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Executive Summary

The Nebraska L egidature passed LB593 in 2001 to respond to possible issues relaing to the way that
traffic stops are made. The act specificaly prohibited racid profiling and required law enforcement to
implement policies prohibiting discriminatory practices as wdl as requiring the collection of prescribed
data. The reporting requirement has been previoudy extended and in 2006 the 99" Legidature, by
LB1113, extended the reporting requirements until January 1<t, 2010. Thisis the fifth report on data
submitted to the Nebraska Crime Commission. It includes traffic stop data from 2002 through 2006.

Specificaly, LB593 prescribed that al law enforcement agenciesin Nebraskawould collect, record
and report aggregate data. The nature of the aggregate data does not alow tracking activities by
internally to an agency, such as by officer or information about individual motor vehicle sops. The data
to be reported included:

. The number of motor vehicle stops.

. The race or ethnicity of the person stopped.

. If astop isfor alaw violation, the nature of the dleged law violations thet resulted in the
motor vehicle stop.

. Whether warnings or citations were issued, arrests made, or searches conducted as a
result of the motor vehicle stops.

Additiondly, it required agencies to report to the Crime Commission al dlegations of racid profiling
received and natification of the review and digposition of such dlegations.

. Data was submitted by 237 agenciesin 2002, 226 agencies in 2003, 216 agenciesin 2004,
205 agenciesin 2005, and 194 agenciesin 2006. Not all agencies submitted datafor al 4
quarters of each year.

. In 2006, 461,854 traffic stops were reported to the Crime Commission.

. During 2002-2006, atotal of 2,462,569 traffic stops have been reported.

. The breakdown of types of stops and related data by race has stayed relatively consistent
throughout the reported years, with certain variations showing in searches.

. In 2006, athough 1.4% of al stopsinvolved a crimind code violation, 3.8% of al stops
involving Native Americans were for crimind violations. Thisis an increase from 2.6% in 2005.
. In 2006, 4.5% of dl traffic topsresulted in custodia arrest. However, 20.0% of Blacks, 8.6%

of Hispanics and 9.9% of Native Americans stopped were taken into custodiad arrest. In
generd in 2006, stopsthat involved Higpanic and Native American drivers

. resulted in arrest about twice as often as for generd drivers. Blacks were more than four times
aslikely to be arrested.
. In 2006, in 3.4% of al traffic stops a search was performed. Hispanics were searched 6.2% of

the time and Native Americans 7.4%. In generd, Native Americans, Hispanics and Blacks
were searched more often than the generd population, while White and Asan/Pecific idanders
were less likely to be searched than the generd population. Overdl, Hispanics and Native
Americans were about twice as likely to be searched than the generd population.

. For 2006 the Crime Commission received three reports from two agencies of the public making
dlegations of racid profiling. All dlegationsinvolved black drivers. All the agencies involved
conducted interna investigations and contacted the driversinvolved.

. In the twenty allegations reported from 2002 through 2006 where a disposition was provided,
the agency reported the officer was exonerated.



0. Preface

Legidation passed by the Legidature and Sgned by the Governor (LB 1162, Ninety-Eighth Sesson)
that extended the required period of reporting of data also included other actions. Included in the
legidation was the cregtion of a Racid Profiling Advisory Committee. The committee is chaired by the
Executive Director and includes representatives of the Fraternal Order of Police, the Nebraska County
Sheriffs Association, the Police Officers Association of Nebraska, the American Civil Liberties Union,
the Nebraska State Peatrol, the AFL-CIO and the Police Chiefs Association of Nebraska.

The purpose of the committeeisto advise the Executive Director of the Crime Commission relative to
the reporting legidation. The committee met severd times since the passage of the legidation.
Additiondly, severd members participated in a conference conducted by the Police Executive

Research Forum in conjunction with the US Department of Jugtice. It wastitled “ By the Numbers. How
to Andyze Race Data from Vehicle Stops’. This conference brought together nationa researchers as
well as sate, loca and federa practitioners and experts to discuss the collection and analysis of stop
data

The committee spent considerable time and effort discussing Nebraska' s approach to this effort aswell
as the findings included in the conference and related publications. The committee was contacted in
March, 2006 to review and offer suggestions to discussion points and earlier reports. The following
bullet points were felt to be particularly relevant to Nebraska as we as a sate and as local entitiestry
and address thisissue. They are included in this subsequent report as they provide consstent views
from the committee.

. Racid profiling is a serious dlegation and issue that must be dedlt with a an agency and
individud level. Professond law enforcement is concerned about the issue and interaction with
the public. Individuas may racidly profile (as opposed to an agency) and they need to be dedlt
with in aprofessona matter that meets agency policy and responsihility aswell as public
expectations and rights.

. The collection of mandated summary data does not alow for the detailed analysi's necessary to
establish bias. The aggregate analys's and observations included in the report point to areas that
would necessitate closer examination at the agency levd. That detailed examination is outsde
the scope of the Commission’s mandate and resources.

. For a complete andyss within Nebraska there would need to be a much more detailed
mandated data collection as well as resources provided for anadyss. Detailed stop level data, as
opposed to summary data, is the basdine for examining traffic stops. This detailed data
collection has a significant cost aswell as operationd impact on law enforcement. There would
a0 be asubgtantia impact on the Commission to collect, store and andyze more detailed data

. Detalled andysis a the agency leve isbest to determine bias. The onus and responsibility for
this type of analyss should rest with law enforcement. An agency and community must
cooperate in the examination of data and potentia bias.



. An agency examination of disparity to determine potential bias or racia profiling should include
factors such as loca demographics, agency policy and individua officer behavior.

. Thereis no asolute guiddine that defines profiling or bias and, in particular, it isnot merdly a
datistical or numerica observation. There are many factors that must be included.

The committee met in early 2007 and reviewed reporting and the data that is collected. It reviewed the
volume of reporting, andyses and potentid for increasing the automated collection of this data. The
following recommendations were made.

. The type and detail of reporting should stay consstent with what has been in place since
the passage of the legidation. Thiswill alow for a conggtent data set over time and will
be easier for agenciesto maintain.

. There should be an effort to retrain agencies on the reporting requirement to attempt to
increase reporting. This may be useful in agencies that have a Sgnificant turnover or
have made changes in their procedures or automation.

