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FOREWORD 

Easy to conrnit, hard to solve, arson poses unique problems for public 
safety officials. Rarely are there witnesses to the crime, and much of 
the evidence literally goes up in smoke. Compounding these inherent 
difficulties is the infonnation vacuum that has long existed about arson. 
Few reliable statistics have been gathered at either the local or national 
level about the magnitude of the crime and efforts to contain it. 

This survey, conducted for LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice, is intended to help fill that void. It updates 
stat'istics collected under an ear'lier Institute project, which reported 
a 325 percent increase in incendiary building fires during the period 
1965-1975. 

Far from abating, arson continues to be a deadly growth industry in 
many of the nation's cities. According to this survey, arson fires 
per capita almost doubled between 1971 and 1977. On a more encouraging 
note, arrests and convictions for arson increased slightly over the 
previou.s survey: 11 percent of fires classified as incendiary or 
suspicious were cleared by an arrest. Nearly half of those arrested 

\. (5.4 percent) were convicted. Perhaps more interesting, the arrest '" 
·rate for only those fires confinned as arson-related was 18.5 percent 
which nearly parallels the 18.3 percent national arrest rate for Part I 
property crimes. 

Perhaps contributing to the modest improvements in enforcement is the 
growing number of arson task forces and special training efforts for 
arson investigators: Fifty-one percent of the responding jurisdictions 
said they had instituted special task forces and 75 percent offer staff 
training. 'Survey respondents" however, said more training was a high' 
priority. 

As the financial and 'human toll exacted by arson continues to mount, ' 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is joining forces with all 
level s of governnent and the private sector in a concerted effort to 
halt the spread of this pernicious crime. With the support of the 
Attorney General, LEAA has designated arson as a priority area for the 
Department of Justice. Steps are being taken to coordinate law enforce
ment arson prevention and control efforts and to develop a viable strategy 
for ~ombatting this crime. All parts.'of the agency are camlitted to this' 
goal. The infonnation reported here represents an effective and immediate 
contr)oution by the NILECJ, through its research efforts, to the success 
of this und~rtaking. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

In October 1978, LEAA's National Institute of L.aw Enforcement and 

Criminal Justice requested Abt Associates to conduct a survey of· all arson 

units in fire departments of cities with 50,000 or more· population. The 

survey was intended to produce background data to aid in the developmantof 

program models for the investigation, prevention, and control of arson in 

local communities. 

Four hundred thirty-five questionnaires (see' Appendix B) were mailed 

to fire chiefs in the respective cities. One hundred and seventy-four of the 

questionnaires (40 percent) were completed and returned. For cities over 

300,000 (total 50) the return rate was 80 percent. Sixty percent of cities 

between 150,000 and 300,000 (total 50) completed and returned the question-. 
naire. For cities between 50,000 and 150,000 (·total 335) the return rate was 

31 percent. 

The questionnaire covered four .aspects of arson-related activity. 

First, statistics were requested'to assist in charactarizing the nature of ,the 

problem and magnitude of effort applied in the jurisdiction: population, 

fire department budget, the classification of: fires-in-buildings, c;:,lassii,ica-
, '. 

tion of motives for incendiary fires, the dispositi~n,of arson cases, the 
I 

scope of arson losses, and the number of arson 'unit E!taff. Second, the 

questionnaire asked for a description of the administration, personnel, 

resources, equipment, program ,operations, trainin~"and preventi~n techniques.' 

Third, it asked for uses ~f support systems such as data processing programs, 

task forces, the legal environment, and ·outside investigative resources. 

Finally, it asked f'Or recommendations r~9ard,ing futur.e legislative actions 

arld funding priorities. The Questionnaire Data Sheets in Appendix A provide 
I 

a summary of each city's r~sponse~' 

The responses revealed,the following trends: 

• Many cities, particularly those with high'arson, have 
implemented task forces to coordinate city resources 
against arson. 

I 

• Cities with declining population have substantially more 
fires-in-buildings and arson fires per capita than those 
with stabilized or expanding population. 

• I A comparison of present re,sults with those of previous 
surveys reveals that reported arson fires per capita have 
almost doubled 'in the six.years ):>etween 1971 and 1977 from 
55 per 100,000 to -98 per 100,000., 

• According to Fire Depar~ent officials, motives for all 
arson fires are distributed as follows: 
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1. Vandalism 42% 
2. Spite 23% 

3'. Pyromania 14% 
4. For profit 14% 
5. Crime cover 7% 

.. According to., the survey, 18.5 pe:r:cent of fires classified" 
as incendiary were cleared by an arrest. (For further 
explanation of rate see Section 2.4) More than half of 
those arrested are convicted'. This is 'roughly equiva~ent 
to the police record of arrests and ,convictions for Part 
I property crimes. 

• On average, fire departments assign only one staff member, 
to their arson unit for every $2.5 mil~ion in the depart
ment's budget. 

• Fire departments that investiqate a high percentage of 
all 'fires uncover relatively more arson fires and make 
relatively more arrests than those departments investigating 
a lower percentage of fires. This is particularly true of 
those fire departments tha~ investigate more fires than 
the firefighters at the scene suspect to be arson. 

• The primary lega'! -barrier to sharing investigative informa
tion is privacy laws which are perceived to prohibit 

. communication between, the fire department and insurance 
companies. 

• Data systems are mostly. used for record keeping onl.y, not 
for aiding in, the investigation or arson prevention 
processes. 

• New techniques for investigation include changes in 
criteria for what fires should be investigated. This 
leads to investigating more fires, more promptly. 

• 51 percent of all cities responding to the survey have 
instituted task forces usually triggered by an increased 
rate of arson fires and, independently, increased total 
dollar losses. 

• 58 percent of those cities with task forces feel results 
have been good, none believe the ou~comes were detrimental. 

• Even tho~gh 75 percent of all cities surveyed are offering 
staff training in all the major aspects of investigation, 
training is one of the areas of need most frequently 
mentioned for additional funding. 
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2.0 STATISTICS ON FIRES, ARSON, ARRESTS AND LOSSES 

2.1 Fires-in-Buildings 

The survey indicated, as expected, that the number of fires-in

buildings varied with the size of the population w~thin a. city~ An average of 

504 fires occurred in buildings for every 100,000 population. However, there 

was wide variation among cities in the rate of fires l~r 100,000, e.g. the 

lowest city reported' about 158 per 100,000 and the highe,st 1345. Using 

ava:ilable census data, a search was made for standard indicators that would 

help explain these discrepancies. It was hypothesized that cities with a 

grea1;:er degree of urban decay would ha'l7e the higher rates of fire. To test 

this hypothesis correlation coefficients were calculated for the following 

'potentially relevant data: (1) Residential housing vacancy rates, (2) 

population per square mile, (3) change in the number of manufacturing establish

ments, (4) the change in population from 1960 to 1970, and (5) the change in 

poPl;llation from 1970 to 1975. (These data points are the best incUcators of 

urban decay that are rea¢lily available.'> Of these the highest correlation· 

wi.th fires-in-buildings was the poPu,lation change from 1970 to 1975. High 

population density and a decline in the number of manuf'acturing' e~tabl.ishinents 

alse> correlated with the fires, but, even using multiple'regression analysis, 

these factors"did not explain any more of the variation than thE: popul~tlon 

change from 1970 to 1975 alone. 

The chart attached (Chart A) itidicates the relative J?Osition of all" 

cities over 100,000 which re~ponded to the qu~stionnaire. As the chart 

shows, those cities which have an increasing populatio~ or a decline of no 

more than 4 percent have a median of 320 fires,per'hundred thousand. on'~ 

the,other hand, those cities with population qeclines greater than 4 percent 

had a median of 560 fires. 'Ibis means that cities with declintng'populations 

can expect 240 more fires per. hund~ed thousand than cities'~ithout de~lining 

populations. In a city of 500,000 this could be 'a t~tal, of 1200 'more ... 
building fires. 

. J. . 

By plotting ~ curve f~r,the.b~st Ut (Ch~rt.A)"it a~pears that for 
.. ,: ' , ~ 

each percentage point in populat~ondecline -below 4petdent there is an' 

increase of 50 fires per 100,OQO P9pulati:on •.. For example, a c;tty with 12 . 

. percent populat,ion decline might be expected to . have 200 mpre fires per 

hundred thousand than a city with dnly'an 8 perc~rit population de'c.line • 

Chart B shows the distribution of cities over and ~der '350 fires per 100,000,. 
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a~d above~nd below1a population, change of -4 ~ercent~ Only thirty percent of 

cities a~ve -4 percent popullltion 'change held more than 350 fiJ'es per 100,000, 

, while;, 89 Percent of ~ ~i ties 'bel~ .. /' -,4 'percent had more, than 350 fires. 
, , 

Inii:ially'it,'was felt that fireR-in-buildings would be a very reliable 
/.:, 

,statis.'tic' for making interaty;'compar.isons. Cities for the most part categorize 

buildin.9 "'fires in the . 'same ~ay, ':p~t there may b,e some differences. In some 

oities the"statistic g;i.ven fo~bui1ding fire!;! was from the call register, the 

initial alarm or call; l,isted,'i'n"a daily log. If, this log is not reconciled 

with the fire incident'r~port:,'it may incluqe false alarms, and misclassifica-, ' / 

tions of the type of fire. Therefore, for some cities the total number of 

building fires maybe overstated. 
, ',', 

2.2 Arson Fires ". , 

For the. purpose of this report "ad::'s'on fires" are the' total fires 

given 'a final classi,fication of either uincendiary" or "~uspicious. '! In some 

jurisdictions "~uspicious" is the initl'ctl classification given to all 

fires which al'e to be investigat~,d' 'by the arsQn unit. After investj.gation 

fires are reclassified, as eith~r "incendiary," "undetermined" or "accidental." . . , . 

