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MEMORANDUM

TO: R e p re se n ta tiv e  Je a n n e tte  Jam es, C h a ir
H o u se  S ta te  A ffairs C o m m itte e

FRO M : S en a to r  S teve  R ieger ^

DATE: A p ril 12 ,1995

RE: S enate  Bill 80, A n  A ct re la tin g  to po lice  p ro te c tio n  se rv ice  a rea s  in
u n if ie d  m u n ic ip a litie s

This m em o  is to re q u e s t y o u r  sch ed u lin g  of SB 80, a n  A ct re la tin g  to po lice  
p ro te c tio n  se rv ice  a rea s  in u n if ie d  m u n ic ip a litie s ; a n d  to  p o lice  p ro te c tio n  
p ro v id e d  b y  the  s ta te  in  ce rta in  m u n ic ip a l a rea s  for a h e a r in g  in  the  H o u se  
S ta te  A ffairs C o m m ittee  a t y o u r  e a rlie s t p o ssib le  co n v en ien ce . If it is p o ssib le  
to sc h e d u le  it d u r in g  the w eek  of A pril 1 8 ,1 w o u ld  g re a tly  a p p re c ia te  it.

SB 80 a llow s an  a rea  in  a u n ified  m u n ic ip a lity  to p ay  th e  fu ll co st o f tro o p e r 
po lice  p ro tec tio n . I t o u tlin e s  a s tru c tu re  fo r lev y in g  a s se s sm e n t in  su ch  an  
area , an d  is an  im p o r ta n t bill for th e  p e o p le  in  m y  d is tric t.

P lease  co n tac t B ryan B utcher in m y  office if y o u  h av e  a n y  a d d itio n a l 
q u es tio n s  a t x3879.
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Senate Bill 80
A n  A ct re la tin g  to p o lice  p ro te c tio n  se rv ice  a rea s  in  u n if ie d  m u n ic ip a litie s ; 

a n d  to p o lice  p ro te c tio n  p ro v id e d  b y  th e  s ta te  in  c e r ta in  m u n ic ip a l a reas.

Sponsor Statement

SBSO is a m e a su re  w h ic h  w ill in c re ase  local se lf-d e te rm in a tio n  an d  
p ro v id e  re lief to  th e  s ta te  o p e ra tin g  b u d g e t.

T he D ep a rtm en t O f P u b lic  Safety has  a  re sp o n s ib ility  to p ro v id e , a m o n g  
o th e r  th ings, s ta te  tro o p e r p o lice  p ro tec tio n  for the  c itiz e n ry  o f the  sta te . In 
so m e  a rea s  of th e  s ta te  th e re  is a d es ire  a n d  w illin g n ess  to  pay  fo r su ch  tro o p e r  
p ro te c tio n , in o rd e r  to e le v a te  the  a m o u n t o f  cov erag e . In  su c h  a s itu a tio n  
b o th  th e  re s id e n ts  o f the  a re a  a n d  the  d e p a r tm e n t ben efit, a s  th e re  is b u d g e t 
re lie f fo r the d e p a r tm e n t, a n d  b e tte r  serv ice  fo r the  area .

SB 80 ap p lie s  sp ec ifica lly  to a reas  w ith in  u n ified  m u n ic ip a litie s . It se ts  
fo r th  a m ech an ism  an  a re a  to p e titio n  for a d d itio n a l tro o p e r  p ro te c tio n  
se rv ices, rece ive  a s ta te m e n t o f the  full cost o f all tro o p e r  co v erag e  in the 
a rea , a n d  th en  vo te  it in a n d  p a y  for it.

This bill re p re se n ts  g o o d  g o v e rn m e n t a t its best. It a llo w s a c itize n ry  
w h ich  d es ire s  a serv ice , a n d  is w illing  to p a y  fo r it, a w ay  to  acco m p lish  th e ir  
goals. Even a rea s  w h ich  a re  n o t w ith in  th e  a rea  d e s ir in g  su c h  serv ice  benefit, 
as th e  b u d g e t p re ssu re s  on  th e  D e p a rtm e n t O f Public  S afety  a re  le ssen ed  a n d  
m o re  serv ice  can  be p ro v id e d  to  th e  re s t o f th e  s ta te .
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STATE OF ALASKA

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

F I S C A L  N O T E

BILL NO: SB 80

Revision Oate:__ __________________________________  Dept. Affected: P ub lic  S a fe ty ___________

Title: ‘ An Act relating to police protection__________  BRU: Alaska State Troopers

 seivice arsas.in.unified municipalities...:____________ Component: Detachments_____________

Sponsor: Senator Steve Rieoer___________________  _________________________

Requestor: S._STA_______________________________ COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0799

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

OPERATING FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL I

SUPPLIES I
EQUIPMENT I
LAND & STRUCTURES I

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

CAP1TAL EXPENDITURES -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

CHANGE f t  REYtNUES I I 
IWnvsM Codm

-0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

FUNDING- (Thousands of Dollars!

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Proaram RecciDts

1006 GFfMHTIA

Other

TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- 0- 0-

Estimato of cunont year (FY 95) ir.-.pact: S -0- 
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME
-----------------------

0 0 0 0 0 0

PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

TEMPORARY 3 0 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a soparato page if nocessary.) 

Soe attachment.

