


February 18,1992

Attached Is the summary of results of a law enforcement survey conducted In
southeast Anchorage InJanuary 1992,

The intent of the survey was to obtain as much feedback as possible on what
southeast Anchorage residents want In police protection related to levels of service,
costs, and providers, in order that direction would be available to the task force and to

elected officials.

The survey was prepared by the Southeast Anchorage Police Protection Task Force,
organized in October 1991 to explore alternatives for law enforcement in southeast
Anchorage and to work toward alternatives which can be supported by the residents
and whic m% be recommended to elected officials and voters In southeast
Anchorage. The task force is composed of representatives of each of the southeast
Anchorage community councils and HALO, Inc., a southeast Anchorage homeowners
and landowners’ organization. The contact for the task force Is Maribeth Brown,

Chair, 345-1468.

The survey was mailed to 10,546 households in southeast Anchorage. The mailing
labels were obtained from Motznik Computer Services, Inc., from lists of registered
voters In southeast Anchorage who voted Inany 1990 or 1991 election or who have
registered to vote since October 6,1990. (Where two or more registered voters with
the same last name were shown at the same address, one collectively-addressed form

was sent.)
A total of 2,067 responses were received as of January 31.

Responses are summarized in total and are also subtotaled by community council.



SOUTHEAST ANCHORAGE
LAW ENFORCEMENT SURVEY
SUMMARY OF RESULTS
February 10,1992

RESULTS OF 2,067 RESPONSES

Response totals by community council district:
Question: Please circle the Community Council District In which you live (the attached mop
Indicates those areas)

Abbott Loop 466 Glen Alps 17 Mid-Hlllslde 295
Basher 21 Hillside East 182 Rabbit Creek 355
Bear Valley 43 Huff-O'Malley 578 Don't Know/mlssing 110

Types of law enforcement Identified by respondents as Important*:

Question: What types ot law enforcement do you see as Important for you and your family?
Please give a score for each to show how Important you think each service Is (3-very
Important. 2*somewhat Important. Unot Important)

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding

a) respond to and investigate serious crimes, accidents with Injury, crimes In progress

very important 1,935 (94%)
somewhat Important 59 (3%)
not important 39 (2%)
no response 34 (2%)

b) conduct regular neighborhood patrols

very important 459 (22%)
somewhat important 779 (38%)
not Important 773 (37%)
no response 56 (3%)

c) Investigate cfvfl problems, nolse/nufeance, disorderly conduct non-motor vehicle acddents,
run-away Juveniles

very Important -438 (21%)
somewhat important 995 (48%)
not important 571 (28%)
no response 63 (3%)

d) Investigate non-violent crimes (e.g., burglary, theft, criminal mischief, trespass,
embezzlement) with no Immediate suspect

very important 834 (40%)
somewhat important 964 (47%)
not Important 221 (11%)

no response 48 (2%)



Southoast Anchorage Law Enforcement Survey

e) conduct routlno traffic patrols and enforcement

very important 409
somewhat important 748
not Important 851
no response 60

Page 2

(20%)
(36%)
(41%)

(3%0)

f) establish and support community service programs, such as Neighborhood Watch Program,

School Ualson Program

very Important 398 (1S%)
somewhat Important 780 (38%)
not important 817 (40%)
no response 72 (4%)
3. Highest taxes respondents willing to pay for iaw enforcement Indicated as "verv

important™ and "somewhat Important™ In above guestlon.
Question: What is the mostyou are willing to pay for the law enforcementyou have Indicated
as ‘very ImportantOand ‘'somewhat Important' In question 2? Please check one.

$0 213 (10%)
$100 per $100,000 assessed value 655 (32%)
$200 per $100,000 assessed value 516 (25%)
$300 per $100,000 assessed value 302 (15%)
$400 per $100,000 assessed value 247 (12%)
no response 135 (7%)
4. Respondents* satisfaction with level of law enforcement In area (after 11-1-91):

Question: Rate your satisfaction with the current (after November 1, 1991) level of law
enforcement inyour area (the Information sheet describes those services). Please check one.

very satisfied 313 (15%)
satisfied 480 (23%)
neutral 574 (28%)
dissatisfied 421 (20%)
very dissatisfied 236 (11%)
no response 43 (2%)

5. Law enforcement agency generally preferred by respondents.

Question: Check the law enforcement agency thatyou generally prefer foryour area.

Alaska State Troopers 1,076
Anchorage Poke Dept 272
It doesn’t maier to me 687

no response 32

(52%)
(13%)

(33%)

(2%0)
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6. Respondents' support for law enforcement service altematlvea:
Question: Please Indicate your support by circling yes or no for each of the following
alternatives for law enforcement. (Options a) and b) are the only ones currently available to
southeast Anchorage. If high Interest Is shown In any of the other options, the task force will

pursue their legal and political possibilities.)

alternative

yes

no

a) Anchorage Police Dept at $380 per
$100,000 assessed value (Oct 1991 ballot)

b) Leave things as they are now

c) Seek a separate service area using State
Troopers, supported by taxes (but lower than
$380 per $100,000 assessed value)

d) Seek a separate servics area using State
Troopers supported by taxes (but lower than
$380 per $100,000 assessed value), with a
further contribution to the APD of no more

than $50 per $100,000 assessed value for
services we receive from APD when traveling
downtown and for APD emergency backup to the
Troopers In Southeast Anchorage

e) Seek a separate service area using the APD,
supported by taxes (but lower than $380 per
$100,000 assessed value)

f) Gradually phase Into APD to full service
and cost

433 (21%)

618(30%)

1,246 (60%)

749 (36%)

732 (35%)

428 (21%)

1,501 (73%)

1,264(61%)

620 (30%)

1,094 (53%)

1,108 (54%)

1,364 (66%)

Pago 3

no response

131 (6%)

185 (9%)

201 (10%)

224 (11%)

227(11%)