. Incorporation of reporting requirements should be incorporated into Nebraska Law
Enforcement Training Center (NLETC) curriculum, as appropriate for newly dected
Sheriffs, Basic students and for those officers attending mandated supervisory and
management CoUrses.



1. I ntroduction

The crimina justice system is predicated on the notion of equality. The issues of fairness and any
perception of unequd treatment are often at the forefront of our society but particularly as they relate to
justice. In the last few years grester attention was drawn to issues and reports of possible inequality in
the crimind judtice system. While these issues can be very difficult to identify as wdl as verify, snce
they typicdly relate to motivation, there are numerous efforts to explore them deeper.

One area gaining broad atention in most sates and locditiesis potentid profiling relating to traffic stops
made by law enforcement. The Nebraska L egidature passed LB593 in 2001 to respond to possible
issues relating to the way that traffic sops are made. The act specificaly prohibited racid profiling and
required law enforcement to implement policies prohibiting discriminatory practices as well as requiring
the collection of prescribed data. This report presents the fifth summary of data reported to the
Nebraska Crime Commission.

2.  History

The ninety-seventh Legidature incorporated severd initiatives rdative to traffic stops and issues of racid
profiling, acknowledging the danger and impropriety of any practice that involves disparate trestment
based on a person’s skin color, gpparent nationdity or ethnicity. For the purposes of this report and
subsequent discussons we will refer to the definition of racid profiling included in the act.

Racial profiling means detaining an individual or conducting a motor
vehicle stop based upon disparate treatment of an individual.

LB593 required the collection of certain information relative to traffic Sops. Agencies are required to
collect and maintain information within their own agency but law enforcement is aso required to report
this data to the Crime Commission. The data reported does not necessarily provide data to determine
motivation or cause for any apparent disproportiondity. However, even though thisleve of data does
not alow definite conclusionsin those aress, it does serve as a basis for congtructive discussons
between police and citizens regarding ways to reduce racid bias and/or perceptions of racia bias.

Specificaly, LB593 prescribed that al law enforcement agencies in Nebraska will collect, record and
report aggregate data on the following:.

. The number of motor vehicle stops.

. The race or ethnicity of the people stopped.

. If astop isfor alaw vidlation, the nature of the aleged law violations that resulted in the
motor vehicle stop.

. Whether warnings or citations were issued, arrests made, or searches conducted as a
result of the stops.

Additiondly the bill required dl agenciesto “provide to the commission (a) acopy of eachdlegation of



racid profiling recelved and (b) written notification of the review and digposition of such dlegation”. The
bill prohibited reveding the identity of either the officer or the complainant. Any dlegations of racid
profiling are handled through standard policies with the law enforcement agency.

To collect the data required in LB593 in a consstent and cost effective manner the Crime Commission
convened aworkgroup involving the Nebraska State Patrol, the Nebraska Sheriffs Association, Police
Officers Association of Nebraska, Police Chiefs Association of Nebraska and numerous local agencies
including the Lincoln Police Department and the Omaha Police Department. This group reviewed
possible data reporting formats to try to guarantee the most feasible, cost effective and achievable
method of reporting while meeting the mandates of LB593.

Data collection of this magnitude can be problematic in many ways. Law enforcement agencies have
taken various approaches to provide complete and useful data to the Crime Commission. Even for
agencies that are automated the task of additiona data collection by officers adds alevel of complexity
and additiond workload that is sgnificant. For agenciesthat are not automated it means an increasein
the paperwork for officers. Some agencies have attempted to extract the data from their records
systems but modifications were typicaly needed and often some manua work was still required. Since
data had to be reported even if no action was taken this meant most automated systems could not
report dl of the required data. Although law enforcement agencies were required to report only limited
summary information, doing so increased costs and work.

In 2004, LB1162 created an amendment that changed the definition of amotor vehicle stop to exclude
the stop of amotor truck, tractor-trailers or semitrailer a the state weighing stations. Therefore the
Nebraska State Patrol’ s Carrier Enforcement Division reported traffic stops have been excluded from
thisreport. LB1162 also extended the required reporting period through January 1, 2006.

In April 2006, L B 1113 extended required reporting to January 1, 2010. Sincethislegidation
passed after thefirst quarter of 2006, it must be noted that several agencies did not collect
thetraffic stop data for the first months of 2006. Therefore, data for thefirst and second
guartersin 2006 may be under-reported as agencies did not collect this data and were unable
to recreate the details needed.

3. Data Collection

Standardized forms are provided to dl law enforcement agencies in Nebraska. Summary dataiis
reported to the Crime Commission quarterly. Datais included which states the race of al drivers
stopped, the reasons for the stops, the dispositions of the stops and whether searches were conducted.
Dataisto be collected and reported from January, 2002 through December, 2006. Data for atotal of
amogt 4 million traffic stops has been provided by dtate, locd and triba agenciesto the Crime
Commisson.

Since the agencies began submitting data, the Crime Commission’'s Statistical Analys's Center has been
working with law enforcement to improve reporting and dedl with datainconsstencies. A significant



effort such asthistypicaly requiresreview of processes and workflow once it darts. In generd, law
enforcement has made a concerted effort to fulfill the requirements set out by the Legidature. In
addition to the reporting mandated by L B593 there are d so some agencies that have undertaken smilar
gudies of their own. These studies may be more comprehensive providing a more detailed look a

racid profiling specific to an agency.

Race of the driver isreported as observed or determined by the officer. Thereis no verification or
reliance on other systems. The FBI maintains data tandards for most law enforcement data collection.
To be consstent with this and other reporting programs the race categories for this project were based
on the FBI categories. white, black, Asan / Pacific Idander, Native American / Alaskan and other.
However, to address the ethnicity concerns expressed in LB593 a category for Hispanic was included.
While Higpanic is not arace as described by the census, it isincluded this way for ease of reporting.
There are many other categories that could potentially be of interest regarding ethnicity or nationa origin
but the current system does not address those.

4, Data Reporting

The data included in this report reflects reports submitted for 2002 by 237 agencies, 226 in 2003, 216
in 2004, 204 agenciesin 2005, and 194 in 2006. Data for 3,893,414 traffic stops were reported to the
Crime Commission for thisfive year period. Included in these were stops made at NSP weigh stations,
which were excluded from data required to be reported in 2005. Data tables describe the race of the
driver, the reason for the stop, the primary disposition or outcome of the stop and whether or not
searches were conducted.

