- eni1e rec- cia! 

Equip Equip ity ity tiga- lions 
lion 

! 

50 -- 17 -- -- -- -- -- 33 -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- 67 -- -- 67 67 -- -- -- --
-- -- 100 -- -- -- -- -- 100 -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
17 -- 17 -- -- -- 17 -- -- 17 17 
-- -- 100 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
7 -- 20 7 -- 13 7 -- 33 -- 7 

12 -- 37 12 -- 37 50 -- -- -- 12 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
17 4 17 12 4 17 17 -- 17 4 3 
17 -- 33 -- -- -- 17 -- -- -- --
-- -- 25 -- -- 25 25 -- -- -- 50 
60 -- 60 -- -- -- -- -- -- 20 20 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- 33 -- 67 -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
25 12 37 -- -- -- 12 -- 25 -- 12 
26 -- 37 -- -- 16 5 5 26 -- 5 
33 -- 33 -- --- -- 33 -- 66 -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
25 -- 50 -- -- 25 -- -- -- -- 25 
14 -- 43 -- -- 29 14 -- 14 -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 100 -- --
-- -- 20 -- -- 40 40 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --



r-' 
o 
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State 

Mny: 
M:!s 
Mi 
Mirml 
Mi 

lli. Over Sal- M:>re 
lIgen- all ary Pers/ 
cies Needs Gen-

eral 

8 -- 25 87 
-- -- -- --
8 12 37 62 

16 -- 12 31 
8 12 12 37 

25 28 36 36 
2 -- -- 50 

-- -- -- --
9 11 11 22 

20 10 60 45 
-- -- -- --
IS 27 47 13 
41 5 51 24 
22 14 59 50 
22 18 18 32 
46 6 43 37 
8 12 12 --

15 -- 27 47 
6 -- 33 17 
9 33 22 44 

s 1 -- -- --
44 7 14 27 
34 6 29 38 
22 27 36 32 

TABLE IV-13 

PERCENI' OF RURAL OOUNlY SHERIFF AGENCIES WHICH REPORTED 
TIm NEED FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS IN VARIOUS CA.TEGORIES 

M:>re M:>re l'bre Tra:in Tech Conm Vehi Com- Other Jail 
Pers/ Pers/ Pers/ :ing Asst Equip cles l£uter Cap iFacil 
Depu- Corr pther Res & Equip ~p ity 
ties Plan 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 50 --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- 50 -- 37 12 
19 -- -- 6 -- 19 19 -- 19 --
12 -- -- 12 -- -- 12 -- 12 --
20 4 -- 4 -- 8 32 4 36 --
-- -- -- 100 -- -- -- -- 50 --

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
11 11 -- -- -- -- -- 11 33 --
10 -- -- 5 -- 5 15 -- 35 5 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
7 -- -- 20 -- 13 20 -- 20 7 

10 5 2 12 2 7 12 -- 41 7 
32 9 4 18 -- 9 27 4 23 4 
14 -- 4 14 9 18 14 -- 41 --
4 2 2 6 -- 11 15 2 52 4 

50 -- -- -- -- 25 25 -- 12 --
7 7 7 -- -- 7 20 7 27 --

-- -- -- 33 17 -- 33 -- 33 --
-- -- -- -- -- -- 22 11 33 --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
14 2 -- 11 -- 4 9 4 25 2 
12 -- -- 21 3 3 15 -- 38 6 
4 -- 9 4 4 4 27 -- 36 --

)licable ':I.e ** Not availab 

Pol. Pa- In- Juv- Cor- Judi Other I 
iFacil trol ves- enile rec- cial 
ity tiga- tions 

tion 

-- 12 -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- .,- --
12 -- -- -- 12 -- 12 
-- 6 12 -- 6 -- 6 
-- 12 12 -- 25 12 12 
-- 8 12 4 12 -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- 22 22 -- -- -- --
-- -- 10 -- 5 -- 5 
-- -- -- -- -- -- --
13 l3 l3 7 7 -- 7 
-- 12 5 -- 12 2 7 
-- 4 -- -- 14 -- 4 
4 -- -- -- 4 -- --
2 11 11 -- 6 -- 2 

-- -- 12 -- -- -- --
7 20 20 13 -- -- 20 I 

17 50 50 -- 17 -- --
-- -- -- -- 11 -- --
-- -- -- -- 100 -- --
2 27 4 2 11 -- 14 
6 6 3 -- -- -- 6 
4 -- -- -- 4 4 4 



t-' 
o 
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State 

WI 
Wi 

_ssouri 
mtana 
~braslca 
!'lada 
'IN Hampshire 
'IN Jersey 
'IN Mexico 
'IN York 
'rth Carolina 
Irth llikota 
Lio 
:lahoma 
'egon 
rmsy1vania 
,ode Is1ancl* 
uth Carolina 
uth llikota 
rmessee 
xas 
ah 
rmmt 
rginia 
shington 
stVirginia 
sconsin 
cming 

N:>. Over 
Agen- all 
cies Need!: 

31 13 
16 --
27 7 
5 20 
2 --
1 --

12 33 
18 11 
31 13 
20 10 
30 13 
18 39 
27 9 
6 33 

-- --
16 19 
15 27 
11 9 
56 7 
6 17 

10 --
20 15 
18 11 
15 20 
17 6 
12 --

* N:>t applicable 

Sal- l'bre l'bre 
ary Persl Persl 

Gen- Depu 
era1 ties 

39 45 13 
12 56 6 
44 48 22 
-- 40 20 
-- 100 --
-- -- --
17 17 --
6 44 6 

16 55 3 
40 65 5 
43 30 17 
56 39 6 
14 38 9 
17 50 17 
-- -- --
56 37 6 
27 20 33 
36 27 36 
36 37 7 
50 33 --
10 10 10 
10 45 15 
-- 44 17 
20 60 20 
12 47 12 
58 42 8 

** Not available 

TABLE IV-13 (Continued) 

l'bre l'bre [I.'rain Tech Comn. Vehi 
Pers/ Pers/ ing Asst EquiI c1es 
Carr Other ~& 

Plan 

3 6 13 3 16 13 
-- -- 25 -- 6 19 
4 -- -- -- 33 7 

-- 20 -- -- -- 20 
-- -- -- -- -- 50 
-- -- -- -- 100 --
-- -- 42 8 25 17 
6 -- 11 -- 6 11 
3 -- 16 -- 3 26 

-- -- 5 -- -- 10 
-- -- 13 -- 7 23 
-- -- 6 -- 11 6 
5 -- -- -- 9 24 

-- -- -- -- -- 17 
-- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- 25 6 19 12 
7 7 -- -- -- 7 
9 -- -- -- -- 36 
4 4 18 4 2 18 

-- -- 33 -- -- 17 
-- -- 20 -- 3D 20 
10 -- 10 -- IS 10 
-- 6 -- -- 11 11 
-- 13 13 -- 20 27 
-- 6 18 -- -- 12 
-- -- 8 -- -- 33 

Com- Other Jail Lpol. Pa- In- Juv- Car- Judi Other 
puter Cap lFacil iF'acil tro1 ves- enile rec- cia! 
Equip Equip ity ity tiga- lions 

tion 

-- 23 3 -- 6 6 -- 16 -- --
-- 25 12 6 12 19 -- 6 -- 19 
-- 33 4 -- IS 4 -- 7 -- 4 
-- 40 20 -- 20 -- -- 20 -- --
-- 100 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 100 -- 100 
-- 50 -- -- 8 -- -- 25 -- 8 
-- 22 11 -- 6 -- -- 22 -- 6 
-- 32 -- 3 6 13 -- 13 -- 6 
-- 3D 5 -- 5 5 -- 5 5 5 
-- 47 13 3 10 10 -- 3 -- 3 
-- 50 11 -- 28 6 -- 6 -- 28 
-- 33 9 -- 19 19 -- 19 -- 5 
-- 33 17 17 -- -- -- -- -- 17 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- 25 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 25 
-- 20 -- 7 13 13 -- 20 -- 13-
-- 18 9 18 18 27 -- 18 -- 9 
-- 25 5 -- 5 4 -- 9 -- 4 
-- 67 -- -- 17 17 -- 17 -- 17 
-- 40 -- -- 3D 20 -- 10 -- 10 
-- 20 -- 5 -- -- -- 5 -- 5 
-- 28 -- 6 17 6 -- 6 6 6 
-- 40 -- -- -- -- -- 13 -- 7 
-- 41 12 -- 12 12 -- 12 -- 6 
-- 42 -- -- -- 8 -- 17 -- --



operations $439,863, the mean for civil and court operations 

was $350,000 and $146,537 was the mean for other functional 

responsibilities. None of the county police departments which 

participated in this study report expenditures for tax 

collection. 

The average percentage of county police departments' bud­

gets allocated to salary and fringe benefits is 76 percent. 

Twenty-seven of the 28 county police departments respond­

ing to this question indicated they prepare their department's 

budget request. Seven of the 27 county police departments 

responding to this matter reported they receive assistance from 

a county, regional or state planning agency in preparing their 

budget. 

Twenty-six county police departments note that they re­

ceive funding for law enforcement programs or operations from 

a state, regional or federal agency. Seventy-seven percent 

receive monies from LEAA, 31 percent from state planning agen­

cies, 27 percent from state highway safety departments, 19 

percent from the Federal Highway Safety Department, 12 percent 

from state standard and training commissions, eight percent 

from other federal agencies, eight percent from other state 

agencies, four percent from the Comprehensive Employment 

Training Act and four percent indicated they receive funds from 

other sources. 
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The following identifies the categories for which county 

police departments received funding during the last budget year 

from state, regional or federal agencies: 

Category 

Training Expenses 

Personnel Expenses 

Communications Equipment 

Vehicles 

Technical Assistance 

Other Capital Equipment 

Conferences 

Computer Equipment 

Other 

Research and Planning 

Number of Agencies 

23 

16 

15 

15 

11 

10 

10 

7 

6 

5 

Fourteen of the 25 county police departments responding to 

this matter indicated their 1976 or last fiscal year's budget 

was insufficient to effectively operate their department. The 

following represents the percentage of county police departments 

which indicate the need for additional funding for various 

programs or functions: 

More Personnel (General) 

Other Capital Equipment 

Communications Equipment 

Overall Needs 

Salary 
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57% 

43% 

29% 

21% 

21% 
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More Personnel (Officers) 21% 

Vehicles 21% 

Training 14% 

Patrol 14% 

Juvenile 14% 

Police Facility 7% 

In,vestigation 7% 

Other 7% 

C. Independ~nt City Sheriffs 

Information furnished by independent city sheriffs in 

this study relative to total city budgets, excluding schools 

and highway monies, indicates the mean city budget during 1976 

or the last fiscal year was $22,613,366 and the median was 

S8,099,000. The mean total budget for the city sheriffs' 

agencies was $537,820 and the median was $166,000. This budget 

is composed of funds received from the city and other income 

such as grants, contracts and fees. The mean dollars received 

from the city was $516,938 and the median was $432,411. The 

mean for "other income" was $185,456 and $40,000 for the median. 

The average percent increase of independent city sheriffs' 

budgets from the year 1971 to 1975 was 95 percent, from 1972 

to 1975 it was 76 percent and from 1973 to 1975, 76 percent. 

The mean total agency expenditure was $736,896. The mean 

expenditure for jail/correctional operations was $642,617, the 

110 



mean expenditure for civil and court operations was $151,313, 

and the mean expenditure for other functional responsibilities 

was $63,755. 

The average percentage of independent city sheriffs' 

budgets allocated to salary and fringe benefits is 74 percent. 

All eighteen independent city sheriffs responding to this 

matter indicated that they prepare their budget request. Five 

of these agencies indicate that they receive assistance from 

a city, regional or state plannL~g agency relative to budget 

preparation. 

Eight independent city sheriffs reported they receive 

funding for law enforcement programs or operations during their 

last budget year from a state, regional or federal agency. Of 

this group two agencies indicated they receive monies from 

LEAA, four from a state planning agency, seven from other state 

agencies and three from city governments. 

Six of the eight agencies mentioned above receive funding 

for communications equipment, four for vehicles, three for 

capital equipment, n.ine for personnel expenses, five for train­

ing expenses, one for technical assistance, two for conferences 

and four receive funding for other purposes. 

Fifty-nine percent or ten of the 17 independent city 

sheriffs who responded to this matter reported that their last 

year's budget allocations were sufficient to effectively operate 
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their agency. Seven agencies estimated that their last year's 

budget was not sufficient. 

The following represents the percentage of independent 

city sheriffs' agencies which indicated the need for additional 

funding for various programs or functions: 

More Personnel 

Training 

Vehicles 

Other Capital Equipment 

Headquarters Facility 

Salaries 

Communications Equipment 

Corrections 

112 

72% 

29% 

29% 

29% 

29% 

14% 

14% 

14% 
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CHAPTER V FACILITIES 

Law enforcement facilities on a national basis vary widely, 

from the one room office to massive multi-million dollar com­

plexes available in some of the larger urban areas. An over­

view of facility availabilitieA reflects these wide differences 

as well as some commonly available facilities among sheriffs' 

agencies around the country. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Table V-l presen-ts a composite view of the availability of 

eleven types of facilities which are associated with law enforce­

ment agencies. The table indicates the percentage of responding 

sheriffs having these various facilities, and is presented by 

geographic division, the nation as a whole and by suburban and 

rural agency designation. 

As Table V-l indicates, on a nationwide basis, there is a 

marked difference between rural and suburban agencies. As might 

be expected, rural agen.cies more frequently indicate the lack of 

some of these eleven facilities. Nevertheless, a substantial 

portion of these rural agenc~es indicate that they have secured 

evidence storage areas, interrogation rooms and conference/ 

briefing rooms. The least noted facilities among rural agencies 

are gymnasiums, indoor pistol ranges and training academies. 
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TABLE V-I 

PERCENT OF SHERIFFS' AGENCIES WtIICH HAVE VARIOUS TYPES OF 
FACILITIES, BY SUBURBAN AND RURAL AGENCY AND BY NATIONAL 

AND GEOGRAPB:IC DIVISION 

Percent Percent Percent 
National Suburban Rural 

By By By 
Suburban Division Division 

.And 
Rural 

Facility TYPe 9 8 I II III IV I II III 

Average Number Of 426 1324 57 149 164 56 71 570 468 Agencies 

Interrogation Room 71 57 53 79 65 84 53 60 56 

Gynmasitnn 11 3 15 11 6 23 7 4 2 

Indoor Pistol Range 10 4 5 19 2 11 1 7 1 

Outdoor Pistol Range 32 22 23 34 21 66 25 19 16 

Assembly Hall 31 16 37 30 26 46 33 15 12 

Conference Briefing 67 44 67 69 58 84 51 45 41 Room 

Sheriff/Police 41 26 42 61 25 32 40 39 9 Garage 

Tra:in:ing Academy 19 6 19 21 12 36 9 5 5 

Officers Locker Roam 53 24 60 58 36 77 31 26 19 

Maintenance Shop 28 12 33 29 24 31 13 12 11 

Evidence Storage 90 82 74 96 88 98 76 84 79 Area 
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The same pattern, in terms of most available and least 

available of agency facilities, holds true among suburban 

agencies even though the percentage of agencies reporting the 

availability of these particular facilities is higher in each 

case. Suburban agencies also note a significantly higher 

number of officers' locker rooms, sheriffs' garages and out­

door pistol ranges. 

A comparison of availabilities betvleen geographic divisions 

shows the most apparent differences to exist among rural agencies 

in the Northeast and West, as opposed to those in the South and 

North Central. Specifically I rural agencies in Divisions I and IV 

show a greater number of facilities in almost all regards even 

though in some areas the differences are not substantial. 

While these general differences can be recognized, it should 

be noted that not all agencjes, whether suburban or rural, re­

quire the same types or degrees of facilities. It would be the 

exception, for example, to find a separate sheriff's garage in 

a small rural agency. Similarly, such agencies typically uti­

lize such facilities as gymnalsiums, police training academies, 

maintenance shops and pistol ranges on a shared basis with other 

jurisdictions or on an "as ne\~ded" basis from available sources 

in the community. 

Sheriffs' offices vary generally in the manner in which 

they occupy overall office facilities. Data reveal that nearly 

70 percent of all sheriffs occupy separate office space. 
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Separate office space, however, mayor may not be incor­

porated with other offices in a municipal office building or 

joint city/county office complex. Fifty-five percent of sub­

urban and 49 percent of rural sheriffs noted that they hold 

office space in a facility with other municipal offices. Fif­

teen percent of suburban and 21 percent of rural sheriffs indi­

cate the use of a joint city/county office complex. 

In the minority are the four percent of sheriffs which in­

dicate that their offices are located in either the city hall or 

in their private residence. 

District or outlying substations are also used by 30 percent 

of all suburban and 12 percent of rural agencies. These are 

most frequently utilized in western counties where land areas 

are typically greater than in other geographic divisions in the 

nation. 

The hours of operation of these facilities were explored 

in the survey questionnaire. Data provided indicate the hours 

in which the agency headquarters is officially manned and 

opened to the public. Nationally, about 75 percent of all sub­

urban and rural agencies are open on a 24-hour basis with just 

less than one-fourth open only during regular business hours. 

In only a very small percentage of the cases, and almost ex­

clusively among rural agencies, are sheriff's agencies open on 

no regularly scheduled basis. 
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While these data indicate that about 25 percent of sheriffs' 

agencies have less than a 24-hour manned office capability, all 

agencies provide service on a 24-hour basis. In the case of 

very small rural agencies, for example, a general procedure 

utilizes a 24-hour emergency telephone number with a direct link 

to duty personnel. 

The age of sheriffs' agencies facilities provides additional 

perspective to the ge.neral facility capabilities of the county 

sheriff. Table V-2 presents a summary of these data on a sub­

urban and rural basis by geographic division, and with regard 

to six categories of age ranging from less than five years old 

to more than one hundred years old. This information pertains 

to the pgency's primary facility, where more than one exists, 

and does not take into account major renovation or refurbish­

ments that may have taken place since the original construction. 

Nevertheless, these data are of interest as indicators of age 

and, subsequently, the degree to which physical structures may 

accomodate the advantages of modern design concepts. 

Nationally, on the basis of all responding agencies, data 

reveal that more than half of all headquarters facilities are 

over 20 years old and about one-third are more than 50 years 

old. In only about five percent of all cases are agency facil­

ities more than 100 years of age. 
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TABLE V-2 

AGE OF AGENCY H:EAtQUARTERS BY SUBURBAN AND 
RURAL AGENCIES AND BY NATIONAL A.1'ID GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

Percent Perc.ent Percent 
National Suburban Rural 

By By By 
Suburban Division Division 

And 
Rural 

Age Of Headquarters 9 8 I II III N I II III 

Ntmiber Of Agencies 410 1267 50 150 154 56 115 558 427 

Less Than 5 Years 11 16 6 12 15 5 5 16 15 

5 to 10 Years 17 11 22 18 15 14 9 10 11 

11 to 20 Yf>..ars 23 15 10 25 22 34 9 16 16 

21 to 50 Years 22 24 20 19 25 25 12 21 29 

51 to 100 Years 23 28 28 23 21 21 41 29 26 

Over 100 Years 4 6 14 3 3 0 23 8 3 
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There is a slight predominance of the older facilities 

among rural agencies and a greater percentage of newer facil­

ities among suburban agencies. 

Geographically, the Northeast sector of the United States 

has the largest portion of the oldest facilities, particularly 

the agencies of the rural Northeast where 64 percent of respon­

dents report agency headquarters in excess of 50 years in age. 

In part, this geographical difference may be due to the 

fact that New England is the area which formed the beginnings 

of organized law enforcement in this country. The fact that 

some older facilities still remain in use may be a reasonable 

expectation in this regard. 

i{Jhile the age of facilities does provide some insight into 

relative adequacy, it can be misleading if taken as a positive 

index by itself. Many older facilities which are kept in good 

repair and which are subjected to periodic improvement can 

serve their function adequately for an extensive period of 

time. This could be the case in rural areas where community 

requirements do not change as rapidly as they do in suburban 

and urban environments. Conversely, newer facilities can fall 

into disrepair or become rapidly outdated in densely populated 

and highly changeable, growth oriented communities. 

Table V-3 provides some added perspective to the adequacy 

of law enforcement facilities from the viewpoint of the sheriff. 
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TABLE V-3 

OVERALL QUALITI RATINGS OF AGENCY HEADQUARTERS BY SUBURBAN 
.RDRAL SHERIFF AND BY NATIONAL AND GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

Percent Percent Percent 
National Suburban Rural 

By By By 
Suburban Division Division 

And 
Rural 

Sheriffs r Rating 
Of Headquarters 9 8 I II III N I II III 

Number Of Agencies 429 1370 60 149 164 56 73 593 480 

Excellent 11 12 13 13 10 7 7 14 9 

Good 25 25 30 23 23 32 25 23 28 

Only Adequate 25 30 20 27 24 25 36 31 31 

Inadequate 39 33 37 36 43 36 33 31 31 
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Very few noteworthy differences exist between rural and 

suburban agencies within or between the four geographic divi­

sions of the country or within the nation as a whole. Among 

all agencies responding, how'ever, just over one-third rate their 

facility as either lIexcellent" or IIgood," while the remaining 

two-thirds report an adequate to inadequate rating. 

It is important to note that one-third of all agency ad­

ministrators feel that their facilities are inadequate, with 

suburban agencies making this judgment slightly more frequently 

than their rural counterparts. 

B. County Police Departments 

Twenty-eight county police departments provided information 

on the level and nature of facilities at their departments. Of 

these, the following percentage of departments reported having 

these various forms of equipment on an in-house basis: 

Interrogation Room 79% 

Gymnasium 29% 

Indoor Pistol Range 25% 

Outdoor Pistol Range 50% 

Assembly Hall 57% 

Conference/Briefing Room 82% 

Sheriff/Police Garage 39% 

Training Academy 54% 

Officer's Locker Room 71% 
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Maintenance Shop 

Secured Evidence Storage Area 

36% 

96% 

As these data indicate, county police departments have a 

rather high percentage of availabilities in the areas in which 

data were reported. In particular, facilities such as gymna~ 

siums, pistol ranges artd training academies are in relatively 

greater availability than is commonly the case among suburban 

county law enforcement agencies. 

Seventy-six percent of county police departments report 

that their agency headquarters is located in a separate police 

office. Separate facilities are in some cases, however, located 

as part of a city or county office complex. This latter situa­

tion is reported by just over half of all county polic,e depart­

ments. 

In addition to the above facilities, 54 percent of depart­

ments state that they maintain district substations, precincts 

or barracks. 

Information on the age of county police department head­

quarters discloses that 29 percent are less than five years 

old. An additional 18 percent are between five and ten years 

old, and 21 percent are be~ween 11 and 20 years old. Beyond 

this, 18 percent of agencies report a facility which is between 

21 and 50 years old, and four agencies or 14 percent note that 

their facility is between 51 and 100 years old. 
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Three-fourths of all county police departments indicate 

that their agency headquarters is officially manned and open 

to the public on a 24-hour basis. The remaining 25 percent 

maintain their headquarters facility on this level during 

regular business hours. 

The rating of agency headquarters facilities by county 

police department administrators reveals 18 percent indicate 

that they feel their headquarters are "excellent". At the 

other extreme, 30 percent feel that their facility is "inad­

equate" while just over one-fourth each note that their head­

quarters is "good" or "only adequate". 