275 (13%)
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The attached nine sheets give results ol tho Southeast Anchorage Law Enforcement Survey at the community coundl district level.
The following explanation may bo of help In reading the attached tables. Following Is a sample:

oej a” Council Area .
"UptA. L .£. //T)rofcrAf||§r/"c0caJc/c—
[ J
Coutt 1 r Page 1of 1
Row Petlrbbott  Basher Bear Glen MIII-E. Huffman Mid-Hit Rabbit 0.K. Non-res
Col Pet 1 ROW
Tot Pet 1. .
03 2 oy - 2.001, 3.001 S.0oL 6.001 7.001 Q-001 9.001  10.001 11003 Total
1.00 19 I | 1l 4 i 7
Not Imp 23. 2.6 2.6 M. 2 10.3 1 17.9 15.4 I 1%
1 2. 2.3 .6 1.9 1.4 €t 2.0 6.4
A= .0 .0 5 201 3 3 i
2.00 1 14 t 7 19 7 1 7 4 59
Somewhit 123.7 1.7 11.9 S 3.2 1.9 1119 6.0 2.9
1 3.0 2.3 3.9 1 33 2.4 1 2.0 4.3
1 7 .0 31 .9 3 1 3
3.00 1= 430 21 17 71 t 54 200 1 3B i ™ 1 1 1930
Very Inp 1227 1.1 2.1 - 9 0.9 1 20.0 145 J 174 i 44 1 1 952
1 950 100.0 95.3 100.0 955 1 A7 96.2 1 96.0 i 09.4 1100.0
I 21.6 1.0 2.0 .Q 84 t %67 , 130 :166 : 41 i 0
/Y | S ——
Colum 461 21 43 17 179 571 291 350 A 1 2028
Total 2.7 1.0 2.1 8 0.0 170.2 14.3 17.3 4.6 .0 100.0

This llem shows the responses to question 2, part a, which asked how Important was response to and Investigation of serious crimes, acddent3
with Injury, and crimes In progress - 'serious crimes.’

The lop left comer of the grid contains the key: Count
Row Pet
Col Pci
Tot Pd

Using Abbott Loop as an example, the 9 ("count*) In the first box represents 9 respondents who said response to serfou3 crime wa3 not
Important.

The Z3.1 ('row pd*) moans that Abbott Loop responses In this category totaled 23.1% of the total responses of all the community coundls.

The 2.0 (’col pd*) means that the 9 "not Important’ responses represent 2% of the total response to question 2, part a, by Abbott Loop
respondents.

The A ("tot pd*) means that the 9 responses represent .4% of all the responses received from all community council areas for question 2,
part a.



Count

02
Iftobott Bedw Box

~7/— ragm-rm-r

Ron Pet Gen HIII-E. Huffman MId-Hi1 Rabbit D.K. Nowes
Col Pet
Tot Pet 1.001 2.001 3.00! 3.001 6.00! 7.00! B.00l 9.001 10.001 11.001 Total
¢
03 - -
1.00 9 1 11 1 S n i 4 1 7 1 6 1 39
Not Imp 23.1 1 2.6 1 2.6 1 282 103 1 179 1 154 1 1.9
2.0 1 2.3 % 6 1 19 1 14 1 20 1 64 1
! 4 1 0 0 1 5 T AT 3 1 3 ¥
+-
0 1 14 1 1 T 7 1 19 1} 74 79 a4 59
Bomewhit 1 23.7 1 1.7 1 119 1 322 1 119 1 119 i 638 i 2.9
I 3.0 1 23 1 39 1 3.3 9 24 1 20 1 43 1
1 7 1 0 1 3 1 9 3 1 3 1 .1
’_
3.00 | 1 21 V(R 17 171 % 541 1 280 fi 336 % 1% 1 1930
Very Imp a*=/ 1 11 21 2 9 8.9 28.0 ! 145 w4 ¥ a4 % 1 95.2
95.0 1 100.0 95.3 1 100.0 955 1 947 i1 9.2 1 90 i 8.4 100.0
21.6 1 1.0 2.0 1 .8 84 1 267 i 138 T 166 ' 41 1 .0
Collum 461 21 43 17 179 571 291 350 %1 1 2020
Toal A%ef 1.0 2.1 .8 8.8 28.2 14.3 173 4.6 .0 100.0
FRaiGdr-"1TH"Hr>rin io @b 7iPmy 4t |nmc >
04 Neighborhood Patrols "by Q2 Council Area
Q2 Page 1 of 1
Count ) ) ) )
Row Pet IAbbott Basher Bear Glen Hi 11-E. Huffman Hid-Hil Rabbit 0.K. Non-: es
ot et | 10.00! 11.00! TROWI
Tot Pet ! 1.001 2.00! 3.00] 5.00 6.00! 7.00! 8.00 9.00! .00! .00! Tota
0a $ i 4 4 * 4 4 I-- 4-
1.00 119 23 9 77 227 106 165 ! 40 i 1 1 772
Not Imp 15.4 6 3.0 1.2 10.0 29.4 13.7 21.4 5.2 | 1 1 385
26.3 | 23.8 54.8 52.9 43.3 40.2 36.9 47.6 42.1 ! 100.0 1
Zf 5.9 | Y 1.1 4 3.8 11.3 5.3 4 8.2 2.0 i 0 i
- _4_ -ll -
LoO I 193 ! 10 10 5 67 736 106 | 117 36 | 1 775
Somenwht 1 249 | 1.3 1.3 .6 8.0 403 13.7 1 ISs.1 4.6 i i 38.6
| 426 | 47.6 23.8 29.4 34.8 41.8 36.9 33.7 37.9 1
1 9.6 ! .5 .5 o 3.1 11.8 5.3 3.8 1.8 ! 1
- _4_
3.00 I 140 1 6 3 39 102 s 65 19 1 € 458
Verylmp I 30.6 1.3 7 8.5 22.3 16.4 14.2 4.1 1 i 22.8
\ 30.9 28.6 21.4 17.6 21.9 18.1 26.1 18.7 20.0
h 7.0 .3 4 1 1.9 5.1 3.7 3.2 .9
22.00 i 1 1 1
100.0 0
<
.0
C?Iump 453 26 42 17 178 565 287 347 95 1 6(6)6
ota 22.6 1. 2.1 8 8.9 28.2 14.3 17.3 4.7 .0 100.
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07
Not Imp
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OBICommunity Service lby