While this data provides a good snapshot of traffic stopsit must be noted that thereare
inherent limitations. Since only summary data isrequired to be collected and reported thereis
no way to track individual instances or get to a granular level of analysisavailablein other
data sets. For instance, while we can say how many sear ches wer e conducted regarding
Hispanic driverswe can not say how many of those stops started with a traffic violation asthe
reason for the stop or what the outcome of the stop actually was. However, the data does
provide a valuable and interesting look at traffic stops and law enfor cement activity that has
not been available previoudly.

Andyss of traffic stop datais far from smple nor isit even standardized. Many state and nationa
studies have been conducted that attempt to discern instances of racid profiling. Thisis problematic in
two basic ways. the nature of data collection and the need to extrapolate motivation, conscious or
unconscious, on the part of law enforcement. The basic premisein any andyssisthe attempt to
discover instances that display disproportiond activity across races. Analysis of traffic stop data can
look at whether or not the drivers stopped reflect the genera racia breakdown in society or the
anadysis can focus on how different races or groups were handled once the stop is made. Both are
important to society and the management of alaw enforcement agency.

Studies focusing on driver stop data often compare the data to the racia demographic of a particular



community or state. Thisis problematic, in and of itself, Snce you could start with avariety of
populations and demographics. Some studies compare stop data to the racia breakdown of the genera
population, of licensed drivers, of a risk drivers (say, those involved in accidents) or even to racia
breakdown of drivers actually observed on an aredl s roads by people sationed in the field. All of these
have problems and strengths but there is no agreed upon methodology or at risk populations or
comparison groups.

Some studies observe what appears to them to be obvious disproportionaity to make conclusions not
supported by the available data. It is clear the Legidature and most interested parties to this study want
to know if the data can determine whether the driver’ s race and/or ethnicity had an impact on the
decison by law enforcement to make the stop. Unfortunately, it is not an easy question to answer.

In order to assess whether race and/or ethnicity impacted the decision any study must exclude or
contral for factors other than race and/or ethnicity that might legitimately explain the stopping decision.
For example, mogt jurisdictions disproportionaly stop males. Does this indicate gender bias? Most
would not jump to that conclusion because they can think of severa factors other than bias that could
explain the disproportionate sopping of male drivers. One possbility is that men drive more than
women (a quantity factor). Another possibility is men violate traffic laws more often than women (a
quality factor). A third possibility isthat more maes drive in areas where police stopping activity tends
to occur (the location factor). We do not know if these possibilities are true, but we must consider these
other dternative explanations as causd. Unfortunately, we do not have the detailed traffic stop data that
would adlow a comprehensive research design that would rule out such other possibilities and therefore
prohibits us from drawing definitive conclusons. We cannot say definitively whether thereis or is not
racid biasin traffic stops, we can only point to seeming disproportionaity. In other words, it is not
difficult to measure whether there is disparity between racia/ethnic groups in stops made by police; the
difficulty comesin identifying the causes for the digparity and whether or not it is racia biased.

This report does not attempt any comparisons of the traffic stop data and drivers to various
populations. Instead, the datais provided with comparisons about the processing of the stops. Thisis
done within the limitations of the data itself. Nonetheless, the following table gives the race breskdown
estimates for 2005 from the US Census Bureau as a reference point for the reader when considering
these issues. (http://quickfacts.census.gov/gfd/states/31000.html )

Race Per cent
White (non-Hispanic) 85.4%
Black 4.3%
Asan/ Pecific Idander 1.7%
Native American / Alaskan 0.9%
Hispanic 7.1%




NOTE: Percentages do not add up to 100% as Hispanics could also appear in multi-racial or
Black or other category counts. Hispanics are only broken out specifically in the Census' White
category.

Observations are included with the data tables pointing out instances where there appears to be some
instance of digproportiondity within a category. For instance, less than 2% of al stops resulted in
searches but over 6% of stopsinvolving Hispanics had searches. In this example, as well as other
gtuations, the information can not explain why thereis digproportionaity nor have we atempted to
speculate on cause. The reason for this difference probably has many causes but the available data
cannot adequately identify or explain those causes.

Data by agency is available at the Crime Commission’s website (http://www.ncc.ne.gov). Itis
recommended that agencies and others can examine a particular agency’s or loca€' s data to assess or
examine disparities such as those pointed out in this report. Again, it must be noted that any observed
disparities are just that: disparities. In and of themselves they do not prove bias or instances of recid
profiling. However, they can and should point to areas that agencies can look a more closaly. This
would and could aso include a breakdown of the population base those stops encompass.

5. Allegations of Racial Profiling

An dlegation of racid profiling can originate in various ways. Sometimes a driver will make an
accusation at the scene of the stop. Other times the driver, or even a passenger or related party, might
contact the agency some time after the stop to make a complaint. An dlegation can dso originate from
anon-traffic stop.

These dlegations are handled formdly by the agency and standardized data is then submitted to the
Crime Commission in compliance with LB593. One agency stated that they were unable to provide
specific information concerning the disposition of alegations because of policy and the current Labor
Agreement.

For 2006 the Crime Commission received three reports from two agencies from individuas making
dlegations of racid profiling. All traffic stops did not result in a search. Of the thirty-nice total
allegations during 2002-2006, nine involved reported searches.

The agencies dl conducted interna investigations and contacted the drivers and persons involved when
possible. During 2002-2006, no agency reported the alegation to be vaid; agencies stated officers
followed palicy or that there were circumstances which made the stops appropriate.

There were 19 cases reported in which the agency stated that they were unable to disseminate specific
information concerning the disposition of alegations because of policy and the current Labor
Agreement. It must be noted that this does not imply any particular outcome nor should any inference
be made regarding the officer and the driver; it Smply means that no information can be made available.
In 2006, dl three cases reported included the disposition of the dlegation.