C. Independent City Sheriffs 

Eighteen independent city sheriffs provided information in 

the same respects in the area of facilities. Information con­

cerning the availability of various types of facilities reveals 

some marked differences as compared with both county sheriffs 

and county police departments. Mainly, these differences re­

flect the limited law enforcement responsibilities of most city 

sheriffs. Specifically, the following percentage of responding 

city sheriffs noted the availability of these facilities: 

Interrogation Room 23% 

Gymnasium -0-

Indoor Pistol Range -0-

Outdoor Pistol Range 12% 
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Assembly Hall 

Conference/Briefing Room 

Sheriff/Police Garage 

Training Academy 

Officer's Locker Room 

Maintenance Shop 

Secured Evidence Storage Area 

6al 
/0 

41% 

17% 

18% 

12% 

12% 

39% 

In no case does an independent city sheriff operate out-

lying substations, barracks or precincts. 

Most, or about 70 per~ent, of agency headquarters are 

located in separate offices. However, many of these, as well 

as the offices of the reTIlaining respondents, are in a facility 

with other city or city/county agencies. 

In regard to the age of headquarters facilities, 11 percent 

of respondents each indicate that their facility is less than 

five years old and the same percent report their headquarters are 

between five and ten years old. Twenty-two percent of agencies 

each report that their facility falls in one of the three age 

brackets of between 11 to 20 years, 21 to 50, or 51 to 100 

years old. 

Fifty percent of the 18 agencies also note that their 

headquarters facility is officially manned and open to the 

public on a 24-hour basis. The remaining half indicate that 

they are open during regular business hours only. 
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Finally, in rating the quality of their overall head­

quarters facility, 17 percent of independent city sheriffs 

consider it "excellent". Conversely, 22 percent rate their 

headquarters as "inadequate" while one-third and 28 percent of 

respondents respectively rate their headquarters as "good" 

or "only adequate". 
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CHAPTER VI EQUIPMENT 

Equipment available and needed for law enforcement operations 

varies substantially with regard to the particular environment or 

community being served. Certain forms of equipment such as hand­

guns, nightsticks and handcuffs are available to nearly all law 

enforcement officers, In other cases the availability of certain 

additional forms of equipment is reliant on the discretion of the 

agency executive or upon the availability of funding or other 

local factors which may be beyond the control of a particular 

agency. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Table VI-l lists some of the most prominent optional law 

enforcement equipment generally available across the country and 

presents the percentage of responding agencies which have these 

types of equipment on an in-house basis. 

A general comparison of national totals for suburban and 

rural sheriffs' agencies reveals that a markedly higher percent­

age of suburban sheriffs maintain equipment of all vpes listed. 

The most common forms of equipment among both suburban and 

rural agencies are shotguns, hand-carried radios, rifles, gas 

rifles and grenades, blood-alcohol testing equipment and riot 

gear. In addition, more than half of the responding suburban 

agencies indicated that they also have submachine guns and mobile 
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TABLE VI-1 

PERCENT OF SHERIFFS REPORTThG THE AVAILABILI'IY OF 
VARIOUS FORMS OF EQUIPMENT ON AN IN-HOUSE BASIS 

BY RURAL AND SUBURBAN SHERIFFS AND BY 
NATIONAL AND GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

Percent Percent Percent 
National Suburban Rural 

By By By 
Suburban Geographic Geographic 
And Rural Division Division 

9 8 I II III IV I II III 

Average Number of 
_Agencies 407 1264 52 143 156 56 68 541 448 

Rifles 83 66 84 88 73 93 69 69 58 
Riot or Shotgtm 95 89 91 99 93 98 85 92 84 
Gas Rif1es/ 

("'renades 81 58 85 86 72 91 68 57 53 
Submachine Gtms 66 39 57 68 bl 85 46 37 38 
Riot Gear 81 55 83 87 72 91 62 57 52 
Portable Public 

Address 78 52 81 83 69 89 53 52 46 
Portable Emergency 

Lighting 47 29 52 47 36 75 30 28 26 
Lie Detector 29 8 18 23 25 66 6 5 9 
K-9 22 12 10 24 20 36 17 11 11 
Blood Alcohol 

Testing 65 57 39 74 62 71 57 58 53 
Fixed Radar 35 27 37 46 24 33 27 34 17 
Mobile Radar 57 43 44 74 42 61 45 55 26 
Hand Carried Radios 93 88 79 97 95 95 77 88 89 
Mobile Command Post 29 20 34 28 20 55 28 20 19 
Fixed Command Post 35 21 40 31 32 51 34 21 19 
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radar equipment. 

The least frequently available forms of equipment in both 

suburban and rural jurisdictions are mobile and fixed command 

posts, lie detectors and K-9 units. 

In terms of geographical differences rural agencies, and 

to a lesser degree subu"t'ban agencies in the South, less fre­

quently report the availability of many forms of equipment. In 

many cases, these differences are not significant, even though 

there is an overall pattern of reduced availabilities in the 

Southern Division of the country. 

This is also the case with regard to suburban sheriffs in 

the northeastern United States. However, it should be pointed 

out that the role of the sheriff in this area in terms of law 

enforcement service functions is somewhat more limited than the 

role of sheriffs overall in the South. This may in part account 

for some differences in this geographic area. 

It should be pointed out that even though an agency does 

not have a certain type of equipment or capability, that equip­

ment may be available through another law enforcement agency 

when needed. In some cases, for example, it is not cost effec­

tive or justifiable to maintain in-house equipment from another 

municipal, county or state agency. 

Based on survey data it is evident that most forms of equip­

ment listed are available when needed to the largest percentage 

of all sheriffs' agencies. While there is still a difference 
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between suburban and rural agencies, the significance of overall 

equipment shortfalls is greatly reduced in the light of this infor­

mation. 

The comparatively lower availability of most forms of equip­

ment in the Southern Division of the country, as previously noted, 

is still evident in this data presentation. 

B. County Police Departments 

Of all the law enforcement agencies responding to this study, 

county police departments appear to be the best equipped on the 

basis of this survey inventory. 

For example, of all 28 agencies responding, 100 percent re­

ported having portable police radios, blood-alcohol testing equip­

ment and shotguns on an in-house basis. Twenty-five percent more 

county police departments report having lie detectors than do 

sheriffs, as well as 20 percent more departments with K-9 units. 

Of all other types of equipment inventoried, an average of ten 

percent more county police departments indicate that these 

various forms of equipment are available to them. 

C. Independent City Sheriffs 

As outlined in another section of this report, independent 

city sheriffs are infrequently involved in or primarily respon­

sible for criminal investigation and law enforcement services. 

Their duties generally pertain to service to the court, in terms 

of the service of papers and courtroom security, as well as 
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operation of the jail. As a consequence, the equipment of 

personnel assigned to these functions varies from that of the 

full law enforcement officer. 

For example, of 18 offices responding to the questionnaire, 

59 percent indicated the availability of hand-carried radios, 41 

percent have shotguns, 39 percent have riot gear and 28 percent 

maintain rifles. Other equipment is relatively uncommon, and 

sl1ch items as radar and lie detectors are generally not available. 

Not more than 20 percent of all other independent city sheriffs 

responding indicate the availability of any of the other forms of 

equipment listed in Table VI-I. 

The availability of equipment from other agencies, of course, 

greatly increases the equipment potential for these agencies. 

However, the need for such equipment is quite limited due to the 

normal duties of the office and would only be required in cases of 

unusual events or circumstances. 

130 



CHAPTER VIr RECORDS 

Internal services of the law enforcement agency is the 

heart of the effort which provides both the administrative and 

operational information. Accurate information, vital to the 

success of any agency, is essential in order to provide past 

experience, current status and a projection as to future direc­

tion. The quality of the information compiled within an indi­

vidual agency logically corresponds to the quality of planning, 

personnel assignments and general administration of the agency. 

Regardless of agency size, the law enforcement administrator 

knows only too well the value of usable information to iden­

tify his needs and plot the future course of his agency to 

fulfill the law enforcement requirements of the public. The 

sheriff and county chief of police who insist on centralized 

records with staff review to insure adherence to their standards 

in recordkeeping relative to all phases of responsibility will 

have a wealth of information at their fingerprints for both oper­

ational and administrative use. 

Accountability to the public is one of the prime respunsi­

bilities of the law enforcement administrator. Only with ade­

quate records can an ag.ency properly inform the public regard­

ing its operations. To meet this responsibility the agency 

administrator must have the essential elements of information 

covering his operation reduced to a statistical presentation of 
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current status and appropriate trends. In addition to the need 

for information at the local level the county law enforcement 

administrator is currently faced with a relatively new phenome­

non, which is a constant flow of information from his agency 

to the state level. Most states throughout the nation have an 

ongoing crime information system utilized daily at the opera­

tional level and also utilized to collect crime data on a regu­

lar basis. It is obvious that the individual law enforcement 

agency must participate in these systems to benefit from the 

services provided, and to do so the agency must have a valid 

contribution of information. This contribution of information 

is nothing more than a by-product of data compiled within the 

agency for the agency use. 

The following tables provide information collected in this 

study to show the percentage of agencies which compile statisti­

cal summaries on various records. Information which shows some 

agencies do not compile data relative to certain categories 

should not be accepted in an unfavorable sense. In many situa­

tions the data is representative of sheriffs who do not have 

responsibility for patrol/investigative functions and are limi­

ted to process serving and/or jail operations. The data pre­

sented strongly reflect the extent of agencies which have cen­

tralized records and compile statistical data on various cate­

gories of information. 
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A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Nationally, 75 percent of the county sheriffs' agencies 

in the study indicated their records are subject to staff re­

view for quality control and uniformity. Eighty-four percent 

of the suburban county sheriffs' agencies and 73 percent of the 

rural county sheriffs' agencies utilize such reviews. 

Tables VII-I through VII-7 contain information relative to 

the percent of county sheriffs' agencies which compile statisti­

cal summaries concerning various categories. It is noted a high 

percentage of agencies compile information through which to 

analyze data relative to complaints received and arrest. Only 

about one-half the agencies compile summaries on the type of 

court dispositions. It is realized that law enforcement agencies 

at times will experience difficulty in obtaining final court 

dispositions on criminal cases. It is however apparent the 

law enforcement administrator must have the case disposition 

information, to complete a study of his agency's overall opera­

tion. Numerous questions can be answered through data compiled 

within the agency and this is achieved only through complete 

records. These include such questions as whether criminal 

charges are being downgraded, whether unsuccessful prosecutions 

are the result of poor law enforcement procedures and whether 

additional training is needed relative to the handling of certain 

types of criminal matters. 
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B. County Police Departments 

Of the 28 county police departments represented in this 

study, 96 percent maintain centralized records, and 87 percent 

of these agencies prepare an annual report concerning the 

agency's activities. 

Eighty-six percent of the county police departments indi­

cated their records systems are subj ect to staff review Lor qual­

ity control and uniformity. 

A percentage of these county police departments which com­

pile statistical summaries in the following categories are list­

ed below: 

Number of complaints received 93% 

Number of criminal arrests - 100% 

Number of juvenile arrests 96% 

Number of offenses solved - 100% 

Number of prisoners jailed 50% 

Number of traffic summonses served 81% 

Number of civil processes served 11% 

Number of criminal processes served 44% 

Number of traffic accidents investigated 96% 

Number of parking tickets issued 64% 

Number of miles traveled by patrol 86% 

Number of persons arrested on war-rants 75% 

Number of hours spent by officers in court - 54% 

Type of court dispositions 50% 
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C. Independent City Sheriffs 

Of the independent city sheriffs participating in this 

study 70 percent indicated they do not maintain centralized 

records and 71 percent indicated they do not prepare an 

agency annual report. 

The records keeping function for the independent city 

sheriff's office is unique in that it covers specific areas of 

responsibility for which other common criminal records keeping 

is not applicable. Seventy-five percent of these agencies 

responding indicated they maintain records on prisoners, civil 

and criminal processes; however, only 25 percent of the 

agencies maintain information as to the number of hours spent 

by officers in court and the type of court dispositions. 
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I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

TABLE VII-l 

PERCENT OF COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES WHICH CCMPIlE 
STATISTICAL SUMMARIES COVERING VARIOUS CATEGORIES 

NAT I o N A L 

Total % % Which 
Agencies N/A Compil.e 

to Agency Surrrnaries 
Number of complaints 
received 1710 15 74 

Number of criminal 
arrests 1719 9 87 

Number of juvenile 
arrests 1705 10 83 

Number of offenses 
sol ved/' 'cleared" 1702 10 80 

Nurnber of prisoners 
jailed 1721 7 89 

Nurnber of traffic 
sUITlIDnses served 1680 18 63 

Nurnber of civil 
processes served 1712 8 82 

Nurnber of cr:i.roina1 
processes served 1704 9 81 

Nurnber of traffic 
accidents investigated 1678 18 67 

Nurnber of parking 
tickets issued 1595 42 26 

Nurnber of miles tra-
veled by patrol 1683 11 71 

Nurnber of persons arrest 
ed on warrants 1708 9 78 

Number of hours spent by 
officers in court 1667 16 32 
Type of court 
dispositions 1675 13 55 

N/A = NOt applicBble 
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% Which Do 
Not Compile 

Surrmaries 

12 

4 

7 

10 

4 

19 

10 

10 

14 

32 

17 

13 

52 

31 



l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

ll. 

12, 

13. 

14. 

TABLE VII-2 

"PERCENr OF SUBURBAN COUN'IY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES WHICH COMPIlE 
STATISTICAL SUMMARIES COVERING VARIOUS CATEGORIES 

SUBURBAN COUNTIES 

Total % % Which % Which IX> 
Agencies N/A Corrpile Not CompilE 

Nuniber of corrplaints 
received 

to Agency Surrmaries Sumnaries 

415 12 80 8 

Nurriber of criminal 
arrests 419 7 89 4 

NlDIlber of juvenile 
arrests 418 10 83 7 

Nurriber of offenses 
sol ved/' 'cleared" 414 8 84 8 

Number of prisoners 
jailed 419 6 91 3 

Number of traffic 
surmonses serve.d 408 15 65 19 

Number of civil 
processes served 419 5 88 7 

Number of criminal 
processes served 416 6 86 8 

Number of traffic 
accidents investigated 400 21 66 14 

Number of parking 
tickets issued 389 37 33 30 

Number of miles tra-
veled by patrol 410 10 80 10 

h\miber of persons arrest-
ed on warrants 417 6 84 9 

Number of hours spent by 
officers in court 413 10 48 42 

'!YPeofcourt 
dispositions 405 11 57 32 
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l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

, 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

TABLE VII-3 

PERCENT OF RURAL COUN1Y SHERIFFS' AGENCIES WHICH COMPILE 
STATISTICAL SUMMARIES COVERING VARIOUS CATEGORIES 

RURI\L COUNI'IES 

Total % % Which % ~Vhich Do 

Number of complaints 

Agencies N/A Compile Not Compile 
to Agency Surrmaries SI..mmaries 

received 1295 15 72 13 

Number of criminal 
arrests 1300 9 86 4 

Number of juvenile 
arrests 1287 11 82 7 

Number of offenses 
solved/"cleared' , 1288 11 78 11 

Number of prisoners 
jailed 1302 7 89 4 

Number of traffic 
surrm::mses served 1272 19 62 19 

Number of civil 
processes served 1293 9 80 I 11 

Number of criminal 
processes served 1288 10 79 11 

I 

Number of traffic I 
accidents investigated 1278 18 67 15 

Number of parking 
tickets issued 1206 43 23 33 

Number of miles tra-
veled by patrol 1273 12 69 19 

Number of persons arrest 
ed on warrants 1291 10 75 14 

Number of hours spent by 
officers in court 1254 18 26 55 

Type of court 
dispositions 1270 14 55 31 
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I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

TABIE VII-4 

PERCENT OF COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES 
BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION WHICH COMPILE 

STATISTICAL 8U'lMARIES COVERING VARIOUS CATEGORIES 

IDRTHEASTERN STATES (130) 

'10 % Which %VJhi.chfu 
N/A Compile Not Compile 

Ntm1ber of complaints 
to P.gency Surrmaries Stmnaries 

received 31 . 65 3 

i'Tumber of criminal 
arrests 25 71 L~ 

Ntmiber of juvenile 
arrests 27 66 7 

Nurriber of offenr,es 
solved/ Ilclearedll 27 64 9 

Number of prisonero 
jailed 17 81 2 

Nmnber of traffic 
SUI1llDnSes served 34 57 9 

Nurriber of civil 
proceS5es served 10 82 8 

Number of crirninal 
processes served 15 79 6 

Nmnber of traffic 
accidents investigated 36 55 8 

Ntmilier of parking 
tickets issued 44 37 19 

NLmiber of miles tra-
veled by patrol 26 67 7 

1Umber of persons ar.rest 
ed on warrants 12 80 7 

Number of hours spent by 
officers in court 20 53 27 

'IYPe of court 
dispositions 20 61 19 
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TABLE VII-5 

PERCENT OF COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES 
BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION WHICH COMPTIE 

STATISTICAL SUMMARIES COVE:RJN} VARIOUS CATEGORIES 

NORTH CENI'RAL STATES 
(743) ~ 

% % Which % Which 1):) 

N/A Compile Not Compile 
to Agency Surrmaries Surrmaries 

I. Number of complaints 
received 12 77 11 

2. Number of criminal 
arrests 7 89 4 

3. Number of juvenile 
arrests 8 84 8 

4. Number of offenses 
solved/ lfc1eared" 9 79 12 

5. Number of prisoners 
jailed 5 92 3 

6. Number of traffic 
sunm:mses served 11 74 16 

7. Number of civil 
processes served 7 84 9 

8. 1\nnber of criminal 
~ : 

processes served 7 82 11 

9. NurrilJer of traffic 
accidents investigated 8 86 7 

10. Number of parking 
tickets issued 35 31 33 

II. Number of miles tra-
veled by patrol 9 74 17 

12. Number of persons arrest-
ed on warrants 8 77 15 

13. Number of hours spent by 
officers in court 15 30 56 

14. Type of court disposi-
tions 11 56 33 
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l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1l. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

TABLE VII-6 

PERCENT OF COUNTY SHERIFFS I AGENCIES 
BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION WHICH CXJMPILE 

STATISTICAL SUMMARIES COVER.lNG VARIOUS CATEGORIES 

SOUTHERN STATES (659) 

% % Which '/:, Which Do 
N/A Compile N~t Compile 

Number of complaints 
to Agency StITIlnaries Surrrnaries 

received 17 67 15 

Number of cr:i.mi.na1 
arrests 10 87 4 

Number of juvenile 
arrests 12 80 7 

Number of offenses 
sol ved/ "cleared" 11 80 B 

Number of prisoners 
jailed 8 86 5 

Number of traffic 
SUIlIIDuses served 25 52 23 

Nurriber of civi.1 
processes serv~d 10 79 11 

Ntmlber of cr:imi.na1 
processes served 11 78 10 

Number of traffic 
accidents investigated 27 49 23 

Number of parking 
tickets issued 49 16 36 

Nurriber of miles tra-
veled by patrol 15 67 18 

Nurriber of persons arrest-
ed on warrants 12 76 12 

Number of hours spent by 
officers in court 19 26 55 

Type of court disposi-
tions 17 54 30 
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I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

TABLE VII-7 

PERCENT OF COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES 
BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION WHICH COMPIlE 

STATISTICAL SlJ.t.t'IARmS OOVERJNG VARIOUS CA'IEGORIES 

WESTERN STATES (281) 

% % Which % Which Do 
N/A Compile Not Comgile 

Number of complaints to Agency Surrmaries SlUIIIlaries 

received 8 83 8 

Number of criminal 
arrests 5 92 3 

Number of juvenile 
arrests 5 90 4 

Number of offenses 
solved/' 'cleared" 5 86 8 

Number of prisoners 
jailed 4 93 3 

Number of traffic 
summnses served 13 64 23 

Number of civil 
processes served 7 85 8 

Number of cr:iminal 
processes served 7 83 10 

Number of traffic 
accidents investigated 18 62 19 

Number of parking 
tickets issued 42 29 29 

Number of miles tra-
veled by patrol 6 77 17 

Number of persons arrest-
ed on -warrants 7 80 12 

Nurriber of hours spent by 
officers in court 12 39 49 

'IYPe of court 
dispositions 9 56 35 
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CHAPTER VIII DATA PROCESSING 

The most widely recognized computer systems in law enforce­

ment are the National Crime Information Center (NClC) of the 

FBI and the State Crime Information Systems operated in the 

various states throughout the nation. Virtually all law en­

forcement agencies are serviced by these systems. If an indi­

vidual sheriff's office or an individual county police depart­

ment does not have a terminal within its department, the agency 

is frequently serviced through a state police agency or other 

law enforcement agency in the immediate area. 

The basic information contained in the NCIC and State 

Criminal Information Systems pertains to wanted persons, missing 

persons, stolen vehicles, stolen license plates, stolen property, 

stolen and recovered guns, stolen boats and stolen securities. 

Nationally, 60 percent of the 1,814 sheriffs participating 

in this study indicated they have an NCIC or State Crime Infor­

mation System terminal at their headquarters. (See Tables VIII-l 

through VIII-2.) 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Of the sheriffs providing information in this study only ten 

percent indicated they process records in a local computerized 

system. Of these sheriffs who have computer capability 85 

percent advised they share the system with other county 
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Total 

TABLE VIII-l 

PERCENT OF COUNIY AGENCIES WHICH HAVE A 
NATIONAL CRIME INFORMATION CEN'I'ER (NCIC) TERMINAL 

OR A SLATE CRIME INFORMATION CENTER TERMIN!\L 
BY GECX;RAPHIC DIVISION 

ibrtheast North Central South 

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

48 63 54 

Suburban Cotmties 63 86 72 

Rural Cotmties 36 58 50 
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West 

(Percent) 

72 

91 

67 



State 

Alabama 
Alaska* 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticu d< 
De1aware~~ 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii~ 

Idaho 
Illinois 
Indi.ana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexl.co 
New York 
l'brth Carolina 
l'brth Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island;\-
South Carolina 
South DakOta 
Termessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Verm:mt 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

TABLE VIII-2 

PERCENT OF COUNIY AGENCIES WHICH HAVE 
A Ni\TIONAL CRIME INFORMATION CENTER 

(~r.:IC) OR STATE CRIME INFORMATION CENI'ER 
TERMINAL IN THEIR AGENCY 

Total No. Percent Suburban 
Of With No. Of Percent Agencies Tenninal 

Responding Agen-
cies 

26 42 11 64 -- -- -- --
11 100 2 100 
28 11 5 20 
46 100 22 100 
47 47 10 80 -- -- -- ---- -- -- --
50 98 22 100 
77 40 24 67 
2 100 0 --

26 81 1 100 
76 46 20 80 
64 42 24 67 
67 58 6 83 
77 77 6 83 
40 10 8 --
45 96 12 92 
10 80 1 --
26 42 14 57 

8~ ~~ 2~ ~~ 
81 99 14 100 
29 69 1 100 
51 41 10 80 
29 72 1 100 
58 33 3 100 
9 100 1 100 
7 14 -- --

14 50 12 50 
16 ,,5 

2~ l~~ 50 76 
66 88 13 100 
30 80 -- --
72 87 33 88 
34 26 9 33 
34 73 6 100 
27 22 13 46 
-- -- -- --
31 77 6 100 

~~ 41 It lUO 
37 50 

121 65 28 93 
16 25 3 67 
11 9 -- --
70 29 12 67 
30 90 8 100 
22 27 3 67 
47 100 11 100 
15 80 -- --

Rural 
No. Of Percent 
Agen-
cies 

15 27 
-- --
9 100 

23 9 
24 100 
37 37 
-- --
-- --
28 96 
53 28 
z 100 

25 80 
56 34 
40 27 
61 56 
71 76 
32 12 
33 97 
9 89 

12 25 

5~ ~~ 
67 98 
28 68 
41 32 
28 71 
55 29 
8 100 
7 14 
2 50 

~~ 
20 
54 

53 85 
3D 80 
39 87 
25 24 
28 68 
14 ---- --
25 72 

i~ 39 
28 

93 57 
13 15 
11 9 
40 25 
22 86 
19 21 
36 100 
15 80 

~( - Alaska does not have county law enforcement. Sheriffs in Connecticut, 
Delaware and Rhode Island are not involved in active patrol/investigative 
ftmctions. The New Castle County Police Department in the state of Delaware 
has full law enforcement ccmrunications capabilities. 
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and/or city agencies and 15 percent indicated the system is 

used solely by their agency. Information obtained in this 

study shows that 119 sheriffs in suburban counties throughout 

the United States utilize computer systems for the processing 

of records. Of these agencies 53 handle personnel data, 74 

handle payroll information, 76 agencies handle crime incidence 

activity, 85 agencies utilize data processing for wants and 

warrants, 31 agencies utilize such systems for outstanding 

parking citations and 63 agencies use such systems for criminal 

history file data. Of those sheriffs representing suburban 

counties 41 indicated systems are used for on-line booking, 

42 were involved in jail/inmate accounting and 18 in computer 

assisted dispatching. Three such agencies indicated they use 

the computer capability for files other than those listed above. 

