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SECONDARY ROAD PATROL EVALUATION 

INTRODUCTION 
" 

Public Act 416 of 1978, as amended, requires the Office of Criminal Justice to 
submit to the legislature two reports and they are~ 

1. An impact and cost effectiveness s.tudy due April 1 of each year. 

2. An linnual report containing the recommendations of the Office of Criminal' 
Justice on methods of improving the coordination of local and state law 
enforcement agencies in. the state, improvement of law enforcement training 
programs and improving the communications systems. of law enforcement 
agencies, and a description of the role alcohol played in the incidences 
of fatal and personal injury traffic accidents in the state. This report 
is due May 1 of each year. 

This year the requirements of the two reports are being combined into a 
sIngle document. The information in this report WaS obtained from semi
annual activities reports and Initial R.eports submitted by the sheriffs. 
A summary of Act 416 of the Public Acts of 1978, its amendments and the 
funding history follows: 

A. Summary of Act No. 416, Public Acts of 1978 

1. The sheriff's department is the primary agency responsible for 
providing certain services on the county primary and local roads that 
are outside the boundaries of cities and villages. The sheriff also 
provides these services on any portion of any other highway or road 
within the boundaries of a county park. 

2. The following services are to be provided: 

a. Patrolling and monitoring traffic violations. 

b. Enforcing the criminal laws of the state which are observed by or 
brought to the attention of the sheriff's department while 
providing the services required by the act. 

c. Investigating accidents involving motor vehicles. 

d. Providing emergency assistance to persons on or near a highway or' 
road patrolled as required by the act. 

3. The sheriff can provide these services O'il secondary, roads within a 
city or village, if the legislative body of the local unit of 
government passes a resolution requesting the services. 

4. How the funds can be spent:' 

a. Employing additional p~rsonnel. 
b. Purchasing additional equipment. 
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B. 

c. 

c. Enforcing laws in state and county parks. 
d. Providing traffic safety information and education programs that 

are in addition to those provided before the effective date of the 
act, October 1, 1978. 

5. How the funds are to be allocated under the act: 

Counties are to receive the same proportion of the total of Act 416 
funds they receive of the road maintenance funds under Section 12 of 
P.A. 51, less funds designated for snow removal and engineers. 

\). The counties are required to maintain. their local financial effort. 

A county is required to maintain expenditures and the level of 
services it was providing prior to the enactment of this bill unless, 
due to economic conditions, the county is required to reduce general 
services. If reductions become necessary, the county is required to 
obtain a concurrent resolution adopted by a majority vote by the 
Senate and House of Representatives. 

7.' The;::counties are required to enter into the following contractual 
arrangement. 

The Act specifies that counties must enter into a contract with the 
Department of Management and Budget to receive the funds. 

Subsequent amendments to the bill have resulted in the following changes: 

1. The program administration was changed. 

OCJ was given the responsibility and authority to ~nter directly into 
contract with the sheriffs. 

2. An additional activity was authorized. 

Sheriffs could provide selective motor vehicle inspection programs. 

3. The maintenance of local effort (MOE) clause was amended. 

If a county found it necessary to reduce expenditures or the level of 
service they provided prior to October 1, 1978, they are required to 
report this to OCJ who will determine if the reduction meets the 
requirements of the act. (Authority to resolve MOE issues was 
originally with the legislature.) 

4. Program evaluation "Was added. 

OCJ will submit an annual impact and cost effectiveness study to the 
Senate and House Appropriations Committees by April 1 of each yea~. 

Funds appropriated to the program over a five fiscal year period: 
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Table I 
Funds Appropriated And Expended 

Fiscal Av~~~:~i:srO 
Amount Expended ~ 

Year Appropriation By Counties 

1978-79 $8,700,000 $8,700,000 $7,400,2992 

1979-80 $8,700,000 $8,613,000 $7,865,792 

1980-81 $6,400,000 $6,336,000 $5,780,021 

1981-82 $6,500,000 $6,435,000 $6,236,537 

1982-83 $6,500,000 $6,435,000 $5,597,4853 

$36,800,000 $36,519,000 $32,880,134 

L After FY 78-79 1% was deducted for administrative costs of the 
program. 

2 • Five counties did not apply for funds. i f t 
3. Final expenditures were not available at the t me 0 repor 

preparation. 
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PART I 

" 

Sheriff's Views on Status of Law Enforcement; 

• Coordination 
• Training~ and 
• Communications 

OCJ Recommendations for Improvement 

Q 

I. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

SHER.IFF"'S IlEPOR.T 

Coordination .5!! .~ Enforcement Agencies: 

Law enforcement coordination methods range from formal lvritten agreements 
that identify primary responsibility for specific functions and areas of 
servicsto informal verbal agreements. 1;'hese informal agreements usually 
establish operational procedures for requesting back-up supportbet,wee11-
participating agencies. All counties have law enforcement plans developed 
in cooperation with the State Police. Several sheriff departments have 
mutual aid agreements with local city and township police agencies. 
Fort~-three sheriffs indicate involvement in county and area law 
enforcement associations or 'councils and fifty-seven sheriffs report that 
they provide or participate in a centralized communications aystem, lvhich 
is another form of coordination betlveen la~. enforcement agencies and with 
other public safety and emergency service providers. 

, 
~ Enforcement Training: 

Nearly all sheriff departments signified that they are engaged in some 
type of on-going training. However, budgetary constraints continue to 
hamper their efforts to upgrade and imprbve their training programs: 
Major areas of concern center around keeping officers abreast with new 
laws and judicial decisions (40); accident investigation training (47); 

C) improved criminal investigation techniques (32); firearms training (27), 
plus the need for radar and breathalyzer training. For the northern tier 
of counties in particular, there are few training sites. Throughout the .. 
state community colleges remain an important source of criminal justice 
training. 

Communlcation Systems: 

Most sheriffs report there are, basic levels of communications. available 
for emergency response. However, 54 departments indicate their systems 
need upgrading. Much of the radio equipment has been in service for its 
projected life and counties are being asked to replace it. 

All sheriff departments have aCCeSs to Law Enforcement Information Network 
(LE!N) terminals. There are 69 departments that have their own terminal 
and 14 that utilize. eIther a "Michigan State Police Post terminal or one 
beltmging to a local polIce ' agency. A few 'sheriffs reported they do not 
maintain a 24 hour assigllment because off the prohibitive terminal and 
pe~sonnel costs. 

II. OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Recommendation~ for Improving :!!!!Enfo1;'cement Coordination: 

Under P.A. 416, county ,sherIffs must establi.sh law enforcement plans with 
the State Police for'unincorporated areas of the county. This requirement 
results in coordination on a formal .basis for a significant proportion of 
a countY's law enforcement services , . particularly the more rural counties 
with feW' township or city police departments. 
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Forty-four counties are participating in coordinating councils and 
organi.zations in the criminal justice system. These councils contribute 
to ci. comprehensive and unified approach to enforcement problems and crime 
prev'ention efforts. It is recommended that the remaining sheriff 
departments establish local and regional associations to strengthen their 
individual endeavors. 

B. Recommendations for Improving Law Enforcement Training: 

Acts 301 and 302 in 1982 and their implementation during 1983 are a major 
step toward answe:ring the training needs of Michigan law enforcement. 
With staff assistance from the Office of Criminal Justice, the Justice 
Training Commission has distributed $1,992,036 in the sixty percent funds 
to law enforcement agencies and arranged for the disbursement of the forty 
percent funds in thirty grant awards. These grants were made to agencies 
that prov~de a wide cross section of criminal justice services. It i~ 
recommended that law enforcement administrators, in regional and area 
councils, identify common training needs and coordinate the delivery to 
their mutual benefit. 

Public Acts 310 and 311 of 1982, providing for preliminary breathalyzer 
tests in the field have been implemented. To prevail against legal 
challenges, all officers performing the field tests must be skilled in the 
use of breathalyzers. The acts assign the Michigan Department of State 
Police the responsibility for providing training to instructors who 'viII 
in turn provide breathalyzer training to field officers. Sheriff· 
departments needing breathalyzer training for their deputies should 
contact the applicable State Police district headquarters to take 
advantage of the ava~able service. 

C. Recommendations ~ Improving La~ Enforcement Communications: 

The Police Communicatons and Data Access Plan is the guideline for police 
radio frequency assignments in Michigan. This plan provides an. 
opportunity for consolidating police communications services •. 
T~chnically, centralized police dispatching can be achieved in each mobile 
radio district defined in the plan. By consolidating communications 
services for the reception of requests from the public, and the dispatch 
of police and other emergency services from a common center, response time 
can be reduced. It is also generally more cost effective than individual 
dispatch centers. Consequently, central dispatch offers many advantages 
and should be initiated wherever possible. 

Many sheriff departments have indicated deficiencies in their 
communications capabilities. These include the need to: replace 
equipment that has become too costly to maintain, improve mobile and 
portable capability for reliable countywide communications, and add' 
control equipment to implement or expand centralized dispatching. Most of 
the radio equipment purchased during the implementation of the police 
communications plan has reached or exceeded its life expe~ta:ncy. Many 
communities have not budgeted .for equipment replacement, system updating, 
or improvement. Therefore, these police agencies will exper;i.ence 
continual communication system degradation in the near future. 

5 

Only eight sheriffs reported being part of a 9-1-1 systecr in their county~ 
but since this is a multi-cooperative effort by a number of communities 
and the various telephone companies, it is inevitable that these 
complexities will take some time to resolve. The Office of Crimi~al 
Justice has long supported the 9-1-1 concept in the interest of easy 
citizen access to emergency response and decreased duplication of effort. 