Table 1 - Allegations Reported
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Number of Allegations 17| 9 | 6 4 3 39 * 3 reports dedlt with
citizen contact other than
traffic stops

Race of the Complainant

Asan/Pcific Idander 2 2

Black 9 515 1 3 23

Hispanic 5 2 7

Native American/Alaskan 1 1

White 1 1

Unknown/Other 1 |1 3 5 * Complaint submitted by
emall dleging generd
profiling practiced againgt
Native Americansin an
area

Disposition

Officer Exonerated 7 3|3 1 3 17

Insufficient Evidence 1 1

Complaint not pursued by 2 2

driver

Unknown/NA 9 4 | 3 3 19

Search Unknown 1 3 1 5

Sear ches Conducted 4 3|2 9




1. Traffic Stop Data

The traffic stop datais required to be submitted from the Nebraska State Peatrol, the county sheriffs, al
city and village police departments, and other law enforcement agencies. From 2002-2006, there were
atotal of 3,893,414 traffic stops reported to the Crime Commission.

In 2004, an amendment was made that excluded traffic sops made a the State Patrol weigh stations
from being reported. Although included n the early reports, the traffic stop activity reported by the
Nebraska State Patrol’ s Carrier Enforcement Divison will be excluded asit isno longer being
reported. Therefore, this report and the data tables will therefore reflect atotal of 2,462,569 traffic
stops made from 2002-2006.

Please note the following concerning the traffic stop data tables:

. The tables are broken down by the race of the driver, as observed and reported by the officer.

. All the tables exclude the data reported from the Nebraska State Peatrol’ s Carrier Enforcement
Divison. The Nebraska State Patrol Carrier Enforcement Division involves stops at Weigh
Stations, commercid stops (for documentation or weighing) and Smilar activity.

. Percentages describe the portion of the race that was reported in a particular category.

. The occurrences of OTHER in tables will be from unusua circumstances or, more often,
unreported data.

. Bullet points in subsequent tables point to some differences where aracia or ethnic category

gppearsto bein marked contragt to activity for al drivers. These points are Smply observations
from the data evident in the tables. The disparities can point to the need for closer examination.

. Bullet points are observations about disparities in the combined data for dl four years unless
otherwise stated.
. Compared to the other categories there are relatively small numbers of Asans and Native

Americans traffic sops. This can make some variances in the percentage appear more dramétic
due to asmal number of traffic ops when compared to other categories.
. Daaby agency isavailable at the Crime Commisson’s webste. (http://mwww.ncc.ne.gov)



Table 2 - All Reported Stops

Traffic Stops Reported - Table 2

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2002-2006
Total
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)
Asan/Pacific 4,490 4,484 4,844 5,077 4,790 23,686
|Sander (08%) | (0.9%) | (1.0%) | (1L0O%) | (L0%) (1.0%)
Black 26239 | 23331 | 23143 | 24569 | 23530 120,813
(50%) | @47%) | @7%) | 50%) | (51%) (4.9%)
Hispanic 32,241 | 34303 | 33301 | 33374 | 30,763 166,984
(6.7%) | (6.9%) | (6.8%) | (6.8%) | (6.7%) (6.8%)
Native American/ 3,960 3,651 3911 3,860 3,906 19,288
Alaskan (0.7%) | (0.7%) (0.8%) (0.8%) | (0.8%) (0.8%)
Other 2,951 2,956 3,110 3,695 4,276 16,988
(06%) | (06%) | (0.6%) | (0.8%) | (0.9%) (0.7%)
White 455414 | 426,615 | 420,413 | 417,645 | 394,589 | 2,114,810
(86.2%) | (86.1%) | (86.0%) | (85.5%) | (85.4%) (85.9%)
TOTAL 528,295 | 495340 | 488,722 | 488,220 | 461,854 | 2,462,569
(100%) | (100%) | (100%) | (100%) | (100%) (100%)

NOTE:

. The percentage of traffic stops for a particular race category have remained relatively the same
over the years.



Table 3 - Reason for the Stop

. The percentages in the tables describe the portion of the race that was reported in a particular
category. For example: 95.7% of al stops involving Asan/Pecific Idander driversin 2002 were

for traffic code violations, and 94.5% of dl stops were for traffic code violations.

Reason For the Stop - 2002 - Table 3a

Traffic Code Crimind Other Unknown
Violation Code
Violation

# % # % # % # %
Asan/Pacific Idander 4,298 95.7 76 1.7 115 2.6 1 0.0
Black 24,537 935] 687 |26 1,012 3.9 3 0.0
Higpanic 33,198 9421 811 |23 1,208 34 24 101
Native American/Alaskan 3,303 8341 161 |41 480 121 16 |04
Other 2,725 92.3 63 21 163 55 0 0.0
White 431,280 | 94.7 | 6,215 |14 16,443 3.6 11476 |03
TOTAL 499,341 | 945 8,013 |15 19,421 3.7 11520 |03
Reason For the Stop - 2003 - Table 3b

Traffic Code Crimind Other Unknown
Violation Code
Violation

# % # % # % # %
Asan/Pacific Idander 4,298 95.8 62 14 99 2.2 26 |06
Black 22,007 9431 451 |19 874 3.7 0 0.0
Higpanic 32,275 9411 628 |18 1,369 4.0 33 |01
Native American/Alaskan 3,251 8.0 9 |27 299 8.2 2 |01
Other 2,742 92.8 51 1.7 163 5.5 0 0.0
White 408,632 | 958 | 5113 | 1.2 12,703 3.0 301 | 0.1
TOTAL 473,205 | 955 | 6,404 |13 15,507 31 362 | 0.1




Reason For the Stop - 2004 - Table 3c

Traffic Code Crimind Other Unknown
Violation Code
Violation

# % # % # % # %
Asan/Pacific Idander 4,700 97.0 59 1.2 86 18 0 0
Black 21,900 9461 461 |20 770 3.3 12 |01
Higpanic 31,388 9431 491 |15 1,394 4.2 29 |01
Native American/Alaskan 3,441 88.0] 156 |40 251 6.5 63 |16
Other 2,902 93.3 43 14 165 5.3 0 0.0
White 401,181 | 954 | 4,836 | 1.2 13,740 3.3 656 | 0.2
TOTAL 465,512 | 95.2 | 6,046 | 1.2 16,406 34 760 | 0.2
Reason For the Stop - 2005 - Table 3d