As logically envisioned the rural sheriff throughout the 

United States is less likely to have a sophisticated computer­

ized system to assist him with records. Of the rural sheriffs, 

66 indicated they utilize a local computerized system for pro­

cessing of records. Of this group 24 agencies use such systems 

for personnel data, 29 for payroll information, 47 for crime 

incidence activity, 42 for wants and warrants, seven for out­

standing parking citations and 31 for criminal history file 

information. 

Of the rural sheriffs three indicated a use of such systems 

for on-line booking, one for jail/inmate accounting and six for 

computer assisted dispatching. 
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B. County Police Departments 

Of the 28 county police departments furnishing information 

in this study 15 indicated they utilize a computer for proces-

sing of records. Data furnished show 

cess personnel data, seven process 

that nine agencies pro­

payroll information" 

14 crime incidence activity j 11 concerning wants and vlarrants, 

four on outstanding parking citations and nine agencies utilize 

such systems for criminal history file data. Of these agencies 

three county police departments indicated they utilize a com­

puter for on-line booking, one agency for jail/inmate accounting 

and two such agencies for computer assisted dispatching. 

C. Independent City Sheriffs 

Two independent city sheriffs' agencies reported the use of 

a local computerized system in which personnel and payroll data 

is processed. 

One agency indicated the use of a computer system for jail/ 

inmate accounting. 
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CHAPTER IX AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES 

The form of government existing in a. county has a signi­

ficant bearing on the office of sheriff not only because it 

defines the power and responsibility structure within which 

the sheriff operates, but also because the structure of the 

office itself may vary by government type. Depending on a 

county's form of government, the sheriff may be one of several 

co-equal officials or he may be responsible to an elected execu­

tive. In a few cases, sheriffs in counties with elected execu­

tives are appointed rather than elected. 

There are three basic county government types as listed by 

the National Association of Counties.l The first type, the com­

mission form, is structured around a central governing body. 

The members of the governing body (typically called commissioners 

or supervisors) are generally elected within districts of the 

county. Although most of their responsibilities are administra­

tive, they do adopt a county budget and pass resolutions and 

ordinances concerning responsibility that state law leaves to 

the county. 

The second form of government, that of the commission­

administrator, differs from the first form in that here the 

commission appoints an administrator. The administrator is 

generally responsible for supervising county employees and 
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preparing a budget. In some counties the administrator has 

full executive and appointive responsibilities; in others he 

assists the governing body in its responsibilities. 

The third variation in county government structure is the 

council-elected executive government. In contrast to the other 

two forms, county governments of this type have distinct legis­

lative and executive branches. The elected executive is the 

head of the executive branch and is responsible for all admin­

istrative functions; the county council functions as the legis­

lature. Although this structure exists in some small counties 

and throughout the state of Arkansas, it is usually associated 

with urban counties that have a considerable number of admini-

strative functions to be performed at the county level. Table 

IX-l displays the distribution of county governments by state 

and by the county government structure utilized. 

The commission form is employed by 77 percent of the 

nation's counties. 2 More than 18 percent utilize the cornmission­

administrator type and almost five percent use the council­

elected executive structure. Most states prescribe the form of 

county government to be utilized. In some of these states home 

rule provisions allow either specified counties or counties 

within a specified minimum of population to determine their own 

government structure. The remaining states leave government 

structure as a matter of local option. 
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TABLE IX-1 

STRUCIVRE OF GOVERNMENT OF THE NATION'S COUNTIES BY STATE 

State 

U.S. Tot.a1 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
california 
Colorado 
Cormecticut-;'( 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Ha:tvaii 
Idaho 
I11:inois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
louisiana 
:Ma:ine 
Maryland 
¥.assachusetts 
Michigan 
11innesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
M:>ntana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Total Number 
Of 

Counties 

3049 

67 
14 
75 
58 
63 
--
3 

67 
159 

q 
44 

102 
92 
99 

105 
120 

64 
16 
23 
14 
83 
87 
82 

114 
56 
93 
17 
10 
21 
32 
58 

100 
53 
88 
77 
36 

Conmission 
Form 

2400 

64 
2 
0 

10 
q·9 
--
1 

36 
136 

0 
44 
90 
91 
99 

104 
119 
41 
16 
4 

13 
68 
74 
79 

III 
52 
93 
11 

9 
5 

14 
41 
2 

53 
62 
77 
31 
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Elected Cotmci1/ 
Executive Administrative 

Form Form 

146 503 

0 3 
0 12 

75 0 
1 47 

13 1 
-- --
1 1 
1 30 
1 22 
4 0 
0 0 
1 11 
1 0 
0 0 
0 1 
1 0 
3 20 
0 0 
7 12 
1 0 
1 14 
0 13 
0 3 
2 1 
1 3 
0 0 
0 6 
0 1 
3 13 
0 18 

15 2 
0 98 
0 0 
0 26 
0 0 
1 4 



State 

Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island i( 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Termessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Verm:mt 
Virg:inia 
~-Jashington 
West Virg:inia 
Wisconsin 
Wyorning 

TABLE IX-l (Cont:inued) 

Total 1Urnber 
Of 

Counties 

67 

46 
64 
95 

254 
29 
14 
95 
39 
55 
72 
23 

Conmis s ion 
Form 

54 

14 
64 
87 

254 
29 
14 
11 
37 
54 
59 
22 

Elected 
Executive 

Form 

4 

0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
6 
0 

Council! 
Administrative 

Fonn 

9 

32 
0 
6 
0 
0 
0 

84 
1 
1 
7 
1 

* Cnnnecticut and Rhode Island do not have organized county goverrnnents. 
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Information previously set forth in this report indicates 

the number of county law enforcement agencies which are limited 

to responsibilities of serving processes and/or administrative 

of the county jail; and those agencies involved with the full 

law enforcement services, including the patrol and investigative 

functions. The county law enforcement administrator generally 

is called on to provide services in virtually all spheres of 

criminal justice and related matters. The following tables pro­

vide data collected in this study relative to a Dumber of 

specialized services rendered by county law enforcement a.gencies. 

These tables show the number of agencies responding and the 

percent of those agencies which provide such services. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Vast land areas to cover continues to be a problem to coun­

ty sheriffs in providing law enforcement services, Table IX-2 

contains information relative to county square miles, total 

road miles in the jurisdiction served and inland water area. 

The data shows both suburban and rural agencies have large areas 

to cover. Nationally the suburban counties average 1,001 square 

miles, with 1,853 jurisdiction road miles and 155 square miles 

of inland water area. The rural counties report an average of 

1,213 county square miles, 1,530 jurisdiction road miles and 145 

square miles of inland 't.,rater area. The inland water area is 

understated as a number of agencies in both the suburban and 

rural counties did not furnish information in this data category. 
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TABLE IX-2 

CDUNTY IN MEAN SQUARE MILES, MEAN ROAD MILES IN 
JURISDICITON SERVED AND MEAN INI'..AND WATER AREA SERVED 
IN COUNTY SHERIFFS I AGENCIES JURISDIcrION BY RURAL 

AND SUBURBAN COUNIY AND BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

National 
Subtrrban 
Rural 

furtheast States 
Subtrrban 
Rural 

N::>rth Central States 
Suburban 
Rural 

Southern States 
Subtrrban 
Rural 

Western States 
Suburban 
Rural 

Cotmty In 
M=an 

Square Miles 

1162 
1001 
1213 

997 
877 

108l~ 

807 
607 
859 

701 
672 
711 

3164 
2993 
3210 

Mean Total Road Mean Inland 
Miles In Water Area 

Jurisdiction In 
Served Square Miles 

1615 148 
1853 155 
1530 145 

1805 66 
2100 48 
1566 81 

1548 74 
1808 49 
1472 80 

1377 251 
1775 342 
1213 219 

2198 160 
1963 42 
2266 193 
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Sheriffs' agencies are called on to provide a very wide 

range of services, in addition to fulfilling their general law 

enforcement responsibilitles. Tables IX-3 and IX-4 show the 

percent of agencies which assign personnel to various functions. 

Nationally, 51 percent of the county sheriffs' agencies assign 

personnel to enforcement of laws in county or state parks, game 

preserves and enforcement of wate~ sport regulations, while 38 

percent are involved with environmental laws. 

B. County Police Departments 

Information furnished by 28 county police departments in 

this study shows the mean square miles covered by these agen­

cies is 517 with a mean road miles covered at 1,574. The mean 

for square miles of inland water area is 46. 

Tables IX-5 shows the percent of county police departments 

which assign personnel to various functions in addition to 

general police duties. Sixty-one percent of these agencies 

assign personnel to enforcement of laws in county or state 

parks, or game preserves; and, to matters concerning water 

sport regulations. One-fourth of the county poliee departments 

assign personnel to the enforcement of fish and gane laws. 

Sixty-seven percent of the departments have responsibili­

ties relative to the serving of criminal processes, (Table IX-6) 

43 percent in li.censing and permits, and 36 percent have respon­

sibilities relative to gun registration matters. 

154 



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

TABLE IX-3 

PERCENT OF COUN1Y SHERIFFS' AGENCIES WHICH 
ASSIGN PERSONNEL 'ID VARIOUS FUNCTIONS 

1) Coroner's 
Office Duties 

2) Personal Pro­
tection For 
Ci ty, COtnIty 
Or State 
Officials 

3) Enforcement Of 
Environmental 
Laws 

4) Enforcement Of 
Fish And Game 
laws 

5) Enforcement Of 
Laws In County 
Or State Parks 
Or Game Pre­
serves 

6) Enforcement Of 
Courlty Or State 
Water Sport 
Regulations 

National Suburban 

Ntmiber Nurriber 
Of Percent Of Percent 

Agencies Age.TJ.cies 

1746 21 420 1L~ 

1727 41 420 39 

1719 38 416 26 

1729 37 417 25 

1735 Sl 419 43 

1735 51 419 43 
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Rural 

Number 
Of Percent 

Agencies 

1310 24 

1307 42 

1303 If 1 

1312 40 

1316 54 

1316 54 



TABIE IX-4 

PERCENT OF COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES WHICH 
ASSIGN PERSONNEL 'ill VARIOUS FUNCI'IONS 

BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

furtheast North Central Southern 

1) Coroner's 
Office Duties 

2) Personal Pro­
tection For 
City, County 
Or State 
Officials 

3) Enforcement Of 
Environmental 
laws 

4) Enforcement Of 
Fish And Game 
Laws 

5) Enforcement Of 
laws In County 
Or State 
Parks Or Game 
Preservet~ 

6) Enforcement Of 
County Or 
State Water 
Sport Regula­
tions 

~tates 

NLmiber 
Of 

Agencies 

127 

126 

125 

125 

126 

126 

% 

11 

42 

24 

26 

39 

39 

States States 

Nln:nber Number 
Of % Of % 

Agencies Agencies 

713 23 614 15 

714 40 610 39 

711 43 609 32 

716 42 611 25 

721 56 612 40 

721 56 612 40 
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Western 
States 

Number 
Of % 

Agencies 

I 
276 36 

I 

277 49 

274 42 

277 53 

276 67 

276 67 



TABLE IX-5 

PERCENT OF COUNIY POLICE DEPAR'lMENTS WHICH 
ASSIGN PERSONNEL 10 VARIOUS FONCITONS 

1) Coroner's 
Office Duties 

2) Personal Protection 
For City, Cotmty 
Or State Officials 

3) Enforcement Of 
Environmental Laws 

4) Enforcement Of 
Fish And Game laws 

5) Enforcement Of 
Laws In COtmty Or 
State Parks Or 
Garre Preserves 

6) Enforcement Of 
Cotmty Or State 
Water Sport Regulations 

157 

Nurriber Of 
Agencies 

Represented 

28 

28 

28 

28 

28 

28 

Percent Of 
Agencies 

18 

57 

32 

25 

61 

61 



1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

TABLE IX-6 

PERCENT OF COUNTY POLICE DEPAR'JJ1ENTS WHICH 
HAVE RESPONSIBILITIES IN VARIOUS FUNCTIONS 

Provide Bailiffs To 
The Court 

Serve Civil 
Court Processes 

Serve Criminal 
Court Processes 

Tax Collection 

Gun Registration 

Licensing And Permits 

Eviction 

NLnnber Of 
Agencies 

Represented 

28 

28 

27 

28 

28 

28 

28 
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Percent Of 
Agencies 

7 

14 

67 

4 

36 

43 

11 



C. Independent City Sheriffs 

Independent city sheriffs' agencies participating in this 

study report they are not responsible for licensing and 

permit matters (Tables IX-7 and IX-8) while all have responsibili-

ties in the serving of civil court processes, 89 percent pFovide 

bailiffs to the court and 82 percent have responsibilities in 

eviction matters. 

NOTES 

1. New County, U.S.A., From America's Counties Today, (National 
Association of Counties, 1973) pp. 12-30. 

2. National Association of Counties, The County Yearbook 1977, 
(National Association of Counties and International City 
Management Association, 1977) pp. 3-4. 
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1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

TABlE IX-7 

PERCENT OF INDEPENDENT CI'IY SHERIFFS WHICH 
HAVE RESPONSIBTI..ITIFS IN VARIOUS FUNCTIONS 

Number Of Percent Of 
Agencies Agencies 

Represented 

Provide Bailiffs To 18 89 
'The Court 

Serve Civil 17 100 
Court Processes 

Serve Criminal \ 18 83 
Court Processes 

Tax Collection 16 19 

Gun Registration 16 6 

Licensing And Permits 16 a 

Eviction 17 82 
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TABLE IX-8 

PERCENT OF INDEPENDENT CITY SHERIFFS VJHICH 
ASSIGN PERSONNEL 'ID VARIOUS FUNCTIONS 

1) Coroner's Office 
Duties 

2) Personal Protection 
For City, County Or 
State Officials 

3) Enforcement Of 
Enviro!ll1'ental Laws 

4) Enforcement Of 
Fish .And Game Laws 

Number Of 
Agencies 

Represented 

15 

16 

15 

15 

161 

Percent Of 
Agencies 

7 

25 

o 

7 



CHAPTER X PATROL 

The delivery of law enforcement services is generally 

perceived as the primary function of police agencies. How­

ever, in the case of sheriffs' agencies this is typically 

only one of three areas of responsibility spanning law enforce­

ment, court service and corrections. 

Patrol, as generically regarded, is one of the principle 

functions in the process of fulfilling law enforcement service 

responsibilities. But here, as in other areas of responsibil­

ity, the delivery of services can be and frequently is provided 

in a variety of ways. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

First, the underlying statutory authority for law enforce­

ment service varies from state to state as a separate section 

of this report documents. Where the sheriff does not legally 

or operationally function as the primary law enforcement offi­

cer for his jurisdiction, a number of other agencies are 

typically used in their place. 

Table X-I provides information on the composition of law 

enforcement delivery in the nation as well as in four geographic 

divisions in suburban and rural counties. 
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TABLE X-l 

PERCENTAGE OF COUN'IY SHERIFFS WHICH HAVE PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR AlL PATROL/rnvESTIGATIVE FUNCTIONS IN' 

TIIE COUNTY EXCL1IDING MUNICIPAL POLICE AREAS, OR, THE AGENCY 
WHICH HAS PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY OTHER THAN THE COUNIY SHERIFF, BY 

RURAL AND SUBURBAN COUNTY AND BY GEOORAPIlIC DIVISION 

Percent Percent Percent 
National Suburban Rural 

By By By 
Suburban Division Division 
And Rural 

9 8 I II III TV I II III TV 

Number of Agencies 437 1391 60 153 166 58 73 593 502 223 

Sheriff Departments With 
Primary Law En£orcernent 
Responsibility 83 92 28 98 86 93 45 97 92 97 

Agency Which Has Primary 
Responsibility In Lieu of 
Cotmty Sheriff 

Nurriber of .Agencies 74 111 43 3 23 4 40 18 40 7 
-
Of These, Percent That % % % % % % % % % % 

1) Cotmty law En£orce-
rrent Department 19 5 2 33 52 0 0 0 12 0 

2) State Police 
Department 44 65 60 33 17 25 85 33 64 33 

3) State Highway 
Department 3 17 2 0 4 0 2 44 17 33 

4) Mmicipal Highway 
Department (s) 18 2 21 0 9 50 5 0 0 0 

5) CorriOination 4 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6) Other 4 1 2 33 4 0 2 0 0 0 
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On a national level, these data reveal that the sheriff 

serves as the primary law enforcement officer in his juris­

diction in the vast majority of cases -- 83 percent in sub­

urban counties and 92 percent in the case of rux'al counties. 

In the minority of cases where another agency performs 

this function it most typically falls upon the state police 

or highway patrol. Additionally, among suburban agencies, 

county police and municipal police agencies assume this respon­

sibility in nearly 40 percent of t.he cases among the survey 

respondents. 

Differences in geographic divisions are only apparent in 

regard to the northeastern United States. Here sheriffs' 

agencies, and particularly suburban ageneies have a markedly 

lower frequency of primary responsibility for law enforcement 

services. In the majority of cases this authority is assumed 

by the state police in this area of the nation. 

1. Utilization and nature of patrol areas. The utiliza­

tion of defined patrol areas or beats is a mechanism that may 

be utilized in the deployment and management of patrol man­

power. Table X-2 presents the percentage of agencies which 

responded that they divide their jurisdiction into such patrol 

areas. Here, as in the remainder of the discussion in this 

section, "respondents" include only those who indicated that 

they have primary law enforcement responsibility in their 

county. 
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TABLE X-2 

PERCENTAGE OF COUNTY SHERIFFS WHOSE JURISDIcrION IS 
DIVIDED IN1D PATROL AREAS. OF THESE, THE PERCENTAGE 
WHICH urn,IZE PERMANENT PERSONNEL ASSIGNMENTS AND THE 

PERCENTAGE USING SELEcrED ME1HODS FOR ESTABLISHING PATROL 
AREAS. BY RURAL AND SUBURBAN SHERIFFS AND GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

Percent Percent Percent 
National Suburban Rural 

By By By 
Suburban Division Division 
And Rural 

9 8 I II III TV I II III 

Number of Agencies 359 1234 17 148 140 54 33 564 424 

Sheriffs Whose Jurisdiction 
Are Divided Into Patrol Areas 80 41 88 79 76 96 85 32 39 

Of These, Sheriffs Which: 

Nt:nnber of Agencies 287 506 15 117 106 52 28 180 165 

Of These, Percent % % % % % % % % % 
1) Make Permanent Person-

nel Assignments To 
Patrol Areas 20 36 20 28 52 46 36 36 62 

2) Establish Patrol Areas 
By: 
a) Incidence of Ca11s-

For-Service 90 82 90 82 70 84 82 68 74 

b) Population Density 90 61 90 77 75 89 61 64 70 

c) Natural Barriers 90 81 90 61 76 87 81 64 77 

d) Other Method(s) 20 11 20 14 11 23 11 18 11 
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TV 

213 

60 

128 

% 

53 

67 

71 

76 

11 



As Table X-2 indicates, 80 percent of suburban and 41 

percent of rural sheriffs who perform patrol say that they 

u.tilize patrol areas. l;.Jhile there is no considerable geo­

graphic variance in response to this question among suburban 

sheriffs, rural sheriffs in the North Central and Southern 

Divisions of the nation reflect a noticeably lower use of this 

technique. Only 32 percent and 39 percent of sheriffs in 

these respective areas use patrol beats as opposed to 85 percent 

and 60 percent of rural sheriffs in the Northeast and Western 

Divisions of the country respectively. 

Permanent personnel assignrnents to established patrol 

areas are not particularly characteristic of rural or suburban 

sheriffs who provided data on the subje~t, although there is 

some exception to this in both the Southern and Western Divi­

sions of the nation. In some cases these permanent patrol 

areas reflect assignments which are made on the basis of a 

deputy's area of residence. Such resident assignments are 

more common in jurisdictions which cover large areas or which 

are difficult to traverse. In such situations, deputies who 

operate in a radius from their home constitute something simi­

lar to an operational substation, or a permanent patrol area 

assignment. 

Agencies which utilize patrol areas t.i:1y use a number 

of different methuds for establishing their boundaries. The 

incidence of "calls for service, " population density and the 

existence of natural barriers such as lakes and rivers, are 
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three of the more frequently used approaches for establishing 

patrol area configurations. 

As Table X-2 indicates, the largest percentage of the 

nation's suburban sheriffs' agencies and a smaller yet sig­

nificantly high percentage of rural sheriffs utilize one or 

more of these approaches if they have designated patrol areas. 

Geographic differences in the use of anyone of these 

methods are recognizable in both suburban and rural counties 

even though there are no extreme variations in methods used. 

Depending upon the nature of the agency and the jurisdic-

tion served~ one or more of these approaches may be most 

suited. Alternative methods may in fact be preferred or incor­

porated with these techniques, as is the case with 20 percent 

of suburban agencies and 11 percent of rural agencies responding. 

2. Availability of patrol vehicles and officers. The 

number of patrol vehicles and patrol officers available to a 

department is frequently utilized as a relative index of gen­

eral patrol capabilities. These availabilities among agencies, 

of course, vary widely according to need, and direct 

comparisons between agencies should be made with the utmost 

of caution. With this understanding, Table X-3 presents a 

broad overview of patrol force availabilities in terms of 

both patrol vehicles and patrol personnel available during 

high crime time. In most cases, high crime time is during 
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the evening and early morning hours although some variation 

exists between jurisdictions. 

Nationally, Table X-3 reveals that sheriffs in suburban 

counties maintain an average of ten patrol cars and 12 patrol 

officers on the street during high crime time, or about three 

times the average of rural agencies. The contrast between 

suburban and rural agencies in this regard is heightened, as 

one might expect, by the 1al:'ger populations served by suburban 

sheriffs. 

There is some marked difference among suburban sheriffs 

as a group however, in terms of the availability of both patrol 

vehicles and patrolmen. In particular, agencies in the North­

eastern Division field the lowest average number of vehicles 

and men, while the West has over twice the average in both 

respects for the nation's suburban sheriffs. 

Suburban sheriffs in these two divisions present a con­

trast with national averages which is not evident among rural 

sheriffs. No significant variances exist in fact in any divi­

sion among rural sheriffs. 