In other cities "incendiary" is the term ~aed ,initially to classify a fi're. 
o .",,' 

that is obviousl¥. ~eiiberatelyset. Other fires that are not proven' to be 

a~cide'ltal are. put into the' suspicious or 'un,determined categories. 

There does not seem to be a defini~io~al problem between the term~ 

"ar~0t:l" ·and"incendiary." 'Incendiary is 'a deliberately set fire. Arson is 

settin9 a fire with malicious intent~,Inreported stati',stics there is 

virtually no ·difference. There al:e., however, other difficulties in making 

intercity comparisons. 

The cities were asked to break 'down building fires into four categories: 

incendiary, suspicious, undetermined, and accidental. only 43 percent were 

able to give these figures directly. Thirty percent gave a breakdown of only 

the fires that were investigated by the arson unit. Ele~en percent gave a 

breakdown for!!! fires, being unable to separate building fires. Finally, 

16 percent did not respond to the question at all. 

There was wide variation in the proportion of fires that were allocated 

among the four categories by each city. A few cities categorized 9S percent 

of all non-accidental fires as incendiary while other cities classified only 

20 percent of n~n-accidental fires as incendiary with the rest being suspicious 

or undetermined. The term "suspicious" has no definition that can be consistently 
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applied. Classification varies with each in'vestigator, battalion chief, or 

whoever makes the final determination. Furthermore, there is likely to be 

great variation in the ability of the battalion 'chiefs to determine that a 

fire is "incendiary." That ability to detect fires may vary even more 

greatly from one city jurisdiction to another., Sinc~ the "Incendiary" and 

"Suspicious" statistics are totaled in this report and defined as arson 

fires, the use of the data to compare any two-specific ~ities is certainly 
, " 

suspect. However, in the aggregate, the data do reveal some interestj.ng 

trends. 

There is some correlation between arson fires per hundred thousand 

population and the urban decay factors mentioned in the fires-in-buildings 

section. The results are very similar to fires-in-buildings when compared to 

the change in population from 1970 to 1975 (see Chart C). Cities with an 

increasing population or a net decline of no more than 4 percent experienced 

median arson rates of 58 arson fires per 100,000 population. Cities with a 

population decline of more than 4 percent, had a median of 108 arson fires 

per 100,000. Therefore, a city with declining population could expect 50 

more arson fires per 100,000 than a city which was not declining. In a city 

of 500,000 this could mean 250 more arson fires. 

Chart D shows the distribution of cities over and under 70 arson 

fires per 100,000, and above and below a population change of -4 percent. 

Seventy-five percent of cities above, -4 percent population had lesstha~ 70 
arson fires per 100,000, while 100 percent of cities below -4 percent had 

more than 70 fires. 

On average, the cities reported about 20 percent of fires in buildings 

as arson (incendiary and suspicious). However, as with most of the statistics 

reported there was a wide var,iation among individual cities with some cities 

reporting 53 percent of total fires as arson and others reporting only 5 

percent. This fact, together with the inconsistencies in reporting among the 

categories of incendiary, suspicious, and undetermined, casts' some doubt on 

the accuracy with which many jurisdictions are determining the amount of 

arson that is actually occurring. 

Intuitively, it was felt that arson fires as, a percentage of fires-in

buildings would rise with the urban decay factors. In ot~er 1~rds, it ,declinill~ 

city would have not only a' higher absolut,e number Qf arson fires, but al so 

would have a higher percentage of total fires classified ~,s arSOn. This did 

not turn out to be the casc.: ,Citiej; with an increasing population or a 
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declining population of no more than 4 percent r'eported 19 percent of their 

fires as arson, while cities declining more than 4 percent report 21 percent 

arson fires. This is not a s~gnificant difference. Thus, it is only possible 

to conclude that, as a city declines, all types of fires-in-buildings increase 

in about equal proportion. 

The total magnitude of the arson problem in this country can only be 

roughly estimated. The average rate of arson f.o,r all' cities sampled was 98.2 

incendiary and suspicious fires per 100,000. Since there is· virtually no 

difference by city size in the arson rate (cities of more than 500,000 had an 

average arson rate of 96.4 per 100,000; cities of 50,000 to 80,000 had (. rate 

of 100.5), it is reasonable to estimate that the total arson fires in bUildings 

based on.216 million population to be about 212,000. 

2.3 Motives for Arson 

Three.studie,~ 1 have been conducted over the last fifteen years 

on.theniotives tor in.dividual ~rson fires. All of the studies obtained data 

byinterv:te~ing c(::mvicted arsonists or examining their case records. The 

concensus of these studies. is that between 3 percent and 19 percent of all 

"a,rson fires are for';insurancefraud, 35 to 50 percent for vandalism, 15 to 

'2.5 percent due'.cto pyrQlnania, 18 to 30 percent for spite or revenge, and 7 to 

10 percen.t for c'rime concealment. 

The surveyproduced,:similar answers on a less rigorous basis. 

, -, Sixteen cit'i:es resl?onded to, the questions on motive: Los Angeles, Detroit, 

palla~:~, Indianapolis, Cleveland" Boston, New Orleans, Denver, Memphis, Qnaha, 
. .' ',. -' 

:i:.Ouisville~ Long Beach/"Tulsa:~ Rochester, Madison and Jackson. only two gave 
. . 

case counts from c6nvict~on re¢ords •. The rest gave impressions in percent or 

rank order f~9m their o~e:iall eX1?,erien~e. The results were as follows: 

. . ~'" . 

" ' 

,1) Vandalism, 

~) Spit/i!! 
., 

,3:)' pyroma.nia ;, 

42% 

23% 

14% 

4) Insui~lnce Ffaud ,14% 

5 ) Crime;: Conce'i;liment .' 7% 

The t~'s' of m~tives~nd relative contribution of each to the arson 

'problem have be~'nqUi te'simil~~ in study after study. The question that 

,still. remain,s ie,t.hat:'by on1:y studying convictions does a true picture 
" 

eme,rge of ~ll ar~~nists ),::incIUding those who are not caught? Is it possi,bIe 

.. 
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that an underlying economic motive affects more non-accidental fires than is' 

presently known, but that such arsonists are more cltover in concealing their 

crime? It would be helpful if further studies investiga'ted the economic 

factors involved in !!! fires, not just arson fires that are cleared by 

conviction. 

2.4 Arrests and Convictions 

Comparing arrests to incendiary fires yields an 18.5 percent arrest 

rate, almost identical to that for prop~rty crimes (see Chart E). A previous 

study2 using 1972 California disposition data contended that about nine 

persons are arrested and two convicted for each 100 fires classified as 

incendiary or suspicious. When compared with arrest rates for all index 

crimes, 21 cases per 100 crimes cleared by arrest, the arson arrests 'seem 

low. However, there are three factors which should be taken into aecount 

when making the comparison. First, our respondents reported an arrest rate for 

incendiary and suspicious fires of 11.0 percent, 2 percent higher than 

previous surveys. Second, arson is a property crime. Even though there may 

be more injuries and deaths associated with arson than most other property 

crimes, there are seldom victims/witnesses who assist in the arrest and 

prosecution precess. A more meaningful comparison would be to use the 

property crime arrest figure o·f 18.3 percent. Third, using the total of 

incendiary and suspicious as the number of arson fires for comparison with 

arrests is like adding a factor for unreported crime onto, for example, 

larceny-theft. Only for incendiary fires is there real certainty that a 

crime was committed. 

On a nationwide basis there are about 23 1 300 arrests according to our 

survey (1,26,000 incendiary fires at an 18.5 percent arrest rate). The FBI 

Uniform Crime Reports estimates 18,700 arrests for arson. Some of the 

discrepancy may be explained by the fact that our survey obtained its 

information from fire ~epartments and the crime Reports obtained information 

from .P9lice departments. Many fire departments arrest and dispose of some 

juvenile arson cases outside the ponce/prose~ution/court system. Thus, 

these juvenile arson statist~cs never get into police reports which may in 

turn underreport cases actually cleared • . 
Convi'ctions in the survey were half of arrest rate (5.4 percent· of 

all incendiary/suspicious fires). The survey did not differentiate between 

. . 
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. arrests and convietions for juvenile and adult offenders w~i~h is a weaknes8 

in the conviction data collected. onte Unifom Crim,e Reports indicates that 

58 percent of adult arsonists are convicted compared to 73 percent for all 

other property crime. This shows some wea~ness in t~e prosecution process 

for arson. It should be noted that there is little nifference in conviction 

rates by size of jurisdiction. Cities over 500,000 are convictinq 49.3 

percent of those that are being arrested while cities between 50,000 and 

80,000 are convicting 50.5 of those arrested (eee Chart E). At the same time 

50 percent of arson is attributed to juveniles while only 40 percent of 

property crimes are so attributed. In fact, 31 percent of those arrested for 

arson are under 15 compared to 15 percent for property crimes. This fact may 

affect the programmatic response to the arson problem and the emphasis placed 

on prosecution. 

2.5 Arson Losses 

Estimates of arson losses by cities in the survey yielded an average 

fire loss of $6,533 per arson fire. Using 212,000 for arson fires, losses 

would total $1,283,996,000. This compares with 1977 estimates by the American 

Insurance Association of 242,000 arson fires and $6549 per fire for a total 

of $1,583,929,000. 
. \., 

2.6 Arson Investigation work~ 

Attempts were made in our analysis to detemine optimum workload, 

i.e., number of fires investigated per investigator. Reported investigation 

workloads varied widely. In 43 percent of the cities over 500,000 population 

the arson units investigated over 120 fires per investigator p(i':' year wh,Ue 

in the other 57 percent of the cities less than 85 fires per investigator 

were, investigated. 