Approximately one-third of Michigan's population can request emergency 
services by dialing 9-1-1. Because of inconsistent boundaries between 
telephone company exchanges and political jurisdictions no county has 9-1-
1 aCCess for all its citizens. The problems which limit universal 
development includ.e high initial costs, sparsity of popUlation in many 
areas, and the large number of telephone co.mpanies and political entities 
il1volved. . . 

The Office of Criminal Justice supports legislation a.llowing local 
~overnments to implement 9-1-1 systems with installation and line costs 
charged to telephone subscribers in the service area. The Office of 
Criminal Justice continues to support: implementation of a statewide 9-1-
1 system for emergency call reception, regional central dispatch systgms 
involving all policing agencies, including the Michigan State Police, 
continual evaluation of La~q Enforcement Information Network system to keep 
it responsive to needs, statewide implementation of the Michigan Emergency 
Public Safety System, and consideration of updating the Communications and 
Data Access Plan due to chan~ing population trends. 
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PART II 

,Status of Secondary Road Patrol Program 
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Activities Conducted 
Impact. on Accid,ents 
Effects of.Alcohol on A~cidents 
Cost Effectiveness 

r,\ d' 

1\ 

Cl 

",' ' 

---,~--------~----~--~-------------

B. 

1. 

<.f '. 

.::) rt 

EVALUATION BACKGROuND INFORMATION 

Number of Counties Included In The Evaluation 
._ ~l -r- _ -=r 

:rabIes showing the number of iteputies employed with P.A. 416 funds, the 
m,aintenance of effort chart sho~dng the' number of county funded depu:ties' 
and the accident data includes all 83 counties. The activities data 
inc1~des (1')nly 77 cOllnt1e,~, 01;:. 93 percent .of the cOllnties. 

'Data for all the variables used to'\ report activites were0 not available for 
;'!l.11 the counUes. The decision was made. ito exclude the counties where all 
the actiyities ,information wag not on file. C The counties not included in 
the report a:r;e: 

Berrien 
Grand.'Traverse 
Isabella 

Kalama2;po 
Kent 
Sanilac 

" 

Data Collection ~ p2.I!..nitions 

. -\ 
Data_ Co-ilection 
~ .-

" The activity data lyere reque!gted from all 83 counties, however, only 77 
counties submitted data for the full 1982 calendar year. The date for 10 
randomly selected counties were validated to be sure sheriffs understood 
what data were being _ reql.!,ested and that the counts were accurate. 
Citations is the only'iirea,,'where there was a misunderstanding. This was 
because the requireQents~ere not completely defined.~ Most sheriffs 
rep_ortedonly moving, violations and the previous evaluations also included 
ci~ations for defective safety equipment. 

'::' 

Data Defittlitions': _.t. "._ ... ~ 

Following are deJ:~nitiolJ.,g; for th~ variables used in this report and 
'S't)'trces . if othet;'t.nan the 'sh'eriff,'sl) 'department: '. 

b. 

c. 

O;J.tattH;ms '. - All violations of either a state law or local ordinance, 
i.e., moving violations timproperlymainta~ned safety equipment, 
improper drivers lieense or ladk of registrition and/or proof of 
it;l6iurance and alcohol related offenses. This includes tickets issued 
tq, driver-a of automob.i1es, trucks. or motorcycles • 

, . 

Arrests - Criminal arrests, eith~r felonY or misdemeanor. 

i'~\ < .;: 

Accident InvejJt:(.gation - Response to rep9~ted" accidents, initial 
investigation and evidence collection. 

d'~"CJ:'i • .tna1 Coap;taJ,nt Responses -Tll'e resp(,ms~ to any situation wh~:re a 
citi:?;en reports that a crime (felony or misdemeanor) was committed or 
is in progress, the initial investigation and the discovery of crime. ' 

i 0 

e. Law Enforcement Assistance - Assisting a law enforcement officer of a. 
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g. 

different department (state and local) or of the sa~e departmenF· 
This indltides Department of Natural Resources officers, Liquor Control 
Commiss!Lon personnel, etc. 

..;,(-, 
This is Assistance - Assisting citizens ~Y'ho need help. Motor:l;~t 

primar,hy 
strandied. 

where an automobile becomes inoperative and the citizen is 

/l 

thO at) have been reported to the Cri.J~ - Felony and misdemeanor crimes 
Michigan State "police Uniform Crime Reporting S~stem by state, county, 
and/' city as substantiated crimes. 

h. A('~idents - Motor vehicle accidents that have beent~ported to the > 

Michigan State "police by state, county, and local law enforcement. 

j. 

k. 

Alcohol Related Accidents - One or more of the drivers involved in the 
accident had been drinking. Information obtained from the accident 
data reported to the Hichigan State Police. 

Vehicle Registration - The number 
the Michigan Secretary of State. 
and motorcycles. 

of registered vehicles reported by 
This includes automobiles, trucks 

_ Ac·cide"-ts. that occurred in townships and Traffic Accidents. b 
jurisdictions of less than 1,000 population that were investigated Y 
Michigan State police, Sheriff's Department, or Township Police. 

C. Evaluation Goals 

1. 

2. 

3. 

To ascertain whether the counties are continuing to mantai; l:hi 
support of their county supported road patrol at, a eve 
comparable to or greater than the base-line period, October 1, 

1978. 

To determine if the Secondary Road Pat'rol Program has maintained 
its high level of productivity. 

To find out whether the secondary roads had _the same accident 
trend as the other roads of the state during 1982 ot was higher or 
lower than the others. 

II. SECONDARY !Q!!!,PATROL. PE-RSONNKL~ ACTIVITIES ANALYSES 

A. Services Provided 

When the program began, a number of counties used some of the funds for 
vehicle inspection and traffic safety education programs. The num:er of 
these programs has declined considerably and the main focus has ecome 
traffic law enforcement. The vehicle inspection program has been rep~ac~d 
by stopping cars where it is obvious that certain safety equipment s ~ 
need of repair and issuing a repair and report citation. In most 
counties the citation is voided when the owner returns torith the vehicle 
and can ;rove the defective equipment has been repaired or replaced. 

8 

B. Personnel 

The largest expenditure of PA 416 funds was for personnel and automobile 
expenses, as would be expec ted. The percentage of to tal secondary road 
patrol expenditures in FY 80/81 for personnel was 88 percent and for 
automobile operation 8 percent. The automobil~ expenditure repres~nts -
purchasing gasoline, repairs and replacement vehicles. 

Table 2 shows the number of deputies employed by the program each fiscal 
year from Fy 78/79 through FY 82/83. These deputies represent new hires. 
Strong measures have been taken by OCJ to assure that secondary road 
patrol funds are used to supplement, not supplant (or replace) county 
funding. Counties participating in the Secondary Road Patrol Program are 
forbidden by law to reduce the level of their county supported road patrol 
effort unless they can prove economic hardship and are forced to reduce 
general services. Act No. 94 Public Acts of 1981, Sec. 77, Paragraph 
(I)" ••• An agreement entered into under this section shall be void if the 
county reduces its expenditures or level of road patrol below that which 
the county was expending or providing immediately before October 1, 1978, 
unless the county is required to reduce general services because of 
economic conditions and is not merely reducing law enforcement services." 
This provision is referred to as "maintenance of effort:' 

Counties are required to report the number of deputies they have at ,the 
beginning of each funding Year and the previous year's expenditures; 
These figures are compared with those reported for October 1, 1978. If 
the county has f~_·wer county supported deputies, they must either replace 
the personnel, prove economic hardship, or be denied funds. 

Since October 1, 1978, ten counties have reduced their county road patrol 
and have pled economic hardship. Nine of these counties have been 
approved for funding and one is pending. The first county to use this 
provision was Genesee County. The entire county supported road patrol, 21 
deputies, was eliminated. Under Act'No. 416 Public Acts of 1978, Sec. 77, 
prior to amend11lent, counties that reduced their county supported effort 
had to receive a concurrent resolution adopted by a majority vote of the 
Senate and House of Representatives. Genesee County documented its case 
and received a concurrent resolution. 

Wayne County also eliminated its road patrol and was able to substantiate 
a 44 percent reduction in general funds. The other seven counties that 
were approved had reduced the road patrol manpower below the,1978 level, 
but did not eliminate their road patrols. 

Table 3 shoWS the number of road patrol deputies in three population 
categories, all counties with less than 300,000 population, have increased 
snce 1978. The only category where a reduction has occurred is counties, 
of over 300,000 population and this is due to the cuts in Genesee and 
'~ayne Counties. 

The data show that counties have not used the PA 416 money to replace 
their funds. The secondary road patrol program is an additional statewide 
policing initiative that probably would not be possible without PA 416 ' 
funds. 
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TABLE 2 

SECONDAR~ ROAD PATROL DEPUTIES 

Number of Deputies Employed. with Secondary Road Patrol Funds 

N :0 83 ~unties 

(~ 
Number of 

Fiscal Year Program Year Deputies 
78/79 . 1st 287 

79/80 2nd 291.3 

80/81 3rd 215.4 

81/82 4th 208.6 

82/83 5th 200.7 

<: 

TABLE 3 

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

County Supported Road Patrol Strength 

Population 
. Category 

o ~ 30,000 

30 - 100.,000 

100 - 300,000 

300,000 - Over 

Tota,l State 

N = 83 Counties 

Number of County Supported Deputies* 

FY 78 79 October, 1982 
177 .5 230.5 

303.5 361.5 

354.0 429.0 

288** 232 

1,123** 1,253 

* Includes only county funded certified road patrol deputies 
**Reductions were authorized for Genesee Coullty(21 deputies) 

and Wayne County (37 deputies). 
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Activities 

Sheriffs primarily use the Secondary Road Patroi to patrol county local 
and primary roads, monitor for tr.affic law violations, and investig~te 
accidents. However, a deputy observing a criminal law violation while 
patrolling, will make an arrest; a deputy may take a criminal complaint if 
the sheriff's department brings to his attention a crime in the patrol 
area. Also, deputies help motorists, assist other law enforcement 
officers and· patrol in county and ,state parks. A few of the larger 
sheriffs' departments have written directives that prohibit secondary road 
patrol deputies to respond to crime scenes or assist other law enforcement 
officers unless they are in the immediate area. 