3. Composition of patrol activities. As previously noted, 

the number of patrol vehicles and patrol officers available to 

any given agency varies greatly depending largely upon 

service demand factors and other facets of the jurisdiction in 

question. Service demand factors can include not only calls 

for service by citizens but other types of duties and 
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TABlE X-3 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PATROL CARS AND PATROL 
OFFICERS IDRMAILY IN-SERVICE DlJRII.'G HIGH 

CRIME TJME, SHERIFFS' AGENCIES BY SUBURBAN 
AND RURAL AND GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

National Suburban 
Average Average 

By By 
Suburban Division 
And Rural 

9 8 I II III IV 

Number Of .Agencies 437 1391 60 153 166 58 

Number Of Patrol Officers 
In-Service During High Crime 12 4 11 8 12 27 
Time 

Number Of Patrol Cars In 
Service During High Crirne 10 3 8 6 10 21 
Time 
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Rural 
Average 

By 
Division 

I II III IV 

73 593 502 223 

4 3 5 4 

4 3 4 4 



responsibilities which are within the purview of the office 

of the sheriff. The patrol officer is the most visible of 

all agency's sworn personnel and can be called upon to serve 

a wide variety of functions if required. 

Table X-4 presents a list of some of the most typical 

areas of responsibility which may be placed upon patrol of­

ficers. This listing is not intended to be all-inclusive 

but only representative of the most significant duties which 

form the nucleus of the function often loosely referred to 

as "patrol". 

In comparing national data for suburban and rural 

sheriffs' agencies, one finds that a greater percentage of 

rural sheriffs indicate that they "routinely" perform nearly 

all functions listed. This lends support to the concept that 

rural sheriffs' deputies are more frequently called upon to 

perform a wider variety of tasks than are their suburban 

counterparts. Rural agencies must more frequently require 

their patrol officers to be "generalists" rather than being 

able to separate their officers into specialized functions. 

Nationally, for example, the service of warrants on a 

routine basis is performed by 64 percent of suburban agencies' 

patrol officers in comparison with 86 percent of rural agencies. 

Civil process service is also perfo~~ed routinely by 33 percent 

more rural than suburban agencies. As well, 20 percent and 

15 percent more rural sheriffs' deputies, respectively, 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

TABLE x-4 

ACrIVITIES ROUTINELY PERFORMED BY SHERIFFS I 

DEPUTIES WHO ARE EXCLUSIVELY ASSIGNED 'ID 
PATROL. PERCENrAGE OF SHERIFFS BY RURAL 

AND SUBURBAN COUNIY AND GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

. 
Percent Percent 
National Suburban 

By By 
Suburban I Division~'( 

And Rurall 

9 8 I II III IV 

Warrant Service 64 86 76 58 72 52 

Civil Process Service 44 77 41 42 58 11 

Traffic Control 68 66 94 86 57 38 

Traffic Accident 
Investigation 63 66 100 89 41 36 

Prisoner Transportation 5L~ 74 59 52 62 33 

Criminal Investigation 72 87 94 72 73 63 

Juvenile Offenses 74 78 88 79 68 75 

Nuisance Calls 94 92 94 96 93 92 

-k Average No. Suburban Agencies-352 
Average No. Rural Agencies-1185 
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Percent 
Rural 
By 

Division~'( 

I II III rv 

73 82 93 84· 

54 75 85 72 

67 79 50 65 

79 87 40 60 

64 74 80 66 

82 84 89 90 

70 78 75 86 

88 92 92 94 



routinely perform prisoner transportation and criminal inves-

tigation duties than do suburban sheriffs' agen~ies. 

On the other hand, other duties such as traffic control 

and traffic accident investigat1.on, as well as the handling 

of juvenile offenses and Hnuisance H calls, are routinely 

perf.ormed by patrol officers on a generally equal basis, 

whether rural or. suburban. 

Only in the case of civil process service and traffic 

accident investigation do a significantly larger percentage 
'. 

of suburban sheriffs 1 agencies report that they do not perform 

these duties at all through patrol officers. 

Comparisons between geographic divisions yield some dif­

ferences within both rural and suburban sheriffs' agencies. 

Within rural agencies, for example, warrant and civil 

process service are less frequently performed by patrol offi-

cera on a routine basis in the Northeast than in other divi-

sions of the country. Similarly, traffic control and traffic 

accident investigation are less frequently performed by rural 

Southern sheriffs' agencies than 1.n other divisions. 

Among suburban sheriffs' agencies, it is generally the case 

in the Western Division of the country that patrol officers 

less frequently perform most of the activities surveyed on a 

routine basis. 
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Several explanations exist for the various national, 

divisional, suburban and rural differences which have been 

mentioned. In some cases, and most typically among the larger 

suburban agencies, some functions are assumed by specialized 

units within the agency. In other cases, alternative law 

enforcement agencie3, whether municipal, county, or state, 

assume primary responsibility for specific functions. The 

utilization of state police or highway patrol for traffic 

accident investigation is a frequent example of this. And 

finally, some agencies are not required by state statute or 

through local arrangement to perform certain duties, such as 

the service of civil and criminal process from the courts. 

B. County Police Departments 

Where separate county law enforcement departments ha.ve been 

established, they almost uniformly assume the primary responsi­

bility for patrol and criminal investigation within their 

jurisdiction. 

Of the 28 county police departments responding to the 

questionnaire, 21 are suburban and seven are rural departments. 

Of these, all but one suburban departments indicated that they have 

primary law enforcement responsibility. In the case of the one 

exception, that responsibility was under the control of a 

municipal police department. 
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--------- ---------------------- - --- --

Only one agency in each of the suburban and rural clas­

sifications indicated that it did not utilize patrol areas 

for the management of patrol personnel. Even though such 

patrol areas are widely used among county police departments, 

only about half of the suburban and 20 percent of the rural 

departments assign patrol personnel to these areas on a per­

manent basis. In about 90 percent of all departments patrol 

areas are established by utilizing data on the incidence of 

calls for service and population density and by means of 

natural barriers and boundaries. 

The volume of patrol vehicles and patrol personnel as­

signed to these patrol areas varies greatly from the volume 

associated with suburban sheriffs' agencies. County police 

departments responding indicate an average of 67 vehicles and 

109 patrol officers available during high crime time. This 

compares sharply with an average of ten vehicles and 12 patrol 

officers available during the same hours among suburban 

sheriffs' agencies. 

With few exceptions, the activities performed routinely 

by officers assigned exclusively to patrol in county police 

departments compare closely with similar personnel in county 

sheriffs' agencies. The exceptions fall in the area of civil 

process service and prisoner transportation. 

Only one county police department among all respondents 

indicated that its patrol officers perform civil process 

174 



service compared with 44 percent of suburban and 77 percent 

of rural sheriffs' deputies in patrol assignments. As well, 

41 percent of county police departments indicate routine 

activity in relation to prisoner transportation, as compared 

to 54 percent of suburban sheriffs and 74 percent of rural 

sheriffs' agencies. 

In other areas surveyed the routine activities of patrol 

officers in county police departments and county sheriffs' 

agencies are quite similar. 

C. Independent City Sheriffs 

As compared with county sheriffs' agencies and county 

police departments, independent city sheriffs hold no responsi­

bility as primary agents in the area of patrol and criminal 

investigation. 

Of the 19 independent city sheriffs surveyed, 17 rely on 

municipal police departments, and one each rely on county 

police departments and the state police to perform these 

functions. 
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CHAPTER XI CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION 

Criminal investigation has been one of the most popularized 

of all law enforcement functions. The "science" of the investi­

gative process has frequently hovJever, been less fact than fic­

tion. The variety of approaches utilized in the investigative 

process as well as the range of methods employed in organizing 

and managing criminal investigations is partial testimony to 

this fact. 

Recently internal and external evaluations of the criminal 

investigation function have provided data upon which law enforce­

ment administrators may make a more informed appraisal of their 

investigative operations. 

The data presented here provide some insights into the 

general composition of criminal investigation operations among 

the nation's county law enforcement agencies. This information 

will be of value in establishing the current state of the art 

and subsequent directions for change. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

In all. 1,587 county sheriffs provided inputs to this sec­

tion of the survey, indicating that they perform criminal inves­

gations. Of this total, 360 or 23 percent were suburban and 

1,227 or 77 percent rural county sheriffs. 
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Based on the total respondent population of 1,846 county 

sheriffs to the overall survey, these data reveal that approxi­

mately 86 percent of all county sheriffs perform criminal inves­

tigations. Where this function is not performed by the sheriff, 

it is generally the responsibility of the state police or high­

way patrol, a state bureau of criminal investigation or the 

function of municipal or county police departments in the same 

county as the sheriff. 

1. Special investigative units. Table XI-l provides data 

on the availability of specialized investigative units to 

sheriffs' agencies which provided survey information, as well as 

the degree to which personnel in those units are exclusively 

assigned to the investigation of various types of crime. 

Nationally, there is a striking difference between subur­

ban and rural agencies in the use of special investigative 

units. Eighty percent of suburban and 33 percent of rural agen­

cies report having criminal investigators for specialized 

assignments. 

Suburban and rural sheriffs in the Northeastern and Western 

Divi.sions of the United States more frequently report the use 

of such units, although the survey populations from these areas 

on which these percentages were constructed are smaller than in 

the other two divisions. 

As these data suggest, whether or not an agency utilizes 

specialized investigators depends upon the suburban/rural 
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TABLE XI-l 

PERCENT OF COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES WITH A 
SPECIALIZED CRllITNAL INVESTIGATION CCMPONENT 

Percent Percent 
Nationally Suburban 

By By 
Suburban Division 

And 
Rural 

9 8 I II III IV I 

NUmber of Agencies 360 1227 17 150 140 53 33 

Agencies Which Use A 
Specialized Criminal 
llTVestigation Component 80 33 100 79 73 96 59 

Of These, Depart:rrents In 
Which Investigators Are 
Exclusively Assigned To 
These Functions 

NUmber of Agencies 288 405 17 119 102 51 19 

Of These, Percent That % % % % % % % 

1) Crimes Against Persons 68 60 71 63 68 80 50 

2) Crimes Against Property 69 60 71 64 68 80 50 

3) Vice 62 51 71 57 63 70 M 

4) Narcotics/Dangerous 
Drugs 79 62 76 74 82 84 M 

5) Juvenile 69 49 94 67 65 72 50 

6) Organized Crime 50 39 50 42 56 57 23 

7) Fugitive Squad 40 25 47 33 40 52 2C 

8) Other 52 35 75 47 54 53 5C 
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Percent 
Rural 

By 
Division 

II III IV 

560 419 215 

27 36 37 

151 151 80 

% % % 

58 61 62 

57 61 6l~ 

46 56 55 

57 66 71 

46 52 47 

35 44 44 

25 28 23 

32 35 36
1 



character and size of the agency. In addition, the nature of the 

community and its criminal activity have direct bearing on the 

need for such organizational entities. These observations can 

also be made in relation to the structures of any investigative 

staff responsibilities for specific categories of crime. 

For example, the same table reveals that among both subur­

ban and rural sheriffs' agencies on a national basis, the most 

cornmon of specialized investigative assignments is in the area 

of narcotics and dangerous drugs. 

Among suburban agencies only, the second most commonly cited 

are assignments in the areas of juvenile offenses and crimes 

against property with 69 percent of agencies noting the incidence 

of assignments in each of these areas. Sixty-eight percent make 

assignments in the area of crimes against persons, 62 percent in 

regard to vice offenses, 52 percent in other unspecified categor­

ies of crime, 50 percent in the field of organized crime and 40 

percent to fugitive squads. 

Among rural agencies, crimes against persons, crimes against 

property, and vice are also most frequently cited as areas where 

special assignments are made. Least characteristic of rural as 

opposed to suburban agencies is the use of juvenile and fugitive 

squads. 

The most noticeable difference between geographic divisions 

involve suburban sheriffs in the northeastern and western states. 

Again, even though there are fewer respondents from these areas 
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upon which to draw conclusions, these two divisions show consis­

tently higher percentages of sheriffs who make specialized as­

signments of all types for investigative purposes. 

2. Organization of criminal investigation. A number of 

other characteristics can be presented concerning the general 

process and nature of criminal investigations in sheriffs' agen­

cies. 

For example, the investigative process can be handled to 

various extents by the patrol officer. The basic on the scene 

collection of information loosely referred to as the "preliminary 

investigation" is one element of this process. Data provided by 

respondent agencies reveals that nearly all sheriffs' agencies 

provide for the conduct of preliminary investigations by patrol 

officers. Ninety-nine percent of suburban and 97 percent of 

rural agencies indicate that this procedure is followed. 

Of other characteristics upon which data was sought, the 

second most frequently employed is specialized training for cri­

minal investigators. Seventy-two percent of all suburban and 

61 percent of all rural agencies stated that their investigators 

receive specialized training. 

Ninety-four percent of suburban and 81 percent of rural 

agencies in the northeastern United States note that they require 

specialized training in this area, which is noticeably higher 

than in any of the three other geographic divisions in the coun­

try. 
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Another area of interest which was the subject of question­

naire data gathering, is the degree to which case management pro­

cedures are utilized. in criminal investigations. Case management 

refers to such procedures as the limitation of manpower or time 

allocated to cases, or the selected "opening" of cases according 

to priority, seriousness or the likelihood of solution. 

Case management was the third most frequently utilized of 

procedures among the seven areas in which data was gathered. 

Sixty-five percent of suburban and 44 percent of rural agencies 

responded that such procedures were utilized in their criminal 

i.nvestigations. 

Of all four geographic divisions, suburban sheriffs in the 

Western states and rural sheriffs in the Northeast most frequent­

ly cite the use of case management procedures with 88 percent of 

the former and 66 percent of the latter answering in the affirma­

tive. 

The selection of criminal investigators is a subject which 

was also reviewed in the survey. Specifically, sbPTiffs were 

asked if positions in criminal investigation units were filled by 

competitive means from a list of eligibles. To this, just less 

than a third of all respondents answered "yes", of which 46 per­

cent were suburban and 27 percent rural sheriffs. 

In 30 percent of all cases, county sheriffs also answered 

that their criminal investigators are organized by rank. 
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Again suburban sheriffs more frequently employ this approach, 

with 55 percent indicating that they use this procedure as op­

posed to 25 percent of rural sheriffs. 

Sheriffs in the Northeast are more likely to note the use 

of organization by rank, with 71 percent and 44 percent of subur­

ban and rural respondents in these areas respectively indicating 

the use of this arrangement. 

The two least frequently mentioned mechanisms for conducting 

criminal investigations are the use of an intelligence gathering 

unit and a major crimes unit. 

In the former case only 18 percent of all sheriffs responding 

37 percent suburban and 12 percent rural -- state that an 

intelligence unit is available. 

However, a disproportionately high 75 percent of suburban 

sheriffs in the western states note the availability of a unit 

of this type. 

In regard to "major crimes" units, only nine percent of all 

sheriffs state that these are used, 23 percent of these being 

suburban and five percent rural agencies. 

Finally, sheriffs were asked to indicate the agency(s) which 

routinely assists them in maj or fraud/ embezzlement investigations. 

In this respect, the most frequently indicated is a state 

bureau of investigation which is cited by 51 percent of all 
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responding sheriffs. This is more frequently the case among 

rural sheriffs who indicate this alternative in 55 percent of 

cases as compared with 36 percent of suburban sheriffs. 

Second most frequently cited is the use of the state police 

which noted by 26 percent of all sheriffs, or 21 percent ~nd 

27 percent of suburban and rural sheriffs, respectively. 

The only other sources commonly used are the F.B.I., and the 

county or state district attorney. However, no more than eight 

percent of all respondents indicate the use of these agencies. 

The only significant difference in geographic divisions 

along these lines involves the use of county and state district 

attorneys by suburban sheriffs in the western states. Here, of 

suburban sheriffs, 42 percent and 23 percent respectively 

indicate the use of a county or state district attorney. 

B. County Police Departments 

Twenty-six county police departments provided information on 

their activities in the area of criminal investigation. Six of 

these were rural departments and 20 were suburban, 

All county police departments responding indicate that they 

perform criminal investigations. As well, all but one suburban 

and one rural department utilize a specialized investigation di­

vision or component which is solely devoted to this function. 
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In terms of officer assignments in. these units, rural 

departments reveal a lower frequency in making specialized 

assignments than do suburban departments. 

For example, most frequently cited in connection with spec­

ialized assignments are investigations in the areas of vice, 

narcotics and dangerous drugs f and juvenile offenses. Sixty per­

cent of rural departments state that they make exclusive use of 

personnel in these areas as compared with suburban departments 

where 89 percent make assignments to vice and narcotics/dangerous 

drugs and 74 percent to juvenile offenses. 

Forty percent of rural departments assign investigative per­

sonnel to "crimes against property" or to other types of crime 

investigations while 74 percent and 87 percent of suburban de­

partments make similar assignments. 

Least frequently noted among rural departments are assign­

ments to "crimes against persons'! and organized crime where only 

one of the six respondents indicates personnel assignments. Ad­

ditionally, none of the rural respondents notes the use of fugi­

tive squads. 

In the same three areas among suburban departments, 74 per­

cent of the departments specialize investigations in regard to 

crimes against persons, 68 percent in the area of organized 

crime and 32 percent in the utilization of fugitive squads. 
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Other factors associated with criminal investigations among 

county police departments show less marked dissimilarity between 

rural and suburban departments, and may be sunmarized on the 

basis of all respondents. 

Of the 27 county police departments reporting, all but one 

indicate that patrol officers conduct preliminary investigations. 

Seventy-four percent state that their criminal investigators are 

organized by rank, 72 percent that case management procedures are 

utilized by the criminal investigation unit and 69 percent that 

they utilize an intelligence gathering unit. 

Less frequently noted is the use of specialized training for 

criminal investigators which is employed by 48 percent of respon­

dents. In the case of 37 percent of departments, investigative 

positions are filled by competitive means and 30 percent report 

that they have a "major crimes" unit. 

In the case of departments which assist county police depart­

ments in the area of fraud/embezzlement investigations, respon­

dents most often note the use of the F.B.I. This source of assis­

tence was selected by 4L~ percent of county police departments. 

An additional 12 percent of departments noted the use of the 

state police, a state bureau of investigation or the state dis­

trict attorneys office in these matters. 
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C. Independent City Sheriffs 

In no instance a.mong the survey respondents do independent 

city sheriffs indicate responsibility for criminal investigations. 

This responsibility is most commonly assigned to a municipal 

police department, county sheriff or county police department 

or to the state police or highway patrol. 
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CHAPTER XII SPECIALIZED LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Within the past ten years law enforcement in general has 

been introduced to highly sophisticated administration and 

operational procedures. Previously, only the very large agencies 

had the financial capability of hiring professionals for techni­

cal assistance or could afford to groom in-house personnel 

through education for top management positions. 

With the advent of the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance 

and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration of the U.S. 

Department of Justice, funding for te.::hnical assistance and 

education was within the reach of law enforcement agencies of 

various sizes. During this period the leading law enforcement 

academies strengthened their advanced management programs which 

instilled in law enforcement a basis to embark on a professional 

management path. At the same time numerous law enforcement offi­

cers were given the opportunity to attend colleges and universi­

ties at the undergraduate and grs.duate level throughout the 

nation. Many officers received degrees in criminal justice, 

administration, education, law and the sciences. 

Today, large law enforcement agencies in the nation enjoy a 

cadre of highly educated administrators with extensive law en­

forcement experience. From the effort of this reservoir of 

expertise has come many innovative specialized law enforcement 
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programs. New programs in professional management, legal 

counsel, community relations and community crime prevention, 

crisis intervention and numerous other categories have great~ 

ly aided effective law enforcement. Various approaches in the 

operational area, such as the formation and use of tactical 

squads and target hardening programs, have been instituted as 

solutions to specific crime problems. 

Efforts were made to obtain specific information in this 

study to show the extent of specialized law enforcement pro­

grams now being utilized in county law enforcement agencies. 

Tables XII-l and XII-2 show the number of agencies which pro­

vided data in various specialized law enforcement program 

categories and the percent 0f those agencies which utilize 

such programs. It is apparent that the suburban county parti­

cipation in specialized law enforcement programs far outstrip 

rural county participation. A logical point of view is that 

the rural county agencies represent a significant number of 

agencies which are relatively limited in manpower and finances 

and which cannot institute such programs, even though the need 

for such efforts may be apparent. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Information concerning suburban county sheriffs' agencies 

as a group shows 40 percent have a research and planning pro­

gram, 54 percent have a budgeting function within their agencies 
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TABLE XII-1 

PERCENT OF SUBURBA.N COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES WHICH 
HAVE VARIOUS SPECIALIZED LAW ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS 

AGENCY PERSONNEL SIZE 

1 4 7 11 21 51 101 301 501 
to to to to to to to to to 
3 6 10 20 50 100 300 500 1000 

Nuniber of Agencies 2 10 13 44 86 75 84 21 15 

Program % % % % % % % % % 

1) Research And (1) 20 -- 11 26 32 68 80 73 
Planning 

2) Budgeting 20 30 23 40 54 76 95 100 

3) Legal Advisor 20 30 12 21 25 37 55 40 

4) Corrm..mi ty 
Crime 40 16 33 50 59 67 85 66 
Prevention 

5) Selective 
Traffic 10 7 11 22 29 39 55 46 
Enforcement 

6) St.VAT Or -- 7 4 20 29 55 75 80 Tactical Squad 

7) "Target" 
Hardening 10 7 9 26 42 50 72 50 
Program 

8) Conm.mivJ 
Re1atiop.s/ 20 ._- 26 42 44 54 70 66 Human Relations 
Program I 

9) School Safety/ -- 8 1LJ 39 50 60 80 46 School Liaison 

0) Press Liaison -- -- 2 19
1 

31 38 47 60 

1) Court Li a i son -- -- 14 23 23 43 52 66 

2) Crisis Interven- 10 5 5 7 5 20 tion Unit -- --

1 3) Other -- -- -- 50 -- -- -- 25 

1001 All 
and Agen-
over cies 

4 354 

% % 

100 40 

100 54 

100 29 

100 55 

100 29 

75 33 

100 36 

100 44 

100 4L~ 

100 27 

100 29 

100 7 

-- 8 
(1) Insufficient data available concerning agencies with 1-3 employees. 
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TABLE XII-2 

PERCENT OF RURAL COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES \,.J.HICH 
HAVE VARIOUS SPECIALIZED lAW ENFORCEMENl' PROORAMS 

Nurriber Of Agencies 

Program 

1) Research And 
P1arming 

2) Budgeting 

3) Legal Advisor 

4) Corrrm.mi ty Crime 
Prevention 

5) Selective Traf-
fic Enforcerrent 

6) SWAT Or 
Tactical Squad 

7) "Target" 
Hardening 
Program 

8) Comnuni ty 
Re1ations/ 
1furnan Relations 
Program 

9) School Safety/ 
School Liaison 

0) Press Liaison 

1) Court Liaison 

1 

1 

1 2) Crisis Inter-
vention Unit 

1 3) Other 

I 

1 4 
to to 
3 6 

118 199 

% % 

4 4 

14 15 

16 16 

14 18 

6 6 

1 3 

5 5 

12 15 

12 10 

1 3 

6 6 

-- 2 

-- --

AGENCY PERSONNEL SIZE 

7 11 21 51 
to to to to 
10 20 50 100 

248 337 228 43 

% % % % 

8 18 22 26 

22 33 43 54 

25 31 25 21 

25 32 48 52 

12 13 17 22 

3 4 16 25 

11 12 27 34 

20 28 33 41 

17 27 40 56 

5 10 19 30 

10 13 28 42 

2 3 4 2 

-- 25 -- --

190 

101 All 
to Agen-
300 cies 

15 1188 

% % 

71 14 

85 29 

35 24 

64 31 

21 12 

66 7 

35 14 

40 24 

53 24 

35 10 

35 14 

-- 2 

-- 7 



and 55 percent have a community crime prevention program. Only 

seven percent of these agencies indicate they have a crisis 

intervention unit. 