o8

Not Imp

Somewht

Verylmp

by 02 Council Area

Row Pet !Abbott Dasher Rear Glen HIII-E. Huffman MId-Hil Rabbit D.K. Non-res
Col Pet | Rgh
Tot Pet | 1.001 2.001 3.001 5.001 6.001 7.001 0.301 9.001 10.001 11.001 Total
+ 3 + . + + * . 3
1.00 1 151 | 10 | 22 1 91 96 1 230 | 107 | 170 1 46 | 1 049
1 17.0 t 1.2 t 2.6 | I.1 | 11.3 1 27.1 | 12.6 | 21.0 1 5.4 1 1 42.4
| 33.3 | 47.6 | 53.7 I 52.9 | 53.9 1 40.6 | 37.0 1 51.9 1 49.5 | |
7.5 5 | 1.1 i 4 1 4.0 1 11.5 1 3.3 1 B.9 1 2.3 | |
4 ————————— 4 ————————— 4o B Fommm 4 Fomm————- L 4o et ¢
2.00 | 176 | B 1 12 | 6 1 31 | 244 | 111 | 109 1 27 | It 745
1 23.6 | 1.1 1 1.6 | .0 | 6.8 | 32.8 | 149 | 14.6 | 3.6 | i 1 37.2
| 30.0 I 38.1 I 29.3 1 33.3 1 20.7 1 43.1 I 30.4 1 31.0 ! 29.0 1100.0 |
_,_ 8.8 1 .41 .61 .3 ! 2.5 1 12.2 | 5.5 |1 5.4 i 1.3 1 .0 1
------------ R TR S e B e I B T S
3.00 |1 127 | 3 1 7 1 2 | 31 | 92 | 71 | 56 | 20 | | 409
| 31.1 I .71 1.7 | .3 | 7.6 1 225 1 17.4 i 13.7 | 4.9 t 1 20.4
| 28.0 | 14.3 | 7.1 1 11.B 1 17.4 ! 16.3 ' 24.6 i 16.3 | 21.5 | |
6.3 | .11 .31 .11 1.5 | 4.6 1 3.5 # 2.0 I 1.0 1 1
A 4 ¥ 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3
Column 454 21 41 17 178 366 209 343 93 1 2003
Total 22.7 1.0 2.0 .8 8.9 28.3 14.4 17.1 4.6 0 100.0
02Council Area
02 Page 1 of 1
Count i
Row Pet JAbbott Basher Dear Glen Hill-E. Huffman Mid-Hi 1 Rabbit D.K. Non-res
Col Pet i Row
Tot Pet i 1.00! 2.001 3.001 5.00! 6.001 7.00! B.0OI 9.00! 10.00! 11.00! Total
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
1.00 i 152 ! 11 i 19 ! 9 i 91 : 41 121 i 159 ! 40 i i 816
! 18.6 i 1.3 | 2.3 S 1.1 i 11.2 1 26.2 ! 14.8 i 19.5 i 4.9 i 1 41.0
I 33.9 i 5264 | 46.3 ! 52.9 ! 51.4 i 38.1 | 423 | 46.4 | 43.0 ! !
1 ] 1 1
4 7.6 4I . 4 1.0 4 .5 +I 4.6 +I 10.8 ! 6.1 A 8.0 4 2.0 4I 4
2.00 I 194 ! 91 13 ! 4 i 58 i 233 | 114 i 1?76 i 25 i 1 ! 777
i 25.0 i 1.2 ! 1.7 i .5 i 7.5 i 30.0 | 14.7 | 16.2 | 3.2 ! 1 1 39.0
! 43.2 1 42.9 I 31.7 I 23.5 I 32.8 I 415 i 39.9 | 36.7 1 26.9 1100.0 !
| 9.7 | .51 T i .2 i 2.9 117 i 5.7 ! 6.3 | 1.3 i 1o
4 4 ~a 4 T 4 T /S A S 4— - 4
3.00 i 103 [ | 9 ! 4 1 2B 1 115 1 51 1 58 1 28 | 1 397
| 25.9 1 .3 | 2.3 | 1.0 1 7.1 I 29.0 | 12.8 | 14.6 i 7.1 | | 19.9
i 22.9 | 4.0 1 22.0 I 23.5 I 15.B 1 20.5 | 17.8 ! 16.9 i 30.1 | !
5.2 | .11 .5 1.21 1.4 | 5.8 1 2.6 | 2.9 | 1.4 i 1
Column 449 21 41 17 177 562 286 343 93 | 1990
Total 22.6 1.1 2.1 .9 8.9 28.2 14.4 17.2 4.7 1 100.0
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OH 1Preferred Age; 'y\ by 02 Council Area

02 Page 1 of 1
Count |
Row Pet IAbbott Basher Bear Glen Hill-E. Huffman Mid-Mil Rabbit D.K. Non-res
Col Pet Row
oil Tot Pet t 1.00! 2.001 3.001 5.001 6.001 7.00 8.001 9.001 10.001 11.00
i _
1.00 1 181 | 9 1 28 1 Is 1 122 1 291 7t 208 1 47 1 1 1072
A.S.T. 1 16.9 1 8 1 26 1 1.4 1 i?.4 1 271 16.0 1 194 ' 4.4 1 1 52.8
I 395 | 429 1 651 1 88.2 | 67.4 1 51.1 58.6 1 58.9 1 49.0 1 1
1 8.9 1 4 1 1.4 1 7 1 6.0 1 143 8.4 1 102 ! 2.3 1 .
o =
2.00 i 97 1 11 5 1 1 021 1 74 36 1 26 i 11 1 1 272
A.P.D. 1 35.7 4 1 18 1 7.7 1 27.2 13.2 1 9.6 | 4.0 1 o4 13.4
1 212 i 4.8 1 116 1 | 116 i 13.0 123 1 7.4 : 11.3 i 100.0
i 4.8 1 0 2 1 | 1.0 3.6 1.8 1 1.3 i 5 1 0
3.00 ! 180 i 11! 10 1 2 1 38 i 204 85 | 118 38 686
i 26.2 1.6 1 15 1 3 : 5.5 1 297 12.4 { 172 ' 55 1 33.8
i 39.3 ; 524 1 233 1 li.G : 21.0 i 35.9 201 1 33.4 ! 39.6 i
I 8.9 5 1 5o 1 i 1.9 1 10.0 42 1 5.8 i 1.9 i i
-+
5.00 1 1
100.0 0
3
.0
Column 458 21 43 17 1B1 569 292 353 96 1 2031

Total 22.6 1.0 2.1 .8 8.9 28.0 14.4 17.4 4.7 i0 100.0
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Local reimbursement to the State for police

protection

The Governor has introduced HB 350, requiring cities with a population of
2,000 or more to provide areawide police protection within the city
boundary. The effect of this legislation is felt only by Anchorage and
W asilla, although we are increasingly seeing other Alaskan communities
facing the same dilemma. The major objection to HB 350 is it's limited
application. Establishing different levels of criteria for public safety
around the State is bad public policy. A fair and equitable approach would
be to treat all communities the same. The approach suggested in this
legislation would allow local communities to opt to "contract" with State
Troopers for coverage other than that already provided by the Department

of Public Safetey.