Traffic Code Crimind Other Unknown
Violation Code
Violation

# % # % # % # %
Asan/Pacific Idander 4,978 98.1 38 0.7 58 11 3 0.1
Black 23,392 9521 471 |19 698 2.8 8 0
Higpanic 31,972 958] 48 |14 880 2.6 37 |01
Native American/Alaskan 3,624 91.3| 100 |26 228 5.9 8 (02
Other 3,387 91.7 59 1.6 248 6.7 1 0.0
White 401,889 | 96.2 | 4,781 |11 9,769 23 11206 | 0.3
TOTAL 469,142 | 96.1 | 5934 | 1.2 11,881 24 11263 |03
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Reason For the Stop - 2006 - Table 3e

Traffic Code Crimind Other Unknown
Violation Code
Violation

# % # % # % # %
Asan/Pacific Idander 4,651 97.1 53 11 76 16 10 | 0.2
Black 22,201 94.4 551 |23 761 3.2 17 | 0.1
Higpanic 28,596 93.0] 717 |23 1,326 4.3 124 |04
Native American/Alaskan 3,284 84.1 147 | 3.8 470 12.0 5 0.1
Other 3,866 90.4 61 |14 273 6.4 76 |18
White 376,092 | 95.3 | 5002 | 1.3| 11,508 29 |1,987 | 05
TOTAL 438,690 | 95.0| 6531 (14| 14414 31 12219 |05
Reason For the Stop - 2002-2006 - Table 3f

Traffic Code Crimina Other Unknown
Violation Code
Violation

# % # % # % # %
Asa/Pacific Idander 22,925 968 ] 288 |12 434 18 40 (0.2
Black 114,037 | 944 | 2,621 | 2.2 4,115 34 40 (0.0
Hispanic 157,429 | 943 | 3,132 |19 6,177 3.7 247 | 0.1
Native American/Alaskan 16,803 87.1] 663 |34 1,728 9.0 94 |05
Other 15,622 920 277 |16 1,012 6.0 77 |05
White 2,019,074 | 955 | 25947 | 1.2] 64,163 3.0 15626 |03
TOTAL 2,345,890 | 95.3 32,928 | 1.3 77,629 32 16,124 | 0.2

NOTE:
. Reason for the Stop indicates the primary reason that the traffic stop was initiated by the officer.

A traffic sop may include more than one reason.

. Traffic Code Violations are the typicaly thought of traffic violations such as speeding.

. From 2002-2006, 1.3% of dl stopsinvolved a crimina code violation while 3.4% of stops
involving Native Americans were for crimind violaions.
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Table 4 - Disposition of the Stop

Disposition of the Traffic Stop (Outcome) - 2002 - Table 4a

Custodid Ticket Verba Warning Written Defect Card No Action Unknown
Arrest Warning

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Asian/Pacific |dander 105 2.3 1,962 43.7 492 11.0 1,527 34.0 251 5.6 144 | 3.2 9 0.2
Black 4265 | 16.3 10,945 41.7 3,102 11.8 5434 20.7 986 3.8 1,393 | 53 115 0.4
Hispanic 2471 7.0 14,671 41.6 4,015 11.4 9541 27.1 3,193 9.1 1229 |35 121 0.3
Native American/Alaskan 329 8.3 1,468 37.1 356 9.0 1,128 285 405 10.2 260 | 6.6 14 0.4
Other 229 7.8 1,223 41.4 504 171 699 23.7 40 14 237 | 80 19 0.6
White 12087 | 2.7 | 166453 | 365 | 34,650 7.6 | 183702 | 40.3 | 40,659 89 | 15945 | 35] 1918 |04
TOTAL 19486 | 3.7 | 196,722 | 37.2 | 43119 82 | 202031 | 382 ] 45534 86 | 19208 | 3.6 219% |04
Disposition of the Traffic Stop (Outcome) - 2003 - Table 4b

Custodial Ticket Verba Warning Written Defect Card No Action Unknown

Arrest Warning

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Asan/Pacific |dlander 101 2.3 1,990 44.4 387 8.6 1530 34.1 327 7.3 137 |31 13 0.3
Black 4225 | 181 9,232 39.6 2877 12.3 4572 19.6 1,064 46 | 1097 (47] 265 |11
Hispanic 2591 | 7.6 14482 | 422 3042 8.9 9,385 27.4 3,383 9.9 1243 |36 179 |05
Native American/Alaskan 271 7.4 1417 38.8 289 7.9 1,081 29.6 pale’} 135 89 2.4 10 0.3
Other 240 8.1 1,198 40.5 471 15.9 768 26.0 100 3.4 164 | 55 15 0.5
White 12194 | 29 | 156991 | 36.8 | 26,640 6.2 | 173726 | 40.7 | 40276 94 | 15432 |36 1490 |03
TOTAL 19622 | 40 | 185310 | 374 | 33,706 6.8 | 191,062 | 386 | 45644 92 | 18162 | 3.7] 1972 |04

12




Disposition of the Traffic Stop (Outcome) - 2004 - Table 4c

Custodid Ticket Verba Warning Written Defect Card No Action Unknown
Arrest Warning

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Asian/Pacific |dander 206 4.3 1921 39.7 414 8.5 1,793 37.0 376 7.8 106 | 2.2 28 0.6
Black 5016 | 21.7 8,106 35.0 2,623 11.3 4,976 215 1,273 55 938 4.1 211 0.9
Hispanic 3111 | 93 13270 | 39.9 31% 9.6 9,079 27.3 2,998 9.0 1331 |40 317 |10
Native American/Alaskan 3% 10.1 1513 38.7 345 8.8 1,039 26.6 435 111 163 | 4.2 20 0.5
Other 400 13.2 1,176 37.8 511 164 764 24.6 50 16 183 5.9 17 05
White 13515 | 3.2 | 148003 | 352 | 28,707 6.8 | 174300 | 415 | 39920 95 | 1485 |35 1,143 | 03
TOTAL 2653 | 46 | 173989 | 356 ]| 3574 7.3 | 191,951 | 393 | 45052 92 | 17546 | 36 1736 |04
Disposition of the Traffic Stop (Outcome) - 2005 - Table 4d