Data relative to rural county sheriffs' agencies as a group 

show 14 percent have a research and planning function, 29 per­

cent have a budgeting function, 31 percent have a community 

crime prevention program, and two percent of these agencies have 

a crisis intervention unit. 
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B. County Police Departments 

The following shows the number of police departments which 

furnished information in this segment of the study and the per­

centage of those departments which have these particular pro-

grams or functions: 

Program Number Percent Which 
or of Have Program 

Function Departments or Function 

1) Research and 
Planning 14 57 

2) Budgeting 16 31 

3) Legal Advisor 17 24 

4) Connnunity Crime 
Prevention 14 57 

5) Selective Traffic 
Law Enforcement 17 24 

6) S.W.A.T. or Tacti-
cal Squad 18 44 

7) Target Hardening 
Program 19 21 

8) Connnunity Relations/ 
Human Relations 
Program 16 31 

9) School Safety/ 
School Liaison 17 47 

10) Press Liaison 19 21 

11) Court Liaison 21 24 

12) Crisis Interv( -1tion 
Unit 26 4 
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C}lAPTER XIII TRAFFIC 

Traffic control and the enforcement of traffic law are 

conunon elements among the responsibilities generally associated 

with most law enforcement agencies. As the network of streets 

and highways has developed and vehicular traffic has increased, 

particularly over the past four decades, the responsibilities 

of la-w enforcement and the allocation of police manpower to 

this traffic function has also shown a marked increase. 

As is the case with other areas of law enforcement respon­

sibility, traffic control and enforcement can be shared with 

a number of law enforcement agencies within a jurisdiction. The 

relationship of traffic control and management to law enforce­

ment agencies is also frequently interrelated with other non­

enforcement units of government such as public works, state 

highway and engineering departments, as well as planning 

agencies and local, state and federal traffic safety organiza­

tions. 

Data presented in this section should be viewed from the 

perspective which these and other agencies have on the manage­

ment of the traffic function within law enforcement agencies. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Of the 1,855 sheriffs' agencies responding to the survey 

questionnaire, two-thirds indicate that traffic control and 
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enforcement activities are part of their agencies' realm of 

responsibilities. Of these, 86 percent are sheriffs from rural 

counties and 24 percent from suburban counties. 

Table XIII-l provides an overview of some information as­

sociated with all agencies involved in traffic enforcement, as 

well as those departments which maintain separate units for 

this specific purpose. 

1. Manpower expended on traffic control and enforcement. 

Of all sheriffs' agencies responding in the national sample, 

suburban sheriffs indicate that on average about 26 percent of 

their "street"personnel's hours are devoted to traffic control 

and enforcement activities. At the same time, rural sheriffs 

note that somewhat more, or 34 percent, of their street per­

sonnel's hours are similarly occupied. 

A divisional breakdown by geographic area, however, re­

veals a substantial difference between agencies. Among suburban 

agencies, sheriffs in the Northeast indicate that on average 51 

percent of their street personnel's time is devoted to traffic 

while only an average of 12 percent of deputies' ,time is simi­

larly expended among sheriffs' agencies of the western states. 

Among rural sheriffs' agencies the highest average time 

expended is again in the Northeastern Division and the lowest 

in the Western Division. 
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TABLE XIII-l 

MEAN PERCENT OF MAN HOURS SPENT IN TRAFFIC CONI'ROL AND 
ENFDRCEMENT AND SELECl"ED OPERATIONAL METHODS UTILIZED 

BY AGENCIES WITH SEPARATE TRAFFIC UNITS, FOR COUNTY 
SHERIFFS BY RURAL AND SUBURBAN COUNTY AND GECGRAPHIC DIVISION 

National Suburban Rural 

9 8 I II III N I II III 

Mean Percent of Available 
Man Hours Spent on Traffic 
Control and Enforcement 
Activities 26 34 51 31 21 12 44 38 30 

NUmber of Agencies 290 941 17 134 100 39 27 481 261 

Percent of Agencies With 
A Separate Traffic Unit 2(" 6 41 23 15 41 22 7 4 

NUmber of Agencies 70 56 7 31 15 16 6 34 10 

Of These, Percent That: % % % % % % % % % 
1) Utilize Beats 30 13 22 30 17 59 0 12 9 

2) Utilize Shift Plans 73 56 89 74 55 94 83 58 42 

3) Utilize MOtorcyc1es/ 
Scooters 20 2 11 13 28 29 0 0 5 

4) Routinely Issue 
Parking Citations 28 23 11 34 14 47 20 25 18 

5) Routinely Respond to 
ealls-for-Service 58 72 89 64 55 29 67 77 60 

6) Deploy Traffic Unit 
Strategically 69 48 89 70 56 76 67 54 31 
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27 

172 

6 

10 

% 
20 

62 

3 

23 

74 

52 



2. Organization of separate traffic units. The incidence 

of separate traffic units within sheriffs' agencies is relatively 

low from a national level. Among the 290 suburban agencies re­

porting. just less than one-quarter maintain individual traffic 

units, while among 941 rural agencies their availability is 

only six percent. 

Again, among suburban agencies, the northeastern and western 

state agencies diverge significantly from the national norm. 

In both of these areas the incidence of separate traffic units 

is 41 percent among sheriffs. Northeastern sheriffs also show 

the highest percentage of separate units among rural agencies. 

Interpretation of these data however, must be made with caution 

due to the relatively small sample population available in 

these geographic divisions. 

Of those agencies which have separate traffic units, Table 

XIII-l presents the percentage which utilize certain operational 

methods. Three of these methods are utilized by a relatively 

significant percentage of all agencies responding. 

First, 73 percent of suburban and 56 percent of rural 

agencies use shift plans for their traffic units, in a manner 

similar to most patrol units. Sixty-nine percent of suburban 

and 48 percent of rural agencies also deploy their officers on 

a strategic basis such as in accordance with traffic flow Or 

accident incidence analysis. In addition to their traffic 

responsibilities., 58 percent of suburban and 72 percent of rural 

': 
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agencies state that their traffic officers also routinely re­

spond to calls for service. 

Operational methods most frequently employed by traffic 

units are motorcycles or motorscooters, the utilization of 

fixed "beats" for traffic personnel and the routine issuance 

of parking citations. Only one-third of suburban and one-fourth 

of rural agencies report activity in any of these areas. 

3. Other operational practices. Law enforcement agencies 

which do not have specialized traffic units may participate in 

various types of traffic oriented practices. For example, data 

supplied by responding sheriffs indicate that 76 percent of 

suburban and 68 percent of rural sheriffs routinely maintain 

liai.son with the agency responsible for highway safety. Whether 

this agency is a separate highway department, department of pub­

lic works, county engineer or other agency, such liaison is 

necessary for highway design and improvement as well as in the 

day-to-day control of traffic. 

The availability of a traffic accident records system, which 

is kept in a centralized location separate from the agency law 

enforcement records system, is frequently required where traf­

fic management becomes a routine agency concern. Nationwide, 

survey findings reveal that 62 percent of suburban and 57 percent 

of rural agencies have actually implemented such a records system. 

Agencies responding show that 15 percent of the nation's 

suburban sheriffs and four percent of the rural sheriffs use 
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specialized accident investigators as a separate unit or section 

within their agency. In most cases, as one may expect, only the 

most active of agencies in the area of traffic would have such 

an availability. Traffic accident investigation in such circum­

stances can be a highly time-consuming activity and frequently 

requires specialized training. Data reveal that suburban sher­

iffs in the northeastern and western states have a higher fre­

quency of availability along these lines than the national 

average. Here 23 percent and 31 percent of respondents, 

respectively, indicate that specialized traffic investigators 

are utilized. 

In another area, traffic accident reporting is an activity 

which may be engaged in by law enforcement agencies irrespective 

of their size. Such reporting may be made to one or more central 

agencies. Four of which were included in the survey questionnaire. 

Of the four agencies, nationally the highest percentage of 

sheriffs, 71 percent of suburban and 73 percent rural indicate 

that they report to the state department of motor vehicles. 

Second most utilized is the state police or highway patrol, with 

70 percent of suburban and 63 percent of rural sheriffs indicating 

that reports are sent to these agencies. 

State traffic safety bureaus collect data from 53 percent 

and 46 percent of suburban and rural sheriffs, respectively, 

while 31 percent of suburban and 17 percent of rural respondents 

indicate reporting to the National Safety Council. 
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While the pattern of reporting to various agencies differs 

noticeably between geographic divisions, the overall percentage 

of both suburban and rural agencies which furnish such informa­

tion to at least one of these organizations is relatively high 

throughout the country. 

B. County Police Departments 

Six rural and 20 suburban county police departments pro­

vided information on this section of the questionnaire. 

The percentage of total available manhours which they re­

port their officers expend on traffic control and enforcement 

is quite similar to that of sheriffs, with a mean of 32 percent 

among suburban and 40 percent among rural departments. 

Ten of the 20 suburban departments and two of the six rural 

departments state that they maintain a separate traffic unit 

or section within their department. Of these ten suburban 

departments which do, all indicate that their personnel are 

deployed on the basis of traffic flow, accident analysis or 

some other strategy. Seven of the ten use motorcycles, six use 

shift plans and routinely respond to calls for service and five 

note that they utilize beats and routinely issue parking citations. 

Of the two rural departments with separate traffic units, 

both say they use shift plans and deploy their personnel stra­

tegically, while only one uses motorcycles or issues parking 

citations routinely. In neither case do these departments 

use beat plans or routinely respond to calls for service. 
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In terms of other types of traffic accidents, 37 percent 

of suburban departments use specialized accident investigation 

units while none of the rural departments report such units. 

Eighty-nine percent and 80 percent of suburban and rural 

departments, respectively, note that they maintain liasion 

with agencies responsible for highway safety engineering. Four­

teen of the 20 suburban and two of the four rural departments 

say that they keep separate traffic accident reports in a 

centralized location separate from the departments law enforce­

ment records system. 

In regard to reporting procedures for traffic accident 

data, little suburban-rural differences are definable. Of all 

departments reporting, 76 percent provide such data to the state 

police of highway patrol, 65 percent to the state department of 

motor vehicles, 57 percent to the National Safety Council and 

52 percent to a state traffic safety bureau. 

C. Independent City Sheriffs 

As is the case with patrol/investigative operations, inde­

pendent city sheriffs do not maintain responsibility for traffic 

control and enforcement activities. These responsibilities are 

assigned to municipal police departments, to county sheriffs or 

county police departments or to state police or highway patrol. 
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CHAPTER XIV IDENTIFICATION 

The primary obj ective of the investigative phase of laTH 

enforcement operations is the positive identification of the 

perpetrator, arrest and subsequent presentment in a court of 

law. Means for the positive identification of an individual 

are relatively limited in criminal investigations. By far, 

the most common method, and the one which is least subject 

to contradiction is the use of fingerprints. 

The following section presents information on the avail­

ability of fingerprint and photographic identification among 

county law enforcement agencies. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Of the 1,586 sheriffs in the United States providing in­

formation in this matter, 96 percent submit fingerprint cards 

to a state identification bureau. 

With regard to the identification function 90 percent of 

the agencies indicate they have a photographic capability, 

92 percent have a fingerprinting capability while 28 percent 

indicate they have a fingerprint identification capability. 

Twenty-two percent of the agencies indicate they have a modus 

operandi file capability in-house. With regard to photographic 

and fingerprinting capability eight percent of the agencies 
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indicate that the fingerprint identification function is through 

the state agency only. With regard to a modus operandi file 

capability 54 percent of the sheriffs note that it is through 

a state agency only, and 23 percent report that the modus oper­

andi file capability is not available. 

Of the sheriffs responding in this matter 22 percent have 

a fingerprint identification bureau or unit within their agency. 

Ninety-one percent also indicate that they have a policy to 

determine who is fingerprinted or photographed. Of this group 

68 percent reveal that fingerprinting takes place at the time 

of the arrest/booking and 32 percent that fingerprints are 

taken sometime following the arrest/booking procedure. 

Except for some of the larger sheriffs' agencies, the indi­

vidual agency does not have the capability to classify finger­

prints and make comparisons of prints obtained through criminal 

investigation. Of 1,443 sheriffs only 19 percent indicate they 

have a fingerprint classification and comparison capability. 

Of the county sheriffs submitting information, 98 percent 

of suburban and 95 percent of rural state that they submit 

fingerprint cards to a state identification bureau. Addition­

ally, 49 percent of suburban and 14 percent of rural county 

sheriffs indicate that they have a fingerprint identification 

bureau or unit. 
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B. County Police Departments 

Of the 26 county police departments submitting information 

in this matter, all indicate that they submit fingerprint cards 

to a state identification bureau. These agencies note that 

they have a photographic and fingerprinting capability on an 

in-house basis and 77 pereent also have an in-house fingerprint 

identification capabiliuy. Of these agencies, 58 percent have 

a modus operandi file capability in-house; while 17 percent in­

dicate that this file capability is available only through 

the state; and 25 percent that the capability is not available 

at all. 

Of these county police departments, 63 percent have a 

fingerprint identification bureau or unit. All county police 

departments responding indicate they have a policy to determine 

who is fingerprinted or photographed. Of this group 92 percent 

note that their policy is to take fingerprints at the time of 

the arrest/booking and eight percent sometime following the 

arrest/booking procedure. The capability of classifying and 

making fingerprint comparison is available among 64 percent of 

the responding county police departments. 

C. Independent City Sheriffs 

The independent city sheriffs participating in this study 

did not provide information concerning the' identification func­

tion, since this function is usually handled by other law en­

forcement agencies within the cities. 
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CHAPTER XV LABORATORY SERVICES 

When properly collected, handled and analyzed, physical 

evidence can provide some of the best concrete information for 

the furtherance of criminal investigations and for the determi­

nation of guilt or innocence in a court of law. In fact, the 

value of physical evidence which c.an stand on its own in 

court proceedings has gained ever greater importance as restric­

tions have increased on the manner in which evidence and convic­

tions may be obtained. 

The importance of adequate facilities and services in the 

conduct: of criminalistics analyses cannot be over emphasized. 

In this respect, the following section of the report provides 

some insight into the nature and scope of laboratory services 

available to county law enforcement. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

A markedly few county sheriffs' agencies are equipped with 

an in-house criminalistics laboratory. The percentage of 

agencies with an in-house laboratory does, however, vary signi­

ficantly among the four geographic divisions. Rural and subur­

ban designations also affect whether or not a county agency op­

erates its ovm laboratory. 

Only three percent of all 1,232 rural agencies which re­

sponded to this matter have a criminalistics laboratory, while 
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13 percent of the 358 suburban agencies have such facilities. 

Fewer rural agencies in the Northeast, No:rth Central, South and 

Western Divisions have their own laboratory than do suburban 

agencies in these respective divisions as revealed in Table XV-1. 

Of the nine geographic regions, seven show fewer in-house 

laboratory facilities in rural as compared with suburban coun­

ties. No participating suburban agencies in the East South 

Central have an in-house laboratory whereas a small percentage 

of rural agencies utilize an in-house laboratory. Among rural 

agencies the percentages among the nine geographic regions 

remain below seven percent whereas a wider percentage spread is 

evident between suburban agencies. In particular, 39 percent 

of suburban agencies in the Pacific region report utilizing an 

in.-house crime laboratory. 

Eighty-nine percent of all county sheriffs report that they 

primarily use the laboratory facilities of a state agency, with 

three percent primariiy using their own facilities. Four per­

cent report using another local agency. Four percent also indi­

cate primary reliance upon the F.B.I., and less than one percent 

of all county sheriffs rely upon another federal agency. 

When allowing for a rural and suburban breakdown, ten per­

cent of all suburban agencies in this study primarily use their 

own laboratory facilities compared with one percent of rural 

agencies. Ninety-three percent of rural county sheriffs utilize 

~he facilities of a state agency while only 77 percent of 
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TABLE XV-I 

COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES 
IN-HOUSE CRn1INALISTICS IABORATORY CAPABILI'IY 

Suburban Rural 

Number Number 
Of Percent Of Percent 

Agencies Agencies 

Total 358 13 1232 3 

Northeast 17 18 33 6 

New England 1 -- 15 7 
Middle Atlantic 16 19 18 6 

l'brth Central 148 10 560 1. 

East furth Central 108 12 220 5 
West furth Central 40 5 340 ok 

South 140 7 424 3 

South Atlantic 62 14 205 4 
East South Central 26 -- 71 1 
West South Central 52 2 148 1 

West 53 36 215 6 

l1Juntain 17 29 143 6 
Pacific 36 39 72 6 

* Less G.1an one percent ° 
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suburban agencies fall into this category. Percentages for 

agencies primarily utilizing the laboratory services of the 

F.B.I. or other federal agency do not vary according to rural 

and suburban designations. Table XV-2 portrays these data by 

geographic divisions. 

Table XV-3 through Table XV-6 show the percent of sheriffs 

agencies that have various lab capabilities available to them 

on an in-house basis or through state facilities. Percentages 

do not add to 100 because contributing agency data was restrict­

ed to in-house or state laboratory availability. 

A relatively small percentage of county sheriffs' agencies 

are charged by the laboratory they primarily use. Six percent 

of rural agencies pay for service as do seven percent of all 

suburban agencies. Two significant deviations from this pattern 

can be noted: (1) In the Western Division no suburban agencies 

reported paying for laboratory services; and (2) twenty-two 

percent of rural agencies in the Northeast pay for such services. 

The mean average time between submission of evidence to the 

laboratory primarily utilized and receipt of results is 16 days 

for rural agencies and 15 days for suburban agencies. This av­

erage varies by state and rural and suburban counties as shown 

in Table XV-7. The average time between submission of evidence 

to the laboratory primarily utilized and receipt of results 

ranges from one to 200 days. 
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TABLE YN-2 

lABORA'IORY FACTI...ITIES PRIMARTI...Y USED BY SHERIFFS I AGENCIES 
BY SUBURBAN AND RURAL COUNTIES 

Percent Suburban Percent Rural 
Agencie.s Agencies 

By By 

Laboratory Facilities Division Division 

Primarily Used By 
Sheriffs i\,;encies I II III N I II III 

Number Of Agencies 17 149 140 53 33 553 416 

% % % 70 % % % 
In-House Crime 18 7 5 28 -- I 2 Laboratory 

Another IDeal Agency 18 11 6 6 9 2 3 

A State Agency 47 80 84 57 73 , 96 93 

Federal Bureau Of 18 2 4 9 18 1 2 Investigation 

Other Federal Agenc:y -- -- * -- -- * ok 

* Less than one percent. 
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TABLE )0]-3 

COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES' ANALYTICAL lAB CAPABILITIES 
AVAIlABLE ON AN IN-HOUSE BASIS OR 1HROUGH ST-ATE FACILITIES 

Capability 

1) Drugs & Narcotics 
2) Toxicology 
3) Serology 
4) Blood Alcohol 
5) D.JC1.lm'::nts 
6) Firearms And 

Amnunition 
7) Powder Residue 
8) Toolmarks 
9) Explosives 
0) Hair 
1) Fibers 
2) Wood 
3) Soil And Minerals 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4) Glass 
5) Metallurgy 
6) Paint, Plastics, 

Rubbers 
1 7) Petroleum 

Products 
1 8) Trace Element 

Analysis 
1 9) Footpr:ints And 

Tiremarks 

NOR'IHEASTEHN STATES 

Suburban Rural 

Number Percent Percent Number Percent 
Of In- Avail- Of In-

Agencies House able Agencies House 
1hru 
State 
Agency 

17 29 65 32 38 

17 24 71 30 10 

17 24 65 30 10 

17 35 53 31 13 

15 20 73 31 13 

16 38 50 31 10 

16 31 63 31 10 

17 29 65 31 13 

17 24 65 31 10 

17 24 71 30 7 

17 24 65 30 7 
16 19 69 30 7 

17 24 65 30 3 

17 24 65 30 7 

17 18 71 30 7 

17 24 71 29 7 

17 24 65 30 7 

17 29 59 30 7 

17 47 47 32 28 
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Percent 
Avai1-
able 
1hru 
State 
Agency 

63 
90 
87 
87 
77 

90 

90 
84 
87 
87 
90 
90 
93 
93 
93 

93 

93 

90 

72 



TABLE Y0!-4 

COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES' ANALYTICAL lAB CAPABILITIES 
AVAIlABLE ON AN IN-HOUSE BASIS OR THROUGH STATE FACILITIES 

IDRTH CENTRAL STATES 

Capability 

1) Drugs & Narcotics 
2) Toxicology 
3) Serology 
4) Blood Alcohol 
5) fucuments 
6) Fireanns And 

.Amrn.mition 
7) Powder Residue 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8) Toolmarks 
9) Explosives 
0) Hair 

1) Fibers 
2) Wood 
3) Soil And Minerals 
4) Glass 
5) Metallurgy 
6) Paint, Plastics, 

Rubbers 
7) Petroleum 

Products 
8) Trace Element 

Analysis 
1 9) Footprints And 

Tirernarks 

Number 
Of 

Agencies 

142 
138 
135 
140 
141 

141 

142 
142 
142 
142 
142 
142 
141 
141 
142 

141 

142 

142 

143 

* Less than one percent. 

Suburban 

Percent Percent 
In- Avail-

House able 
1bru 
State 
Agency 

23 76 
5 91 
5 90 

17 81 
6 89 

9 90 

10 89 
13 86 
6 92 
6 92 

6 92 
5 93 
4 94 
4 94 
5 92 

5 91 

4 92 

8 89 

20 78 

210 

Rural 

Number Percent 
Of In-

Agencies House 

542 11 
523 4 
509 1 
540 12 
527 3 

534 2 

531 2 
532 4 
530 1 
525 * 
524 * 
523 1 
525 * 
521 1 
517 1 

527 * 
523 * 
520 1 

536 13 

Percent 
Avail~ 
able 
'lbru 
State 
Agency 

88 
94 
97 
86 
93 

97 

96 
95 
96 
98 
98 
97 
97 
96 
95 

97 

96 

96 

86 



TABIE XV-5 

COUNTY SHERIFFS I AGEN"CIES I ANALYTICAL T.JI.B CAPABILITIES 
AVAIT.Jl.BlE ON AN IN-HOUSE BASIS ,OR THROUGH STATE FACILITIES 

SOU'IHERN STATES 

Suburban 
Number Percent Percent 

Of In- Avai1-
Agencies House able 

Capability 

1) Drugs & Narcotics 
2) Toxicology 
3) Serology 
4) Blood Alcohol 
5) DoCUllElts 
6) Fireanns And 

Amnunition 
7) Powder Residue 
8) Toolmarks 
9) Explosives 
0) Hair 

1) Fibers 
2) Wood 
3) Soil And Minerals 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4) Glass 
5) Metallurgy 
6) Paint, Plastics, 

Rubbers 
1 7) Petroleum 

Products 
1 8) Trace Elements 

Analysis 
1 9) Footprints And 

Tirernarks 

* Less than one percent. 