The median number of investigations per investigator for cities with 

the higher workload was 153. Arrests per investigator for this qroup were 

12.9. For the cities with the lower workload the median number of investiqations 

was 62 and the arrests were 8.8. Therefore, a workload level 150 percent 

higher yielded, on average, an arrest rate 47 percent higher. 

Similar results are obtained when viewinq the work performance of the 

arsotl')units as a whole. As arson units investigate a higher proportion of 

total fires, the proportion of fires identified a~ arBon goes up and arrest 

rates go up. It is difficult to detemine, however, whether this i8 due to 

12 



.' ~. ~ , . 

" 



Chart E' 

Average Number Percent of* Average ,. Percent of* Average ,. 
of Convictions Arrests of .Arrests Incendiary of Incendiary 

Cities over 500,000 85 49.3 172 18.5 928 

300,000 to 500,000 42 64.6 65 27.9 233 

.. 150,000 to 300,000· 13 49.9 25 13.2 193 
w 

80,000 to '150,000 8 58.7 14 19.6 73 

50,000 to 80,000 3 50.5 7 16.9 39 

Totals 52.6 18.5 

*Percents may not comput:e due to rounding 

, ,,' ~ 



the level of investigation or the number of arsons actually Cqmmi~t~~ in 

these jurisdictions. 

The .stated policy of eighteen out of the twenty cities responding to 

the questionnaire which had populations over,450,000 was that investigations 

were triggered by the battalion chief at the fire. If arson were suspected, 

reports were called in for a next-day investigation by the arson unit. Under 

this policy a city's.arson investigation rate, number of arson fires discovered 

and number of arrests is limited by. its battalion chief's judgement in 

establishing "probable cause" at the scene of each fire. 

In the other two cities different policies were in effect for determining 

whether fires were investigated. In Dallas, all fires regardless of suspected 

cause are investigated. In Denver all fires are investigated in the event 

of: 

1) Multiple alarms; 

2) Expected loss more than $1,000; 

3) Incendiary devices or explosions; 

4) Death or serious injury; 

5) Cause not readily determined 

It is not possible to validate the results, but there was a great 

difference between these two cities and the other eighteen in terms of 

arrests as a percentage of total fires. The cities which investigated fires 

that were considered susp~cious by the battalion chief investigated 33 

percent of the fires-in-buildings, discovered arson in 19 percent of the 

bUilding fires and arrested 3.3 persons for every 100 building fires. The 

city investigating 100 percent of its fires identified 25 percent as arson 

and arrested 15.0 persons for each 100 fires. The city that adopted the 

policy of investigating all fires with the criteria listed above, investigated 

69 percent of its fires, uncovered arson in 43 percent of all fires in 

buildings and ~de.17. 5 arrests for every 100 building fires. 

3.0 RESOURCES AND ADMINISTRATION OF ARSON L~ITS (Personnel, Equipment, 
Training, Investigative Responsibilities, ProgrammatiC Actions) 

3.1 Personnel 

Arson units are universally allocated a very small number of staff. 

On average about one staff, member for every $2.5 million in a fire department's 

budget is assigned to the arson unit. For example, the cities of 50,000 to 

80,000 population average less than $2.2 million for the budget of the whole 
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fire departm~itt', a;'d the anti-arson effort by the fire departments of those 

communities is the equivalent of less than one full-time ~rson. Only 25 

percent of these fire departments have one or' more full-time staf.f. Ci ties 

with populations over 150,0~0 had a proportionate number of full-time staff 

(i.e., one for every $2.5 million), while those cities under 150,000 mostly 

operated with part-time staff. 

Arson staff tend to be recruited from among the rank~and-file fire 

fighter staff. Usually the staff have a great deal of fire fighting experience 

prior to joining the arson unit, but little prior investigative experience. 

Assignment to the arson unit is generally viewed as a promotional opportunity 

by those selected. 

3.2 Equipment 

Most arson units survive on very little equipment, although the types 

of equipment owned or borrowed by some arson units is quite varied. A 

shopping list of equipment, each used by at least one city's arson unit, 

reads as follows: 

1. Incendiary Detection 

Hydrocarbon indicator 
Gas chromatograph 

2. SUrveillance 

Intrusion detection equipment 
Photo surveillance equipment· 

3. Vehicles 

Van for interviews, 
investigation 

Mobile laboratory 

4. Regular Law Enforcement Equipment 

Polygraph 
Fingerprinting devices 

5. Evidence Gathering Equipment 

cameras 
Core drills 
Collection cans 

Explosiometer 
IR spectrophotometer 

Ultraviolet light 
Binoculars 

Patro;L cars with two-way 
radios 

Tape recorders 

Pick.and shovel 
Sifting screen 
Sealer tape 

The surveillance and police equipment are only owned by the units in 

larger cities. In small cities such equipment is borrowed, when needed, from 

the police department. 
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Twenty-five percent of all of the cities claimed to have no equipment 

at all. Just about all of the rest had some kind of hydroca;tx;~' d~tector. 
The cities under 150,000 had little else. Haif of the cities over 150,000 

had some type of van and other more sophisticated equ;\,pment. 

3.3 Training 

The survey instrument asked if training was held for investigative 

staff on the following topics: cause of fire, witness interviews, collection 

and preservation of evidence, use of a forensic laboratory, arrest procedures, 

filing of charges, crime scene investigation, te~tifying in court, and 

Federal, state and local laws and regulations. Seventy-five percent of all 

cities, regardless of size, stated that training was received on at least 

eight of the nine top~cs. The use of forensic l~boratories was the topic 

most omitted. Only twelve of the cities did not train staff at all, of these 

only one city had more than two full-time staff devoted to arson inv9stigation 

and in all cases only the police department had the power to arrest. 

3.4 Investigative ReSponsibilities 

In the larger cities the majority of the investigative and arrest 

responsibility rests with the fire departments. In 51 percent of the cities 

over 150,000 the fire department hassol& responsibility for investigating 

arson and making arrests. In 46 percent of those cities arson is the joint 

responsibility of the police and fire departments. In 5 percent the police 

department is solely responsible. 

Of the smaller cities, under 150,000, only 24 percent give the fire 

department full responsibility. Joint responsibility was held in 74 percent 

of these cities and police responsibility in 2 percent. 

Of the cities that had joint responsibility for arson, 67 percent 

gave the power to arrest suspects to the police department only. This 

proportion existed regardless of city size. 

3.5 Programmatic Actions 

In addition to regular investigatory functions, arson units frequently 

engage in activities designed to encourage informants to give information on 

perpetrators of arson'fires or to discourage perpetrators from settinq fires 

in vulner.able buildings in high arson neighborhoods. 

3.5.1 Encouraging Informants 

The techniques for encouraging informants include: 1) postinq 

buildings which have been burned with an incendiary'fire with signs that ask 
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informants to phone in information, '2) offering rewards for informa,tion 
" to~·: ~. 

leading to the arrest and/or conviction of ar.~onists, and 3) running a media 
. ...... 

campaign aimed at citizens who may call in tips on past or futureincend,~ary 
, \ 

fires. The attached chart'(Chart F) shows the most frequently used of these 

techniques is offering rewards. FOrty-five percent of all cities offer 

rewards with only a slight declint. in percentage with decreasing population~ 

Thirty-three percent of all cities run some sort of media campaign, but there 

is a sharp drop off for cities between 50,000 and 80,000, only fifteen 

petcent are involv\!d in such campaigns." Posting buildings is the least 

popular technique, on17 nineteen percent ,of cities overall and four percent 

of cities between 50,000 and 80,000 participate. 

3.5.2 E!!£ouraging PerPetrators 

Arson units try to reduce the incidence of arson fires by incr~asing 

the perception by. Possible perpetrators that they will be caught. This is 

done by sending out highly Visible, fire patrol cars to high arson neighborhoods 

at times wh~n arson is:most likely to occur,~nd by pubticly discussing a 

neiqhborhoodis arson problem with community groups in order to organize block 

patrols and describe investigative techniques. The units also try to discourage 

vandalism fires by boarding up abandoned buildings. 

The attached chart shows that the most popular of these techniques is 

boarding up abandoned buildinqs. FUlly 75 percent of all cities regardless 

of .ize participate in this activity. .More than 33 percent of cities, over 

150,000 use arson patrol' to discourage arsonists, but less than 10 percent 

of the cities under 150,000 do so.Fifty~six percent of all cities speak to 

citizen groups to encourage them to ,tZltch for arsonists in their lleighborhood. 

, ' 
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CHART F 

Anti-Arson Program Activities 

Posting Offering Media Arson Citizen Board up 

~i1din9's Rewards campaign Patrols Groups Buildings 

N , N , N , N , N , N , 

Cities 300,000+ 13 33 20 50 20 50 17 43 29 73 29 73 

(40) 

Cities 150,000 to 7 2,4 13 45 11 38 9 31 14 48 20 69 

300,000 (29) 
'. 

·Cities 80,000 to 7 18 19 47 ' 13 34 3 8 22 57 31 82 

150,000 (38) 

.. ,' :' Cities 50,000 to 2 4 18 39 7 15 5 11 21 46 35 76 

80,000 (46) .. 
Total 153 cities 

over 50,000 29 19 69 45 51 33 34 22 86 56 115 75 

, /'" 
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4.0 LEGAL ENVIRONMENT 

The survey included two questions about the ability of arson investi

gators and insurance companies to share information. The first question 

asked 'whether there were any legal barriers preventing insurance companies 

fX'om sl:laring evidential information with a·.rson investigators. This was 

,answered ,yes by 41 (27 percent) of th,e 151 jur:i,sdicti,ons responding to the 

question. The most frequent barrier mentioned wa~ privacy legislation (41 

percent or 17 out of 4~ reasons given), followed by re~irements for subpoena 

or court orders (17 percent). Fear of liability or law suits was third most 

frequently mentioned (15 percent). 

respondents. 