The following data were reported by the sheriff's relative to the various 
major activities of the road patrol deputies: .I 

1. Citations 
~\ 

It is evident that citation writing is the highest priority of the 
Secondary Road Patrol. The limitations placed on the utilization of 
Secondary Road Patrol deputies makes it possible for them to spend a 
latge portion of their time monitoring speed and the cOddition of 
safety equipment on automobiles. 

Compared with the County Supported Road Patrol, the Secondary Road 
Patrol- officers. wrote 294 percent more citations per officer. 
However, the data show the Secondary Road Patrol officers spent more 
time patrolling. The Secondary Road Patrol Officers averaged 25,711 
miles on patrol ill 1981, while the .County Supported Road Patrol had 
only 19,118 miles per officer. The Secondary Road Patrol officers 
drove 34 percent more miles than the County Supported Road Patrol. 
Table 4 shows the citations per officer for both Secondary Road Pat,rol 
and County Supported Road Patrol for each popUlation category and 
Table 5 ,', shows the mileage. Figure 1 gives a comparison of the 
citations per officer and Figure 2 compares the percentage of total 
deputies the Secondary Road Patrol represents and the contrasting, 
percentage of tot!Jl citations. 
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TABLE 4 

AVERAGE CITATIONS PER OFFFICER 1982 

I 

County Supported Deputies and Secondary Road Patrol 

N = 77 Counties 

Population Number of County Supported Secondary Road 
Category Counties Deputies Citations Patrol Deputies 

Per Officer Per 'Officer ' 
o - 30,000 38 62 '109 

30,000 - 100,000 24 101 351 

100,000 - 300,000 11 103 516 

300,000 - Over 4 115 624 

1\ Total 77 94 370 
1,1 

TABLE 5 

AVERAGE MILES DRIVEN ON PATROL PER OFFICER 1982 

County Supported ~eputies and Secondary Road Patrol 

N = 77 Counties 

Population Number of County Supported Secondary Road 
Category Counties Depti'ties Patrol Deputies 

(Number) (Average) (Average) 

° - 30,000 38 19,697 27,526 

30,000 - 100,000 24 22,557 24,906 

100,000 - 300,000 11 14,712 26,722 -

300,000 - Over 4 22,178 23,168 

Total 77 19,118 25,711 
n 
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FIGURE 1 

AVERAGE CITATIONS PER DEPUTY 
COUNTY SUPPORTED AND SECONDARY ROAD PATROLS COMPARED 

1982 N = 77 COUNTIES 
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2. Accidents Investigated 

SecQndary Road Patrol deputies investigate accidents that occur on 
county local and prmary roads (secondary toads) but not all of them,. 
The County Supported deputies inves tigate the largest percentage ot 
accidents investigated by the sheriff's department. The data show 
all population categories' except 300,000 and over increased the 
percentage of accidents investigated and the total average per officer 
increased 12 percent. 

ACCIDENTS INVESTIGATED BY SECOND~~Y ROAD PATROL 

Comparison of 1981 and 1982 
(Average Per Deputy) 

1981 N 17 Counties 1982 N = 77 Counties 

Year 0-30,000 

1981 48 

1982 55 

% Change 15% 

1982 
Accidents 3,091 
Investigated 

Number of 
Deputies 56 

30,000-100,000 100,000-300,000 

72 

87 

21% 

4,521 

52 

Average Per Deputy 

86 

"121 

41% 

Actual Data 

4,717 

39 

14 

300,OOO-Over Total 

62 69 

51 77 

-18% 12% 

1,999 14,328 

39 186 

3. Motorist Assistance 

Secondary Road Patrol deputies offer their assistance when they come 
upon motorists who are stalled, off the road, or in need of some other 
kind of aid. An average of 43 persons per deputy were helped in 1981. 
Table 7 gives the number of motorists assisted per officer for the 
population categories. 

TABLE 7 

HOTORISTS ASSISTED BY SECONDARY ROAD PATROL 

Comparison of 1981 and 1982 
(Average per Deputy) 

1981 N ~ 17 Counties 1982 N = 77 Counties 

Year 0-30,000 30,000-100,000 100,000-300,000 300,000-Over Total 

Average Per Deputy 

1981 38 92 42 15 41 

1982 28 59 43 42 43 

% Change -26% -36% ',2%' 180% 5% 

Actual Data 
1982 
Motorists 
Assists 1,579 3,063 1,676 1,644 7,962 

Number of 
Deputies 56 52 39' 39 186 
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4. Law Enforcement Assists 

Secondary Road Patrol deputies may be called upon io"assist other 
officers from their own department, a local township or village, the 
State Police, Natural Resources Department, Liquor Control Commission, 
etc. In 1982, the average number of assists per deputy was 54. See 
Table 8 below for a breakdown by population. 

TABLE 8 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTS BY SECONDARY ROAD PATROL 

Comparison off 1981 and 1982 
(Average Per Deputy) 

1981 N = 17 Counties 1982 N = 77 Counties 

Year 0-30,000 30,000-100,000 100,000-300,000 300,000-Over Total 

Average r>er Deputy 

1981 19 44 119 24 53 
\\ 

1982 37 72 53 56 54 

r. Change 95% 64% -55% 133% 2% 
':' 

AC~lJal Data 
1982 
Number 
Assists 2,053 3,761 2,067 2,203 10,084 

Number of 
Deputies 56 52 39 39 186 
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5. Operating! Vehicle Under The Influence Arrests 

Year 

1981 
1982 
Percent 

1982 
Number 
Number 

Secondary Road ratrol deputies made 2,082 arrests for operating a 
vehicle under the influence in 1982, or an average of 11 per officer. 
The 77 sheriffs included in this evaluation reported to the Uniform 
Crime Reporting system that all deputies of thE%ir departments made a 
total of 7,097 arrests. This means that the Secondary Road Patrol 
deputies made 29 percent of the arrests. Table 9 gives a breakdown of 
the arrests per officer for each population category. 

TABLE 9 

DRUNK DRIVING ARRESTS PER OFFICER FOR 1982 

Secondary Road Patrol 

1982 N = 77 Counties 

0- 30,000- 100,000- 300,000- Total 
300,000 100,000 300,000 Over 

Average Per Deputy 

8 12 25 13 15 
8 14 8 14 11 

Change 17% -68% 8% -27% 

Actual Data ';, 

of Arrests 469 742 312 559 2,082 
of Officers 56 52 39 39 186 
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6. Crime Related Activities 

Act 416 states that one of the functions of the Secondary Road Patrol 
is enforcing the criminal laws of the state, violations of which are 
observed by or brought to the attention of the sheriff's department 
while patrolling and monitoring. Sheriffs in larger counties consider 
crime response as a low priority f.or the Secondary Road Patrol because 
in the majority of cases it results in only filing a report. The 
Secondary Road Patrol does respond if a crime is in progress in i;t-:;~:~- \, 
patrol area. However, in smaller population counties the Seconda~y,"j 
Road Patrol does r~spond because there is only one deputy (either a 
County Supported or a Secondary Road Patrol deputy) in any section of 
the county. If the Secondary Road Patrol deputy did not respond, it 
would resul t in many extra miles of travel for the County Supported 
Patrol deputies and would result in a section of the county not being 
covered. 

The crime related activities include taking criminal complaints and 
making criminal arrests. 

a. Crime Complaint Reports, 

Table 10 shows the average number of crime reports taken per deputy by 
Secondary Road Patrol deputies in 1982 and compares this with 1981. 
The average number of complaints taken per deputy by the Secondary 
Road Patrol decreased from 108 in 1981 to 86 in 1982, -20 percent. 
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TABLE 10 

CRIME COMPLAINT REPORTS HANDLED BY SECONDARY ROAD PATROL DEPUTIES 

Comparison of 1981 and 1982 Average Complaints Per Deputy 

1981 N = 17 Counties 1982 N = 77 Counties 

0- 30,000- 100,000- 300,000- Total 
Year and Patrol Unit 30,000 100,000 300,000 Over Sample 

Average Per Deputy 
Sec~ndary Road Patrol 

1981 125 215 126 39 108 
" 

1982 86 89 156 10 86 

Percent Change -31% -59% -24% -74% -20% 

Actual Data 1982 
Number of Crime 
Complants 4,790 4,652 6,095 381 15,918 

Number of Officers 56 52 39 39 186 

.. 
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b. Criminal Arrests 

The Secorida;ry Road Patrol increased the average number of arrests per 
, deputy by 50 percent in 1982. 