'Ihru 
State 
Agency 

138 10 89 
135 5 89 
131 6 89 
137 14 83 
135 8 88 

135 8 89 

135 10 86 
134 10 87 
134 5 87 
134 6 89 
133 5 89 
133 5 89 
133 4 88 
133 5 86 
131 3 89 

133 3 87 

132 4 89 

133 4 89 

135 22 75 

211 

Rural 
Number Percent 

Of In-
Agencies House 

419 5 
397 2 
391 1 
415 13 
398 3 

411 4 

410 3 
407 4 
406 j'\ 

412 1 
410 1 
408 --
412 1 
406 * 
399 1 

404 1 

400 1 

402 1 

414 10 

Percent 
Avai1-
able 
'Ihru 
State 
Agency 

94 
95 
96 
85 
93 

95 

95 
94 
96 
96 
96 
95 
95 
95 
94 

95 

95 

95 

89 



TABlE XV-6 

COUNTY SHERIFFS' AGENCIES' ANALYTICAL LAB CAPABILITIES 
AVAIlABLE ON AN IN-HOUSE BASIS OR lliROUGH STATE FACILITIES 

Capability 

1) Drugs & Narcotics 
2) Toxicology 
3) Serology 
4) Blood Alcohol 
5) DoctIIrel1ts 
6) Firearms And 

Atrmmition 
7) Powder Residue 
8) Toolmarks 
9) Explosives 
0) Hair 

1) Fibers 
2) Wood 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3) Soil And Minerals 
4) Glass 
5) Metallurgy 
6) Paint, Plastics, 

Rubbers 
1 7) Petroleum 

Products 
1 8) Trace Elements 

Analysis 
1 9) Footprints And 

Tiremarks 

, 

\.JESTERN STATES 

_~uburban R1lral 
Nurriber Percent Percent NurJ]:)er Percent 

Of In- Avail- Of In-
Agencies House able jAgencies House 

'Ihru 
State 
Agency 

52 46 52 211 15 
52 29 60 201 3 
51 27 67 198 3 
50 32 62 208 13 
53 34 58 202 4 

52 33 58 206 5 

52 38 50 207 6 
52 35 56 206 7 
52 25 58 203 5 
52 25 63 208 1 
52 25 63 204 1 
52 21 67 205 1 
52 23 67 204 2 
52 23 65 206 2 
52 15 63 202 1 

52 25 65 204 1 

52 23 67 203 1 

52 27 60 202 1 

53 57 40 205 18 
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Percent 
Avail-
able 
'Ihru 
State 
Agency 

84 
94 
93 
85 
84 

81 

80 
78 
76 
85 
85 
85 
84 
83 
82 

82 

83 

81 

70 
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TABLE 'J:.J-7 

AVERAGE Tll1E BE'IWEEN SUBMISSION OF EVLl)ENCE 10 'IRE 
LABORAlORY PRIMARILY USED AND RECEIPT OF RESULTS, BY STATE 

All Cotmties Suburban Rural 
-. 

Number Avg. Days Number Avg. Days Number Avg. Days 
Of Between Of Between Of Between 

Agencies Submission Agencies Submission Agencies Submission 
Of Evidence Of Evidence Of Evidence 
& Receipt & Receipt & Receipt State Of Results Of Results Of Results 

Alabama. 23 11 9 14 14 9 
Arizop.a 10 10 1 7 9 10 
Arkansas 23 16 4 15 19 16 
California 42 8 19 7 23 8 
Colorado 38 31 6 49 32 28 
Cormecticut'k -- -- -- -- -- --
De1aware~'\" -- -- -- -- -- --
Florida 48 27 22 23 26 30 
Georgia 55 29 11 15 48 16 
Hawaii;'\" -- -- -- -- -- --
Idaho 29 19 -- -- 24 19 
Illinois 67 14 16 13 51 15 
Indiana 56 18 23 16 33 20 
Iowa 60 10 6 7 54 11 
Kansas 65 16 6 7 59 16 
Kentucky 15 16 3 30 12 13 
lDuisiana 38 11 10 14 28 10 
M9.ine 8 12 1 14 7 11 
Maryland 8 16 2 12 6 17 
Massachusetts* -- -- -- -- -- --
Michigan 73 9 23 10 50 8 
Mirmesota 75 11 12 10 63 11 
Mississippi 24 28 1 8 23 29 
Missouri 41 17 9 7 32 20 
1-bntana 24 20 1 10 23 21 
Nebraska 49 9 3 16 46 8 
Nevada 7 4 1 2 6 5 
New Hampshire 5 9 -- -- 5 9 
New Jerseyi\" -- -- -- -- -- --
New Mexico 15 14 1 8 14 15 
New York 31 19 15 18 16 20 
furth Carolina 58 16 10 13 48 16 
N:>rth Dakota 29 8 -- -- 29 8 
Ohio 67 9 30 11 37 7 
Oklahoma 25 20 7 10 

I 
18 23 

Oregon 31 9 6 9 25 8 
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TABLE YJI-7 (Continued) 

All Counties Suburban Rural 
Number Avg. Days Number Avg. Days Number Avg. Days 

Of Bet:w'een Of Bet:w'een Of Bet:w'een 
Agencies Submission Agencies Submission Agencies Submission 

Of Evidence Of Evidence Of Evidence 
& Receipt & Receipt & Receipt 

State Of Results Of Results Of Results 

Pennsylvania'''' -- -- -- -- -- --
Rhode Is1and~'( -- -- -- -- -- --
South Carolina 28 8 5 9 23 8 
South Dakota 34 12 1 7 33 13 
Tennessee 24 12 10 9 14 14 
Texas 90 23 23 26 67 22 
Utah 15 24 3 13 12 27 
Verrront 2 45 -- -- 2 45 
Virginia 38 18 7 15 31 19 
Washington 25 18 8 23 17 15 
West Virginia 16 24 2 48 14 21 
Wisconsin 41 19 8 15 33 19 
Wyoming 13 13 --

I 
-- 13 13 

l'fut Applicable 
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County sheriffs favorably rated the capabilities of the 

laboratory primarily used by their agency. Nationally, 47 per­

cent rated the laboratory facilities as "excellent", 41 percent 

"good", ten percent "only adequate" and one percent rated the 

laboratory as "inadequate". While these percentages vary some­

what between rural and suburban agencies and geographic divi­

sions, the ratings are nearly always favorable. 

Twenty-seven percent of the 1,558 county sheriffs respond­

ing to this matter indicate that they are required by law, re­

gulation or departmental policy to submit evidence to a state 

laboratory. Nineteen percent of county sheriffs in the Western 

Division, 22 percent in the Northeast, 25 percent in the North 

Central Division and 35 percent in the South have such require­

ments. 

Suburban sheriffs' agencies utilize mobile crime labs more 

frequently than do rural agencies. This is evident in the 

Northeast, North Central, South and Western geographic Divisions 

(See Table XV-8). The most striking feature revealed in 

Table XV-8 is the 42 percent of suburban agencies in the Western 

Division which report they utilize a mobile crime lab. Within 

this same division, it is also significant to note that 59 per­

cent of the suburban counties in the Mountain region have their 

own mobile crime lab. Of the rural agencies responding to this 

matter. the New England, Middle Atlantic and East South Central 

regions show no mobile crime labs in use. 
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TABLE YN-8 

COUNTY SHERIFFS I AGENCIES UTILIZING 
A lvlDBILE CRll1E lABORA'IORY 

Suburban 

Nllmber 
Of Percent 

Agencies 

Total 359 21 
.' 

l'brtheast States 17 12 

New England States 1 --
Middle Atlantic States 16 13 

furth Central States 149 19 

East 'North Central States 109 16 
West North Central States 40 30 

Southern States 140 17 

South Atlantic States 62 31 
East South Central States 26 12 
West South Central States 52 4 

Western States 53 42 

M:>untain States 17 59 
Pacific 36 33 
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Rural 

Number 
Of Percent 

Agencies 

1228 3 

33 --

15 --
18 --

560 3 

220 6 
340 1 

420 4 

205 6 
70 --

145 I 2 

215 5 

143 5 
72 4 



B. County Police Departments 

Four of the twenty-seven county police departments respond~ 

ing to this matter indicated that they have their own in-house 

criminalistics laboratory. (See Table XV-9.) 

Seventeen county police departments primarily utilize the 

laboratory facilities of a state agency; four primarily use their 

own in-house crime laboratory; three utilize another local 

agency; and three primarily utilize the laboratory services of 

the F.B. I. 

Only one county police department reported being charged by 

the laboratory it primarily used. 

The mean average time betweer:l Stl~11nission of evidence to the 

laboratory primarily used and receipt of results is 18 days. The 

number of days between the submission of evidence and receipt of 

results ranges from one to 90 days as reported by 25 county 

police departments. 

Eight county police departments are required by law, regula­

tion or departmental policy to submit evidence to a state labora­

tory. Nineteen departments indicate that they did not have such 

requirements. 

Fifteen county police departments rate the capabilities of 

the laboratory primarily used as "excellent"; 11 departments rate 

the facilities as "good"; and one department rated the capabili­

ties of the laboratory primarily used as "only adequate". 
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1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 

6) 

7) 
8) 
9) 

0) 
1) 
2) 
3) 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4) 
5) 
6) 

1 7) 

1 8) 

1 9) 

TABLE EJ-9 

COUNIY POLICE DEPAR'JMENl'S I ANALYTICAL lAB CfUJABILITIES 
AVAILABLE ON AN IN-HOUSE BASIS OR'IHROUGH STA'IE FACILITIES 

Number Percent Available l'bt 
Of In- 1bru State Available 

Agencies HausE: Agency Thru Either 

Capability In-House Or 
State Lab 

Drugs & Narcotics 27 18 74 7 
Toxicology 27 7 85 7 
Serology 27 7 81 11 
Blood Alcohol 27 7 85 7 
Documents 27 7 74 18 
Firearms And 

27 11 70 18 Anmmition 
Powder Residue 27 22 63 15 
Toolmarks 27 18 63 18 
Explosives 27 7 78 15 
Hair 27 7 78 15 
Fibers 27 7 78 18 
Wood 27 4 74 22 
Soil And Minerals 27 7 74 18 
Glass 1 27 7 74 18 
Metallurgy 27 4 70 26 
Pa:int, Plastics, 

27 7 74 18 Rubbers 
Petroleum 

27 4 74 22 Products 
Trace Element 

27 7 74 18 Analysis 
Footprints And 

27 18 63 18 Tireroarks 
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Of the 27 county police departments responding to this mat­

ter, 14 indicate that they have a mobile crime laboratory. 

C. Independent City Sheriffs 

The independent city sheriffs who participated in this 

study indicate tP!.y do not have crime laboratory capabilities. 
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CHAPTER XVI LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMUNICATIONS 

The ability to communicate is of great importance in any 

field of endeavor. Communications capability in law enforcement 

is vital to the ability of the agency to function. Through the 

communications function the agency receiving information relat­

ing to law enforcement matters, deploys personnel and maintains 

a flow of information within the agency; and, between agencies 

at various levels of government. 

Information collected in this study concerning law enforce­

ment communications is relative to those agencies which have a 

centralized communications center servicing the patrol and/or 

investigative functions. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Nationally, 91 percent of the 1,544 sheriffs providing in­

formation have centralized communications servicing the patrol 

and investigative functions in their agencies. Of the suburban 

county sheriffs 96 percent indicate having such capability and 

89 percent of the rural sheriffs also report having a central­

ized communications center. 

In regard to the number of telephone trunks utilized in the 

communications centers, the national average is five telephone 
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trunks while the suburban sheriffs average seven and the rural 

sheriffs average four. 

Some 570 county sheriffs in the United States indic~te they 

utilize a central emergency telephone number within their agencies. 

Of this group 301 county sheriffs advise that their emergency 

phone number is centralized with the fire department, 148 of these 

being suburban counties and 56 rural counties. There are 236 

county sheriffs who have a centralized emergency phone number 

linked to the local civil defense organization, and of these 

agencies 58 are suburban counties and 178 are rural counties. 

Based on information furnished in this study there are 47 

suburban county sheriffs and 116 rural county sheriffs who utilize 

a standardized "911" emergency phone number. 

Table XVI-I, provides information concerning the percent of 

agencies with centralized communications which use an emergency 

phone number and the percent of those agencies which use the 

"911" telephone number. 

Information was collected in this study relative to the 

radio communications link capabilities of county law enforcement 

agencies. Of 1,374 sheriffs throughout the nation 89 percent 

indicate they have a radio communications link with the state 

police or highway patrol, 96 percent with local townships and 

cities, 69 percent with civil defense organizations and 72 per­

cent with local fire departments. There are 407 county sheriffs 

who indicate they have other radio link capabilities with various 

agencies which include the federal forestry service. rescue squad 
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Agency 
Persomel 

Size 

1 - 3 

4 - 6 

7 - 10 

11 - 20 

21 - 50 

51 - 100 

101 - 300 

301 - 500 

501 - 1000 

1001 - Over 

TABLE X'ilI-1 

PERCENT OF COUNIY SHERIFFS I AGENCIES 
WIlli GENTRALIZED CCM1UNICATIONS CENTER SERVICING 

PAlROL AND/OR INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTIONS WHICH UTILIZE 
A CENTRALIZED EMERGENCY TELEPHONE NUMBER 

Number 
Of 

Agencies 

118 

212 

256 

389 

315 

117 

99 

21 

15 

4 

Percent Of Nurrber Of 
Agencies With Agencies With 
~1tra1ized Emergency 

Communications Telephone 
Number 

71 26 

83 74 

93 106 

92 141 

95 123 

98 49 

97 55 

95 10 

93 9 

100 1 

222 

Percent Of 
Agencies Using 

911 Nurriber 

12 

18 

24 

28 

37 

29 

31 

30 

11 

a 



and ambulance services; federal agencies and central police 

radio networks. Of the 339 suburban county sheriffs' agencies, 

86 percent note a radio communications link with the state 

police or highway patrol, 96 percent with local townships and 

cities, 77 percent with the civil defense organizations and 

67 percent with local fire departments. Rural county sheriffs 

indicate that they maintain radio communications link capabili­

ties with other agencies in a large percentage of cases. Ninety­

one percent report, for example, that they have communications 

links with state police or highway patrol, 96 percent with 

local townships and cities, 66 percent with civil defense or­

ganizations and 74 percent with local fire departments. 

There were more than 1,300 county sheriffs furnishing in­

formation relative to centralized law enforcement communications 

of which 80 percent indicate that their communications/dispatch 

unit compiles complaint cards on calls for service. Of this 

number 100 percent record the time the complaint was received, 

95 percent the nature of the complaint, 90 percent the time a 

unit was dispatched, 89 percent the time the unit arrived at 

the scene and 85 percent record the time the unit was back in 

service. Some 84 percent of these agencies also note that the 

complaint card carries information relative to the status of 

reports required. 

Eighty-nine percent of 328 suburban county sheriffs indicate 

that their communications/dispatch unit compiles complaint cards 

on calls for service, while 77 percent of the 992 rural county 
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sheriffs report that such a procedure is utilized. 

Of the 1,300 agencies which furnished information in this 

matter, 78 percent advise that they have the ability to provide 

historical data on telephone calls received and radio trans­

missions. 

Only 32 percent of the sheriffs indicate they utilize 

recording equipment in obtaining and maintaining this histori­

cal data. It is assumed that a majority of the agencies having 

this capability rely on a typed or handwritten log. It is 

interesting to note that 59 percent of the suburban sheriffs 

indicate they use recording equipment. It is logical to assume 

that the larger suburban agencies have both the need and the 

financial ability to utilize recording equipment while the 

rural agencies, especially those that are smaller, do not have 

the urgent need and/or the financial capability to obtain such 

equipment. 

Of the suburban county sheriffs responding, 62 percent ad­

vise that they use priority response codes when dispatching 

units to calls for service while 50 percent of the rural county 

sheriffs indicate they use such codes. 

Nationally, both suburban and rural sheriffs utilize an 

average of two radio channels for law enforcement communications. 

There are 763 county sheriffs in the United States which report 

that they also have separate tactical radio frequencies avail­

able. Of this number of agencies the average is two such 
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frequencies available. 

Efforts were made in this study to determine the extent 

of use by county law enforcement agencies of mobile digital 

terminals linked to a computer system within their agency. The 

mobile digital terminal in a patrol vehicle or other mobile 

unit provides the user with the ability to make inquiries 

against certain operational files as well as the ability of 

central communications to transmit to the operating unit via 

the mobile digital terminal. There are 54 sheriffs in the United 

States who indicate that they have mobile digital terminals in 

operation in their agency, with an average of 12 such terminals 

per agency. It is noted that one county sheriff's office in 

the state of Florida has 65 mobile digital terminals which are 

transferable between various motorized units. 

Information furnished by 1,383 sheriffs indicate that 79 

percent monitor burglary/robbery alarm systems in their communi­

cations center. Of this group 85 percent of suburban and 79 

percent of rural agencies conduct such monitoring. 

B. County Police Departments 

All 25 county police departments contributing to this por­

tion of the study have centralized communications servicing the 

patrol/investigative functions. These departments average 14 

telephone trunks utilized in the communications center and 63 

percent advise that they utilize an emergency telephone number. 

Of this group, 96 percent indicate they have the ability to 

225 



provide historical data on communications and 88 percent 

utilize recording equipment. Sixty percent of the county 

police departments represented indicate they use priority 

response codes in dispa.tching units for service. These agencies 

average three radio channels for normal law enforcement communi­

cations and have available an average of three channels for 

tactical use. 

Of the county police departments reporting, 12 percent 

indicate they have mobile digital terminal capability and 80 

percent advise that they monitor burglary/robbery alarm 

systems in their communications center. 

C. Independent City Sheriffs 

The independent city sheriffs' agencies participating in 

this study do not maintain a centralized communications center 

servicing the primary patrol/investigative functions. Communi­

cations data were not collected from these agencies. 
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CHAPTER XVII JAILS/CORRECTIONS 

Operation and administration of county jails together with 

law enforcement and court services functions on the county level 

have historically been the responsibility of the county sheriff. 

In recent times however, local jails have more often been 

considered part of the broader correctional system rather than 

as simply short-term holding facilities for misdemeanants and 

lower felons. Consequently, county jails have been the target 

for increased security and various change movements. Facili­

ties, programs and administrative practices and procedures have 

been subject to review and experimentation. 

One result has been the development of a generally diverse 

network of local jails. Unfortunately, there has been very lim­

ited general information regarding the composition and na.ture 

of these jails on a national basis. 

The responses of a large percentage of the country's sher­

iffs in this survey provide a needed and comprehensive view of 

the status of those local jails. 

A. County Sheriffs' Agencies 

Table XVII-I reveals that county sheriffs operate the 

primary county jail in nearly 90 percent of all cases whether 

in suburban or rural counties. In the remainder of cases, de­

pending upon constitutional or statutory authority, the county 
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TABLE XVII-l 

PERCENr OF COUNTY SHERIFFS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE 
OPERATION OF THE COUNIY JAIL, AND THE USE OF THEIR 

AGENCmS FOR PlUMARY JAIL OPERATION, BY NATION 
AND GEOORAPHIC DIVISION 

Percent Percent Percent 
National SUburban Rural 

By By By 
Suburban Division Division 
.And Rural 

9 8 I II III N I II III 

NUmber of Agencies 439 l390 58 154 169 58 71 594 502 

Sheriffs Which Operate 
A County Jail 89 88 69 96 88 91 68 89 87 

Agency Operating Jail 
In Lieu of Sheriff 

Number of Agencies 48 167 18 6 20 5 23 65 65 

Of These, Percent That % % % % % % % % % 

1) Board of County 
Ccmnissioners 57 15 67 33 55 60 39 0 26 

2) Different County 
Jail 6 44 0 0 15 0 9 78 17 

3) Regional Correc~ 
tions Agency 4 6 0 17 5 0 0 3 12 

4) M.micipal Correc-
tions Agency 4 5 0 17 5 0 4 5 3 

5) State DepartJ:rent 
of Corrections 4 6 11 0 0 0 43 0 1 

6) Ot..l-J.er Agency 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
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sheriff may not be responsible for the county jail. Where the 

authority does not exist for its operation a number of situations 

may preclude the sheriffs' responsibility for the jail. For 

example, the jail may have been closed by court order; a 

regional jailor the jail of another county may be utilized; or 

passage of a local option may have placed jail responsibil~ties 

in the hands of an independent administrator or county depart­

ment of corrections. 

1. Responsibility for jail operations. Table XVII-l pro­

vides some information on the incidence of jail operation by 

the county sheriff, and where the sheriff is not responsible, 

these data indicate the percentage of cases in which other 

agencies have assumed this responsibility. 

It is interesting to note that in many cases where admin­

istrative responsibility for jail operations has been transferred 

to another agency, the legal authority and responsibility for 

jail operations and security remain with the sheriff as the 

country's primary law enforcement officer. 

A significant difference exists in the Northeastern Division 

of the country where about 70 percent of the jails are operated 

by the sheriff. Where the sheriff does not operate the jail, 

most typically the responsibility rests with a separate board 

of commissioners in the case of suburban counties, and with 
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either a board of commissioners or the state department of 

corrections in the case of rural counties. 

Nationally, of all alternate forms of responsibility where 

the sheriff does not operate the jail, the board of commission­

ers is most frequently noted by suburban agencies, and the 11se 

of a different county jail by rural departments. 

Alternate county jails are more commonly used in rural 

counties of the north central and western United States. 

Responsibility for jail operations goes to regional cor­

rections agencies more often in suburban counties of the 

Northeast and rural southern counties while municipal agencies 

are more often used for this purpose in the suburban Northeast 

and rural western states. 

Control by state departments of corrections is more common 

in the rural northeastern counties of the nation where sheriffs 

do not operate the jail. 

2. Jail facilities. The actual location of jail facili­

ties may vary depending on such factors as inmate capacity or 

the assignment of other law enforcement functions to the 

sheriff. 

Eighty-five percent of rural sheriffs and 89 percent of 

suburban sheriffs responding to the survey indicate that their 

jail is located in the sheriff's building. This is most 
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common among rural sheriffs in the North Central and Western 

Divisions where 91 percent and 93 percent respectively pro­

vide this response. 

In addition to the primary jail, the sheriff may operate 

one or more other facilities which may be Jsed primarily as, 

additional jails, as centers which are oriented to various pro­

gram needs, or as individual units for segregating various cate­

gories of inmates. 

Data reveal that the most prevalent of all forms of addi­

tional facilities are temporary lock-ups or holding facilities. 

Approximat~ly one-third of 1,530 sheriffs responding state that 

they utilize such lock-ups separately from the primary jail. 

This is the case in both suburban and rural agencies with little 

significant differences between geographic divisions of the 

country. 

Nationally, the second most prevalent addit~onal facility 

is the satellite jail located separately from the primary jail 

and typically in outlying areas of the county. Thirteen per­

cent of suburban and five percent of rural county sheriffs 

report that they opera'te satellite jails. 

A disproportionately high percentage of sheriffs in 

western states use satellite jails, in many cases due to the 

large size of many western counties and consequent longer 

travel time. Here, 38 percent of suburban sheriffs and 17 

percent of rural sheriffs responding to the questionnaire 
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note the use of satellite jail facilities. Other than the 

western sheriffs, only suburban sheriffs in the northeastern 

United States show a significant use of satellite jails with 

19 percent of sheriffs in this area indicating their use. 

The prison farm is the only other type of facility which 

has any noticeable usage. Ten percent of the 439 suburban and 

only one percent of all 1,390 rural sheriffs reporting note the 

operation of a prison farm. These are most commonly reported 

by the suburban county sheriffs in the Northeast and West where 

22 percent and 43 percent respectively indicate their usage. 

When asked if they utilize state road camps or public 

work camps, not more than one percent of all sheriffs noted 

these availabilities. 

In addition to these facilities, 87 agencies, or about 

six percent of all respondents, stat8s that they maintain 

other types of facilities for programmatic or related purposes. 

As reported by these 87 agencies, the most prevalent other 

facility is a center for work release. Seventy-six percent 

of rural and 61 percent of suburban agencies in this group 

indicate the use of such centers, while 27 percent and 22 per­

cent of suburban and rural sheriffs respectively note the avail­

ability of separate juvenile facilities. Less prevalent among 

this group is the availability of half way houses which were 

cited by four of the 41 suburban agencies and only one of the 

46 rural sheriffs. 
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The construction of new jail facilities was also a sub­

ject which was explored in the survey questionnaire. Nation­

ally, 332 suburban and 1,194 rural sheriffs provided information 

on this subject. 

