





AHOUSE COMMITTEE REPpAT

11
ate Referred to Co\mittee: April 29, 1995 FURTHER REFERRALS: World Trade

Date of Committee

The FINANCE Committee CSSB 801FIN)

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. MUNICIPAL POLICE SERVICES

“An Act relating to police protcctiflta service areas in certain unified municipalities; and to police protection provided
by the state in certain municipal

recommends it be replaced o [ ] the same title
with the following committee substitute \ [ 1anew tide

; ] additional referral to Committee
1 attached amendment(s)

ADOPTS: Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s):  (De APPROVES PREVIOUS: Depubale)
f ] fiscal note(s) note(s)

[ Jzero fiscal note(s)

SIGNING WITH RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAIR'S SIGNATURE



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO: CSSB 80(FIN)

1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:  April 17. 1996 Dept. Affected:  Public Safctv

Title:  Municipal Police Services BRU: Alaska Stale Troopers
Component; Detachments

Sponsor: Senator Rieger

Requestor:  H. Finance COMPONENT SERTAL NO. 0799

EXPENDITURES/REVENU ES: (Thousand s of Dollars) (inflation not included)

OPERATING FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY00 FY 01
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEQUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- - (- 0- >

CAPITAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

CHANGE INREVENUES () -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
Revenue Code

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Prooram

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL - - - n- -0-
Estimate of current year (FY 96) impact; $
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

This bill will not have a fiscal impact on the Department of Public Safety.

Prepared By: Lt Dan Lowdcn Phone  465-3505

Division: Alaska State Troopers Date:  April 17. 19%

Approved by Commissioner: Date: Y -/

- M
Agency: Ronald L. Otte. Department of Public Safety

FY 02

Do O

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

- For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office
[«v
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO:  CSSB 80(FIN)
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date:  April 17. 199 Dept Affected:  Public Safety

SB 80 docs not require the Department of Public Safety (DPS) to do anything differently than is currgnti)( being done. Only in
the event a service area requests Troop-ir services will there be a fiscal impact. Accordingly, a zero fiscal note Is submitted. The
Department is unable to calculate actual costs as the size service area plays a part in determining the level of coverage to be
provided by the troopers.

This bill allows residents within a unified municipality to form police service areas that would contract with the Department of
Public Safety for trooper police sendee.

Interested residents within a proposed service area would circulate a petition to gather signatures. The petition must include the
boundaries of the proposed service area as well as the additional trooper services to be provided by the Department of Public
Safety. Upon receipt ofa petition containing at least 10% of the voters living in the proposed area, the municipal clerk will
submit it to the Commissioner of the Department of Public Safety. The Commissioner will notify the clerk of the estimated costs
to provide the specified trooper services within the proposed area for a three-year period.

An election will be held to determine whether a police protection service area should be formed, and to approve of the related
costs. 1f a majority votes to app: ave the proposition, the Commissioner will be required to provide those services to the area.
The governing body will levy assessments in the area and make the required payments to the Commissioner.

The bill also provides that at least once every three years, the election process is repeated to determine if the service area should
be continued. The Commissioner is required to provide revised cost estimates at that lime.

This bill requires several processes to be completed prior to the Department of Public Safely being impacted. Since these.
conditions are dependent on the petition and election process, the Department of Public Safety anticipates no immediate fiscal
impact at this time.



Alaska £>tate SScnatfe

Senator Steve Rieger
District |

Duriiifl Semin/:
State Capitol, Room 5Hi
Senate Finance Committee Juneau. Alaska 9901
Chair, Senate Transportation Committee (907) 465-3879
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee 716 West 4th Avenue, Suite 530
Administrative Regulation Review Committee Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Legislative Council (907) 258-8188

Senate Bill 80

An Act relating to police protection service areas in unified municipalities;
and to police protection provided by the state in certain municipal areas.

Sponsor Statement

SB80 is a measure which will increase local self-determination and
provide relief to the state operating budget.

The Department Of Public Safety has a responsibility to provide, among
other things, state trooper police protection for the citizenry of the state. In
some areas of the state there is a desire and willingness to pay for such trooper
protection, in order to elevate the amount of coverage. In such a situation
both the residents of the area and the department benefit, as there is budget
relief for the department, and better service for the area.

SB 80 applies specifically to areas within unified municipalities. It sets
forth a mechanism an area to petition for additional trooper protection
services, receive a statement of the full cost of all trooper coverage in the
area, and then vote it in and pay for it.