TABLE II 

SECONDARY ROAD PATROL 

Comparison 1981 and 1982 
(Average Arrests Per Deputy) 

1981 N ::: 17 Counties 

Year 

Average per Deputy 

1981 ' 

1982 

Percent Change 

1981 

Number Arrests 

Number Deputies 

0-
30,000 

23 

18 

-22% 

1,033 

56 

30,000-
100,000 ' 

35 

22 

-37% 

Actual 

1,166 

52 

20 

100,000-
"300,000 

62 

192 

210% 

Data 

7,499 

39 

c.'. 

1981 N = 77 Counties 

300,000-
Over 

23 , , 
'cl 

10 

-57% 

407 

39 

" 

Total 
Sample 

36 

54 

50% 

10,105 

186 
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D. ~econdary ~ Patrol Activitie!Summary 

The acdvi I:y with the highest volume for Secondary Road Patrol ,deputies is, 
the issuance of traffic citations. They issued 68,775 citations in t~~2, 
370 per deputy. Compared with the County Supported Road Patrol average 
number of citations per officer ,94, ,the Secondary Road Patrol deputies 
wrote over 294 percent mo're citations. The con;centration on citation 
writing is consistent with the objective of Act 416 to patrol secondary 
:t'oad~) (county local and primary roads) to reduce accidents. 

\,; 

~~ctivities that increased in average number per deputy over 1981, w'ere 
"::i~()torist assists, 5 percent increa,se; law enforcement assists, 2 percent; 

accident investigations 12 percent ,and criminal arrests, 50 percent. 
Figure 3 shows a comparison of activities between 1981 and 1982. ' 

FIGURE 3 

f , 
SECONDARY ROAD PAJ~QL ACTIVITIES 

COMPARISON OF 1~8 '1 AND I 982 
ACTIVITIES PER DEPUTY N = 77 COUNTIES 
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Re,garding activities where Secondary Road Patrol could be compared with 
th.e County Supported Road Patrol, the Secondary Road Patrol deputies had a 
higher average volume than the County Supported deputies. As pointed out 
in the last 'evaluation, this can be accounted for partly by the fact that 
Cc)unty Supported Road Patrol Deputies have additional duties. They must 
transport ja,11 prisoners, provide backup support for jail, personnel, and 
SEerve warr~nts and subpoenas. 
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During the evaluation, several sheriffs in counties which are in the. 0-
30,000 population category said their officers were patr61ling as- th~y 
have in the past but are not seeing as many violations. One sheriff said 
he has monitored the traffic speeds on the secondary roads and foundtbe 
average speed is do~m. He attributes this to the presence of his officers 
and the .number of tickets they (County Supported and Secondary Road 
Patrol) have issued over the past three years. It is evident the officers 
were patrolling because the mileage data show a high number of patrol 
miles per officer, (see Table 5). 

It appears that drivers prone to violate the traffic laws, and w'ho realize 
more citations are given know the roads are being patrolled and respond 
prperly. The citatiort\~data sho~y the smaller counties have a higher ratio 
of licensed vehicles being ticketed; as the population size increases the 
ratio decreases. It is possible smaller counties with a high citation 
rate may have reached the peak number of citations per officer. 

The number of citations per registered vehicle for the year 1982 was 
analyzed. The citation figure used for this analysis is the combined 
number of citations for County Supported and Secondary Road Patrol. A 
comparison was ~ade across population categories of the rate per 100 

---'!"-egistered vehicles. This calculation makes the assumption that during' 
the year each registered vehicle had equal exposure to a sheriffs deputy; 
each vehicle received only one ticket during the year; and only county 
residents traveled these roads. Of course, none of these assumptions are 
true. However, the rate does give a feel for the potential impact the 
volume of tickets have had on the given population. In reviewing the 
citations we found that a high percentage of those ticketed in most 
counties were residents. It must be remembered that the PA416 deputies 
have been writing a large number of tickets each year for a four-year 
period. 

Item 

Rate Per 100 
1981 
1982 

TABLE 12 

" NUMBER OF CITATIONS PER 100 REGISTERED VEHICLES 
(Includes Secondary Road And County Supported Patrols) 

0-
30,000 

1982 
N ::: 77 Counties 

30,000-
100,000 

100,000-
300,000 

300,000 
Over 

Citations Per 100 Registered Vehicles 

Vehicles 
6.2 5.2 5.2 2.2 
4.7 5 ?\ .4. / 4.6 1.4 

Actual Data 

Registered Vehicles 461,672 934,037 1,291,174 2,972,796 

Total Gltations 21,865 49,008 59,043 41,770 
J 
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Average 

3.2 
3.0 

5,659,679 

171,686 

~ SECONDARY ROAD ACCIDENTS 

A. General Accident Trends 

The analyses of secondary road accidents will cover a five-year period. 
Table 14 gives the number of accidents and percent change 1981-82 and 
1978-82. Figur~ 4 shows the total accidents for the state, secondary 
roads and trunklines and a seven-year trend for each. This portion of the 
evaluation and the balance of the analyses include all 83 Michigan 
Counties. 

TABLE 14 

TOTAL ACCIDENTS 1978-1982 

Total State - Secondary Roads - Rural Trunklines 

N-83 Counties 

Road Type 1978 1979 

Total State 389,193 366,435 

Secondary Roads 83,663 78,847 

Rural Trunklines 53,200 49,443 

1980 

314,594 

73,053 

42,166 

1981 1982 
% Change 

81/82 78/82 

302,831 294,971 -2.5% -24.2% 

70,549 68,215 -3.3% -18.5% 

42,022 40,672 -3.2% -23.5% 

Table 14 shows 1982 secondnry road accidents decreased by 3.3 percent from 
1981, which was .8 perc~;,ht -greater than the reduction in total state 
accidents, 2.5 percent. The rural trunkline accidents were down about the 
same amount as secondary roads, 3.2 percent. This year accidents can not be 
adjusted by vehicle milef:~driven becaus"e mileage estimates are not available 
from the Department of '.rransportation for all the road types. 

The accident trend from 1978 to 1982 shows secondary roads had the lowest 
p~rcentage of decrease, 18.5 percent, compared to a decrease of 16 percent for 
all roads statewide and 23.5 percent for rural trunklines. 

Figure 4 shows the seven-year accident trend, 1976 to 1982, for total state, 
rural trunklines and secondary roads. The seven-year trend was calculated by 
the "least squares'" method, a reliable method for determining a trend. It 
will be noted that 1982 accidents on the secondary roads were 2.9 percent 
below the seven-year trend, while rural trunkline 1982 accident~ were .2 
percent above the line and total state 1982 accidents were only 1 percent 
below. 
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FIGURE 4 

SEVEN YEAR ~CCIDENT TRENDS 
1976 -1982 
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B. Fatal, Personal Injury and Property Damage Accidents 

1. ~ive-year Trend 

Table 16 displays the five--year data for fatal, personal injury and 
property damage accidents for toial state, rural trunklines and, 
secondary roads. 

Comparing 1982 with 1981, secondary roads had a larger pere~ntage 
reduction in fatal and personal injury accidents than did total state 
or rural trunklines. However, secondar,y roads and total state had 
smaller reduction in property accidents than did rural trunklines. 
Secondary. roads had the smallest decrease in all accident types from 
1978 to 1982. 

TABLE 16 

FATAL - PERSONAL INJURY - PROP.ERTY DAMAGE ACCIDENTS 

Total State - Rural Trunklines - Secondary Roads 
1977-1981 

Road and Accident % Change 
Type 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 81-82 78-82 

Total State 
Fatal 1,833" 1,662 1,582 1,453 1,281 -12 -30 
Personal Injury 112,259 108,569 96,763 91,388 87,384 - 4 -22 
Property Damage 275,101 256,204 216,249 209,990 206,306 - 2 -25 

Secondary Roads 
Fatal 645 59 /• C' 560 533 460 -14 -29 
Personal Injury 25',805 2'5,005 23,518 21,911 20,802 - 5 -19 
Property Damage) 57,213 53,248 48,975 48,105 46,953 - 2 -18 

Rural Trunklines 
Fatal 509 461 427 373 348 - 7 -29 
personal Injury 16,032 15,075 12,726 12,329 11 ,904 - 3 -19 
Property Damage 36,659 33,907 29,013 29,320 28,420 -- 3 -18 

2. Accidept Types Percent of Total Accidents 

Table 17 gives the percentage o.f total state accidents that rural 
trunklines and secondary roads represent. Table 18 shows what 
percenta, ge 'ff~t~l, personal injU,ry and p,roperty damage accidents are of 
totalaccidentj}for the desi~~,~~~~d road type • 
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Secondary roads decreased their proportion of the total state's ·accidents in 
all categor.ies from 1981 to 1982. The data show secondary roads" proportion 
of total accidents increased as did all other categories from 1978 to 1982. 
However, the percentage of increase over 1978 is smaller in 1982 than in 1981-
The rural trunklines increased their proportion of fatal and personal injury' 
accidents bUF decreased in the proportion of total acc~dents and property 
damage from 1978 to 1982. 