I have requested the Legislative Research Agency to review other state's
policies to determine if there is any precedent for this or other creative
approaches for reimbursement. According to the National Conference of
State Legislatures, the Federal Tax Administration and the International
Association of Chiefs of Police, no state provides continuing State Police

protection to local areas without some method of assessing the residents.

This legislation as introduced, was developed working with the Southeast
Anchorage Police Protection Task Force. The SAPPTF was organized in
October 1991 to explore alternatives which can be supported by the
residents and which may be recommended to elected officials and voters.
The task force is composed of representatives of each of the southeast
Anchorage community councils and HALO, Inc., a southeast Anchorage

homeowners and landowners organization.

This legislation would allow the residents of an area in a municipality to
file a petition with the Municipal Clerk for the formation of a special
police service area. The estimated actual cost of providing the service as
determined by the Com missioner of Public Safetey and the question of

levying assessments to cover that estimated cost shall then be placed before

SPONSCR  STATEVENT



the voters. The governing body shall levy the assessment and make
payment to the State without provision for administrative or other costs
incurred by the municipality. The Department of Public Safetey shall
provide the service described. The continuation of the police protection
ser/ice area shall be voted on at least every three years. |If the service area

is rejected, it is dissolved 120 days after certification of the election.
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska
Department of Law

DATE

™ The Honorable Edgar Blatchford December 20, 1991
Commissioner FILE NO
Department of Community & 663-92-0288
Regional Affairs
TN 465-3600
SUBJECT

Southeast Anchorage
service area - police
protection

;Jorie L. Odland
Assistant Attorney General
Governmental Affairs - Juneau

You have asked us to vreview an opinion 1issued by
Anchorage®s municipal attorney concerning the municipality®"s legal
obligation to provide areawide police protection, and to advise if
we concur with the opinion.

Anchorage®s attorney wultimately <concludes that the
municipality 1is under a legal duty to provide police protection
areawide, notwithstanding certain provisions 1in 1its charter. X/

In brief, this office agrees as to the policy expressed
in the opinion. We believe it exemplifies good public policy for
home rule municipalities to provide areawide police protection and
to provide such service equally throughout the municipality. It is
also good policy, from a municipal law standpoint, for home rule
municipalities not to overly restrict or limit their governmental
powers in a charter.

We caution, however, that to conclude the charter
provision providing for police services on a service area basis is
unconstitutional may have far-reaching consequences and may be
inconsistent with article X, sections 9 (charters) and n (home
rule powers) of the Alaska Constitution. Additionally, the police
services provision of the Anchorage charter apparently has a
longstanding, contemporaneous construction that police powers are
special services. Such construction may be 1indicative of the
intent of the Anchorage charter commission, as well as of the

X/  The Anchorage charter allows residents within a service area to
vote whether to have the municipality provide police protection
within the area and pay for the service through a tax levy.
Service areas that have not voted to pay for municipal police
services have been receiving police protection from the Alaska
State Troopers (AST). However, AST intends to discontinue this
service.
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We hope this answers your question.
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COMPARISON OF THE COMMUNITIES

JUNEAU AND SOUTH ANCHORAGE-HILLSIDE

COMMUNITY MAKELP

Hillside Juneau

A. Population 35,000 25,500
B. Area in square miles 45 25
C. Number of businesses 50 600
D. Industry 35 25
E. Schools: High Schools 1 1
Junior Highs 1 Middle Schools 2

Grade Schools 6 5

Christian K-12 2 2

POLICE DEPARTMENT PROVIDING SERVICE

ALASKA STATE TROOPERS JUNEAU POLICE DEPT
Provide services on an Commissioned 35
on-call basis for serious Civilian Clerk 9
crime only Dispatchers 12
56

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS

Assuming that staffing would be at the same level as that of
Juneau, the costs would be approximately 4.2 million dollars
annually for operating costs plus costs for facilities
leased/maintenance and associated utilities.

There are some obvious differences between the community of
Hillside and the City of Juneau. Hillside 1is approximately
95% residential.

Additionally, Hillside is a community which borders Alaska“®s
largest city. Criminals who live and work 1in Anchorage are
free to enter the Hillside area for criminal purposes.

There are no discernible boundaries.

Hillside borders on Chugach State Park which ccntains many
hundreds of miles of attractive trails. The Park is busy
winter and summer.



The area also attracts visitors from Anchorage and other
areas because of the Hilltop Downhill Ski Area and the many
miles of lighted, groomed cross-country ski trails on upper
hillside.

There is no Hillside government, city council, or control —
ling community force. There is no police force per se. The
troopers respond to crime and calls for service. The
troopers are at the nearest point, by road, approximately
three-to-four miles from the Hillside area.



I1. STAFFING LEVEL OF POLICE DEPARTMENT

DISCUSSION

A common perception of the public is to look at a police
organization and see only the total number of employees, and to
measure that perception against other departments that function
0O a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday with holidays off.

To bring some perspective to an analysis of police, fire, or
other 24 hour a day, 7 day a week organizations, a comparison of

these differences 1is required.

TIME REQUIREMENTS FOR COVERAGE

TIME STANDARD AGENCY POLICE DEPARTMENT DIFFERENCE
HOURS 8 HOUR DAY 24 HOUR DAY +16 HOURS
40 HOUR WEEK 168 HOUR WEEK +128 HOURS
SHIFTS 5 PER WEEK 21 PER WEEK +16 SHIFTS
HOLIDAYS OFF WORK HOLIDAYS HEAVIER DEMAND
YEARLY ("less holidays
2.008 HOURS 8,760 HOURS + 6.752 HOURS

Comparison shows that a police agency has a 335% greater demand
for time to perform its function of providing public safety 24
hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year.

Twenty-four (24) hour coverage requires 4.2 people to staff one
patrol position without time off for training, annual leave or
sick leave. Assuming each position will be off duty four (4%)
four weeks per year average (due to a combination of
leave/training) coverage requires filling 16.3 weeks with a
relief position. This totals a requirement for 4.5 people to
fill one position.