Custodial Ticket Verba Warning Written Defect Card No Action Unknown

Arrest Warning

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Asian/Pacific |dander 120 2.4 1,858 36.6 499 9.8 2,005 39.5 355 7.0 200 | 39 40 0.8
Black 4870 | 19.8 8,395 34.2 3,033 12.3 5,765 235 1,302 5.3 930 |38 2714 |11
Hispanic 2887 | 87 12959 | 388 3,251 9.7 9,801 29.4 2873 8.6 1078 |32] 525 |16
Native American/Alaskan 398 10.2 1,402 36.3 301 7.8 1,04 28.3 438 11.3 160 4.1 67 17
Other 530 14.3 1,238 335 695 18.8 833 23.9 64 17 277 | 75 8 0.2
White 13845 | 33 | 134,701 | 323 | 31,350 75 | 178906 | 428 | 39,165 94 | 14675 | 35] 5003 | 1.2
TOTAL 22650 | 46 | 160553 | 329 | 39129 8.0 | 198454 | 40.6 | 44,197 91 | 17320 | 35 5917 | 1.2
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Disposition of the Traffic Stop (Outcome) - 2006 - Table 4e

Custodia Ticket Verba Warning Written Defect Card No Action Unknown
Arrest Warning

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Asan/Pecific I ander 99 21 1,786 37.3 576 12.0 1913 39.9 321 6.7 89 19 6 0.1
Black 4,703 20.0 8,126 345 3,078 13.1 5430 231 1,187 5.0 908 39 98 0.4
Hispanic 2,632 8.6 11,858 385 3,382 11.0 8,728 284 2,810 9.1 1242 | 4.0 111 0.4
Native 386 9.9 1,402 35.9 318 8.1 1,090 27.9 388 9.9 314 | 80 8 0.2
American/Alaskan
Other 658 154 1,295 30.3 766 17.9 1,014 23.7 189 4.4 337 7.9 17 0.4
White 12,113 3.1 138,741 | 35.2 29,382 7.4 160,014 | 40.6 37,836 9.6 | 15466 | 3.9] 1037 | 03
TOTAL 20,591 4.5 163208 | 35.3 37,502 8.1 178189 | 386 | 42731 9.1 § 18356 |40 1277 | 03
Disposition of the Traffic Stop (Outcome) - 2002-2006 - Table 4f

Custodia Arrest Ticket Verba Warning Written Defect Card No Action Unknown
Warning

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Asian/Pacific Islander 631 2.7 9,517 40.2 2,368 10.0 8,768 37.0 1,630 6.9 676 | 2.9 9% 0.4
Black 23,079 191 44,804 37.1 14,713 12.2 26,177 21.7 5811 4.8 5266 | 44 963 0.8
Hispanic 13,692 8.2 67,241 40.3 16,884 101 46,534 27.9 15,257 9.1 6123 | 3.7 1253 | 0.8
Native 1,780 9.2 7,202 37.3 1,609 8.3 5,432 28.2 2,160 11.2 986 51 119 0.6
American/Alaskan
Other 2,066 12.2 6,130 36.1 2,947 17.3 4128 24.3 443 2.6 1198 | 7.1 76 04
White 63,754 3.0 744889 | 35.2 | 150,729 7.1 870648 | 409 | 197,856 94 | 76343 | 3.6 10591 | 0.5
TOTAL 105,002 4.3 879,783 | 35.7 | 189,250 7.7 961,687 | 39.1 223157 9.1 § 90592 | 3.7] 13098 | 0.5




NOTE:

The Digposition of the Traffic Stop reports the primary outcome of the stop. A traffic stop may result in avariety of outcomes.
From 2002-2006, about 4.3% of stops resulted in custodia arrest however there were large variations by race.

In 2006, 20.0% of Blacks stopped were taken into custodia arrest, compared to 4.5% of the genera population.

In 2006, Hispanic and Native Americans were arrested about 2 times as often as the genera population at 4.5%.

In 2006, Whites were arrested 3.1% of the time, which isless often than the genera population at 4.5%.

A cugtodid arrest is not done for only atraffic violation. Therefore, the stop could involve things such asaDUI arrest, alack of
identification, an outstanding warrant (discovered in agenera license check) or some other crimind activity in the car or even by the
occupants. However, the datais not detailed enough for us to know what specific violation caused a custodia arrest.
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Table5 - Searches

Sear ches conducted aspart of a Traffic Stop - Table 5
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2002-2006
# (%) #(%) #(%) # (%) # (%) # (%)
Adan / Pecific Idander 139 96 105 86 106 532
(3.1%) (2.1%) (2.2%) (1.7%) (2.2%) (2.3%)
Black 1,472 1,079 1,066 1,002 1173 5,792
(5.6%) (4.6%) (4.6% (4.1%) (5.0%) (4.8%)
Hispanic 2,428 2,351 2,027 1,883 1,914 10,603
(6.9%) (6.9%) (6.1%) (5.6%) (6.2%) (6.4%)
Native American / Alaskan 191 208 297 315 289 1300
(4.8%) (5.7%) 7.6% (8.2%) (7.4%) (6.7%)
Other 169 61 69 97 113 509
(5.7%) (2.1%) (2.2%) (2.6%) (2.6%) (3.0%)
\White 14,899 13,691 12,981 12,934 12,061 66,566
(3.3%) (3.2%) (3.1%) (3.1%) (3.1%) (3.2%)
TOTAL 19,298 17,486 16,545 16,317 15,656 85,302
(3.7%) (3.5%) (3.4%) (3.3%) (3.4%) (3.5%)
NOTE:
. Percentages are a percent of race of tota stops made. For example in 2006, 3.1% of al traffic stops involving white drivers

included searches conducted. Search counts do not include inventory arrests or those done incident to arrest. Instead they reflect
searches done as part of the officer’s processing of the traffic stop.
. Stopsinvolving Asan / Pacific Idanders were searched less often (2.3%) than the overal population at 3.5% from 2002-2006.

. Stops involving Black, Hispanic or Native American / Alaskan Natives more often resulted in searches being conducted
compared to searches among al drivers.

. Stops involving Higpanics and Native American / Alaskan Natives were dmost two times as likely to result in a search.

. Blacks were searched 5.0% of the time and the overall population was searched 3.4% of the time in 2006.
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6. Reporting Agencies

Traffic sop dataiis reported on a quarterly basis. Table 6 shows the number of quarterly reports from

2002—2006 submitted by each agency.