Revi.ew of Table 18 shows the proportion of fatal accidents from 1978 to 1982 
on scecondary roads decreased 12.5 percent. Ther'e ~\Tas a small decrease, 1 
percen~, in personal injury accidents and a increase, 6 percent, in property 
damage accidents. Total state fatal accidents decreased 20 percent from 1978 
to 1982, but personal injury accidents increased 2.8 percent and property 
damage accidents decreased by 1 percent. However, rural trunklines showed a 
10 percent decrease in the proportion of fatals, a 2.7 percent decrease in the 
proportion of personal injury accidents, and a 1.5 percent increase in the 
proport,ion of property damage accidents, which was almost the same as the 
period 1978-1982~ 

TABLE 17 

" ,-, 

FATAL - PERSONAL I~JURY ~ PROPERTY DAMAGE ACCIDENTS 

Road and Accident 
Type 

Secondary Roads 
Total Accidents 
Fatals 
Personal Injury 
Property damage 

Rural Trunklines 
Total Accidents 
Fatals 
Perspnal Injury 
Property Damage 

Rural Trunklines and Secondary Roads 
As Proportion of Total State Accidents 

1978-1982 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 

21.5 21.5 23.2 23.3 23.1 
35.2 35.7 35.4 36.7 35.9 
23.0 23.0 24.3 24.0 23.8 
20.8 20.8 22.6 22.9 22.8 

13.7 13.5 13. /f 13 .9 13.8 
27.8 27.1 27.0 25.7 27.2 
14.3 13.9 13.2 13 .5 13.6 
13.3 13.2 13.4 14.0 13.8 
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% Change 
81-82 78-82 

-0.9 +7.4 
-2.2 +2.0 
-0.8 +3.5 
-0.4 +9.6 

-0.7 +0.7 
+5.8 -2.2 
+{).7 -4.9 
-1.4 +3.8 ,. 

TABLE 18 

FATAL - PERSONAL INJURY - PROPERTY DAMAGE ACCIDENTS 

Percent of Road Type Total Accidents 
Total State - Rural Trunklines - Secondary Roads 

1978-1982 

Road and Accident 
% Change 

Type 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 81-82 78-82 

Total State -20.0 
'Fatal .5 .5 .5 .5 .4 -20.0 

Personal Injury 28.8 29.6 30.8 30.2 29.6 2.0 + 2.8 

Property Damage 70.7 69.9 68.7 69.3 69.9 - 0.9 - 1.1 

Secondary Roads 
.8 .7 -12.5 -12.5 

Fatal .8 .8 .8 

Personal Injury 30.8 31.7 32.2 31.1 30.5 - 1.9 - 1.0 .r 

68.8 + 0.9 + 6.0 
,ii',. 

Property Damage 68.4 67.5 67.0 68.2 

Rural Trucklines -10.0 
Fatal 1.0 .9 ':\ 1.0 .9 .9 

Personal Injury 30.1 30.5 30.2 29.3 29.3 - 2.7 

Property Damage 68.9 68.6 68.9 69.8 69.9 + 0.1 + 1.5 

1 f h ~ fo.r a'year =it~i,n. an ~ccident type may not total Totq.s 0 t ,e per~enf~Bes. w " ~ 

100% d\le t:o rQt.ro.q i l18, ~ 
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3. Alcohol Related Accidents 

Alcohol related accidents on the secondary roads decreased 12.5 
percent, 1981 to 1982. Alcohol related fatals were down 15.5 percent, 
the largest reduction of the three road types. Personal injury was 
do~·1U 12.4 percent and property damage down 12.4 percent. The rural 
trunkline alcohol related accidents were down 13.8 percent, tatals 
were down only 2.9 percent, the smallest decrease of the three road 
types. 

TABLE 19 

ALCOHOL RELATED ACCIDENTS 1978-1982 

Total State - Secondary Roads - Rural Trunklines 
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Figure 5 compares the proportion of total accidents that were alcohol related 
for each of the road types. Secondary roads consisteritly had the highest 
rates of alcohol related accidents. Figure 6 shows the proportion of total 
fatal, personal injury and property damage accidents that were alcohol related 
for 1978, 1981 and 1982. Again, in each accident category, secondary roads 
had a slightly higher proportion than the other roads. The data clearly show 
that the probability of being killed or injured is higher for the drinking 
driver who has an accident than for the non-drinker, particularly on the 
secondary roads. Statewide 14 percent of the total accidents were alcohol 
related in 1982. A1cbhol related accidents account for 56 percent of the 
fatals, 22 percent o.f the personal injury accidents, and 11 percent of the 
property damage accidents. The secondary roads were even worse. Alcohol 
related accidents were 18 percent of the total accidents, 59 percent of the 
fatals and 28 percent of the personal inj,ury accidents. 
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PERCENT OF ACCIDENT TYPE ALCOHOL RELATED 
1982 ACCIDENTS 
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4. Summary 

In volume, total traffic accidents on the secondary roads were down 
3.3 percent in 1982 from 1981, which was greater than the state 
average decrease of 2.5 percent. The secondary road decrease was, 
slightly larger tha.n the rural trunkline decrease of only 3.2 percent. 
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FIGURE 6A 

1982 FATAL ACCIDENTS 
ALCOHOL RELATED VS NON-ALCOHOL RELATED 

PERCENT OF TOTAL ACCIDENTS FOR ALCOHOL TYPE ACCIDENTS 
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FIGURE 6B 

1982 PERSONAL INJURY ACCIDENTS 
ALCOHOL RELATED VS NON-ALCOHOL RELATED 

PERCENT OF TOTAL ACCIDENTS FOR ALCOHOL TYPE ACCIDENTS 
~~------------------------------------------~ 
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1982 PROPERTY DAMAGE ACCIDENTS 
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Between 1981 and 1982 secondary roads had a larger decrease than the 
total state average and rural trunklines, even though the decrease is 
only slightly larger than that of the rural trunklines. 

Fluctuation in the number of accidents on the secondary roads is best 
compared with rural trunklines, by examining trends. Between 1977 and 
1981, the two sets of roads followed the same trend for four of those 
five years. In the fifth year, secondary roads went do\m \l1hile the 
rural trunklines had a sight increase, but in 1982 the two road types 
again had the same trend. However, rural trunklines and secondary 
roads are not totally comparable. The secondary roads are not always 
as well repaired. or engin~ered as the trunklines. This tends to make 
them more dangeous than the trunklines, if drivers attempt the same 
speed on them as on the trunklines. 

Evidence suggests that the secondary roads are either traveled by more 
drinking drivers or drinking drivers have a more difficult time 
negotiating the roads. Secondary roads, over the period, 1978-1982, 
had a higher percentage of total accidents that were alcohol related 
than either the state average or the rural trunklines. Eighteen 
percent of the 1982 accidents on the secondary roads were alcohol 
related, compared to a state average of 14 percent, and 15 percent on 
the rur~l trunk lines. 

Secondary roads had a higher percentage of decrease in total 
accidents, fatals, (but not personal injury accidents) than did either 
the total state or rural trunkl.ines. However, it cannot be determined 
if this is th~ direct result of the Secondary Road Patrol Program. 
The volume of citations written by Secondary Road Patrol deputies and 
County Supported deputies might be having*ome effect on driving 
behavior. 

IV. COST EFFECTIVENESS 

Last year an intensive study was made regarding the cost of a secondary 
road patrol officer compared with a county supported deputy. It was found 
the average secondary road patrol deputy cost about 13 percent less than a 
county supported deputy and their productivity exceeded that of toe county 
supported patrol. They wrote 404 more citations per officer and averaged 
5,638 more patrol miles. 

A review of the 1982 facts showed that an intensive study of the issue 
would not lead to any different conclusion than last year. The facts are; 

1. Secondary road patrol officers wrote 276 more citations per officer 
than the county supported patrol and drove 6,593 more patrol miles. 

2. When the state allocation of funds, $6,435,000, is divided by the 
number of secondary road patrol deputies, 208.6, the ailocal:ioll per 
officer is $30,849. In 1981, the average cost of a county deputy with 
fringes, employment taxes, benefits, supervision, and tral.lspor.tatloll 
costs was $39,300 and this cost would probably be higher in 1982. 

Whether the program is producing results is another issue. There is 
no way to prove that the reduct.ion of accidenl:s on the secondary roads 
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has anything to do with the extra patrolling. However, it has always 
been difficult to prove the effectiveness of prevention programs. No 
one knows what the situation would be had the program not been funded~ 
Accidents have been coming down since the funding of the program, but 
statewide accidents have also been declining. 

EVALUATION FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Most counties have maintained the same number of county supported deputies 
they had in 1978 or increased the number, but ten counties reduced their 
county supported road patrol. These counties pled economic hardship as 
provided for in the act. The case of each county was carefully reviewed 
by OCJ, and nine counties were approved for funding. The case of one 
county is st~ll pending. 

In FY 78-79 there were. 1,123 county supported deputies, and in FY 81-82, 
there were 1,253 deputies. The FY 81-82 figure does not include 21 
Genesee County deputies that are shown in the FY 78-79 data. The added 
Secondary Road Patrol deputies represent new hires and not the shifting of 
County Supported deputies to state grant funding. 

The 83 counties had a total of 215.4 Secondary Road Patrol deputies in FY 
80-81 and 208.6 in FY 81-82. 

The Secondary Road Patrol maintained a high level of productivity in most 
activities. 

1. The Secondary Road Patrol officers in the 77 counties participating in 
the evaluation averaged 370 citations. This" reflects the high 
priority on citation writing consistent with the goal of reducing 
accidents on the secondary roads. Secondary Road Patrol represents 15 
percent of the deputies in the evaluation, but 40 percent of the total 
citations. 

2. The number of accidentS investigated by the Secondary Road Patrol 
increased from 69 per officer in 1981, to 77 per officer in 1982. 

3. Motorists assisted increased from 41 per officer in 1981 to 43 in 
1982, a 5 percent increase. 

4. The number of times Secondary Road Patrol deputies wer~ called upon to 
assist other law enforcement officers increased 2 percent, from 53 per 
officer in 1981 to 54 per officer in 1982. 