See Chart G for all barriers noted by 
./ 

The se·:lond quest'ion asked whether there weX'e any legal ba~riers' 

preventing city arson, investigators from sharing information with insurance 

companies. This was answered yes by 51 (33 perce~t) of the 152 jurisdictions 

that answered the question. As in the p~eceding question, the two most 
, 

frequently mentioned barrier.s were privacy legislation (41 percent) and 

requirement for SUbpoena or court order (19 percent). The third most 

frequent response was juvenile code restrictions to rel.'eal'ling a youth I s name . ~ . 

( 10 percent) and investigations or prosecution pending (19 per~ent). See 
I 

Chart G for all barriers noted by respondents. 

Chart G 

Legal Barriers 

Privacy legislation (state or Federal) 
Require Court Order I subpoena 
Liability fears 

. Pendinc;r Investigation, prosecution 
Juvenile code restrictions 
In~urance Company Policy, reluctance 
Suspects rights 
Local code, district attorney 
Fire department policy 
Other* 

N~ber Clf Respo,nding' Jy,ris"; 
dictions'that ci'ted leg~l 
barrier in'~esponGe to:*· 

Question/1 QUesti0n 2 
'. ) 

17 (41%) 
.t~_ 

24 (41',-
7 (17%) . ' 11 ( 19~) 
6 (15% ) 1 (2%) 
1 (2%) , 6 ( 10%) 

., 2 (5%) 6 ( tOt) 
'.'2 (5%) .1 (2~) 

b (0%) 2 (3%) 
0 (0%) 2'" (3%,,. 
0 ,,(0%) 1 ( (2\)·, 
6, (1$%) 4 .(7%), " 

*other includes all responses that oc::curred once and only once in response to a 
question. <-... ~", 

**43 jurisdictions responded yes to question 1 and ·41 cited specific barriers, 
51 jurisdictions responded yes to question 2 and cit:ed 58 specific barriers. 
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A comparison of 12 state,s with S or more responding jurisdictions 

found that approximately 2S percent of the individual jurisdictions disagreed 

with the majority opinion regarding whether there were legal barriers to 

exchange of information. This percentage ~eld true for both questions. 

A comparison of the top 20 per capita arson cities with the bottom 20 

per capita arson cities found no significant difference in the extent to which 

legil barriers existed. In isolation, th$'perceived ability to legally 

Arson Per capita 
Cities 

Number of cities answering "yes" to: 
Question 1 Question2 . 'Both 1 of the 2 

Highest (n=20) 
Lowest (n= 20) 

8 
7 

9 
S 

Questions 

S 
2 

Questions 

12 
10 

share information does not appear to be related to per capita a~son. This 

. ponclusion assumes that the detected per capita arson figures are reliable 

and represent the actual incidence rate • 
. 

5;0 USE OF DATA SYSTEM 

A series of questions l~egarding data, systems and their u~e were asked 

to determine the extent of. data collection and the level of analysis in 

relation to arson. The responses indicate that the vast majority of juris

dictions, .107 or 70.4.perc~rit of the total, have manual data systems. 

Twenty-five'jurisdictions (16.4 percent) indicated that they used a combina

tion manual";comput~r 'data system and only 15 (9.7 percent) reported a 

comp,letely computerized system. 

, 'Uses of 'the data system Tllere identified as: (a), identification 01-
~ '. . . . 

similar modus opera~di (MO); (b) prediction of,future hitso~ vulnerable 

1ocat'ions (\t1.)1 (c) 'id~ntifi~ation of both'MO and VL, and (d) no use r9ported. 

Resp(!nding', jurisdictions 'stated their use to he:' 
., ' 

USE 

ldentification of similar MOs 
Prediction qf future hi ts ~ \ ~lulner'able locations 
Identific .. 'ltion of MOs, vulnerable locations 
No sta1c.ed use ' \ 

} \ 

. " 
... 

: '", 

" 
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N , 
13 8.6% 

2 1.3% 
22 14.4% 

115 75.6% 
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Based on these responaes, it would ap~ar that fire dataoould be 
better utilized for investigative; or planning uses. ' 

6.0 NEW TECHNIQUES 

The survey inoluded one c.~",-e:nded question which asked department.. 

to desoribe any newly instituted investigation or prevention aotivities 

that seemed to be suooessful. To organize responses reoeived, the teohniques 

were grouped aooording to whether the teohniques were aimed inside or 

outside the fire department, and divided into the oategor:les of training, 

prooedures or polioy, pre-fire deterrenoe and post-fire investigation. 

Within fire departments, the most frequent (26 of 46 reported, 56.5 

peroent) type of new teohnique involved ohanges in prooedures or polioy. For 

the most part, these ohanges involve when or how fires are investigated. FOr 

teohnique~ used outside normal fire department operations, the most frequent 

(27 of 56 reported, 48.2 peroent) was training or eduoational effor-ts. In 

general, these were aimed at the general publio with some ,of the teohniques 

foousing on youth. All responses are summarized below. 

(1) within Fire Department 

Number 
3 

3(6.5%) 

Number 
1 
5 

5 
1 
3 
4 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 - . 

26 (56.5%) 

TI'aining aoti vi ties 
Arson training for firefighters (to deteot) 

>' 

Change in prooedures, polioI 
Portable radio for every firefighter 
More arson investigation, invE.lst,igate f'),l fires, or 

more time investigating 
Dual investigation of arson with polioe 
Second investigator dispatched if multiple alarm 
Creation of arson unit, or reorganization 
24-hourshifts for arson investigators; ~arlier 

response of fire inv~stigation \mit 
Change in who perfm:ms normal fire inspeotions 
Tape record all calls--to determine if fire 

viot1~ ban recognize voioe Qf caller 
Investigate fires with loss in excess of $1000 
Full investigation and proseoution regardl.ss of 

suspeot aqe 
Enforoe fire codes 
Use of polioe computer reportinq system 

'. 
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Number 
2 
1 

3 

3 
1 (I (21.7%) 

Number· 
1 

1 
1 

.. 1 
1" 

. 7 (15.2%) 

Prior to fire occurrence 
Electronic or other surveillan.ce 
Undercover agents to learn of politically moti

vated fires 
Patrol, increased visibility (some based on tract, 

time data) 
Frequent investigation of arson h3;!:ards' 
Board up·or demolish vacant.buildings 

After fire occurrence 
.Work with insurance federation to investigate 

possi'b,le arson 
Computer t:tacking of multiple incidents over 3 years 
Indexing fires by owner, occupant, address 
Core drill of floor material 
Map charting of offender's home location 
.Investigate with police and state fire marshall 
Investigate suspect background, family and business 

ties, and financial status 

(2) outside Fire Department 

. . ~~' .... 
',' 

; : .~. 

... 
". 

' . .; 
<'t' 

Number 
2 
1 
5 
7 
5 

5 
1 

1 

. 27 (48~2%) 
" . 

NiUnber' 
, .• ;,--:'1' 

. I . '~..;" 

t 
1 

.~ .· .. ·1 
\ 1 

,*, 

'" 

.. 
.,'. 

.'-

~raining activitie~ 
Posters 
Arson detection for insurance adjustors 
Media 'campaign 
Public education of actions they can take 
Juvenile prevl'antion for school age children 

(in one case, social service, church involvement) 
'1:rainillg and coordination with police 
Training and adjacent jur.isdictions fire and police 

services 
Can'.ras high arson neighborhoods, discuSS arson, 

distribute handouts 

Change'· ir. procedures, policy 
. Arson task force 
Infonnaticl1'\ 'sh.;tred .within jurisdictions 

. ':i~lsuran~e companies involved in investigations 

. Po~:icea~'tasarson investigators 
Assistance ,from state, District Att()rney 
Fi·re and police' coordinated within 8 cities 
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Number 
2 

, 1 

1 
4 (7.n) 

NWnber 
8 
1 
3 
1 

13 (23.2%) 

Prior to fire occurrence 
Arson hotline 
Neighborhood participation 

.. 
• 

Increased number of citizens in prevention program 

Aft~r fire occurrence 
Offer rewards 
Use of grand jury 
Informants 
Poster~ for burned out buidlings 

SPECIAL ARSON EFFORTS 
! 

:'I, 

The survey requested information on the extent arson had been studied, . 
official and communit~l perdeJ?t~on of the, problem, and various responses to 

that perception. In cases of new ,efforts, respondents were asked to judge 

the success of these new arson responses. 

When asked whether any special studies been conducted on arson in their 

community, 32 (24.3 percent) answered yes. The sources of the special 

studies were quite variable, ranging from a community college professor, a 

library spOnsored seminar, the national news media, to examination of existing 

fire data. 

In response to the question pf whether their arson program had been 

evaluated, 24 (15.8 percent) said yes. Of these, 11 had been performed by 

fire and/or police personnel, 8 by city or state.officials, and 6 by consul

tants, citizens groups, or insurance groups (some programs were evaluated by 

more than one group). 

The surveyed departments answered that while 72 percent of the 

fire officials considered arson to be a large problem in their community, this 

was shared by orily 35 percent of the political leaders and 26 percent of the 

,general populace. 