Submitted Quarterly Reports by Agency - Table 6

Campus Police/Security Departments 2002 {2003(2004 [2005| 2006 | 2002-
2006
Univ. of Nebraska-Lincoln P.D. 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
UNK Public Safety - Kearney Campus P.D. 4 141 41| 4 4 20
County Sheriffs 2002{2003(2004 [2005| 2006 | 2002-
2006
Adams CO. S.O. Hastings 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Antelope CO. S.O. Ndigh 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Arthur CO. S.O. Arthur 4 4 1 4 4 4 20
Banner CO. S.O. Harrisburg 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Blaine CO. S.O. Brewster 4 14(4]O0 4 16
Boone CO. S.O. Albion 4 |31 4] 2 4 17
Box Buite CO. S.O. Alliance 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Boyd CO. S.O. Butte 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Brown CO. S.O. Ainsworth 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Buffalo CO. S.O. Kearney 4 14114 4 4 20
Burt CO. S.O. Tekamah 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Butler Co So David City 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Cass Co So Plattsmouth 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Cedar Co So Hartington 4 14114 4 0 16
Chase CO. S.O. Imperid 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Cherry CO. SO. Vdentine 4 |41 4] 4 3 19
Cheyenne CO. S.O. Sidney 4101 01]0 0 4
Clay CO. S.O. Clay Center 214|141 4 4 18
Colfax CO. SO. Schuyler 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
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Cuming CO. S.O. West Point 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Custer CO. S.O. Broken Bow 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Dakota CO. S.O. Dakota City 4 141 41] 4 2 18
Dawes CO. S.O. Chadron 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Dawson CO. S.O. Lexington 4 1414 4 4 20
Deud CO. S.O. Chappdll 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Dixon CO. S.O. Ponca 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Dodge CO. S.O. Fremont 4 1414 4 4 20
Douglas CO. S.O. Omaha 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Dundy CO. S.O. Benkelman 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Fillmore CO. S.O. Geneva 4 14|44 4 20
Franklin CO. S.O. Franklin 4 14|44 4 20
Frontier CO. S.O. Stockville 4 14|44 4 20
Furnas CO. S.O. Beaver City 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Gage CO. S.O. Bestrice 4 141 41] 4 3 19
Garden CO. S.O. Oshkosh 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Gosper CO. S.0O. Elwood 4 13|14 4 4 19
Grant CO. S.O. Hyannis 4 12|14 4 4 18
Gredley CO. S.O. Gredey 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Hall CO. S.O. Grand Idand 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Hamilton CO. S.O. Aurora 4 14|44 4 20
Harlan CO. S.O. Alma 4 141 41] 4 1 17
Hayes CO. S.O. Hayes Center 4 141 4] 3 4 19
Hitchcock CO. S.O. Trenton 413]07]6O0 0 7
Holt CO. S.O. Onelll 4 141410 0 12
Hooker CO. S.O. Mullen 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Howard CO. S.O. St Paul 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Jefferson CO. S.O. Fairbury 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Johnson CO. S.O. Tecumseh 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
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Kearney CO. S.O. Minden 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Keith CO. S.O. Ogalda 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Keya Paha CO. S.O. Springview 313]0]O0 4 10
Kimball CO. S.O. Kimball 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Knox CO. S.O. Center 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Lancaster CO. S.O. Lincoln 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Lincoln CO. S.O. North Platte 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Logan CO. S.O. Stapleton 4 1414 4 1 17
Loup CO. S.O. Taylor 4 14131060 0 11
Madison CO. S.O. Madison 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Mc Pherson CO. S.O. Tryon 4 1| 4] 4] 3 4 19
Merrick CO. S.O. Centra City 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Morrill CO. S.O. Bridgeport 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Nance CO. S.O. Fullerton 4 14|44 4 20
Nemaha CO. S.O. Auburn 4 14|13 ]4 3 18
Nuckolls CO. S.O. Nelson 4 14|44 4 20
Otoe CO. S.O. Nebraska City 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Pawnee CO. S.O. Pawnee City 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Perkins CO. S.O. Grant 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Phelps CO. S.O. Holdrege 4 14114 4 4 20
Pierce CO. S.O. Pierce 4 14|44 3 19
Patte CO. S.O. Columbus 4 14|44 4 20
Polk CO. S.O. Osceola 4 141 41] 4 2 18
Red Willow CO. S.O. Mccook 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Richardson CO. S.O. Falls City 4 141 41] 4 0 16
Rock CO. S.O. Bassett 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Saline CO. S.O. Wilber 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Sarpy CO. S.O. Papillion 4 |41 3| 4 4 19
Saunders CO. S.0. Wahoo 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
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Scotts Bluff CO. S.O. Gering 4 1414 4 4 20
Seward CO. S.O. Seward 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Sheridan CO. SO. Rushville 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Sherman CO. S.O. Loup City 4 141 41| 4 4 20
Sioux CO. S.O. Harrison 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Stanton CO. S.O. Stanton 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Thayer CO. S.O. Hebron 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Thomas CO S.O. Thedford 4 141410 0 12
Thurston CO S.O. Pender 4 141 41] 4 4 20
\VValey CO. S.O. Ord 4 101011 0 5
\Washington CO. S.O. Blair 4 141 41] 4 4 20
\Wayne CO. S.O. Wayne 4 1414 4 4 20
\Webster CO. S.O. Red Cloud 4 141 4] 4 4 20
\Whedler CO. S.O. Bartlett 4 141 41] 4 4 20
York CO. S.O. York 4 141 41] 4 1 17
Nebraska State Agencies 2002]2003(20042005( 2006 | 2002-
2006
Nebraska State Petrol, Traffic Division 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Nebraska State Patrol, Carrier Enforcement Division 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Nebraska Brand Committee 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Nebraska Dept. Of Agriculture 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Nebraska Game And Parks 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Scotts Bluff Agate Fossl Beds National Monument-Gering, | O | O | 1 | O 0 1
NE
Police Departments 2002[2003|2004 [2005| 2006 | 2002-
2006
Albion P.D. 4 4 1 4 2 1 15
Alliance P.D. 4 4 1 4 4 4 20
Arcadia P.D. 4 4 | 4 4 1 17
Arnold P.D. 4 141410 0 12