Considering numbers of people on duty only, without taking into
account work load requirements, the following is used for
demonstration:

PER SHIFT EMPLOYEES REQTT””
1. Position 4.5
2. Positions 9.0
3. Positions 13.5
4. Positions 18.0
5. Positions 22.5

Not considered in this discussion were vacancies over extended
periods of time created by such events as terminations, lag time
in hiring, and training replacements.

(* Four weeks 1is used as ar. assumption. A request has been made
for actual 1leave figures.)

I1-5



0000-0800 FIRST SHIFT
OFFICERS ASSIGNED
1. SGT
2. CPI,
3. PTL
4. PTL
5. PTL
TOTALS
0800-1600 SECOND SHIFT
1.  SGT
2. cCPI,
3. PTL
1. PTL
r>  PTL
TOTALS

1600-2400 TIIIItO SHIFT

1. SGT

2. CPL

3. PTL

1. PTL

5. PTL
TOTALS

15 POSITIONS

This schedule assumes
minimum coverage (2)
caused by A/l S/L,

| SUN

no one
two more

training,

OFF

OFF

I's

rel

etc.

EXAMPLE SCIIEDULB FIVE MAN SHIFT

| MON
1
1 OFF
1
1
1
1
1 4
1 OFF
1
1 OFF
| _

3
1
1
1 OFF
1
1
1 4

on annual

ief

|TUES
1
1 OFF

1 OFF

OFF

OFF

positions

Assuming

| WED | TITUR
1 OFF 1 OFF
1 OFF
I OFF
1 3 1 3
OFF
OFF
1 OFF OFF
3 3
OFF
OFF
OFF OFF
3 3
leave, sick
need to be
an average

leave

FRI [SAT
OFF
OFF 1 OFF
3 1 4
1
OFF
L
4 5
L
OFF |_
OFF OFF
3 4
or away
hired for
3 weeks

for
fill-in

Just

HOURS AND COMMENTS f

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

200 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

200 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

40 HOURS

200 HOURS

) 600 MAN HOURS
training. Tc assure this as
during periods of absence
for annual leave per position



HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

(7)
Date Referred: May 5, 1992 FURTHER REFERRaC He Affairs
Date of Committee Acliom: —
The COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS Committee considered: HB 591
HOUSE BILL NO. 591 FEES FOR POLICE PROTECTION BY STATE
"An Act relating to police protection service areas in municipalities."

RECOMMENDATIONS: f ] the same title

be replaced with [ 1anew title

[ 1 have attached amendments(s)

[ 1 do pass

[ 1do not pass

J/\n o recommendations
/[ ] individual recommendations

[ J additional referral to the Committee

ADOPTS: letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (Depl) APPROVES PREVIOUS: (Dept/DME)

[ ] fiscal impact [ ] fiscal note(s)

[ 1 zero fiscal note [ 1 zero fiscal note(s)

_JGNATURE

HESS COVMITTEE REPORT



HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

(7)

Dale Referred: May 7, 1992 FURTHER REFERRALS:

Dale of Committee Action:

The STATE AFFAIRS Committee considered: HB 591
HOUSE BILL NO. 591 FEES FOR POLICE PROTECTION BY STATE

"An Act relating to police protection service areas in municipalities."

RECOMMENDATIONS: f ] the same title
be replaced with 1 1 anew title

[ ] have attached amendments(s)
[ 1 do pass

[ 1do not pass

[y ] no recommendations

[ 1 individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISC\L NOTE(s): APPROVES PREVIOUS: (Dept/Due)
D<3 fiscal impact c-SoToA-A [ ] fiscal note(s)
[ 1 zero fiscal note [ 1 zero fiscal note(s)
SIGNING DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS
!
N
fy U

/  CHAIRMAN®S SI GNATURE.



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILLNO. HB 591
1992 LEIGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Department Affected: Public Safety
Title: "An Act relating to police protection BRU:  Alaska State Troopers
service areas in municipalities" Component: Detachments
Sponsor: House State Affairs.
Requestor: House State Affairs COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars) (inflation not included)

OPERATING FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98
PERSONAL SERVICES 3,680.6 3,680.6 3,680.6 3,680.6 3,680.6 3.680.6
TRAVEL 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0
CONTRACTUAL 652.2 652.2 652.2 652.2 652.2 652.2
SUPPLIES 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0
EQUIPMENT 600.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS 500.3 450.3 450.3 450.3 450.3 450.3
TOTAL OPERATING 5,503.1 4,953.1 4,953.1 4.953.1 4,953.1 4,953.1
CAPfTAL
REVENUE

FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Prog. Rec.) 5,503.1 4,953.1 4,953.1 4,953.1 4,953.1 4,953.1
FUND SOURCE: 1005

TOTAL 5.503.1 4.953.1 4.953.1 4.953.1 4.953.1 4.953.1
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 53 53 53 53 53 53
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:.

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

See attached

Prepared Byr/ . Ken Bischoff Phone: 465-4336..
Division: Administrative Services Date: ..5/8/92

Approved by Commissioner:

Agency: Department of Public Safety_ Date: R/B/q?

@m@ prgare): Lag. An, Legialativo Sponsor. Reguestor, OMB/DUR. Gov Legis. Ofc.. & Inpacted wies)Page_l ol 2



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
DIVISION OF ALASKA STATE TROOPERS
FISCAL ANALYSIS HOUSE BILL NO. 591 - HILLSIDE IMPACT

PERSONAL SERVICES 1ST SUBSEQ
YEAR YEAR

LIEUTENANT 1 97.4 97.4
1ST SGT 2 91.4 182.8
TROOPER 26 73.9 1,921.4
SGT 4 93.8 375.2
CPL - INV 2 87.8 175.6
DISPATCH 12 55.3 663.6
CLERKS 6 44.1 264.6
TOTAL PS 53 543.7 3,680.6 3,680.6 3,680.6
TRAVEL - TRAINING, INVESTIGATIONS 40.0 40.0
CONTRACTUAL

TH EPHONE/POSTACE 25.0

PHOTOPROCESAING 5.0

PSEAPHYSICAL EXAV 1.