This bill represents good government at its best. It allows a citizenry
which desires a service, and is willing to pay for it, a way to accomplish their
goals. Even areas which are not within the area desiring such service benefit,
as the budget pressures on the Department Of Public Safety are lessened and
more service can be provided to the rest of the state.



Attached is the summary of results of a law enforcement survey conducted in
southeast Anchorage in January 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 which may 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 in any 1990 or 1991 election or who have
registered to vote since October 6, 1990. (Where two or more registered voters with
the same last nhame 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.

(Review copies of survey results by Community Council arra are available from your
Community Council and at Samson-Dimond Library.)



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

RESULTS OF 2,067 RESPONSES

Response totsls by community council district: .
Question: Please crds the Community Council Disthct in which you live (the attacnoo mao

indicates those areas)

Abbott Loop 466 Glen Alds 17 MW-HlIslde 295
Basher 21 Hillside East 18 Rabbit Creek 355
Bear Valley 43 Huff-0'Malley 578 Don't Know/missing 110

Types of lew enforcement Identified by respondents is Important*:

guestlon_: What types of law enforcement do you see as important for you and your tanvty?
Please give a score lor each to show how important you think each service is (J-very
important. 2somewhat important J-ncf important)

‘rercemages may not total 100% due lo rounding

a) respond :0 and Investigate serious entries, accidents withoinjury, crimes in progress

very Imlgortant 1.935 (94%)
somewhat Important 55 3%
not Important 39 2%
no response 34 2%
b) conduct regular neighborhood patrols
very important 459 22%
somewnat Important 179 38%
not Important 113 37%
no response 56 (3%)

¢l investigate civil problems, notse/nuisance, disorderly conduct non-motor venide acadonts.
am-away juveniles

very important 438 21%
somewhat important 395 48%
not Important 571 28%
no resoonse 53 (3%)

d) investigate non-violent cnmes (e.g.. burglary, theft, cnminal mtscnief. tresoass.
embezzlement) wrth no Immediate suspect

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

no resoonse 48 (2%)
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a) conduct routine traffic patrols and enforcement

very important 409 20%
somewnat important 748 36%
not Important 851 41%
no response 60 (3%)

L) establish and support community service programs, such a3 Neighborhood Watch Program.
chool Liaison Program

very Important 398 19%
somewhat Important 780 38%
not important 817 40%
no response 12 (4%)

3. Highest taxes respondents willing to pay for law enforcement Indicated as "very
Important4*and "somewhat Important” In above question.
CuesBon; What is the most you are willing to pay tor the law enforcement you have maseated
as \ery important” and 'somewnat 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 247 112%
no response 135 (7%)
4, Respondents* satisfaction with level of law enforcement In area (after 11-1-911:

Cuestion: Pate your satisfaction with the current (after Novemoer L 1991) level of law
enforcement inyour area (the information sneer 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%)

s. Law enforcement agency generally preferred by respondents.
Question: Check the law enforcement agency matyou generally prefer for your area.

Alaska State Troopers 1.076 (52%)
Anchorage Police Oept 272 13%
It doesn't matter to me 687 33%

no response 32 (2%)
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6. Respondents' support for law enforcement service aiternattvas: _ _
(%uestlo_n: Please indicate your suDport by aiding yes or no lor eacn of Ifie foIIowmq
alternatives (or taw 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 farce will

pursue their legal and political possibilities.)

------------------------- I"tematfve ves no no response
a) Anchorage Police Dept at $380 per
$100,000 assessed value (Oct 1991 ballot) 433(21%) 1,501 (73%) 131 (6%)

b) Leave things as they are now 618 (30%) 1,264 (61%) 185 (9%)

%) Seek a separate service area using State
roopers, supported by taxes (but lower than

$380 per $100,000 assessed value)

d) Seek a separate service area using State
Troopers supported by taxes (but lower than
$380 per $100,000 assessed value), with a
*eeeedl temeits oW wemthd O T W drvio .
than S50 oer $100.000 assessed value Inc o
services we receive from APO when traveling
downtown and tor APO 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)

0 Gradually phase into APD to fui service
3X1(1005!

1,046 (60%) 620 (30%) 201 (10%)

749 (36%) 1094 (53%) 224 (11%)

730 (35%) 1,108 (54%) 227 (11%)

128(21%) 1,364 (66%) 275(13%)