Of those answering the question, "Have you in the la'st five years .. 
initia'ted a speciai arson program or task force which has raised the anti-. 
arson effort above what it was previously?" 50.7 percent Qf the ~urisdictions 

answered yes • .' Of the 47 jurisdictions giving ,the year of task force forma

tion, the number and ~rcentage between 1973 and the present were: 
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Year of Number of " of 
Task Force Formation Jurisdictions Jurisdictions 

1973 3 6.4 
1974 6 12.8 

, 1975 6 12.8 
1.976 9 19.1 
1977 12 25.5 
1978 11 23.4 

Total 47 100.0 
-, 

Within the 77 jurisdictions with arson task forces, 74 were initiated 

by city officials, 5 by county officials, 4 by regional officials, and 9 by 

state officials (the sum is greater than 77 because of multiple initiating 

groups in some cases). The event(s) that triggered the effort were given 

.s, 

Jurisdictions Triggering events (some jurisdictions reported more 

33 
17 

8 
4 
3 
2 

12 

than one event) , 

Increased arson, incendiary, or suspicious fires 
Recognition of total loss or number of arson fires 
Necessity to increase effectiveness, gain cooperation 
Fatalities, injuries to firefighters and civilians 
In response to organized rime"arson ring involvement 
Recommendation from outside the jurisdiction 
other (events occurring only once within all report

ing jurisdictions) 

The task force efforts when compared with previous efforts, resulted 

in the following changes: 

New Efforts 

New personnel 
New laws or ordinances 
New investlgativemethods 
New equipment 
New organizational structure 
other 

24 

Jurisdiction Cn=77) 
Number , 

45 
13 
39 
25 
43 
21 

58.4 
16.9 
50.6, 
32.5 
55.8 
27.3 



In response to the question on the results of the task force, 

17 jurisdictions stated that it was too soon to measure results. Of th~ 

sixty cities that reported results 51 (85 percent) claimed increased identifi

cation of arson fires, 56 (93 percent) increased arrests, 50 (83 percent) 

increased convictions, 27 (45 percent) decreased arson, and 54 (90 pe,rcent) 

improved statistical reporting. 

8.0 FEDERAL AND STATE ASSISTANCE 

A large number of responses were given to the open-ended question, 

"What new legislation is needed?". However, there was fairly consistent 

~upport for two topics. The most frequent response, 42 (27.6 percent), was 

to designate arson as a Part I crime. The second most frequen~ response, 34 

(22.3 percent); was to revise, strengthen, or ma.ke uniform the existing arson 

code. Additional responses were: 

Number 

42 
34 
24 

16 
12 
5 

5 

4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

13 

% of Total 
Respondents 

27.6 
22.3-
15.8 

10.5 
7.9 
3.3 

2.6 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 

8.6 

Suggested Legislation 

Arson as a Part I crime 
Revised, strengthened, model arson code 
Revise insurance law or practice (revise law; make. 

insurance company more responsible in writing 
policies, settling, sharing informat,ion; restric
tions on maximum value of insurance; insurance 
money use) 

Increased,' mandatory, or more "fit" penalty 
Fire investigators be given police (arrest) powers 
Regional, national data base with fire, insurance 

dat.a 
More arson education for, or more rules on discretion 

~~ judges and prosecutors 
Mandatory reporting system 
Provisions for handling juveniles 
Increased funding for training and equipment 
LEAA funding for arson units 
Increased fire education, prevention 
Take profit out of fire 
State immunity laws for sharing fire, insurance 

information 
other 

A second 'question concerning potential federal or state assistance 

asked "What additional funding is required and fO,r what purposes? ". This 

was usually answered with an expressed need without a cost estimate. The 

two most frequent needs mentioned were equipment of an unspecified type 
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(71 responding jurisdictions or 46.7 percent) and additional or formal 

training (70 jurisdictions, 46.1 percent). Third in frequency, 54 jurisdictions 

(35.5 percent) identified a desire for additional personnel. Finally, 37 

jurisdictions (24.3 percent) identified specific equipnent needs such as 

'hydr.ocarbon detectors, gas chromatographs, flash point testors, photographic 

equipment, and tape recorde·rs. (In many cases, jurisdictions indicated both 

specific and unspecific equipment needs.) 

Fire departments' desire for additional training as expressed in this 

section is somewhat inconsistent with answers given in other sections. As 

mentioned in section 3.3, 75 percent of the cities stated that training was 

received on at least 8 of 9 arson related topics. Howeve:t", this inconsistency 

may reflect the desire to extend to all firefighters what is presently given 

only to arson investigators. 

Number 

71 
70 
54 
37 

15 
12 
11 
10 
10 
10 
9 
9 
6 

5 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 

19 

Additional stated needs were: 

% of Total 
Res,E2ndents 

46.7 
46.1 
35.5 
24.3 

9.9 
7.9 
7.2 
6.6 
6.6 
6.6 
5.9 
5.9 
3.9 

3.3 
2.6 
1.9 
1.9 
1.9 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 

12.5 

Funding Needs 

Equipment of an unspdcj.fied nature 
Additional or formal training for all firefighters 
Additional personnel 
Specific equipment (e.g., hydrocarbon detectors, gas 

chromatograph, flash point testors, cameras, tape 
recorders, etc.) 

Arson van, mobile crime lab 
Modern record keeping, data processing system 
Newer or more vehicles 
Improved communications (radio and telephone) 
Public information efforts 
Reward or informant money 
Surveillance equipnent 
Arson squad, unit, division, or task force 
National or regional data base on fires and persons 

who have been victimtS, witnesses, or suspects in fires 
OVertime funds 
Arson training for prosecutors or insurance adjustors 
Clerical help 
Arson lab 
More investigation 
Office space 
Polygraph unit 
Computer monitoring system to identify arson 
Other 
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NI!I'I York City 

Chtcago 

los Angeles 
Philadelphia 
Detroit 

Houston 
Baltimore 
Dallas 
Indianapolis 

Sin Diego 
San Antonio 
t 
lIashlngton. D. C. 
Milwaukee 

Phol\nix 
San'l~anCISco 
Memphis 

,Cleveland 
',Baston 

Jacksonville 

New Orleans 
San Jose 
Serttle ' 

Denver 
Kansas C~ ty. MD 

Atlanta 
C'lnclnnati 

Buffalo 
MI nneapo 11 s 

~ha 

Toledo 
Oklahul1'~ City 

Miami 
Fort Worth 

Newark 
Louisville 

Lon9 Beach 
lul.sa 
Oakland 

Austin 
Tucson 
Contra Cos ta Co. 

7.428.000 

3.099.000 
2.727.000 
1.815.000 
1.335.000 

1.326.000 
851.000 
812.000 

782.000 
174.000 
773.000 

711.000 
665.000 
664.000 

664.000 
661.000 
638.000 
636.000 

562.000 
559,000 

555.000 
487.000 
484.000 
472.000 
436.000 
412.000 

407.000 

378.000 
371.000 

367 .O~ 
366.000 
365.000 

35B.OOO 
340.000 

336.000 
336.000 

332.000 
331.000 
301.000 

296.000 
300.000 

key: N/A' Not Available 

$388M 

NIA 

9BM 
5711 

6SM 

6411 

52M 
34M 
2()! 

19M 

IBM 
51M 

32M 
22M 
63M 
33M 

24M 

NIA 
lBf1 
20M 

15M 

25M 

HIA 
23M 

HIA 
16M 

16M 
12M 
12M 

10M 

13M 

21M 
14M 

19M 

NIA 
22,M 
10M 

IBM 
BM 

NIA 
10M 

FD • FI re Department 
PO • Pol ice Department 
• • Lead responsibility 
M • Manual Data System 

54.486 
NIA 

8.176 
6.834 
9.024 
3,186 
5;882 
3,212 
3,000 

2.020 
2,577 

2,700 

2.474 
5.887 

2.823 
5.400 

NIA 

N/A 
949 

2,863 
1,273 

1.712 
2,024 
2,182 

1,740 
2,295 

2.971 
3.099 
1.149 
2,365 

l,B72 

1.100 
55q 

2.642 
2,460 

2.167 
3,415 

NIA 
555 

1.788 

589 

13,178 

NIA 
1,634 

2.443 
5.029 

1.314 
1.013 

835 
614 

695 

798 

NIA 
NIA 

'931 

595 
NIA 

HIA 
746 
269 

1.256 
858 
NIA 
949 

NIA 
544 
454 

683 
NIA 

HIA 

HIA 
HIA 

NIA 
289 

HIA 

HIA 
HIA 
242 

HIA 
151 

HIA 
162 

C • Computer Data System 
80 • Both Manual .and Computer Data Systems 

'\110 .. Modus Operand I 

.!l' 

Vl • Vulnerable Location 
VB • Vulnerable Building 
(~t) • Part-time 

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA SHEETS 

.. 
~~ 
.!!.~ 
""u 
"'~ .. e. 
u'" "''' _VI 

8.810 

NIA 
1.060 
1.869 
2,153 

1.227 
934 

799 
186 

608 
430 

HIA 
547 

840 

570 
519 

779 
431 

210 
756 

550 
518 

866 

NIA 
301 

451 
506 

HIA 
HIA 
607 

290 

246 

253 

HIA 
232 

HIA 
165 

N/A 
126 

NIA 
112 

4.576 
NIA 
817 
NIA 

2,153 

1.227 
855 
799 
153 

608 
430 

NIA 
547 

340 

570 
380 

535 
186 

175 

283 
289 
518 

filA 
HIA 
291 
441 

NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
607 

290 

246 

253 

N/A 

NIA 
NIA 
124 

NIA 
95 

NIA 
112 

5.427 

NIA 

1.499 
NIA 

3.591 
1.227 

285 

3.451 
638 
618 

916 

NIA 
N/A 

1,520 

HIA 
4,606 

779 

1.700 
499 
756 

615 
448 

1.398 
155 
544 
488 

506 

NIA 
540 

HIA 
439 
281 

253 
1.870 

663 
400 
545 

HIA 
95 

1.010 
125 

28 

424 

ID ... 
c: .... 
0" "' ... 
~~ 

42 163FD FD 
NIA (Police Department Only) 