Table XVII-2 provides a summary of data on the percentage 

of sheriffs' agencies with new jail facilities under construc­

tion and those which indicate that capital funds have been ap­

proved for construction within the next five years. Table XVII-2 

also presents the mean number of inmate beds that will be added 

by the construction, the mean total cost of the construction, 

and an average of construction cost per inmate bed. 

Nationally, these data Leveal that 13 percent of suburban 

and seven percent of rural agencies currently have new jail 

construction underway. An additional nine percent and eight 

percent of suburban and rural sheriffs respectively note that 

capital funds have been approved for construction. 

The mean number of inmate beds that will be added by these 

construction projects is substantially higher in suburban 

counties. However, the cost per additional inmate bed is only 

slightly higher in suburban than in rural counties -- or about 

$54,000 in suburban as compared with approximately $52,000 in 

rural counties. 

Among suburban sheriffs in the four geographic divisions, 

the West shows the highest percentage of new construction as 
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TABLE XVII-2 

PERCENT OF SHERIFFS' AGENCIES WITH NEW JAILS UNDER 
CONS'IRliCITON OR CAPITAL FUNDS APPROVED FOR CONS'IRUCTION; 

MEAN NUMBER OF BEDS ADDED, ME'At~ TOTAL COST, AND MEAN 
COST PER INMATE OR NEW CONS'IRUCTION, BY NATIONAL AND 

GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

'National Suburban Rural 
By Agencies Agencies 

Suburban By By 
And Rural Division Division 

9 8 I II III IV I II III 

Number Of Agencies 332 1114 37 130 126 39 43 488 391 

Percent Of Agencies % % % % % % % % % 
Wi th New Jail Under l3 7 3 11 14 25 8 6 7 
Construction 

Percent Of Agencies 
With Capital Funds 

9 8 11 6 9 18 9 7 7 Approved For 
Construction 

Mean Number Of Tleds 
Added By New 169 25 115 244 138 144 29 21 31 
Construction 

Mean Total Cost Of 
Ne'".v Cons truction 9068 1294 8997 7413 5256 5441 1391 1157 1134 ell, 000 's Of 
Dollars) 

Mean Cost Per In-
Mate Bed Based On 
Net"N' Construction 53.7 51.8 78.2 71.4 ·38.1 37.8 48.0 55.1 36.6 
(In 1,000's Of 
Dollars) 
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well as the highest percentage of agencies in which capital 

funds have been approved for construction. While the North­

east reveals the lowest rate of new construction, it is second 

highest among the four geographic divisions in approved funding 

projects. 

Again, among suburban agencies, the largest construction 

efforts based on added bed space are in the Northcentral Divi­

sion with an average of 244 inmate beds being added per con­

struction project. 

The highest mean cost of construction among suburban agen­

cies is in the northeastern United States even though it has the 

lowest percentage of projects underway. The lowest construction 

costs are in the West where the mean expenditure per inmate 

bed is $37,800. The West also indicates the highest rate of 

new jail construction. 

Among rural counties there is less contrast in the rate of 

new construction between geographic divisions even though rural 

western sheriffs, as their suburban counterparts, report a 

higher mean rate of approved construction projects over the next 

five years. 

The largest construction projects among rural sheriffs 

appear to be in the southern and northeastern counties of the 

nation where the average number of additional beds added is 

about 30 per agency. 
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Unlike suburban sheriffs the highest reported mean cost 

of construction among rural sheriffs is in the western states 

which average $70,300 per additional inmate bed. The lowest 

construction cost is in the South which reports an average of 

$36,600 per inmate bed. 

In addition, other data provided reveal that additional 

bed space was added to jail facilities in 11 percent of all sub­

urban jails and seven percent of rural jails during 1977. This 

was the result of measures taken by the sheriffs other than 

actual construction, such as increasing the rate of inmates 

per cell or utilizing jail space in alternative ways to accom­

modate more inmates. 

3. Inmate population. Table XVII-3 provides information 

on the design capacity of jails as well as the number and com­

position of inmates incarcerated as reported by sheriffs in 

the survey sample. 

The 372 suburban sheriffs reporting indicate a total of 

65,235 inmates while 1,131 rural sheriffs report 18,826 inmates 

under incarceration at the time the survey instrument was com­

pleted. 

Nationally, these data indicate that suburban sheriffs' 

jails are on average designed to hold 182 inmates while rural 

jails have an average design capacity of 34 inmates. 
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TABlE XVII - 3 

ME'.AN NUMBER OF INMATES WHICH JATIS ARE DESIGNED 'ID HOLD, 
MEAN :NUMBER OF INMATES UNDER INCARCERATION .AND PERCENT 

COMPOSITION OF INMA'lE POPUIATION, BY NATIONAL .AND 
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

National Suburban Rural 
By Agencies Agencies 

Suburban By By 
And Rural Division Division 

9 8 I II III IV I II III 

Number Of Agencies 372 1131 35 141 143 53 44 504 390 

l1ean Number Of In-
TIE.tes Jail Designed 182 34 146 121 141 496 49 25 40 
To Hold 

Mean Number Of In-
mates Under Incar- 187 17 132 116 144 547 27 11 21 
ceration 

Percent Oarnposition 
% % % % % % % % % Of Inmate Population: 

1) Pre-trial 48 33 47 50 50 45 30 34 36 
2) Awaiting 6 12 6 10 7 4 11 l3 12 Sentencing 

3) Serving Sentence 35 39 38 27 24 46 48 41 29 
4) On Appeal 1 1 1 1 3 0 1 1 3 
5) Awaiting Extra- 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 

dition 

6) Awaiting Trans- 5 7 4 4 12 1 2 4 12 fer To State 

7) Other 4 5 3 7 4 3 7 5 6 
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Suburban jails, on a national average, maintain an in­

mate population which is just above their rated capacity 

while rural agencies average only half their rated capacity. 

Nationally, the composition of the inmate populations 

among responding sheriffs varies somewhat by rural and sub­

urban agency. Among the nations' suburban agencies, nearly 

half of all those incarcerated are in a pre-trial status and 

just over one-third are serving sentences. The remainder 

fall into such categories as those awaiting sentencing, on 

appeal, awaiting extradition or transfer to the state correc­

tions system or in some other miscellaneous confinement status. 

This compares with one-third of inmates on a pre-trial 

status and nearly 40 percent serving sentences in rural sher­

iffs' jails. 

Suburban sheriffs show some dissimilarities in inmate 

capacity as well as the mean number of inmates incarcerated. 

Suburban sheriffs in the North Central United States indicate 

the smallest average jail capacity at 121 inmates while the 

West indicates the highest average capacity at 496 inmates. 

It should be noted however, that the western average in 

both rated inmate capacity and actual number of inmates is 

skewed upward by virtue of the extremely large correctional 

system in Los Angeles County, California, and, by the smaller 

number of suburban sheriffs in this geographic division. 
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In addition to the suburban Western Division the southern 

suburban sheriffs indicate an average inmate population which 

is slightly higher than their jails' rated capacity. 

In terms of inmate composition among suburban sheriffs, in­

dividual geographic patterns quite clearly resemble the overall 

national picture for suburban sheriffs, with the exception of 

inmates serving sentences. In this case, the North Central and 

Southern Divisions are somewhat lower and the Nortbeastern and 

Western Divisions somewhat higher in the percentage of inmates 

in this status. 

Among rural sheriffs, those in the Northeast indicate the 

highest average rated capacity for jails of 49 inmates and the 

North Central with the lowest or about 25 inmates. In no divi­

sion among rural sheriffs does the average number of inmates 

under incarceration exceed the average rated inmate capacity 

of the jail. This is not to say that overcrowded situations 

do not exist in some circumstances, but only that average 

capacity and average inmate populations do not exceed one 

another. A close examination of jail overcrowding will be 

made later in this section. 

Rural sheriffs reveal some differences in regard to the 

percentage of inmates serving sentences. The Western Division 

shows the highest or an average of 50 percent of its total in­

mates serving sentences, and the South the lowest average of 

29 percent of all inmates. 
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The Southern Division, in both rural and suburban classi­

fications, also indicates the highest average percentage of 

inmates awaiting transfer to the state correctional system. At 

12 percent of their average total inmate populations, this is 

nearly two and one-half times the national average for rural 

sheriffs' jails. 

In regard to jail overcrowding, a specific effort was made 

to identify the extent and level of overcrowding among reporting 

sheriffs. In particular, analyses were made between information 

on the design capacity of county jails as compared with reported 

inmate population. Where reported population exceeded the 

designed capacity, an overcrowded situation was deemed to 

exist. Where an overcrowded situation was identified, the de­

gree of overcrowding was also established through further analy­

sis of inmate population size as compared with design capacity 

of the jail. 

Data was provided in this area by 1,221 rural and 390 sub­

urban county sheriffs. On the national level., suburban sheriffs 

reported overcrowded conditions in 18 percent of all cases 

while rural sheriffs reported overcrowding in only four percent 

of all jails. In both suburban and rural departments the median 

percentage overcrowding was about 28 percent over the jails' 

rated capacity. 

When these figures are correlated with reported jail con­

struction which is currently underway, it is found that there 
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is a substantially higher rate of new construction in compari­

son with the number of reported overcrowdings among suburban 

sheriffs tha.n among rural sheriffs. In suburban counties there 

is a 27 percent rate of new construction based on the number 

of overcrowded jails as opposed to 13 percent similar rate in 

rural counties. 

Further analysis reveals a rather sharp contrast between 

the overcrowding conditions among the four geograp"hic divisions 

of the country. 

The Southern Division of the nation in particular reveals 

the more frequent and more serious overcrowded facilties. Of 

all 125 reported overcrowdings nationally, fully 46 percent are 

found in suburban and rural counties in the southern United 

States. Twenty-eight agencies or 19 percent of suburban 

sheriffs and 29 agencies or seven percent of rural agencies i.n 

the South report overcrowding. The median percent overcrowding 

among rural southern sheriffs is also the highest in the nation, 

falling at the 40 percent level. 

The second largest number of overcrowded jails occurs in 

the northeastern. United States where 17 of 148 suburban agencies 

and 16 of 530 rural agencies report overcrowding. The West, 

with 17 of 53 suburban agencies and six of 207 rural agencies 

noting overcrowded jails is third nationally, while the North­

east reveals the fewest such situations with eight of 40 
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suburban and four of 48 rural agencies experiencing over­

crowded conditions. 

Several other areas of information can be present~d in 

regard to jail inmate populations. The first of these in­

volves the segregation of inma.te populations according to such 

basic criteria as age, pre-trial/post-trial status and medical 

or physical problems. 

Along these lines, a clear majority of 96 percent of all 
" 

respondents segregate inmates by age. Generally this means the 

segregation of adults from juveniles. 

Additionally, 79 percent of suburban and 70 percent of 

rural sheriffs segregate according to medical or physical prob­

lems of inmates. The only significant difference from this 

national average is among suburban agencies in the West where 

96 percent engage in this practice. 

A lesser percentage of the nations' jails are capable of 

segregation on the basis of pre-trial/post-trial status. Forty­

six percent of suburban and 35 percent of rural sheriffs state 

that this practice is followed. Geographically, suburban 

sheriffs in the Northeast report an 82 percent incidence in 

trial status segregation as do 73 percent of rural sheriffs in 

the same division. This practice is also more prevalent in the 

suburban western counties where 60 percent of sheriffs segre-

gate inmates in this manner. 
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In addition to practices and policies associated with 

inmate segregation, the costs of incarceration were ascer­

tained on the basis of a daily per diem rate. Per diem inmate 

costs are commonly available to jail administrators since they 

are frequently used to recoup costs incurred in housing inmates 

from other institutions or jurisdictions. Typically these co~ts 

are based on total annual jail budgets excluding capital im­

provements, and pro rated by inmate day based on total inmate 

days served during a given year. 

Rounding to the nearest dollar, the mean daily cost to 

house jail inmates on a national level is $13.00 for suburban 

and $9.00 for rural jails. 

Among suburban jails, those in the Northeast report the 

highest daily costs at $24.00, followed by the West at $17.00 

per day, the North Central Division which indicates a cost 

of $13.00, and the South with a $10.00 mean per diem. 

Rural sheriffs' jails in the Northeast are again the high­

est in the four geographic divisions, reporting a mean of $19.00 

per inmate day. Then follows the West at about $10.00, the 

North Central Division at $9.00 and the South with the lowest 

average of $8.00 per inmate day. 

As noted, per diem costs are frequently employed in re­

gaining monies for housing inmates from state institutions. 

Thirty-seven percent of all suburban and 27 percent of all 
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rural agencies report that they in fact house state prisoners. 

Little significant variation from this rate exists between 

agencies in suburban and rural areas or among the four geo­

graphic divisions. The average number of state inmates housed 

in county jails, however, varies substantially. Suburban and 

rural southern jails and suburban western jails house the 

largest average number. 

In regard to inmate populations, data was collected in 

relation to inmate escapes during calendar year 1976. In all, 

31 percent of the 1,548 county sheriffs providing data in this 

area of inquiry reported a total of 1,717 inmate excapes. 

Thirty-nine percent of suburban jails reported 920 of the 

total inmate escapes while 29 percent of rural jails indicated 

escapes totalling 797 prisoners, A slightly higher percentage 

of jails in both suburban and rural southern counties, 42 percent 

and 38 percent respectively, reported escapes. This is also the 

case in suburban jails of the western states where 62 percent of 

the 53 agencies reporting indicated escapes during 1976. 

The rural southern jails and suburban western jails also 

accounted for the largest overall percentHge of all escapes 

reported. Specifically, 38 percent of the 407 southern rural 

jails accounted for 444 of the total reported escapes while 

33 western suburban jails reported 537 escapes. 
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It is important to recognize in respect to these data that 

the largest majority of escapes occur at minimum security facil­

ities or in program or work activities outside institutions 

where they are classified as IIwalk-aways". Escapes from maxi­

mum or medium security facilities such as the primary county 

jail are relatively uncommon in terms of total reported escapes. 

4. Jail Capabilities. Jail llcapabilities" are generically 

incorporated in this section as availabilities in terms of 

personnel, inmate programs, medical treatment as well as the 

availability of various forms of assistance from state agencies. 

One of the primary concerns of sheriffs responsible for 

jail administration is the provision of adequate staffing for 

security, supervision and progra.mming. Data Ttlas provided through 

the survey questionnaire from 330 suburban and 918 rural sher­

iffs on the subject of jail staffing levels. 

Table XVII-4 presents these data in terms of the average 

number and average rate of full-time jail/correctional employees 

according to ten graduations of inmate population size, and 

in respect to the four geographic divisions. 

Of all counties responding, suburban departments average 

three correctional employees for every ten inmates while rural 

jails average four employees for every ten inmates. Among the 

four geographic divisions, the northeastern counties reveal a 

noticeably higher rate of correctional employees with an 
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TABLE XVII-4 

AVERAGE NUMBER AND AVERAGE RATE PER INMATE OF FUI.L TIME 
JAIL/ CDRRECI'IONS EMPIDYEES BY NUMBER OF INMATES, BY SUBURBAN 

AND RURAL AGENCY AND NATIOl'lAL AND GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

Number Full Time Jail/Corrections Employees 
Of 

Number Of Irnnates Agencies Average Number Avg Rate Per Irnnate 

9 8 9 8 9 8 

0 - 3 8 168 3.0 1.3 1.2 0.6 
4 - 6 9 141 2.1 2.5 0.4 0.5 
7 - 10 6 129 1.6 4.2 0.2 0.5 

11 - 20 41 228 4.4 4.1 0.3 0.2 
21 - 50 77 190 9.0 6.7 0.2 0.2 
51 - 100 71 47 18.4 14.4 0.2 0.2 

101 - 300 74 13 51.2 19.6 0.2 0.1 
301 - 500 19 1 149.2 71.0 0.3 0.1 
501 - 1000 15 1 182.4 -- 0.2 --

1000 - Over 10 0 522.4 -- 0.2 --
All Counties 330 918 50.9 4.7 0.3 0.4 

Geographic Division 

Northeast 36 46 65.1 11.5 0.5 0.5 

North Central 125 379 35.1 3.9 0.2 0.4 

South 124 331 30.9 4.1 0.2 0.3 

West 45 162 138.7 5.8 0.2 0.3 
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average of one for every two inmates in both suburban and rural 

jails. The lowest employee-inmate ratios, on the other hand, 

are evident in suburban jails of the North Central, Southern 

and Western Divisions. 

Data displayed by inmate population size reveals a general­

ly lmver rate of j ail employees among rural counties as the 

size of the inmate population increases. This trend is not 

apparent in the data presented for suburban county jails where 

a rate of between two and three correctional employees for 

every ten inmates remains relatively constant. 

The size of jail/correctional staffs is of course greatly 

dependent upon the number of inmates housed by the institution. 

However, staff size as well as the nature of staff responsibil­

ities varies in accordance with the number and nature of pro­

grams and services provided to inmates. 

With rega·.·~·d to· services, j ail medical tr.eatment availabil­

ities are among the most significant. These may be provided 

in one or more ways, several of which were explored through 

the sUT"..rey questionnaire. Nationally, among both suburban 

and rural sheriffs the most prominant service is the utiliza­

tion of a physician on-call during fixed hours. Seventy-eight 

percent of suburban and 74 percent of rural agencies indicate 

thB use of this practice. 
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Sixty percent of suburban and 53 percent of rural jails 

also utilize local hospital emergency rooms and· out-patient 

treatment facilities when necessary. 

A visiting physician and/or nurse is used during fixed 

hours by about 56 percent of all suburban sheriffs while just 

over 20 percent of ru~al sheriffs report the use of this pro­

cedure. 

Full or part-time clinic staffs are among the least com­

monly available of medical treatment services in county jails. 

Only about three percent of rural jails have either available. 

Among suburban sheriffs, 28 percent report full-time and 21 

percent report the availability of part-time clini.c staffs. 

Both full-time and part-time clinic staffs are more prevalent 

among suburban jails in the Northeast and Western Divisions 

of the United States. 

Jail inmate programming can involve a variety of activities 

and functions, depending substantially upon the size and com­

position of the jail inmate population. Table XVII-5 provides 

information on the availability of 18 programs based on infor­

mation provided by an average of 353 suburban and 1,106 rural 

sheriffs I jails. 

A review of national statistics on agencies which report 

the availability of these programs reveals a marked difference 

between suburban and rural jails. 
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TABLE XVII-5 

PERCENT OF COUNTY JAIlS WHICH HAVE VARIOUS 
INMATE PROGRAMS BY RURAL AND SUBURBAN COUNTY 
JAIL AND BY NATIONAL AND GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION 

Percent Percent 
National Suburban 

By By 
Suburban Division 

And 
Rural 

Jail Program 9 8 I II III IV I 

Average Number Of 353 1106 34 137 132 49 42 ,Jails 

Work Release 30 14 44 31 23 38 26 
In-House Counseling 28 5 61 27 17 37 12 
Television 27 20 39 30 23 44 51 
Libra....ry Resources 20 8 43 21 11 22 16 
Religious Services 20 8 18 21 20 17 16 
Dayroom 20 14 20 17 17 44 28 
Weekend Sentencing 19 11 23 22 16 14 20 
Fnucationa1 Programs 15 2 29 14 11. 24 7 
C-ameroom 14 10 29 14 13 28 48 
Organized Sports 13 1 35 11 6 18 7 
Pre-Trial Intervention 12 2 15 15 11 8 5 
Substance Abuse 11 2 21 12 6 16 3 
Vocational Training 10 1 14 10 6 16 5 
Volunteer ~~0rkers 9 3 9 12 6 11 5 
Hobby/Craft 7 1 24 4 3 14 5 
Furlough 7 1 15 7 4 1L1- 7 
Contractual Counseling 6 2 18 5 

4/ 
10 2 
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Percent 
Rural 

By 
Division 

II III IV 

494 386 184 

15 8 21 
5 3 9 

19 16 20 

9 5 10 

9 9 4 
14 11 19 
10 9 15 
2 1 5 
8 7 12 
0 0 2 
3 1 4 
2 1 4 
1 1 3 
3 3 4 
1 1 0 
1 1 4 
2 1 2 



Among suburbar. agencies, between 25 and 30 percent indi­

cate the use of work. release and in-house counseling services 

as well as the availability of television. Twenty percent 

provide library resources, religious services and dayrooms. 

Less than one in five suburban agencies nationally, however, 

utilize such programs as weekend sentencing, educational pro­

grams, pre-trial intervention, vocational training or other 

activities/services listed in Table XVII-5. 

1'he most prevalent of availabilities in rural j ails on 

the national level are the use of television and day rooms 

for activity as well as v70rk release and weekend sentencing on 

the programmatic level. In no other instance do more than ten 

percent of agencies provide programs and activities listed. 

A review of programs by divisional breakdown reveals a 

more substantial percentage of availabilities in the Northeast 

and Western Divisions among both suburban and rural county jails. 

Finally, in the realm of jail capabilities it is necessary 

to examine the degree to which jail resources are augmented by 

both technical and financial assistance from the state level. 

In most cases, where such assistance exis,ts, it is made avail­

able through the state department of corrections or related 

state authority. 

In this area of study 376 suburban and 1164 rural sheriffs 

provided responses. Of these, 19 percent of the suburban and 
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ten percent of the rural agencies indicated that either tech­

nical or financial assistance is provided to their jail oper­

ations. 

Of these agencies receiving such assistance, the largest 

percentage indicate that it comes in the area of jail staff 

training. f~,xty-five percent of all agencies receiving assist­

ance indicate that it comes in the form of technical assistance 

for training and 46 percent in financial training aid. 

In the area of jail administration, 27 percent of agencies 

report technical aid and 18 percent note financial assistance. 

Technical assistance is provided to 34 percent of agencies 

and financial aid to 32 percent of jails in regard to jail con­

struction. 

Eight percent of agencies report technical and 31 percent 

note financial help in regard to salaries. 

In the area of operations and maintenance, 29 percent of 

agencies receive both financial and technical aid. 

And, in regard to community corrections and related spe­

cial projects 23 percent receive technical and 20 percent get 

financial aid. 

Finally, sheriffs were asked to rate their overall county 

jail facilities in regard to needs and capabilities. Although 
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slight differences exist between geographic divisions in the 

country as well as in rural/suburban agencies, an overall 

national summary provides d rather fair representation of 

opinion. 

Of 1,566 sheriffs responding 14 percent rated their facil­

ities as "excellent", 29 percent as "good", 25 percent as "only 

adequate" and 33 percent rated their facilities as "inadequate". 

B. County Police Deapartments 

Overall, county police departments have evolved in response 

to specific needs for law enforcement services. Their opera­

tions have most generally not included any jails/corrections 

responsibilities on the county level except service in a tem­

porary holding capacity for individuals awaiting transfer to 

a county sheriff's jail facility. Only in a small number of 

cases has full countywide jail/corrections responsibilities 

been incorporated withfue primary law enforcement duties of 

these agencies. 

Specifically, of 28 county police departments providing 

responses to this element of the survey, only four indicated 

that they operate the primary jail in the county. 

Data on jail operations provided by these four agencies 

represents too small a sample to present in terms of general 

findings or conclusions and is therefore not included here. 
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A general assessment of these specific jail operations, how­

ever, reveals that they closely parallel those of suburban 

sheriffs' agencies throughout the country. 

C. Independent City Sheriffs 

Somewhat in line with county sheriffs, independent city 

sheriffs are more frequently responsible for the operation of 

the primary county jail. For example, of the 19 independent 

city sheriffs responding, 11 or 58 percent stated that they 

have such responsibility. Eight of the 11 also noted that 

their operations included the use of other facilities, prin­

cipally lock-ups or holding facilities and to a lesser degree 

the operation of a prison farm. All but two of the primary 

jails are located in the sheriff's agency building. 