5. The drunk driver arrests made by Secondary Road Patrol deputies 
represented 11 per officer ~hich was do~n 27 percent from the 1981, 15 
per officer. 

6. The number of crime complaints taken by Secondary Road Patrol deputies 
decreased from 108 per officer in 1981, to 86 in 1982, a20 perce~t 
reduction. However, it was noted that in 1981, the Secondary Road 
Patrol handled 12 percent of the complaints received by the sheriff 
departments but in 1982 th:f,s was 13 percent. 
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7. Criminal arrests were up in 1982, to 54 per officer from 36 in 1981. 
However, the Secondary Road Patrol aC,counted for 19 percent of the 
arrests made by the sheriffs' departments in the sample in 1981 while 
the comparable figure for 1982.c ,.);"as 42 percent. 

E. Secondary road accidents decreased by 3.3 percent between 1981 and 1982. 
The average for the state in 1982 was down 2.5 percent from 1981. The 
rural trunklines had a decrease of 3.2 percent. An analysis of the seven
year trend f.or 1976-1982 shows that while the rural trunklines were 
slightly above, .2 percent, the trend line in 1982, the secondary roads 
were below, 2.9 percent. The total state 1982 accidents were one percent 
below the seven year trend. 

The se't,;.ondary roads had the largest reduction in fatals. Statewide fatals 
were reduced 12 percent in 1982, rural trunklines 7 percent; and secondary 
road fatalities came down 14 percent. Also, secondary roads had the 
largest decrease, 5 percent, in personal injury accidents. The state was 
down 4 percent and rural trunklines 3 percent. 

Secondary roads bad about the same size reduction of alcohol related 
accidents as did the state and rural trunklines. Secondary road alcohol 
rela ted accidents were down 13 percent, the s ta tewide reduc tion was 13 
percent and the rural trunklines 14 percent. Secondary roads had the 
largest reduction in alcohol related fatals, 16 percent. The reduction 
was 13 percent statewide and 3 percent on rural trunklines. 

Secondary roads had the smallest percentage of total accident reduction 
betw~en 1978 and 1982. Secondary road accidents decreased 19 percent 
while. the state total accidents went down 24 percent. Rural trunkline 
accidents declined by 24 percent. 

F. Conclusion 

As stated last year, the Secondary Road Program has evolved from being 
viewed as a funding replacement program for the 83 counties toa fully 
accepted accident prevention program. Most of the sheriffs believe the 
program is important and they have high expections for the Secondary Road 
Patrol deputies. Fewer sheriffs see the program only as a funding 
mechanism. 

The data cannQt prove a conclusive relatiOnship between accident 
reductions and the activities of the Secondary Road Patrol Program. 
Accidents have been declining steadily on all types of roads and highways. 
More ac tion is being taken to prevent secondary road accidents than ever 
before. However, those judging the program must be careful not to set 
expectations.~oo high. There are still relatively few deputies being 
funded in relation to the large area of Michigan traversed b~ county 
secondary roads. )\ 

'.' 

Sheriffs must increasingly recognize that personnel limitations requtres 
targeting ~he Secondary Road Patrol resources to those segments of 
secondary roads where the accidents OCCUr dispro~ortionately. Some 
targeting is occurring, but unfortunately there are still sheriffs~ 
departments that are not selectively deploying their Secondary Road Patrol 
deputies. 
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APPENDIX A. 

STATE 

Pop_ 9.227.345 

------------------------ALL ACCIDENTS--- -~-----

Secondary Roads 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 % CHANGE 78-82 

TOTAL 83.663 73,847 73,05.3 70,549 68,215 -18.5% 
Fatal 645 594 560 533 460 -23.7% 
Personal Inju~y 25,805 25,005 23,518 21,911 20,802 -19.4% 
Property Damage 57,213 53,248 48,975 48;105 46,953 -17.9% 

PoUced by !1SP 18,196 16,842 14,943 '15,070 13,862 -23.8% 
Policed by Sheriff 46,728 44,595 41,894 38,389 35,871 -23.2% 

Trunk1ines (I,US,M) 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 % CHANGE 78-82 

TOTAL 53,200 49,443 42,166 42,022 40,672 -23.5% 
Fatal 509 461 427 373 348 -31.6% 
Personal Injury 16,032 15,075 12,7'2.6 12,329 11,904 .... 25.7% 
Property Damage 36,659 33,907 29,013 29,320 28,.,(\20 -22.5% 

Policed by MSP 16,804 16,266 13,1,69 13,891 13,357 -20.5% 
Policed by Sheriff 25,190 22,681 20,140 19,303 18,445 -26.8% ~, 

------------------ALCOHOL-RELATED ACCIDENTS----------------· 

Secondary Roads 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 % CHANG"E 78-82 

TOTAL 16,076 15,134 16,031 14,394 12,600 -21.6% 
Fatal 346 347 328 323 273 -21.1% 
Personal Injury 7,280 7,402 7,539 6,650 5,828 -19.9% 
Property Damage 8,450 7,985 8,164 7,421 6,499 -23'.1% 

Policed by MSP 3,982 3,969 3,840 3,541 2,990 -24.9% 
Policed by Sheriff 9,060 8,898 9,125 7,742 6,656 -26.5% 

'} 

Ii 

Trunklines (I,US,M) 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 % CHANGE 78-82 

" -31.6% ~ 
>-, TOTAL 8;972 8,604 7,554 7,120 6,141 

Fatal 259 260 246 207 201 -22.4% ~. 
Personal Injury 4,039 3,987 3,509 3,333 2$874 -28.8% 

-~~ Property Damage 4,.67l. 4,357 3,799 3,580 3,066 -34.4% 

Policed by MSP 2,866 2,912 2,356 2,445 2,040 -28.8% 
Policed by Shex-iff 4,332 4,006 3,6/58 3,158 2,697 -37.7:'% .. 
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0-30,000 :POPULATION GROUP 

Pop. 579,862 

----------------------.,-ALL ACCIDENTS----------------------

Secondary Roads 

:rOTAL 
Fatal 
Personal Injury 
Property Damage 

Policed by MSP Q 

Policed by Sheriff 

Trunklines (I,US,M) 

TOTAL 
Fatal 
Personal 1,:njury 
Property Damage 

P&liced by MSP 
Policed by Sheriff 

1978 

9.346 
74 

2,617 
6.655 

3,143 
6,045 

1978 

8,451 
104 

2,057 
6,290 

3,575 
4,824 

1.979 

8,752 
74 

2,504 
6,174 

2,927 
5,689 

1979 

7,857 
79 

1,989 
5,789 

3,463 
4,344 

1980 

8,686 
. 75 

2,429 
6,182 

2,662 
5,905 

1980 

7,088 
74 

1,784 
5,230 . 

2~952 
4,083 

C" 1981 

8,889 
64 

2,304 
6,521 

2,827 
5,920 

1981 

1982 

8,248 
55 

2,143 
, 6 ;050 

2,584 
5,547 

1982 

7,804 ", ' 7,238 
73 66 

1,769 
5,962 

3,316 
4,442 

1,669 
5,503 

3,159 
4,039 

% CHANGE 78-82 

-1~\. 7% 
-25.7% 
-18.1% 

-9.1% 

-17 .8% 
-8.2% 

% CHANGE 78-82 

-14.4% 
-36.5% 
-18.9% 
-12 .5% 

-11.6% 
-16.3% 

---'---A,LCOHOL-RELATED ACCIDENTS------------

Secondary Roads. 

TOTAL 
Fatal 
Personal Injury 
Property Damage 

Policed by NSP 
Policed by Sheriff 

Trunklines (I,US,H) 

TOTAL 
Fatal 
Personal Injury 
Property Damage 

l\ 

PoLiced by MSP 
Policed by Sheriff 

1978 

1,938 
47 

852 
1,039 

1979. 

1,873 
42 

863 
968 

1980 

1,951 
ItO' 

916 
995 

1981 

1,800;::/ 
~ 4'8 
(S06 
946 

744 713 ~21 665 
.1,169 1,136 1~206'1,105 

1978 1979 

1,46~/ 1,346 
~2 42 
6V] 616 
797~\ 688 
'ill 

619 592 
839 746-

19,80 

1,198 
39 

543 
616 

5Ql, 
689 

36 

1981 

1,254 
39 

573 
642 

548 
699 

1982 

~525 
39 

680 
806 

5.52 
951 

1982 

1~063 
40 

'~45i 
566 

% CHANGE 78"':82 

-21.3% 
-17.0% 
-20.2% 
-22:.4% 

":25.8% 
-'-18.6% 

,% CHANGE 78-82 

-27.5% 
-27.3% 
-25.6% 
-29.0% 

-21.6% 
-32.3% 

30,000-100,000 POPULATION GROUP 

PO]? 1,605,9.84 

--------------------------ALL ACCIDENTS-------------':---

Secondary Roads 

TOTAL 
Fatal 
Personal Injury 
Property Damage 

Policed.by MSP 
Policed by Sheriff 

Trunklines (I,US,M) 

TOTAL 
Fatal 
Personal. Injury 
Property Damage 
~\ 

Policed by MSP 
Policed by Sheriff 

1978 

23,851 
223 

7,302 
16,326 

7,383 
15~;377 

1978 

15,518 
167 

4,497. 
10,854 

6,033 
8,792 

1979 

22.399); 
195 

6,904 
15,300 

6,873 
14,562 

1979 

14,278 
176 

4,107 
9,995 

5,717 
7,947 

1980 
,-" 