201 4 24FO FD 
324 19 19FO/4PD FD/PD· 

359 
262 
236 
487 
121 

81 
63 

NIA 
!UA 

96 
33 
81 
89 

103 
39 

10 
86 

69 
351 
40 
35 

228 
87 

NIA 
58 

NIA 
43 
12 

27 
182 

172 
54 
35 

NIA 
70 
51 

6 

10 24FO/6PO FD·/PD 
3 47FD 

NIA llFO 
4 18FD 

9FO 

1 8FD 

HIA 6FD 
NIA 4PO/4FO 

FD 

FO/PO· 
FO 
FO 

FD 
FD 
FD/PO· 

NIA None PO 

o 8FO/5PO 
4 9FD 
3 4FO/2PD 

NIA 10FO 
HIA 20FD 
o 9FD 

o 2FD/PO 
3 5FD 

NIA 9FO/2PD 

FO/PO· 
FD 

FOIPO 
FD/PO 
FO/PO· 
FO 

FO/PO" 
FO 

FD/PO 
o 12FO FD 

6FO 

~/A 5FO 
4 8FD 

27 NIA 
2 7FD 

NIA 3FD 
2FD/2PO 

6 8FD 

NIA 6FD 

o 6FD 
4 14FD 

NIA 13FD 
3FD 

NIA 17FO 

FD/PO 
FD 

FD 

FD/PO· 
FD 

FO/PO· 
FD/PO· 
FD 
FO 

FD 
FO 

FD 
FD 
FD 

tVA 3FO FO/PD 
o 4FD FD 

NI A 3FD/2PD FDI PD· 
o 1 FO/6(Pt) FO 

APPENDIX A 

M 

80 

M 

... 
a 

ID 
'" :::> 

NIA 
NIA 
MO.VL 

NIA 
Bo MO.VL 

H NIA 
t·, NIA 
M NIA 
80 MO 

M NIA 
Bo NIA 

80 MO.VL 
NIA NIA 
80 MO 

80 NIA 
M NIA 
M NIA 
M MO,VL 

M NIA 
M NIA 
80 MO, VL 
C MO,VL 
80 MO,VL 
Bo MO,VL 

H NIA 
M NIA 

M NIA 
t~ NIA 
H NIA 

t1 NIA 
M NIA 

M NIA 
80 NIA 
M NIA 
M NIA 
'80 NIA 

M NIA 

C NIA 
M NIA 
C MO 

fti NIA 

All 

HIA 
All 

All 

Yes '17 X X X X X X 

NIA 
Yes '78 
Yes '74 X X X 

All Ves' 74 X X X X X X 
All Yes '18 X X X 
Most No X X X X X 

All Yes X X X ~X 

All No X X X 

Some Yes '15 
All Yes X X 

All Yes '74 
None No 

All Yes '78 
All Yes '77 X X X X X X 
All Yes '73 X X X X X 

All Yes '75 X X X 
Most Yes '77 X X X X X X 
All No X X 
None No 
All No 

X 

X X X X 

All Yes '75 X X X X X X 

All Yes '78 

Some Yes '78 

All Yes '76 X 
All Yes '78 
All No 

X X X X 

X 

X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X 

All Yes '77 X 

All Yes '78 X X X X 
All Ves' 77 X X X X X X 
All Yes X X 
All No X X X 

All Yes '76 X X X 
All No X X X X 

!Ill Yes 'N X 
All Yes '77 X X 

All Yes '77 X X 
All No X X 
All No X 

All No 



Tampa 

St. Paul 

Albuquerque 

Birmingham 

Rochester 

Wichita 

Akron 

Jersey City 
. St. Petersburg 

Richmond 

Virginia Beach 

Dayton 

Anaheim 

Shreveport 

Fort Wayne 

Syracuse 

Co lorado Sprl ngs 

Santa Ana 

Fresno 

Flint 

Worcester 

Salt Lake City 

Madison 

~nsas City. KS 

·Arlington. V~ 

Jackson. MS 

Anchorage 

Montgomery 

Tacomco 

~ 

UI 
::s 

CUI 
0" 
.~ .. 
.... .., 
'" ~'" " ... 0.0-
o~ 
a..~ 

2BO.OOO 

279.535 

279.000 

276.000 

267.000 

264.000 

251.000 

243.000 

234.000 

232.000 

213.000 

205.000 

193.000 

185.000 

185.000 

182.000 

179.000 

177 .000 

176.00~ 
174.000 

171.000 

169.000 

168.000 

168.000 

166.000 

166.000 

161.000 

153.000 

151.000 

Key: N/A = Not Available 
FD • Fire Oepartment 
PO = Police Department 
" • Lead respons I bi 11 ty 
M • Manual Data·.System 

., 
'" '" '0 

" '" 
14.8M 

9.9M 

11.7M 

N/A 
12.9M 

5.1M 

7.2M 

N/A 

iliA 
9.OM 
3.9M 

12.5M 

8.4M 

6.4M 

4.1M 

8.8M 

4.6M 

7.9M 

9.OM 
10.OM 

NIA 
8.6M 

8.1M 
7.2M 

lilA 

S.2M 

15.8M 

4.4M 

8.5M 

UI 
"01 .,... .S 
"''0 
..~ 
$.. ..... 
.~ " u..", 

'" .... 
C .. 
'0 ., 'u 

au 
"'co: 

753 148 

1.046 380 

2.631 N/A 

1,602 ·1::'6 

1.725 '515 
718 75 

949 325 

2.027 305 

761 i26 

3;121 286 

1.235 N/A 

N/A N/A 
• 414 NIA 
1,940 432 

1.112 123 

707 241 

650 NIA 
446 162 

ilIA 367 

702 NIA 

704 197 
4,330 1,694 

341 123 

1,560 NIA 

IVA NIA 

777 NIA 
451 142 

622 180 

790 N/A 

C = Computer::ri!lta.~ys tern 
Do • Both CC6IlIlililf·,ind Manual Data Systems 
MO = Modus Qiji)i~~n({ £. 
VL • Vulneratil~·tO'i:ation 
VB • Vulnerable Building 

(Pt) = Part-time 
S • Sometimes 

123 

342 

N/A 

281 

357 

73 

196 

99 

110 
286 

113 

409 

N/A 
66 

100 

163 

120 

15B 

NIA 
255 

197 

76 

11 

N/A 

NIA 
98 

126 

154 
179 

71 

204 

1,287 

281 

357 

52 

122 

35 

41 

71 

113 

409 

N/A 

66 

91 

105 

N/A 

147 

83 

255 

N/A 

43 

71 

N/A 
NIA 

94 

NIA 
100 

104 

71 

204 

474 

224 

1.120 

206 

196 

5BB 

41 

NIA 
343 

409 

NIA 
94 

91 

181 

NIA 
239 

91 

601 

NIA 
181 

43 

210 

964 

NIA 

126 
155 

.?64 

29 

NIA 

N/A 
33 

8 

67 

19 

28 

40 

NIA 
N/A 
29 

27 

NIA 
18 

29 

NIA 
23 

19 

128 

NIA 
13 

20 

18 

N/A 

11 

44 

9 

23 

'" ., 
:z 

,,~ 

0'" "' .... ..... 
co:u. 

'OJ 
C 
C 
o 

.... ~ 
001 

:u~ 
..,0 

!5~ z« 

... 
.e" o ... ~ 
~ ... ..,'" 
.~ '" 
UI'~ 
c: ... 
0", 
0." '" ,. .,'" ex _ 

5(Pt) fO 

42 

o 
o 

NIA 
o 

N/A 
o 

NIA 
o 
o 

NIA 
NIA 

o 
1 

NIA 

NIA 

3FO 

9 
7 

6 

N/A 

4 
10fO 

N/A 
NIA 

6 

N/A 

NIA 
9 

5 

FO/PO· 

FD 

FO 

FO 

FO/PD 

FO 

FO/PO· 
FO/PO" 
PO 

FO 

FO/PO· 
FO 

FO 

FO/PO 
FO/PO 
FO 

FO 

o 6 FO/PO 

N/A 2 FO/PO 

N/A 6PO/3(Pt) FO/PO· 

NIA 4 

ON/A 
o 2 

a N/A,7(Pt) 

o 4 

o 
3 6 

1 9(Pt) 

FO/PO· 

FD/PO· 
FD/PO· 

Co. fD 

FO 

FD 
FO 

PO/FO 

M 

M 

80 
M 

M 

C 

M 

Bo 

M 

M 

C 

Bo 

M 

.M 
Bo 

M 

M 

C 

M 

M 

M 
M 

M 

M 

M 

80 

M 
Bo 

N/A 

MO/VL 

VB 
NIA 
MO 
MO,VB 

N/A 
MO.VL 
MO,VB 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
MO.VL 

N/A 

MO.VL 

NIA 
MO.VL 

N/A 
MO 
N/A 

N/A 
tl/A 
MO 

N/A 
!I/A 

N/A 

N/A 
MO 
N/A 

01 
C .;: 

~ 
All 
All 

All 
All 

All 
All 

All 

No X 
Yes • 76 X l( X X X 

Yes X X X X 
No X X 
No 
No 
Yes 

All No 
All No 
Some lilA 

All No 
All Yes 

All No 
All No 
All Yes 

All Yes 

All YeS 
All No 

. All No 

None Yes 

Most Yes 
All No 
All Yes 

None No 

All Ko 

All Yes 
All Yes 
All Yes 
All Yes 

x X 

X X 

X 

X X X 
XXXXXX 

X X X 

X X X X 

XXX XXX 

X X 
X X X X 

x 

X X X 

X X 
X X X X 

X S X X 

X 

x . X X 
X X X 

. , 



Winston-Salem 

Torrance, CA 

Pa terson, NJ 

Glendale, CA 

Lansing, MI 

Peoria 

Hamil ton, VA 

Aurora, CO 

Fremont, CA 

Stockton, CA 

South Bend, IN 

L1vona, MI 

Beaumont, TX 

Arl ington, TX 

Cedar Rapids, IA 

Portsmouth, VA 

Allentown, PA 

Stamford, CT 

Ann Arbor, MI 

Trenton, NJ 
Durham, NC 

Fall River, MA 

Davenport, IA 

l'rockton, MA 

Racine, WI 

Duluth, MN 

Fu 11 erton, CA 

Eugene, OR 

Quincy, fiA 

Decatur, IL 

. Springfield, IL 

Sterling, MI 

Saginaw, MI 

Burbank, CA 

Downey, CF. 