PSEA CLEANING ALLOWANCE 178

FMD:-PATRO_CAE 390.0

OFFICE, EVIDBNCE STORAGE 200.0
TOTAL CONTRACTUAL 652.0 652.2 652.2
SUPPLIES 30.0 30.0 30.0

EQUIPMENT (]:HCE, DSDATO'L RAU(B, CAVERAS 600.0 100.0

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS 5,002.8 4,502.8

MANAGEMENT/ADMIN 10% 500.3 500.3 450.3

TOTAL COSTS 5,503.1 4,953.1



STATE OF ALASKA BILLNO. hr 591

1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department Affected: Public Safety
TitJoo: relating to police protectioiBRLl: Alaska State Troopers
service areas in municipalities Component: Detachments

Sponsor: Rep. Hmckman
Requestor: House C&RA Committee COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: {Thousands of Dolars)

OPERATING FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL _ J 1
REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0

FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of DoBars)

GENERAL FUND 0 0 0 0 0
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER
FUND SOURCE:

TOTAL 0 0 0 0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0

PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Est'mata of current year impact:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separata page if necessary.)
t

Department would need Program Receipt authority if a service area
bill.

were established and trooper services were purchased under this

Prepared By: Nancy Bennett 465-3882
Division: House Community and Regional Affairs

Approved by Commissioner: Representative Jerry Mackie

Agency: Chair. House Community and Regional Affairs

Distritution (by pripran): L*y. Fin.. Lfigiurtls fjijbel Aro/(x).
Rov 10/7/91

FISCAL NOTE

FY 98
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BILL NO: HB?31 DATE: May 7, 1992

TITLE: An Act relating to police CONTACT: Richard L. Burton
protection service areas Commissioner
in municipalities 465-4322

HB 591 allows residents of a municipality to petition for the formation of a police
service area. Areas to be addressed in this petition include a description of the physical

areas to be served and a description of the police services to be provided.

This bill creates some significant liabilities for the State of Alaska. Immediate concerns

include:

Accounting and operation of such a program increase the workload currently experienced
by DPS management, operational staff and the personnel office. Contracts would need

to be established and maintained over in extended period.

There could be a question of liability for delayed responses or responses that may be
deemed as ineffective by the ’taxpayers’. The bill would immediately require additional
manpower, as such a proposal could easily require a range of services and staffing
requirements at a level greater than that currently provided by DPS.

The bill would lessen the stability of the Department. Variable requirements for police
service and staffing which are subject to change periodically would be disruptive to
planning, supervision, management and discipline. They carry the potential of union and
contract conflicts. Members of the Department might find themselves withdrawn from a

service area on limited notice.

Personal concerns would effectively prevent many Troopers from applying or
volunteering to work in certain locations due to stability issues (such as not able to plan
far enough in the future to invest into home ownership, placing the children into a school
system with the possibly they would be subject to being uprooted with very limited

notice).

Recruitment (14 months) and training (6 months) requires approximately 2 years from
hiring until the Troopers are on the street. "First year" Troopers remain inexperienced
and a liability to themselves and the department until they have enough time on the

department to become an asset.

Competent, quality applicants will be difficult to obtain (initially) once they realize they
(newest hired personnel will have the least seniority) are hired as ’contract Troopers’,

and may be subject to immediate (120 day) layoff and that on an annual basis. Once



Department of Public Safety
Position Paper - HB 591
Page 2 of 3

Troopers are trained and APSC certified - when any other department in the state has
openings available which promise stability, advancement, a dependable retirement system
and the opportunity to invest in property and have a stake in their community (and some

say in their life), they may easily be lured away. This would create additional costs to

the state.

Once a Trooper was trained, certified, and has the opportunity of employment with any
other department where they are not at risk of layoffs (or if DPS has laid them off) they
would be extremely unlikely to depart their current job only to return as a Trooper,

with the likelihood that the process would repeat itself.

Having a reserve supply of available cruisers, shotguns, radars, intoximeters would be a
concern. With budget cuts, every time one of these is not being used it would be likely
to evaporate and then the process of obtaining 'spare’ equipment/resources would have to
begin all over again. It would not be in the state’s best interest to be caught sitting on a
reserve of hundreds of thousands of dollars of unused equipment. Many items such as

vehicles and shotguns are subject to deterioration and would require maintenance during

periods of disuse.

Service levels and boundaries may become issues. An example: One citizen, residing at
M P95 of the Seward Highway, does not obtain a trooper, due to the staffing level of the
local detachment for that day or shift. Another citizen, residing in the Anchorage

Hillside area, receives immediate service due to the different level of staffing that area

have opted to pay for.

In another example: An important incident occurs outside the ’paid’ service area and a
locally funded Trooper responds to back up the Trooper in the "unpaid" area (possibly
worse; there may not be a Trooper on duty, or available, in the "unpaid" area at all).
Not only does the Trooper who is working feel an obligation to respond, the state of

Alaska has a duty to respond to the call.

W hile the Trooper is absent from the "paid" work area, an emergency (perhaps one
critical to life or property) goes uncovered or response is delayed, in the "paid" area.
Lacking sufficient or rapidly available Troopers, AFTER the local residents had
specifically paid extra to have the service, might create a serious liability for the State

and certainly bring the operation of the department under unwarranted scrutiny.

Additionally, the image of the state of Alaska as well as the Department would not be
served positively by having important variables controlled by external forces, the

variables of economics or local politics.



Department of Public Safety
Position Paper - HB 591
Page 2 of 3

It has been the position of the Governor and the Commissioner of the Department of
Public Safety, over the years to withdraw Troopers from urban areas (which have the
authority and opportunity to create and staff their own police services). This bill runs
counter to that position. The State of Alaska and the Department of Public Safety would
face citizens from rural areas (some which have never had local Trooper service, and
others who have previously had service, however due to recent cutbacks, have lost
Trooper service) who are still unable to obtain prompt service, while other areas receive

more prompt service.

The potential to contract police services from the State could allow departments to close
their operations or make severe restrictions in services provided and rely on the
Troopers to carry the responsibility. Municipal police agencies, such as the Fairbanks
Police Department, are already contemplating major changes in their operation, this bill
could hasten the demise of local departments and further jeopardize the welfare of the

citizens of the state of Alaska.

The Department of Public Safety is already overloaded to the point of prioritizing calls.
HB 591 could further reduce DPS effectiveness (at least temporarily). State Troopers
are not trained and are not accustomed to certain types of city problems. While the
learning curve on these might not be steep for Troopers, there would likely be some

training warranted (ie: gang activities).

The Department of Public Safety opposes the bill.

Commissioner
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Cutbacks force move

By PAMELA DOTO
Daily News reporter

Alaska State Troopers will stop patrol-

“Iing Wesilla next month — a move that has

some residaits skittdish about the cityS
wilnerability to aine.