21;508 
178 

6,585 
14,745 

6,167 
16 .383 

1980 

12,709 
143 

3,447 
9,119 

4,749 
7,352 

1981 

20,734 
180 

6,223 
14,331 

1982 

19,477 
148 

5,722 
13,607 

6,041 5,534 
13,565 12,204 

1981 

12,738 
129 

3,476 
9,133 

5,015 
7,146 

1982 

12,217 
113 

3,351 
8,753 

4,838 
6,848 

---------------------AL·COHOL-RELATED ACCIDENTS-----, 

Secondary Roads 

TOTAL 
.Fatal 
Personal Injury 
Property Damage 

Policed by MSP 
Policed by Sheriff 

Trunklines (l,US.M) 

TOTAL 
Fatal 
Personal Injuryc 
Property Damage 

" 

po U.ced by MSP 
Policed by Sheriff 

1978 

4;887 
122 

2,272 
2,493 

1,625 
3,018 

1978 

2,619 
88 

1,136 
1,395 

:1.,012 
1,474 

1979 

4,765 
120 

2,312 
2,333 

1,605 
2,937 

1979 

Z',395 
95 

1,146 . 
1,,154 

955 
1,330 

1980 

4,864 
117 

2,312 
2,435 

1,490 
3,146 

1980 

2,189 
87 

1,014 
1,088 

37 

1981 

4,352 
110 

2,066 
2,176 

1,307 
2,779 

1981 

2,051 
76 

969 
1,006 

814 
1,142 

1982 

3,676 
81 

1,711 
1,884 

1,085 
2,370 

1982 

1,755 
.58 

822 
875 

660 
995 

% CHANGE 78-82 

-18.3% 
-33.6% 
-21.6% 
-16.7% 

-25.0% 
-20.6% 

% CHANGE 78-82-

:-21.3% 
-32.3% 
-25.5% 
-19.4% 

-19.8% 
-22.1% 

% CHANGE 78-82 

-24.8% 
-33.6% 
-24.7% 
-24.4% 

-33.2% 
-21.5% 

% CHMIGE 78-82 

-33.0% 
-34.1% 
-27.6% 
-37.3% 

.-34.8% 
-32.5% 

-, 



I ,,; 

100,000-300,000 POPULATION GROUp· 

"Pop 0 2,150,570 

_________________ ---.----ALL ACCIDENTS-----' '------------

Secondary Roads 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 % CHANGE 78-82 

27,004 25,405 23,033 . 21,739 20,314 -24.8% 
TOTAL -.26.9% 186 187 163 , 162 136 Fatal .. 

6,259 -24.4% 
Personal Injury 8,279 7,915 7,492 6,86~ 

-24.9% 
Prope't'ty Damage 18,539 . 17,303 15,37.8 14,717 13,919 t 

Policed by MSP 5,191 4,781 4,013 3,903 3,718 -28.4% 

Policed by Sheriff 15,168 14,277 13,007 12,069 U,077 -27.0% 

Trunklines (I,US,M) 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 % CHANGE 78-8.2 

16,067 14,832 12,544 12,215 12,119 -24.6% 
TOTAL -33.8% 
Fatal 151 122 119 87 100 

Personal Injury 4,952 4,637 3,892 3,771 3,662 -26.1% 

Property Damage 10,964 10,073 8.,533 8,357 8,357 -23.8% 

Policed by I1SP 4,922 4,646 3,6'98 3,787 3,769 -23.4% 

Policed by Sheriff 6,961 6,064 5,336 4,990 4,874 -30.0% 
,'"/ 

" 
________ ---' ______________ ALCOHOL-RELATED .~CCIDENTS-----:__------.- . 

Secondary Roads 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 % CHANGE 78-82 

TOTAL 4,968 4,839 5,044 4,479 3,692 -25.7% 

Fatal 99 U6 -101 99 73 -26.3% 

Personal Injury 2,245 2,200 .2,377 1,993 1,691 -24.7% 

Property Damage 2,624 2,523 2,566 2,387 1,928 -26.5% 

Policed by MSP 1,097 1,U5' 1,057 977 879 -19.9% 

Policed by Sheriff 2,883 2,794 2,881 2,495 1,996 -30.8% 

",. 

~ . %CH.t\NGE 78-82 
Trunklines (I,US,H) 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 

-32.5% 
~;. 

TOTAl.. 2,574 2,585': 2,204 2,050 1,738 

Fatal 73 74 67 45 57 -21.9% 

Personal Injury 1,216 1,180 984 937 804 -33.9% 

Property Damage 1,285 1,331 1,153 1,068. 877 -31.8% 

Policed by I1SP 822 846 656 699 567 -31.0% 

Policed by Sheriff 1,163 1,121 978 832 () 709 -39.0% 
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300~OOO & OVER POPULATION GROUP 

Pop. 4,890,929 

---------------------ALL ACCIDENTS---"-------------

Seconda~ ~o'4ds 1978 1979 1980 1981 

TOTAL 23,462 22,291" 19,826 19,187 
Fatal 162 138 144 127 
Personal Iqjury 7,607 7,682 7,012 6,524 
Property Damage 15,693 14~471 12,670 12,536 

Policed by MSP 2,479 2,261 2,101 2,299 
Policed by Sheriff 10,138 10,067 8,599 6,835 

" Trunk1ines (I,lJS,M) 1978 1979 1980 1981 

TOTAL 13,164 12,476 9,825 9,265 
Fatal 87 84 91 84 
Personal Injury 4,526 4,~42 3,603 3,313 
Property Damage 8,551 8,050 6,131 5,868 

Policed by NSP 2,274 2,440 1,770 1,773 
Policed by Sheriff 4,613 4,326 3,369 2,725 

---------------------------ALCOHOL-RELATED ACCIDENTS 

Secondary Roads 1978 1979 1980 1981 

'tOTAL 4,283 4,257 4,172 3,763 
Fatal 78 69 70 66 
Pers0rtal Injury 1,911 2,027 1,934 1,785. 
Property Damage 2,294 2,161 2,168 1,912 

Policed by MSt' 516 536 572 592 
Policed by Sheriff " 1,990 2;031 1,892 1,363 

Trunklines (I,US,M) , 1978 1979 1980 1981 

TerrAL 2,313 2,278 1,963 1,765 
Fatal 43 49 53 47 
Pe1.7sonal Injury 1,073 1~045 968 854 
Property Damage 1,197 1,184 942 864 

Policed by MSP 413 519 405 384 
Policed by Sher:L.ff 856 809 726 485 

'1" 
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1982 % CHANGE 78-82 

20,176 -14.0% 
121 -25.3% 

6,678 -12.2% 
13,377 -14.8% 

2,026 -18.3% 
]',043 -30.5% 

1982 % CHANGE 78-82 

9,098 -30.9% 
69 -20.7% 

3,222 -28.8% 
5,807 -32.1% 

1,591 -30.0% 
2,684 -41.8% 

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

1982 

3',707 
80 

1,746 
1,881 

474 
1,339 

1982 

1,585 
46 

791 
748 

328 
425 

% CHANGE 78-82 

-1).4% 
+2.6% 
-8.6% 

-18".0% 

-8.1% 
-32.7% 

% CHANGE 78-82 

-31.5% 
+7 .0% 

-26.3% 
-37.5% 

-20.6% 
-50.4% 
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1"1ICI"U':7i~!\! OFFI'::::E OF CRIMII\IAL .JUSTICE:: t IATE.:3j15je.4 
____ ' .. ______ ' ----STA:rISTICl~L ~ANPIL':~SI:=.......cENT.ER-~-______ . __ .. F'{~GE ___ L_ 

P. A. 4J ... E: SEr1I-f~NNI..U~L PF:Ctt::rF:f~l'l REPORT ANALYSIS 

Cl!:iLANDER YEfl~"L i ':;-t-~.2...._1Ar:II.l2I.D/, ____ . ___________ .. _____ .~ __ 

_ ..... _. _____ -'A=>,.\!.EBfHiE _.t~O~._ A'..LEE::1GE .~.IO ..... " .. ,_-AV .. ERe!::re:. .. tm " ___ .. _ 
P.A. 4·1.E: CITATIONS MILES DRIVEN OUI ARRESTS 

COUNTY OFFICEHS PER 41E: OFFICF-F: PER 418 OFFICER PER 416 OFFICER 
-... -----------------.. -------.~--------- ..... --- ..... ------- -----------------------_ ..... _------

7.1_ 
{-)LGER 28,872 e 

.... 'I ~:..1 __ ;39 ________ Z.1J. ~:i.t;=r .. _____ ~ 

.:!...o 255 
-1~h.lIRrt-1 1 .• :1--_---

ARENAC 1.0 
--."...c

1
· --

365 39,797 1 
BARAGA 1.0 123 25,884 4 

_ B~~jZ.IE, ____ . ____ • .J.. 0 .. __ _ __ ..... .1E.:::: _____ . __ · ..... LtO ,_6.17_' _______ -'1..,.,5· ___ _ 
CHPiRLEVC'IX 
CHEBOYGAN 

I, -r 
Ll ...... 500 59,800 30 
1.5 291. 