20




Ashland P.D. alalalal 4 20
Atkinson P.D. 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Auburn P.D. 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
AuroraP.D. 4 4 4 4 4 20
Bancroft P.D. 214 4] 4 0 14
Battle Creek P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Bayard P.D. 4 14| 4] 4 2 18
Bestrice P.D. 4 141 41] 4 2 18
Beemer P.D. 4 4 4 4 4 20
Belevue P.D. 4 1414 4 3 19
Bennington P.D. 4 | 3|1 4| 4 4 19
Bertrand P.D. 210)]01]O0 0 2
Blar P.D. 4 1414 4 4 20
Bloomfied P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Boys Town P.D. 4 4 4 4 4 20
Bridgeport P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Broken Bow P.D. 41414 4 4 20
Burwel P.D. 4 141 4] 3 3 18
Cedar Bluffs P.D. 4 1214]|3 4 17
Central City PD. 4alalalal 4 20
Chadron P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Clarkson P.D. 210]0]O0 0 2
Coleridge P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Columbus P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Cozad P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Crawford P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Creighton P.D. 4 4 4 4 4 20
Crete P.D. 4 4 4 4 4 20
Crofton P.D. 4 14| 4]0 4 16
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Culbertson P.D. 4 | 4 2 2 3 15
David City P.D. 4 lala]lal a 20
Decatur P.D. 4 14| 4]0 4 16
Dodge P.D. / Snyder P.D. 4 141 41] 4 0 16
Elgin P.D. 4al4l 44| 0 16
Elkhorn P.D. 4 141 41] 4 3 19
Emerson P.D. 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Ewing PD. 11010710 0 1
Exeter P.d 4 141410 0 12
Fairbury P.D. 4 141410 0 12
Farfiedd P.D. 4 10]101]O0 0 4
Fairmont Pd 4 141410 0 12
Falls City PD. 4alalalal| 3 19
Fremont P.D. 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Friend P.D. 11010710 4 5
Geneva P.D. 4141110 0 9
Gering P.D. 4 141 4] 4 3 19
Glenvil PD. 4 10]101]O0 0 4
Gordon P.D. 4 1411413 0 15
Gothenburg P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Grand Idand P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Hartington P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Harvard P.D. 4 141 4] 4 0 16
Hastings P.D. 4 141 4] 2 4 18
Hay Springs P.D. 4 14114 4 0 16
Hemingford P.D. 4 141 4] 3 0 15
Henderson P.D. 41 4| 4] 4 4 20
Holdrege P.D. 4 4 4 4 4 20
Hooper P.D. 4 1310|121 0 8
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Humphrey P.D. 4141010 0 8
Imperid P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Kearney P.D. 4 141 41] 4 3 19
Kimbal P.D. 0|1 3| 41]4 3 14
LaVigaP.D. Omaha 4 141 41] 4 3 19
Laure P.D. 4 141 41] 4 3 19
Leigh P.D. 4 141410 0 12
Lexington P.D. 4 141 41] 4 1 17
Lincoln P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
LoomisP.D. 4 141 41] 4 0 16
Lyman P.D. 4 141 41] 4 0 16
LyonsP.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Madison P.D. 4 141 4] 4 3 19
Mccook P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Mead P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Milford P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Minatare P.D. 4 141410 0 12
Minden P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Mitchell P.D. 4 141 4] 4 3 19
Morrill P.D. 4 141411 4 17
Nebraska City P.D. 4 141 41] 4 3 19
Neligh P.D. 4 141 41] 4 0 16
Newcastle P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Newman Grove P.D. 4 1414 4 0 16
Norfolk P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
North Platte P.D. 4 141 41] 4 3 19
Oakland P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 2 18
Odell P.D. 4 10 01| 4 4 12
OgdldaP.D. 4141 4] 4 4 20
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OmahaP.D. 4 4 4 4 4 20
Onelll P.D. 4 1414 4 4 20
Ord P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Osceola P.D. 11010710 0 1

Papillion P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Pawnee City P.D. 012)]0]O0 0 2

Pender P.D. 4 141410 0 12
Pierce P.D. 313]0]O0 0 6

Platsmouth P.D. 4 1414 4 4 20
Ponca P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Raston P.D. 4 1414 4 4 20
Randolph P.D. 4 14]1 4] 4 4 20
Ravenna P.D. 4 14| 4] 4 4 20
Rudhille PD. 4141010 0 8

Sargent P.D. 4 13]10]1 0 8

Schuyler P.D. 4 1414 4 4 20
Scottsbluff P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Scribner P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Seward P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Shelton P.D. 4 14]10]0 4 12
Sidney P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
Silver Creek P.D. 4 1414 3 4 19
South Sioux City P.D. 4 141 41] 4 1 17
Spalding P.D. alal 44| 4 20
St. Edward P.D. 214]101]60 0 6

St. Paul P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 2 18
Stuart P.D. 2]1]0]l0]O 0 2

Superior P.D. 4 |41 41| 4 4 20
Sutton P.D. 4 4 4 4 4 20
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Syracuse P.D. 4141 4] 4 4 20
Tecumseh P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
Tekamah P.D. 314|414 4 19
Tilden P.D. 4 12]101]0O0 4 10
\Vdentine P.D. OJ]0)| 4] 4 4 12
\Valey P.D. 4al4l4a)4a] 4 20
Verdigre P.D. 4141010 0 8
\Wahoo P.D. 4 1414 4 4 20
\Wathill P.D. 4 10]101]O0 0 4
\Waterloo P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
\Wauneta P.D. 4 11]13]3 0 11
Wausa P.D. 210)]01]O0 0 2
\Wayne P.D. 4 141 4] 4 3 19
\West Point P.D. 4 141 41] 4 4 20
\Wilber P.D. 4 141 41] 4 0 16
\Wisner P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
\Wymore P.D. 4 |41 4] 4 4 20
York P.D. 4 141 4] 4 4 20
Y utan P.D. 4 14143 4 19
Tribal Law Enforcement Agencies 2002 {2003(2004 [2005| 2006 | 2002-
2006
lowaTriba P.D. (Not included in statistics) 4 14| 4] 3 3 18
Total 922 (884|852 |790| 723 | 4,171
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