Trooper adninistrators, who have been
planning the move since January, say bud—
et autbacks willl force them to direct their

attentdon elsanere. Besides, tthe town ofF

4,40 should have its own police foree like
neighboring Paimer, said trogper director
Gol. John Murphy-

“As far as we"re cocemed, 1tS time for
Wesilla t© start paying s own way,”~
Murphy said. Free=

Troopers now patrol the city limits and
respond o routire clis, like tefts, car
accidents and hurglaries. They even arrest
an average of 30 drunken drivers in the city
each month.

- "But tat will sttop May 1 Troopers will
sl ;e able 1o arrest some drunken drinvers

while thty fe patrolling the higways,™  but
not asmany. And they won Trespond 1O any

more™thefts, minor accidents and burglaries.

Wesilla residaits can do the paperwork <

“themselves and mail a report to trogpers if

they want them t
said-

If the sittation B life-threatenirg or a
major crime, however, quJerS will sall
respond, Murphy said.

But, "'ItSour l:):—:-llefﬂ'al:ﬂwskmld have
their own police department.'" he said.

Murphy said the cutbacks will be similar
1o how the trogpers now handle the Hillside
area, which they stopped patrolling early
lsst winter. fl,

There are only thrvee trogpers "ad one
aapnt for eech shift o catrol an area

inesticgate, trogoers



Anchorage Dally News

Peninsula prison may see job cuts

The Associated Press

KENAI - The Depart-
ment of Corrections says, it
could meet more than half
Its goal of $7.5 million In
budget cuts by closing most
of the Wildwood medium-se-
curity prison.

The . move would elimi-
nate GO area jobs.
Frank Prewitt, deputy

commissioner of the Depart-
ment of Corrections, said the
prison would operate with
50 or fewer inmates while
renovations were made to
enlarge the institution for
eventual reopening later.

Wildwood Correctional
Center houses about 200
prisoners.

Although about 150 cor-
rections jobs are headed for
layoffs statewide, the Ke-

Anchorogo

Kenai
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Seward
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nai’s Wildwood prison will
be hardest hit, Prewitt said.
Ken Brown, Wildwood su-
perintendent, said workers
found out Wednesday they
may be out of a job.
"They're demoralized and

WASILLA: Troopers to

Continued from Page B-1

their efforts in areas that
cannot support a police
force, like Big Lake. That

community has had a spree
of burglaries and other
crimes.

"We haven't been able to
give it enough attention,"”
Trooper Capt. Pat Kasnick
said.

W asilla residents have
twice voted down a proposal
to establish their own police
force.

But
said

Stein
police

John
for* a

Mayor
support

department is growing bef’
cause Wasilla is maturing
into a family-oriented com-

munity.

"Residents are beginning
to feel a little insecure,”
Stein said.

Still, Stein said not every-
one wants Wasilla to have
jts own police, and the sup-
port he’s seen so far isn’t
enough to get a proposal on
the table.

Some residents have a
frontier attitude toward
public safety, he said,

"There are a lot of people
that arm themselves and

Safurday, April 25, 1992

angry,” Brown said. "They
feel as though it’s politics,
and politics is an'Unseemly
business."” \%
Prewitt said Wildwood
workers with seniority
might move to other state
prisons if they want to relo-
cate. Some of the staff cuts

may be accomplished
through an early retirement
program, he added.

The proposal has upset

local politicians who say it’s
n state Senate attempt to
keep jails open in the Mata-
nuska and Susitna valleys
and Anchorage.

Wildwood expansion
would use prison labor. The
project is part of a five- to,
10-year plan being pursued

separate from the,..budget-
cutting exercise. ..
W H

"thfeir homes4" He said# 1 1

i 't-'-iA-police ifor®,'wb'uld cost.

the.-'citly-VanywhbYe’ from
$500,t100 to .-$900,000 «a-."year
and would double residents’
property tax rate, Stein
said.

The city's business com-
munity — made up of about
700 stores and shops — is
receptive to having their,
own police protection. Many >
merchants, however, can’t",
even vote on the issue be-
cause they don’t live in Wa-
silla, said Cheryl Riggs, vice
president of the city's cham-
ber of commerce.

= ifr j
"In the short haul.j It is a
tough hit for the Kenai com-
munity,” Prewitt said.
Wildwood Pre-Trial Facil-
ity, which emplbys 40 people
and houses offenders before

they are sentenced, would
remain open during prison
renovations.

Sentenced Inmates serv-

ing time at the medlum-secu-
rity prison would be housed
elsewhere In the state. * e
Prewitt said space would
open up perhaps as soon as
July when minimum-securi-
ty prisoners are released to
halfway houses”electronic
monitoring programs'or oth-
QjycbmmuUnlty. programs.
We’re gpfct-jjpg tp the

oipt where, v &dboUfyset-
nrl .nn &Into YAV .

"I think the
la is pretty volatiie$£F(iggs \
said. "It doesn't have the'l

protection it really needs for
a first-class city."

Murphy said there may be
a lot of changes statewide in
the areas troopers will ac-
tively patrol because of the
budget cuts. And if residents
don’t like it, they should let
state lawmakers know, he
said.

"The citizens of this state
have to make a decision'on
what’s .important to them,"
Murphy said. "We're going
to do what we can with
what we have."

Murder suspect Chi

By GAIL,RANDALL
Daily News reporter

A lawyer for Ch:
worker accused of
last summer, said
moved somewhere
rural community w

. "l think it wc
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Smithart's case las

Dieni withdrew. 'T
Smithart's trial
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Akhiok
Akiak
Akutan
Alakanuk
Aleknagqgik
Al lakaket
Ambler
Anderson
Angoon
Aniak

Anvi k

Atka

Bethel
Betties
Brevig Mission
Buckland
Chefornak
Chevak
Chignik
Chuathbaluk
Clark's Point
Cordova
Craigq
Deering
Delta Junction
Dillingham
Diomede

Eaq le

Eek

Ekwok

Elim
Emmonak
Enqglish Bav
Fairbanks
False Pass
Fort Yukon
Galena
Gambell
Golovin
Goodnews Bav
Gravling
Haines

Holv Cross
Homer

Ir“I\Hoonah

Hoooer Bav
\Houston
Huslia
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Fine.
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Kake
Kaltaa
Kasaan
Kasia luk
Kenai
Ketchikan
Kiana
King Cove
Kivalina
Klawock
Kobuk
Kodiak
Kotlik
Kotzebue
Kovuk
Kovukuk
KuDreanof
Kwethluk