'-cl:IIPPFl<JL~ . ____ ~:-:: •• 12 ______ - Po 
CLAm:: 1.0 182 
CR(!:')l.-JFORD 2.0 91 
nT'::I<IN:=;O~L _____ -'2 ._Q -----~-~~Q 

1:3 EI'1MET 
GLADvJIN 

12.:::: 
2.0 .101 

4;::::,982 27 
___ Z.::::J._J..2.2-.~ _____ .-..;::;~:_ 

Z:~:, 1.72 
102 / 272 

:~:, 5~:·3 

j..4-, 979 

.1_8 
4 

~nGEBIr: ---' ______ ·' ...... L •. O ________ -'S"-lOoo<..-__ . ____ .,...,,2:::\.t E:LJ.:::: 
2.0 140 IOSCO 20,100 31 

IRON .1.0 71. 2,13, E:05 5 
I-'~AU~El~r_'_' ______ _=j,-"-Q ______ --,,;::329 _----,-__ 24.,_09.":.;;.1 _-.... _____ .1~1'---
1'~EHEENt~lrJ o. '? 70 24, .17.1 7 
LAKE 2.0 207 26.095 15 

--.LE.ELat~ALI .1.. .• 0 ________ ..1-93 _____ -...::::.:~:J,.'-1..Q'2. 
LUCE .1.0 7,13 _t4, 420 
MACI'~INAC 1. () 1,139 2,~" 49'':-1 
MANISTEE Jd__ G? 4At5142 ________ -2"\-1 __ 
Mf~Sotl 1.0 122 ::::1, 5'?2 12 
MENtll'1INEE 2.0 .tOg ::::9,1.E:'" Sl 
MI5SB~-'~';l=F .1. ;:::(}_~_. ____ . 2?:::: ,,",29d;.~~~.. 4-:.=0'--_-.... 
MONTMORENCY _t. 0 ;3 
OCEANA 2.0 20 
OGgl1A~~.____ 1.0"--______ 19'.:t.___ Z:;:,.Z~Z-_______ .;;.l·q,-· __ 

ONTONAGON o. '3 54 25.52<:: 1:::: 
OSCEOLA 1..0 158 88,315 
OSO;ID8.:.-_______ j,.~.Q .. _____ ---=1""'9=-.,!.-, ______ 2f.;:,49:}_ 
OTS~GO . 1. () JA9 20 J 40E: 

-----~,;:t.--.. *.,..-
j.;3 

PRESQUE ISLE 1.0 79 29,68~ 2 
. RO~J:OMJ"1C1~ ___ 4·. o ___________ !2.Q ... __ -. ____ J,zJ,~:::,;~: _________ ;3. __ . 
SC:f-!C:CfL!:=F,AF"r !., 0 229 :;:1, 116 IS 
t.-JEXFORD .1...0 _t75 Zf~11 219 

_ .. _--- .. _ ... - --_. --------
POPULATION GROUP 
0-:30,000 .107 

---- --.. -------~~-... -............ ----,¥<'.------...... <.-~ ... _--------_ .. -.--' -.-- ... -~ .. -"" .. ~ ... ----., .. ~, .... ~,'-.. - .. ---". .-

-----------------------._-------
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MICHIGAN OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE DATE 3/15/84 
__________ ... ~T,!:'tT..I.~T;rj::AI". AJ~IAb..Y..Sl.S~E:~IIEB ____ . ____ -'F~-·aG.L. __ 2_ 

P • A. LU8 SEMI-ANNUAL PROGRAM REPOF:T ANALYSIS 

____ . _______ CAUINDER YEAR 1982f\CTIY..IIY. _________ . 

---------------------.-~---.. :---.---------.-------.. -------------.--------_ .. _----------
_______ -'-________ --'-'-AV,L;E..Q2E--'~:lJ~---.-e.Y.EB.AI3..E....~1!:r •... ___ rulERAG.E......NCL. 

P • r~. 41E: CJ.. TATIONS MILE:S DRIVEN ,OUI ARRESTS 
OFFICEF:S PER 41E: OFFICER PER 4-18 OFFICER PER 41E: OFF~CER 

--- - -- --- --
ALLE(:rAN 
ALPEi'U~ 
BARRY 

:3.0 :39:::: 2£, 184 4'? 
2.0 145 47, ::::14 15 
4 ... _0 ________ ...,'7~?~, ______ ---":::~1.,J..2.;::I4~ ____ ...,..-_ .... j'_'7_· -.----
2.0 ::::12 8.1,3::::4 IJ 
2.0 232 38,244 

BRANCH 
CA5S 
CLINIPC',.;Nl--______ . , 2?~4L-------~:~35~1~1~8~2~----------~1~~~/----

128 27,47e. 12 DELTf~ 
EATON 8.0 598 24,140 ::::.9 
I::rRATIJ~I:..!.T ________ ....,:2-"-O Lj,FW 25! 4:;:,? 
HILLSDALE 2. 0 12:::: 14, 7::::2 

o 
~:.l 

HOUGHTON :2.0' 80 8, 882 j .-, . ..:.' 
HURON 2.0 86 8.1,-070 
IONfA·--------~z~.~0~--------:=:2:=;1:::2:---------1;"0;;-J 5'37 

1 

LAPEER 2.0 90~ 28,087 o 
1 •• EN(\\1s_E-=--______ -:::3_~ • .::O:--______ _:5;:.:~"-4!..---------'28J 2~1'--_______ j"" .. b=:.·· ___ _ 
j'!ARClUETTE :3.0 547 17, '319 0 
l'1ECCISTA 1.5 427 18,23.1 15 

-'iID!:-.~ND ________ ....:~:...:.w5~ _______ _':E£(J 1 26, ::::5:3 8 
1~10NTCALl"I ::{. 0 186 27, 788 .10 
NEWWl30 2.0 205 17,404 9 
SHIA-'clB.$;:::::::.E::::..E=--_. ___ -::::~ .• 0 :;:82 25 t...P::.!·7~0=--_______ -==.1.:.:::0:__---_ 
ST. .JOSEPH 2.0 25E: 24, 2E:9 7 
TUSCOLA 2.0 

~0JLQ.!:-!r\E=·· N'-':-__ _ ?Q-. " 
7E;4 
244 ___ _ 

10 :3.1,44.1 ' 
__ :::.8!::,.0; 106""--______ .1~:;::..' ___ _ 

POPULATION GROUP 
. :;:0, oop:)PO-;.l,c..;:0"-!:0:.::0::.....-_.....;::5=2. 4 _t57 5,632 14 

BAY 2.0 ::::0, €:ge. 4 
l4JR4~~~~ ______ ~ ______ _ CA~HQ~~I ___________ ~4.0----____ . __ -~7~7-

INGHAI'l $:0 100 2 25, 0;~~3 
9,879 .:rf~C:I'~St:IN 8.0 E:8.s 9 

-,=Iy;r.I\I(1;?I}:::.!!t.;!..~ ___ .~L--O. ___ ---'~.tl'--_____ ~4£._~!:;t7_· ________ --'='E: ___ _ 
!'10NROE ·2.5 :;:6E: 20, 4·51 6 
MUSKEGO~I 3.0 153 108,956 z2 
OT"[e.HA . _____ ._ 4. Q.. ____ • _____ -=1_~~ __ .. ________ .~~.1".J...!~!:5.!L ________ 1 .... ,L_ __ _ 

SAGINAW 5. 0 57,~, .1'3, 24'€: 4 
~;T. C:U',IF< 2.0 1, :;:4.9 22, :344 ,11 

-klA$t.LT.EI\~r~I.:,.!..·}_____ ;5~Q ___ Z~?~:·_· __ ._---.-ZL..S~-!!~· 15 

F'OPULATION GROUP , 
. j.OQJ..QOo..~:3...00. 000 ~---'---:;!~.5 _______ ~:;:::..: _______ .L..Q;I5:..-____ ~ __ ~·q __ __'__ '" 

---:-,.-----_ . ..,..----'---.:. 

-------------~---~----.--------.----~-----
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MICHIGI~N OFF:CCE OF'C:RItvIINAL .JUSTICE _ DATE :::V.15/eA 
_';;TATJ:~J:.IJ:;A.k..eN.AL..Y.sI5_J::ENIEfL-___ -____ -..:..F'At3£ .. __ ::;:: " 

4.16 ::::SMI -ANNUAL PF:OGF:AM REPORT ANALYSIS 
.,. 0 

--------. ----
P.A. 

----------.. ----'"----.-,':""""---------------.-------...... -----------__________________ • __ .. P- __ _ 

__ -'--______ -l.A-'-VERAGE NO n' ___ -!e.v..~tYiE.:....:.hID_n. __ ~.__e~LERE\!:iE_D1Q."__. __ _ 
CITATIclN!5--'" MILES DRI~JEN OUI ARRESTS 

COUNTY 
F'. A. 4.tE; 
OFFICERS PER 4·j.l::: OFFICER PER 4.113 O!=FICER PEF~ 4.16 OFFICER 

----------------_ ..... _------------------------------------------.. ---.-"!"""'-~------.-~--------- --------
GENESEE 5.0 459 ,·',0 

":;"t_tJ ~27 .1.0 
t1ACOl'1B 7cO 702 20 1 :;:5:3 .1.'3 
OA~~Lf\ND 1.0 ..... Q .8.,s..6 35J59.L '?j 
WAYNE .1.7,,0 4\:)''''-""/ 1.5, 5E:Q 10 

_ PO~~,.LL,,6.TIot:L G.F~OUP 
OVER ::':00, GOO :39.0 .1.1.1 2:3/ lE:,9 .14 

~TATE~·JIQ~:::.-_____ --=l::,:,o::-,.;",e;.., .• !..:j==-. _________ .....;4.!.J7~_ 

o 

~ 

.----------.--~----------------------~-----

-------~, ,~---.. -'--I-.-.----. -~--...,--",b- ... ~~- .... . "" .. - .................. ..-.-...----
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