Odessa, TX 
Tempe, AR 

Kenosha, WI 
Kalamazoo, MI 

141,000 

139,000 

136,000 

132,000 

126,000 

126,000 

125,000 

118,000 

117,000 

117,000 

117 ,000 

114,000 

113 ,000 

110,000 

109,000 

108,000 

106,000 

105,000 

103,000 

101,000 

101,000 

100,000 

99,999 

95,878 

94,000 

94,000 

93,000 

92,000 

91,000 

89,000 

87,000 

B7,000 

86,000 

86,000 

85,000 

84,000 

84,000 

80,000 

79,000 

Key: N/A= Not Available 
FO = Fire Department 
PO = Police Department 

~ 
OJ 
C\ 
'0 

'" CD 

3.7M 489 

5.9M 257 

7.3M 490 

6.DM 259 

5.4M 373 

4.7M 543 

2.6M 298 

4.5M 464 

3.4M 378 

tl/A 507 
3.8M 1,427 

2.9M 194 

4.0M 567 

3.1M 366 

2.4M 815 

3.3M 448 

2.5M 1,317 

4.7M 121 

2.9M 145 

5.2M 1,013 

1. 8M 509 

4.9M 390 

3.2M 842 

N/A 279 

3.1M 163 

3.2M 436 

2.211 N/A 

5. OM 340 

6.5M 432 

2.4M 690 

4.1M 850 

3.(101 251 

2.9M 475 

4.2M 353 

2.9M 331 

2.4M 279 

1. 8M 181 

2.9M N/A 

3.1M 503 

FP • Fi re Prevention Department 
* • Lead responsl bil ity 
M = Manual Data System 
C • Computer Data System 

82 

N/A 

213 

268 

N/A 

108 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

113 

89 

249 

N/A 

244 

N/A 

53 

N/A 

121 

N/A 

224 

N/A 

78 

N/A 

101 

N/A 

102 

56 

N/A 

N/A 

375 

193 

N/A 

352 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

183 

80 = 8ath Manual and Computer Data Systems 
MO = Modus Operand i 
VL • Vulnerable Location 

(Pt) • Part-time 
S • Somet imes 

65 

N/A 

153 

47 
67 

72 

78 

N/A 

58 

N/A 

202 

71 

55 

N/A 

17 

55 

52 

23 

80 

114 

23 

N/A 

74 

57 

32 

72 

N/A 

33 

34 

71 

134 

115 

162 

80 

N/A 

19 

47 

U/A 
138 

39 164 

N/A 189 

116 274 

47 47 

65 253 

24 372 

N/A 78 

N/A N/A 

N/A 58 
324 324 

202202 

40 35 

51 603 

98 386 

17 17 

24 55 

52 All 

14 35 

80 183 

114 114 

23 90 

83 214 

32 74 

35 N/A 

N/A 443 

69 115 

N/A N/A 

83 83 

25 N/A 

71 71 

N/A 134 

115 N/A 

162 162 

80 N/A 

61 413 

19 HI 

N/A 47 

N/A N/A 

80 138 

'2 
~ 
VI 
OJ ... 
~ 

68 

8 

N/A 

45 

fI/A 

10 

N/A 

IliA 

25 

25 

3 

30 

7 

8 

a 
a 

22 

15 

N/A 
37 

10 

N/A 

30 

4 

N/A 

14 

N/A 

triA 

6 

N/A 

12 

tllA 

3 

a 
o 

N/A 

4 

30 

VI 

. :!! 
~ 
.~ 

c~ 
0 .. 
VI~ .. '" ccu. 

a 
a 

N/A 

a 
a 
a 
1 

N/A 

a 

a 
a 
7 

a 
a 
a 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

a 
N/A 

o 
2 

N/A 

a 
o 

N/A 

o 
N/A 

N/A 

o 
N/A 

o 
o 
o 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

o 

OJ 
C 
C 
o 
VI ...... 

OOJ .. "" 
OJc 
.00 
e'~V) "' .. zcc 

.. 
o .... c 

o 
OJ'~ 
~~ ..,'" .~ en 
VI'~ 
C~ 

8.~ 
VI> 
OJc 

"'-
1 POll FO FO/ PO C 

80 

M 

C 

M 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

lFO/4(Pt) FO 

N/A FO/PO* 

3FO/2PO(Pt) FO/PO* 

6FO/2PO(Pt) FO/PO* 

4FO 

1 FO 

4FO 
5FO(Pt) 

FO/PO* M N/A 

FO/PO* M N/A 

FO· M N/A 

FO/PO ,·1 N/A 

1 FO/l PO FO/PO M MO 

2FO/2PO(Pt) FO/PO 1~:~~lVL 
lFO/l PO(Pt) FO/PO· t1 N/ A 

4FO/2PO(Pt) FO C N/A 

3FP(Pt) FO/PO· M N/A 

5FO(Pt) FD/PO" M N/A 

4fO(Pt) FO Bo N/A 

lFD(Pt) FO/PO" M N/A 

N/A FO/PO" M N/A 

4FO( Pt) FO/PO M MO 

2FO(Pt) FO/PO· M N/A 

3PO/FO(Pt) FO/PO· M N/A 

3FO/2PO 

3FP 

lPO(Pt) 

1 ro/lPO 

N/A 

N/A 

6FO/2PO( pt) 

3FO(Pt) 

3FO(Pt) 

4FO(Pt) 

2FO(Pt) 

3FO(Pt) 

3FO 

2FO(Pt) 

7FP(Pt) 

FO(Pt) 

3FO 
2FO(Pt) 

FD/PO" 
FO 

FO/PO" 

FO/PO" 

FO 

N/A 

FO/PO 

FO/PO" 

FO/PO" 

FO/PO 

FD/PO* 

FO/PO· 

M N/A 

Bo N/A 

M N/A 

M MO, VL 
M N/P 

N/A N/A 

C N/A 

N/A N(A 

M MO 

M MO 

N/A N/A 

M N/A 

FO C N/A 

FO C N/A 

FO M N/A 

FO/PO· M N/A 

FO/PO M N/A 

FO M N/A 

All Yes '74 

All No 

Most Yes '77 

None No 

Some Yes '76' 

None Yes 

All Yes 

All Yes '78 

Most No 

All Yes 

Some Yes 

All No 

All No 

All tro 

Most No 

All No 

All N/A 

None No 

Most Yes 

None No 

Most Yes '78 

Most Yes '77 

All Yes '76 

Some No 

All No 

All No 

N/A N/A 

All No 

Most No 

Most No 

All Yes 

Some No 

Most No 

Most No 

Some Yes '76 

All No 

Most Yes '77 

All No 

All No 

x 

x X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X 

XSXXX I 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X 

X X X X 

x X X 

X X 
X 
X 

X X 

X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X 

X X X X 
X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X 

X X X 
X 

X 

X X X 



Somerville. HA 
Silen. OR 
Laredo. TX 
Taylor. MI 
Lawton. OK 
Wilmington. DE 
Pontiac. MI 
Cranston. RI 
Sioux Falls. SO 
Daly City. CA 
Pawtucket. RI 
Alameda. CA 
Vallejo. CA 
Salinas. CA, 
Arlington Hts. Il 
Anderson. IN 
Tusca 1 oosa. Al 
Billings. NT 
Mount Vernon. NY 
lawrence. MA 
Clearwater. Fl 
Waukegan. IL 
Pensacola. FL( 
Ventura. CA 
Ontario, CA 
Midland, TX 

, Oak Lawn, IL 
Buena Park, CA 
Dubuque, IA 
Tyler, TX 
Monroe, LA 
Medford, MA 
Galveston, TX 
Portland, ME 
Richardson, TX 
Champaign. IL 
Harrisburg, PA 
Irvington, NJ 
Grand Prairie, TX 
Lancaster, PA 
Roches ter. MN 
Oceans ide, CA 
Des Plains, IL 
Provo, UT 
Troy, HI 
Vineland, NJ 

VI " . cv> 
oc 
~ .. ....... .. 
-In 
itS; 
0_ a.._ 

81.000 

78.000 
77 ,ODD 
77.000 
76,000 

76,000 

76,000 

74.000 

74.000 

73.000 

72.000 

72,000 

71. 000 

70.000 

70.000 

69,000 

69,000 

69,000 

68,000 

67,000 

67,000 

65,000 

64,000 

63,000 

63.000 

63.000 

62,000 

62,000 

62,000 

61,000 

61.000 

61,000 

60,000 

60,000 

59,000 

58,000 

58,000 

£8,000 

57,000 

57,000 

56.000 
56,000 

56,000 

56,000 

55,000 

54.000 

Key: HIA • Not Available 
FD • Fi re Department 
PO • Pollee, Department 

4.3M 278 t 12 81 

NIA 228 NIA 49 

2.3M 115 95 20 

1.8M 792 677' 386 

1. 9M 516 117 31 

5.OM 1.493 353 277 

4.7M 400 NIA NIA 
2.1M 271 60 60 

1.9M 689 N/A 32 

1.8M 187 NIA 40 
3. OM 113 36 36 

2.4M 136 48 38 

Z.9M 347 NIA 26 

2.3M 236 NIA 113 

2.2M 291 173 55 

2.3M 780 63 56 

2.5M 578 NIA NIA 
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FP • Fire Prevention Oepartment 
* • Lead responslbility 
M • Manual Da ta Sys tem 
C • Computer Oata System 
Bo • Both Manual and Computer OataSystens 
MO • Modus Operand' 
VL • Vulnerable Locations 
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Ar!30n Unit Survey 

Name of Organization: 

Person conif}leting form (or to be contacted, if further questions arise) : 

Name: . Phone 1+: 

Title: 

Date: 
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I. 