Of ten departments, only one reported the current con­

struction of new jail facilities although two more departments 

reported that construction funds have been approved to begin 

facilities within the next five years. The total construction. 

cost for these new facilities is reported as $3.2 million and 

will add an average of 40 new beds. Aside from new construc­

tion, very little additional bedspace was added during 1976. 

The average design capacity of the 11 reporting sheriffs' 

jails is 141 inmates although they range greatly in size from 

a low of eight to a high of 600 inmates. 
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The composition of the jail inmate populations generally 

resembles that of county sheriffs. For example, nearly 30 

percent of inmates are reported to be in a pre-trial status 

while 23 percent are serving sentences. Twenty-four percent 

are awaiting sentencing and an additional 15 percent are 

awaiting transfer to a state system. The remainder are on 

appeal, awaiting extradition or in some other status. 

In all, city sheriffs reported housing 1,514 inmates at 

the time of the questionnaire completion in mid-1977. The 

mean number of inmates in these facilities is reported as 

138, which is rather close to the mean design capacity of 

141 as previously noted. 

In terms of inmate procedures, most city sheriffs report 

the segregation of prisoners. All but one department segre­

gates inmates by age while 73 percent also segregate according 

to pre- or post-trial status, or in accordance with whether 

there is a medical or physical problem. 

The average cost to house inmates in the reporting city 

sheriffs' jails is $5.86 although a high of $17.00 was re­

ported. 

Six of 11 jails report that they house convicted state 

inmates, not including those who are awaiting transportation 

to the state system. At the time of this mid-1977 reporting, 

86 such state inmates were being held in these institutions. 
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Inmate escapes are relatively uncommon among reporting 

city sheriffs with only one sheriff reporting two escapes in 

1976. 

Medical treatment is reportedly available most commonly 

through a visiting physician and/or nurse during fixed hours. 

However, about half of all reporting sheriffs note the use of 

a full-time in-house clinic staff. 

Ninety percent of city sheriffs note that they receive 

some form of financial or technical assistance from the state 

system. Most common among these forms of assistance is finan­

cial aid for salaries and training, as well as aid in the area 

of jail administration or for special project purposes and 

programs. 

City sheriffs reported fewer jail programs available as 

compared with county sheriffs. The most frequently reported 

program is work release which is conducted by seven city 

sheriffs while in-house counseling is available through five 

departments and library resources in four. 
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CHAPTER XVIII INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION OF PRISONERS 

Most county sheriffs in the United Sta.tes are the responsi­

ble official concerning the interstate transportation of prison-

ers. 

Reports from 1,132 nationwide respondents, including county 

sheriffs, independent city sheriffs and county police depart­

ments, shows the average number of fugitives and prisoners re­

turned in 1976 from other states per agency is 10. These 

agencies returned a total of 11,673 prisoners. By region, the 

average number of returns per agency is as follows, North Central 

- 8, South - II, Northeast - 13 and \.Jest - 14. 

Of those county sheriffs who participate in interstate 

transportation of prisoners, 77 percent indicate they are the 

sole agency in the county that handles transports. Eighty-three 

percent of the 23 county police departments and 80 percent of 

the 15 independent city sheriffs surveyed report they are the 

sole agency in the city handling the interstate transportation 

of prisoners. 

Of all participating agencies eighty-four percent in the 

North Central Division are the sole agency handling interstate 

prisoner transports, 78 percent in the West, 77 percent in the 

South but only 23 percent in the Northeast. 
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Of the total nurr;ber of fugivites returned 75 percent 

waived extradition. This figure varies somewhat by division. 

Eighty percent waived extradition in the North Central Division, 

75 percent in the West, 73 percent in the South and only 62 

percent in the Northeast. 

Transportation costs, which include air fare, meals and 

lodging, are highest in the Northeast. The following average 

transportation costs were reported: Northeast $350; West $320; 

North Central $291; and South $289. Nationally, the transport­

ation costs average is $302. The national average for manpower 

costs is $157. Here again the Northeast Division is the highest, 

reporting an average cost of $174 for escort salaries. The 

Western Division reports an average cost of $144, the South 

$162 and the North Central Division $159. 

Nationally, the total average cost per return, including 

both transportation and manpower costs, is $420. The average 

total cost per return is similar among the four geographic 

divisions. The highest total cost per return is $473 in the 

Northeast Division. In the South, North Central and Western 

Divisions the total average cost per return is $414, $410 and 

$427 respectively. 

Of the agencies providing information in this matter, only 

one agency reported one minor injury had occurred to personnel 

during the interstate transporation of prisoners. 
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CHAPTER XIX NEEDS OF COUNTY LAW ENFORCEMENT 

The nature and capabilities of county law enforcement in 

this country varies dramatically, as has been shown, from the 

one man sheriff's agency in the rural area to the suburban 

agencies with personnel numbering in the thousands. The task 

of presenting the capabilities of these agencies as a group, 

where such dramatic differences as these exist, has been one 

of immense potential proportions as well as difficulties. 

Given both a limited time frame and budget, decisions have 

had to be continuously made in regard to the nature and breadth 

of information being gathered and inquiry being made. Similar­

ly, restrictions were required on the scope and depth of data 

presentations and analytical applications applied to infcrma­

tion thus generated. 

The intent, and hopefully the result, of these decisions 

has been a report which is broad enough to incorporate an ex­

tensive and diverse national county law enforcement population 

yet with sufficient depth to provide useful data to individual 

agencies for planning and internal assessment. 

The many problems associated with the specification of 

capabilities for the nation's county law enforcement agencies 

are even further complicated where needs must be assessed. In 

largest measure this is due to the multiple and widely varied 

258 



differences between agencies and the communities in which 

they function. The nature of crime and calls for service in 

communities varies as do community attitudes, priorities and 

resources. Agencies which are seemingly analogous in terms 

of capabilities and needs therefor may not require the same 

type of remedies or solutions. 

For this reason primarily, this document was not intended 

nor does it try to provide specific prescriptions to meet needs 

in broad categories or classifications of agencies. Rather, it 

is advocated that the individual county law enforcement admini­

strator utilize the data provided in this document as basic 

resource documentation for what should be an ongoing internal 

assessment of agency capabilities, needs, performance and com­

munity response. 

These data are intended and should only be used for broad 

general comparisons between agencies and not as conclusive evi­

dence or sole justification that deficiencies or needs exist 

solely because resources are or are not available. This can 

only be done through an intensive assessment at the local level. 

From a national perspective however, a number of common­

alities surface in the data presented which are clear indica­

tions of need and which encompass county law enforcement 

agencies on a broad scale. 
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A. Budgets 

By far, the most pervasive problem facing county law en­

forcement agencies is the lack of adequate funds. To under­

stand the basis for this problem it is helpful to recognize that 

about 80 percent of county sheriffs' jurisdictions are rural in 

nature. In many circumstances there is a lack of an adequate 

tax base from which to derive sufficient funds for law enforce-

ment services. And, where funds are available, there is often 

substantial competition from other county agencies for their 

acquisition. These problems were voiced by many of the survey 

respondents, one of which states, "We are a small outfit in a 

poor county and we cannot afford to keep up with some of the 

modern methods." 

And again, another sheriff comments that: 

Assessing the needs of the county sheriff is not too 
difficult. The difficulty comes in convincing the 
county board (of commissioners) of the needs of the 
office. 

Moreover, in response to the survey questionnaires' inquiry 

as to the adequacy of funding, 71 percent of suburban and 67 per­

cent of rural sheriffs indicate that their budgets are not ade­

quate to run their agencies. This is in spite of the fact that 

50 percent of suburban and 43 percent of rural sheriffs indicate 

that they received funding from outside sources, particularly 

the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department 

of Justice. 
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A general feeling among law enforcement authorities is 

that the smaller agenci.es are ignored and do not receive their 

share of the funds available. While this is true in a general 

sense it is interesting to note that of eight county law en­

forcement agencies in the United States which employ 1,000 or 

more employees 50 percent of these agencies indicate that there 

are not adequate funds "with which to provide required services. 

Where adequate funds do not exist or cannot be obtained, 

the impact is generally felt throughout an agency. Agency 

administrators are forced to limit or curtail services in spe­

cific areas, the most common of which pertain to manpower, 

salary and fringe benefits and jail operations. 

B. Personnel 

A most apparent need in county law enforcement throughout 

the nation is additional manpower, particularly 

among sworn personnel. 

While it is absolutely necessary to conduct a study at the 

local level to determine the needs of law enforcement strength, 

the national rate of 1.4 county sheriff sworn employees per 

1,000 inhabitants identifies an obvious deficiency. This infor­

rnation cannot be compared with the average rate of 2.0 police 

officers in the nation's cities as published by the F.B.I. in 

Crime in the United States, Uniform Crime Reports - 1976. The 

personnel needs of county law enforcement agencies are different 

than their municipal counterparts. 
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Historically, the county has been faced with vast land 

areas and the inherent problems of providing law enforcement 

services on a timely basis. Undermanned rural sheriffs' agen­

cies are often restricted to responding only to calls for ser-

vice with little resources designated for preventive patrol or 

innovative law enforcement programs. Agencies of various sizes 

in this study indicated the need for additional personnel for 

support, operational law enforcement duties and for jail/ 

corrections duties. 

that: 

One sheriff, for example, summarizes this fact in stating 

This department serves a rural agricultural county 
which is beginning to feel the rural crime increase 
and is faced with trying to combat it with one-half 
enough men and inadequate as well as outdated equip­
ment. 

The agency staffed with one, two or three sworn officers 

cannot possibly provide professional services to the county. 

It is not uncommon to find a lone sheriff working 75 to 80 

hours per week covering an area numbering in the hundreds of 

square miles. To bring about adequate staffing, this situation 

requires the full support of the public. 

There is a need for the law enforcement administrator to 

keep informed relative to the population growth of his county 

and the growth rate of neighboring counties. Numerous sheriffs 

have indicated the sudden population increase in their 
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jurisdictions and the resulting increased demand for law en­

forcement services has created an unmanageable situation. 

An annual assessment of personnel requirements should be 

made in every sheriff's agency. It is quite obvious that the 

very small county agency is in need of personnel if it is to 

provide law enforcement services on a 24-hour basis. The needs 

of the large agency are not as apparent but may very well be as 

urgent as those of the small agency. The administrator of the 

large agency must justify his current use of personnel and 

specifically identify his needs relative to law enforcement, 

jail/corrections, specialists and support personnel. 

Many law enforcement agencies have studied the utilization 

of sworn personnel in specialized duties and clerical functions, 

with the view of utilizing civilian personnel in positions 

which do not require a sworn officer. Information collected 

in this study indicates that county sheriffs' agencies, with 

the exception of a small number of large agencies,' do not uti­

lize civilians to any significant degree but utilize sworn 

personnel in support services. Some administrators justify 

this practice based on the position that their clerical per­

sonnel are called on to handle a variety of duties~ which re­

quire the deputy sheriff status. 

C. Salaries 

It is a general consensus among law enforcement practi­

tioners, that the sheriff and his staff are underpaid, and 
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working conditions including the number of work hours are less 

than favorable when compared to private business or industry. 

Several large suburban county sheriffs and chiefs of 

county police departments receive adequate salaries. However, 

the national median salary of $13,800 annually for a county 

sheriff and the median starting salary of $8,760 for a deputy 

clearly shows that the great majority of personnel in sheriffs' 

agencies throughout the nation are underpaid. 

As one sheriff states: 

Deputies in our department are underpaid. About three 
to five deputies quit to take jobs in local industry 
which pay almost twice the salary of a deputy sheriff. 
The department is continually having to take the time 
and money to train new employees. Our deputies must 
maintain one or two part-time jobs in order to meet 
the responsibilities of their families. 

And again, another sheriff notes: 

I have countywide law enforcement in this county and 
my major problems are inadequate salary and lack of a 
pension system. It is almost impossible to keep qual­
ified officers. The small cities and towns in the 
county which hire law enforcement personnel cannot pay 
the salaries necessary to maintain qualified people. 

There is a vital need for funds at the county level to es-

tablish salaries which are not only attractive to recruits but 

also to maintain experienced personnel in the field of county 

law enforcement. The citizenry of both suburban and rural 

counties are entitled to and should demand professional law 
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enforcement services as is expected of other professionals such 

as doctors and educators. 

To achieve and maintain professional law enforcement in 

the counties the salaries of the sheriff and staff must be com­

mensurate with the position's authority, responsibility and 

level of service rendered. The county salaries must also be 

competetive with the major influence of salary standards within 

the area. 

D. Records 

A high percentage of agencies with centralized communica­

tion.s indicate they compile complaint cards on calls for ser­

vice which initiates the law enforcement action, records the 

expenditure of time and is the predication of the law enforce­

ment report. It is interesting to note less than one-third of 

these agencies report the use of recording equipment with re­

gard to the capability of providing historical data on tele­

phone calls received and radio transmissions. The need for 

such equipment must be determined by the agency head based on 

the success of current procedures and the degree to which de­

mands are made to generate verbatim historical data. In an 

era in which the law administrator is called upon to be respon­

sible for the action of subordinates, and produce detailed 

records concerning law enforcement action, it appears a signi­

ficant number of agencies are in need of such recording equip­

ment. 
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A substantial percentage of agencies which have central­

ized communications centers servicing the patrol/investigative 

function have some type of emergency telephone number for use 

by the public. Of the county sheriffs' agencies represented 

in this study, 47 suburban and 116 rural agencies report the 

use of the "911" telephone number. This study does not endorse 

or advocate the use of any specific emergency telephone system, 

company or equipment: However, the law enforcement administra­

tor is urged to explore, where needed, the use of equipment 

which will record incoming emergency calls and identify the 

location from which the calls are made. 

The law enforcement administrator of today must be a 

planner. Plans are specifically required relative to how tasks 

will be accomplished for which his agency is responsible, both 

on an immediate and long term basis. To accomplish any degree 

of successful planning the agency must have usable information 

concerning its current status as to crime incidence, arrests, 

clearances, personnel activities, equipment and facilities 

status as well as budgetary availabilities. Additionally, an 

important consideration in relation to data collection and 

utilization involves the generation and use of co~rt disposition. 

However, information compiled in this study shows that 

about one-half of county law enforcement agencies throughout 

the nation do not prepare statistical summaries relative to 

court dispositions. Information on final disposition of cases 

by the court is vital to the understanding of agency 
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effectiveness. The law enforcement administrator must know for 

example if criminal charges are being downgraded, if the 

accused pleads guilty to the charge or is tried by the court and 

determined to be innocent or guilty. The agency head must have 

reliable information concerning the percentage of unsucessful 

prosecutions and whether such situations are attributable to 

poor law enforcement practices or to situations that result from 

decisions made by the pro.,ecutor and/or the court. While infor­

mation should provide historical data concerning all essential 

elements of information, trend data and summary statistics must 

also be made available through which to id~ntify the agency's 

successes and weaknesses. This can be accomplished through a 

records system within the agency which has basic records keeping 

standards set by the agency head. Proper controls must be esta­

blished to insure that uniformity in record keeping is being met 

by all personnel within the agency. Frequent procedural changes 

in records management should be avoided which only render the 

data base useless as a mechanism for analysis and planning. 

Some law enforcement officials, especially in the very small 

agencies, take the position that they cannot afford the clerical 

help if only on a part-time basis, to maintain a complete records 

system. The fact is that they cannot afford not to. 

E. Jails/Corrections 

In order to understand the current problems and needs asso­

ciated with county jails, it is important to recognize the gen­

eral historical perspective from which today's jails have evolved. 
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Briefly it can be said that until recently jails and 

corrections have not been regarded in the same context from 

either administrative or programmatic levels. In part this has 

been due to the fact that jail operations have historically been 

fragmented between counties and consequently administered at the 

local level by many different sheriffs. This is in contrast to 

the typical state system of corrections with a centralized 

administrative body, a concentration of facilities and a relative­

ly integrated organizational structure. 

Another, and perhaps the most significant of reasons for the 

traditional split between jails and the "correctional" enter­

prise 1 is the fact that the local or county jail is typically 

designed for and perceived as a short-term facility for incar­

ceration generally housing inmates for one year or less. As 

such, it has generally been considered that "rehabilitative" 

programming, which is gea~~d toward longer term exposure, is not 

suited for the local jail environment. 

Both of these traditional concepts of the county jail have 

however, undergone substantial change. 

First, while the local county jail is by far the most common 

of short term holding facilities in the country, consolidation 

of local facilities under a city/county corrections 

department is becomming increasingly visable. The cost-benefits 

associated with this approach in terms of both administration 

and operations are often substantial and difficult to ignore 

particularly where smaller counties with small tax bases are 
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involved. At about $55,000 nationally per inmate bed for new 

jail construction, ~ssistance from outside sources is typically 

imperative. This is even more apparent where new construction 

is mandated and where state funding incentives encourage such 

consolidation by off-setting the financial burden of partici­

pating jurisdictions. 

In regard to regionalization as with other factors which 

tend to remove the jail from local control, state systems of 

corrections have come to focus more attention on and control 

over the local jail, whether it be through inspections, minimum 

requirements for personnel or other mechanisms. 

State jail standards commissions, additionally, have played 

a significant role in pressing for uniformity in the adequacy 

and compliance of local jails with state and federal guidelines. 

Many forced closings or stringent restrictions have been placed 

on local jails through this mechanism as reported in this study 

as well as through other sources. 

Local jails are also being increasingly called upon to house 

inmates with longer sentences. Of all counties reporting in this 

survey questionnaire for example, 30 percent state that they are 

holding inmates from the state system of corrections not includ­

ing those inmates awaiting transfer to the state system. These 

inmates account for over 13,500 prisoners being held in local 

jails which responded to this study. As a consequence, sheriffs 

and other jail administrators are required not only to provide~ 
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for the needs of short term detainees, but also to respond 

to the needs of inmates being held for much longer periods 

of time. 

State courts have played a substantial role in the changes 

associated with local jails both in this and related matters. 

For example, in a number of states where the state system 

of corrections has become overcrowded, court orders have placed 

local jails in a position where they must accept overflows from 

the state system and forced them to retain for an indefinate 

period inmates awaiting transfer to the state. But in many 

cases, local jails are even less equipped and prepared to accept 

this burden than the state system of corrections. 

Responding to the needs for better facilities and services 

in local jails, inmates have been extremely active and often 

successful in litigation against sheriffs and other local jail 

administrators. The issues involved in such litigation are 

rather diverse and range from such matters as the quality of 

jail facilities, jail safety, availability of medical services 1 

adequacy of food, recreational and program availabilities, and 

the capability of a jail to segregate inmates according to 

various criteria. But, whatever the reason, these suits and the 

threat of additional litigation is placing tremendous pressure 

on the sheriff and the county jail. 

As a result of these and other factors, county jails can no 

longer be regarded in a provincial context, or as simple holding 

270 



facilities for short term inmates only. The jail has evolved 

in great measure as an extension of the overall correctional 

enterprise. This is becoming increasingly the case in both 

administrative and programmatic terms. 

Yet the pressures which have served to place jails and 

sheriffs in this context have in many regards overlooked the 

capability of the county jail to respond in a timely and appro­

priate manner. Data collected through the survey questionnaire 

and site visits support the conclusion that the operation of the 

county jail is one of the most significant problems facing the 

sheriff in thi~ country as well as one of the most difficult 

to solve. 

For example, of 1,566 sheriffs participating in this study, 

one-third rated their overall jail facility as "inadequate" and 

another one-fourth as "only adequate". From the opposite per­

spective only 14 percent rated their facility as "excellent" 

and 29 percent as "good". 

The cause for this generally low rating relates primarily 

to a lack of space. In some cases this pertains directly to over­

crowded situations. More often, the problems associated with 

space relate to the inadequacy of space for inInate programmatic 

and service requirements. 

Sheriffs interviewed most often relate the lack of adequate 

space with reduced capabilities in the areas of recreational 

programs and counseling, as well as the capability of separating 
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prisoners according to adjudicative status or other criteria. 

To a lesser but still significant degree a lack of space adverse­

ly affects medical availabilities and jail security. But, by 

and large, a lack of space is linked with the reduced availability 

of jail programs. 

A review of data provided on the availability of inmate 

programs reveals that not more than 30 percent of suburban and 

20 percent of rural jails report the availability of 17 listed 

jail programs. Clearly, programmatic capabilities in both 

suburban and rural jails are ~~ll below that which should be 

expected. 

As previously indicated, the capabilities of jails that 

presently exist are more closely linked to older concepts of 

security and custody than they are to current concepts of jails 

which interrelate security with correctional programming. In 

many cases, only new construction can provide adequate space for 

such programs due to the age of many facilities. An examination 

of new jails under construction nevertheless, reveals that only 

13 percent of suburban and seven percent of rural agencies are 

currently involved in new jail construction. 

The causes for jail inadequacies are similar to those re­

lated to law enforcement problems. In particular, more sheriffs 

cite the lack of adequate funds, resulting from the low county 

tax bases, than any other single factor affecting their jai1. 
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Aside from the lack of adequate funds, jail inadequacies 

are also attributed to a lack of political support on the part 

of "county administrative bodies. Increased crime is a third 

factor as are problems associated with court operations, such as 

sentencing practices, the lack of a speedy trial and bail 

problems. 

As we look into the 1980's, the county law enforcement 

administrator of today must be cognizant of population change 

estimates of his area. Professional planning and research must 

now address the anticipated changes if county law enforcement 

is to provide adequate services in the future, especially in 

those counties which will experience a rapid population growth. 

Not every county in the United States will increase population 

over the next ten years, but our recent past clearly indicates 

that many rural counties of today surrounding the Standard 

Metropolitan Statistical Areas may very well be part of the 

megalopolis of tomorrow. 

The county sheriff in the nation currently faced with in­

adequate jail facilities, and especially conditions which con­

tribute to a lack of space, is in need of immediate support by 

county, state and federal authorities. 

F. Conclusion 

The needs of county law enforcement across the country 

which have been cited are traditionally based and widely felt. 

Inadequacies in such major areas as patrol manpower, salaries 
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and jail operations are in largest measure related to inadequate 

funding at the local level. 

While the unavailability of funds is the root cause of 

the majority of county law enforcement inadequacies, the failure 

to meet local needs to some extent is due to the lack of adequate 

law enforcement management. 

In the face of stiff competiti.on for funds among county 

agencies, county law enforcement administrators have frequently 

failed to present an adequate case for additional revenues with 

which to bring their operation up to acceptable levels. In 

essence, this failure is typically due to a lack of adequate 

communication and information exchange between the law enforce­

ment executive and the public. 

Much too often the county law enforcement executive is 

placed in a position where funds are being requested but with­

out sufficient documentation and hard facts to support much 

needed budge't requests. The inability to provide substantiation 

and evincive arguments for budget requests is most typically 

based on a failure to develop and maintain adequate records 

of law enforcement services and operations. 

As noted in regard to "records" in this chapter, the duties, 

responsibilities, nature and level of law enforcement services 

and operations must be adequately documented and continuously 

monitored if the law enforcement executive is to properly keep 

track of the efficiency and effectiveness of his resource 
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expenditures. The law enforcement executive should continuously 

provide both legislative bodies and the general public with in­

formation on the nature and level of services and activities 

performed by his agency and relate this directly to the adequacy 

of resources available. The agency executive can thereby be in 

a position to show what the effects of inadequate resources have 

on the public and what additional resources will provide. 

With this body of information, the agency executive can 

require that he, the public and the county governing body act 

collectively to set requisite priorities for law enforcement 

services. Only through such mutual cooperation and communication 

can the county law enforcement executive constructively fashion 

law enforcement services within the confines imposed by community 

demands and resource availabilities. 
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