Larsen Bav
Lower Kalskagq

Manokotak
Marshall
McGrath
Mekorvuk

Metlakatla
Village

Mountain
Naoaki ak
Napsskiak
Nenana
Newhalen

New Stuvahok

N'ightmute
Nome
Nondalton
Noorvik

North Pole

Nuiosut
Nulato

Nunaoitchuk
Old Harbor

OQuzinkie
Palmer
Pelican

Petersburg
Pilot Station
Point Hope
Port Heiden
Port Lions

Ouinhagak

CITIES WITH FIRE,

Police

X

Lixs

POLICE OR VPSO’s

W5Q

X X X X

X X

X X

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

X X X X

X
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Ruby

St. Georue
St. Mary's
St. Michael
St. Paul
Sand Point
Savoonaa
Saxman
Scammon
Selawik
Seldovia
Seward
Shaaeluk
Shaktoolik
Sheldon Point
Shishmaref
Shunanak
Skaaway
Soldotna
Stebbins
Tanana
Teller
Tenakee
Thorne
Toai ak
Toksook
Tuluksak
Tununak
Unalaska
Unalakleet
UDoer Kalskao
Valdez

Wales

W hite Mountain
W hittier
Wrangell
Yakutat

Bay

Sorinas
Bay

Bay

Arctic
Beaver
Cantwell
Chalkvitsik
Chitina
Cheneoa
Circle
CoDDer

Village

Bay

Center

CITIES WITH

Police

X X X X

FIRE,

POLICE OR VPSO'S

Fire

X

UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES

Police

Fire
X

X

VPSO

X X X X

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

X

VPSO



There were two communities who listed a VPSO position in the

MOD which was not reflected on the list supplied by the
Department of Public Safety. They were not identified as having
the position in the following chart. Further, the "VPSO"
designation is strictly limited to those positions funded by
the legislature through the Department of Public Safety.
Several communities listed a "VPO” position which is probably
some form of a public safety position. However, it is not
formally included in the list. Thesecommunities are Marshall,
Mekoryuk, New Stuyahok, Quinhagak, Russian Mission, St.
Michael, Scammon Bay, Sheldon Point, Toksook Bay and Nuigsut

(listing a "PSO").

While there is no VPSO position listed for Bethel or Dillingham
in the following <chart, the Department of Public Safety Report
identifies these positions. However, these VPSO’s are liaisons
between the VPSO’s in surrounding communities and the State
Troopers in the regional <centers. Because they do not function
in a strictly public safety role for the <cities in which they
are stationed, they have not been Ilisted for either city.

Information on the fire services provided by the unincorporated
communities at the end of the list was obtained directly from
the Department's FY’91 Final Report on State Revenue Sharing
and Municipal Assistance.

REGIONAL GOVERNMENTS
(Boroughs and Unified Home Rule Municipalities)

AreawideNon-Areawide Service Area
Anchorage Police & Fire
Bristol Bay Police &Fire
Fairbanks North Star Fire
Haines (Borough) Fire
Juneau (City &Borough) Police & Fire
Kenai Peninsula Fire
Ketchikan Gateway Fire
Kodiak Island Fire
Matanuska-Susitna Fire
North Slope Police &Fire

Sitka (City & Borough) Police &Fire

Aleutians East Police and Fire Not Provided by Borough
Denali Police and Fire Not Provided by Borough
Lake and Peninsula Police and Fire Not Provided by Borough

Northwest Arctic Police and Fire Not Provided by Borough



A laska State Legislature

130 Seward Strect, Quite 218
Juneau, Alaska 99801-219

Legislative Research Agency

AP Phone:(907) 465-3991
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April 17, 1992
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Betty Bruckman

FROM: Paul Engelman f t
Legislative Analyst

RE: Earmarked Revenue for State Police
Research Reguest 92.229

You requested this agency to determine if any states levy a tax or fee on those
residents who live iIn areas served only by state police (rather than municipal
police). You also requested that this agency ascertain if there are any
national agencies that set standards to be used by the state police agencies.

Special Taxes

Discussions with the National Conference of State Legislatures, the Federal Tax
Administration and the Intemational Association of Chiefs of Polices indicate
that no state provides continuing ''state police™ protection to local areas
without some method of assessing the residents”™ The only state that currently
has a program specifically designed to provide trooper protection for smaller
towmns is Maryland. The program, called '“‘the resident trooper ' program,
stations a Maryland state trooper in a conmunity for a fee currently set at 125
percent of the trooper"s salary and benefits (the extra 25 percent is to pay
for the use of the trooper communications system, etc.). This fee was raised
from 75 percent of the trooper®s salary because of tight budgets. If no local
governmental agency is available to assess the residents, no trooper will be
assigned. According to Sergeant Vandegrift of the Maryland State Trooper
Planning and Research Section, the whole program is in jeopardy because of its
high cost.

This program is the only one close to the kind of situation described in your
request. However, according to Arturo Perez of the National Conference of
State Legislatures, several states do use selected fees and taxes to fund
police work. The Washington State Highway Patrol receives money from vehicle
registration ($86,000,000 in 1988), Florida has a special state fund for
municipal police and firefighters, Louisiana uses part of the parimutuel tax
revenue to fund its state police, and some states use dedicated funds to fund
police retirement. All of these levies are from a general source or tax base,

and are not user specific.

LEG RESEARCH - POLICE RBVENLE ™'



Representative 3ruckman
April 17, 1992
Page 2

State Police Standards

We contacted several national police related agencies including the
Intermational Association of Chiefs of Police and the National Sheriffs
Association to determine if they set standards for their members. Several of
these agencies establish standards as a reference point for state and local
police forces. Like Alaska, most states have their owm standards agency
(Alaska Police Standards Council). This approach evolved because of the
uniqueness of the police agencies In each state.

The only agency established to set up and implement standards is the Commission
on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies, Inc. This agency has developed
a set of more than 900 standards for law enforcement agencies. They have also
developed an accreditation procedure. Participation is wvoluntary and,
according t Jack Wray of the Alaska Police Standards Council, the
accreditation process can be very expensive. A short description of the
Commission on Accreditation is attached as well as ai order form for their
standards manual (I was unable to locate a current manual within the state).

We hope this information is useful to you. If you have any questions or need
additional information, please contact me.

Attachment