II. 

Background Information 

l. Population of city: 

2. Area of ci ty in squ~re miles: 

3. Paid, full-time firemen (#) : 

4. Paid, part-time firemen (#) : 

5. Volunteer firemen: 

6. Fire companies (#) : 

7. Annual fire department budget: $ Year Ending 
(last three years) 

$ Year Ending 

$ Year Endin9 

Fire Data 

(Supply information for latest fiscal'year, if available. If not 
available p,lease indicate if data could be obtained by searching the 
file (FILE) "'r if it is not collected (N. C. ) ] 

1. Fires in buildings 
Firemen hours spent at scene 

') .... Scope of fire losses 

Fir~ losses $ -'-------Fatalities 
Injuries 

3. Classification of fires in buildings 

Incendiary 
Suspicious 
UndetermirlE'd 
Accidental 

3A. Describe how arson is defined if different from incendiary 
fires. 

4. Classification of incendiary fires by motive 

Crime cover 
vandalism/mischief 
Psychotic/pyromaniac 
Spite 
"For profit" 
Not established 
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5. Disposition of a r,SoI;\ , c~$es 

Fires investigated, 
Arrests 
Prosecutions 
Convictiens 

"'",\ 

. i ;.~. ~ 

6. S~ope ef arson lasses 

Arsan fire lasses $ ""-------Fatalities 
Injuries' 

' . 
/ 

/' 

.' 
III. Arsen Division c~aracteristics 

1. Does the fire ,department have a separate arsan camponent? 

Yes No 

lAo If no., who. is responsible for investigating arsan fires? 

lB. If yes, hew long has the compenent been in existence? 

2. What is the rank and title 6f the head af the arsan divis~an? 
• I 

, . 
3. To. what; fire afficii;ll daes head af arson division report? 

" (rank and title) 

4. Fram what agency(ies) are personnel ebtained? 

Regular Fire Dept: 
--------------------------------------~--

Pelice Dept. ______ -.. ___________________________ _ 

I," ' Other (name) 

~.' 

• • * .. 

~--------------------------------------~ 
5. Mean number ef years af experience 

6. Persannel Des~riptian 

Number . , 

34 

'. .' • 



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

7. Are arson investigators all full-time? Yes No ____ __ 

7A. If no, what percent of the arson investigator's time is 
spent on arson? 

7B. If no, what other responsibilities does th~ arson investi
gator have? 

8. Are personnel assi9ned in teams? 

Yes No' 

If "Yes": 

How many teams? _______ __ 

How many in each team? 

9. What equipment is available for use by division? 

'Hydro carbon detection 

Electronic surveillance 

Van for interviews & surveillance 

Mobile lab 

Other (describe) 

Yes ____ _ 

Yes ____ _ 

Yes ----
yes ____ _ 

No ____ _ 

No ____ _ 

No ____ _ 

No ____ _ 

10. Laboratory facilities used: Fire Dept. ------'- Police ----
State ------

ATF __ ~ _______ _ FBI 

oth~r (describe) _______ . ______________ ~ ____________________ ~ 

11. Annual Operating Budget for Arson Division: (last three years) 

!~ount: ~$ ____________ _ 

$ 

$ 

Year endi~g __________ _ 

Year ending 

Year ending -----------
12. Funds expended by arson division from other than City g~neral fund. 

Amount $ 
~-------------
$ 

$ 

$ 
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,v. 

. ' 

w. .' .; ~ J. 

Operat~ons 

2. 

, ' Checl<. offth~ stCLt;~e.n~ below, which appl.,\es to YQ,ur organizatioo . 

• :t." Thi;-. ,orgi"p.i.z~"·d,on :auto~aticaliy investigat'esall, fires . 
',' " •.... r' . . , . -----

b. Th~.s o:~:gaflization' investigates fires only in situations wher-e 

flre:~e!,artnient suspects' arson. . ' 

Describenotificati'cn procedure utilized'in ·l.a. or l,.b.·, as 

appi"icable. 
-------.~--------------------~--------~------,----------

3~ .Ide,ntify b¥ depa!'trnent, division and title the 1ndividual responsible. 

for the various act.ivities of' an arson investigation (deter,nination of 
... I 

who set fire I why fire set, human., loss, prope.rty damage). 
'f • 

Activity 

Prepare fire incident report 

Conduct interviews (including 
owneIj, tenants, witnesse's, 
'suspects) '\ 

,Collect financial ,lata 
(inclliding 'market, tax, 
fInancing and insurance ',. 

,information) , 

Investigate oth~r sllrrounding 
circumstances (motive 
factors). ' 

Estimat9 p.roperty' loss 

Determine cause of. injury 
and: d~ath 

A:rrest suspects 
~ . ' 

Pile ar~6n charges 

Test,ifyin court 

Legal" Ehvironmen;t . . ~ '. 

.,:;. 

Individual 

1., ,Are there' any l~gal barriers to prevent: insurance companies from " 
sharing' evinenti'al ,infcm~ation with arson investiga,tors? 

.. " 

':" .'. Yes, \ 
-'---'---

If yes", describe 

'," 

, 
f': , 

\ 

No ---=-----

.. " • 
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2. Are there any legal barriers t~prevent city arson investigators from 
sharing. information with insurance companies? 

Yes No -------
If yes, describe 

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

3. Have any new laws been passed recently which discourage "arson for 
profit?" 

'fes --'---- No -----
If yes/ describe 

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

..4. What is the criminal code for arson::' 

Type of Arson 

VI. Use of Data.System 

Criminal Ciassification 
(Felony/misdemeanor) 

statutory Sentence 

1. Filing system is (check one): manual 

combination (describe) 

computerized 

LAo How 19n9 has filing system been in existence? 

2. Is information from inc,ident and property reports coded? 

Yes No 

3. Are profiles assembled for: 

a. Similar. modus 0p(ilrandi·? Yes No -
b. predic.tion of future h{ts? Yes NO --- -
3A. How long have such. profiles been assembled? 

4. Does division track final disposition of insurance claims and record 
dollar amounts? 

': 

'Yes No 

" 

,." 

, . 

.' 
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VII . Training 

1. Is formal training provided? Yes ----
If "Yes," complete 2. 

2. Does formal training covet' the following areas? 

Cause of fire 

Witness interviews 

Collection & preservation 
of evidence 

Use of forenstc laboratory 

Arrest Procedures 

Filing of charges 

Crime scene investigation 

Testifying in court 

Federal, state and local 
laws and regulations 

VIII. Arson Prevention and Citizen Participation 

1. Are buildings posted "This is an arson 
fire; please call fire dept. with 
information"? 

2. Does Dept. use "show of force" 
(arson patrols) in areas that have 
high arson rates? , 

3. Are rewards offered for arrest and/or 
conviction of arsonists? 

4. Is phone number printed on signs or 
published in the media for citizens 
to call in tips on arson fires? 

5. Are citizens groups encouraged to 

Yes 

watch for arsonists in their neighborhood? 

6. Is there a program for boarding up or 
tearing down vacant buildings that are 
subject to arson? 

38 
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IX. New Techniques 

1. Describe any newly instituted investigation or prevention activities 
that seem to be successful. 

X. Special Arson Efforts 

1. Have any special studies been conducted on arson in your community? 

Yes No 

lAo If yes, please identify. 

2. Has your arson progr~ been evaluated? Yes 

2A. If so, by whom? 

No 

3. Is arson considered to be a large problem in your community by: 

Fire officials 
Political leaders 
General populace 

Yes No 

4. Have you in the last five years initiated a special arsqn program or 
task force which has raised the anti-arson effort above what it was 
previously? 

Yes No 

(~f no, skip to section XI.) 

4A. When? 4B. Was it initiated by (check one) : 

City officials 
County officials 
Regional officials 
State officials 

4C. Identify the event or events that triggo:ed the effort. 
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40. To what city official does the special effort report?' 

4E. List the agencies represented. 

4F. In what respects does this effort differ from what went on before? 
(Check and describe) 

New personnel? . __ __ 

New laws or 
ordinances? 

New investigation 
methods? 

New equipment? 

New organizational 
structure? 

Other? 

4G. Since the beginning of this effort have you: 

Increased the identification of arson fires? 

Increased the apprehension of suspects? 

Increased convictions? 

Decreased arson frequency? 

Improved statistics? 

Other (describe) 

40 
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XI. Federal an1 State Assistance 

1. What new tegislation is needed? 
-----------------------------

.--------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. What additional funding is required and for what purposes? _______ __ 

'.' 
it u.s. GOVlRfIII£lInllllll,"G Ofl1t(, 1979 -281-387/15 
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