Prepared By: Francis C. Allan_______________________________________ Phono: 269-5591_______________

Division:  Alaska Stale Ircggcra    Dato: Q2/27/S5_______________

Approved by Commissioner: V  -e ____________ Dato: *  / ' /  9 ,  5~~_______

Agency: Ronald L  Otto. P t.,af Public Safety_____

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE 
For further distnbution information call tho Govomor's Legislative Office
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SB 80 does not require the Department of Public Safety (DPS) to do anything differently than is 
currently being done. Only in die event a service area requests Trooper services will there be a fiscal 
impact. Accordingly, a zero fiscal note is submitted. Included with this analysis, for illustrative 
purposes only, is an example of .Anchorage Hillside possible costs based upon providing 24 hour 
coverage of 2 troopers. The Department is unabie to calculate actual costs as the service area plays a 
pan  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 Depanment of Public Safety for trooper polk ; service.

Interested residents within a proposed service area wouid 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 Depanm ent of Public Safety. Upon receipt of a 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. Tne Comm issioner 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. If a majority votes to approve 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. Tne Commissioner is required to provide revised cost estimates at 
that time.

The process to recruit, test, and fully train new state troopers takes approximately 18 months. The 
Commissioner needs adequate time to respond to a potential election. If adequate time is not provided 
for. the Commissioner may be required to close current trooper posts or significantly under-staff other 
trooper locations and service areas in order to provide trooper services to newly formed service areas.

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

Amendments Proposed:

Section (d) of the bill provides that upon approval of the question by a majority of the voters residing in 
the service area, the service area will be formed and the Comm issioner of the DPS shall provide the 
additional services in that area. Amend bill to allow the Comm issioner of the Department of Public 
Safety a time period of 18 months to begin providing service after an election. The process to recruit, 
test, and fully train new state troopers takes approximately 18 months. If the Commissioner is not 
provided an adequate time period, drastic changes in trooper deployment may be necessary in order to 
provide the voter mandated services in the newly formed areas. This changes could include closing 
current trooper posts or significantly reducing staff in trooper posts and service areas that have no other 
police protection options.

SB SO Fiscal Note .Analysis
' Page 2 of 3



.Amendments Proposed (Cont'd.):

Section (f) of the bill provides tor a service area to be dissolved within 120 days alter certification of an 
election if the question to continue the police protection services is disapproved by a majority of die 
residents voting on the question. Amend bill to allow 12 month notice to the DPS before dissolving a 
service area. The 12 month period would allow for attrition to take care of potential layoffs and allow 
for gradual redistribution of the workforce. Layoffs would result in vacancies spread throughout the 
State. The workforce wouid need to be redistributed in accordance with the bidding procedures and 
seniority rights in accordance with the collective bargaining agreement.

SB 80 Fiscal Note Analysis
Page 3 of 3



I H i l ’A I H 'M l i N T  O P  P U D L IC  S A P l iT Y  

A L A S K A  S T A T E  T R O O P E R S  
"I Iillsicle” C o n t r a c t in g  C o s ts

I

10 x

'ro o p e rs

1 X
S e rg e a n t

A d m in  

C le rk  II

O th e r

C o s ts T O T A L

O n g o in g  

C o s ts  e a c h  

y e a r

P e rso n a l  S e rv ic e s 6 9 5 .3 79 .5 3 7 .0 8 1 1 .8 6 9 5 .3

T ra v e l 15.0 1.5 0 .0 16.5 16.5

C o n t r a c tu a l 128.8 12.9 2.2 9 3 .6  ( l » 2 3 7 .5 2.37.5

S u p p l ie s 3 0 .6 3.1 2.6 3 6 .3 14.4

n c |u ip m e n t 2 2 6 .4 22.6 7.1 17.4 (2) 2 7 3 .5 0  0

S u b t o t a l 1 ,096 .1 119 .6 4 8 .9 I I  1.0 1 ,3 7 5 .6 9 6 3 .7

R e c r u i t m e n t  a n d  T r a i n i n g  C o s t s  

T o t a l  D i r e c t  C o s t s

110 .0

1 ,4 8 5 ,6

10.0

1 1 2 .1
M a n a g e m e n t  a n d  A c l i n i n i s t r a f i o n  c o s ts ,  1 5 %  

E S T I M A T E D  T O T A L  C O S T S

(1)  '1 ,000 S<|. ri. @ $ 1 .9 5  pci SC], ft. x 12

(2 ) 3 x in ic io c o m p u tc r s .

(3)  In f la t io i . ,  s te p  in c ie a s e s  not re f le c ted .

222.8

1 ,7 0 8 .4

ASSUMPTIONS: Population approximately 20,000; 
Suburban Residential; 1 High School, 1 Junior High 
School, 5 Elementary Schools.

146.1

1 ,119 .8

G:\95LEGIS\UILLSIDE.XLS
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SOUTHEAST ANCHORAGE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SURVEY 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
February 10, 1992

Attached is the summary of results of a law enforcement su r/ey  conducted in 
southeast Anchorage in January 1992.

Tne 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. Tne 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, 345-1463.

The survey was mailed to 10,546 households in southeast Anchorage-. Tne maiiing 
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 votB since October 6, 1990. (Where two or more registered voters with 
the same last name were shown at the same address, one coilectively-addressed form 
was sent.)

A total of 2.067 responses were received as of January 31.

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

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



S O U T H E A S T  A N C H O R A G E  

L A W  E N F O R C E M E N T  S U R V E Y  

S U M M A R Y  O F  R E S U L T S  

F e b r u a r y  1 0 , 1 9 9 2

RESULTS OF 2,067 RESPONSES

1. Response totate bv community council d is tric t:
Question: Please drcfe the Community Councl District in wnich you live (the attached map 
indicates those areas)

At-boTt Loop 

B ashe r 

S e a r Valley

466
21
43

Glen Alps 

Hillside E a st  

Hufl-O’M siley

17

182
578

M id-H illside 2S5

Rabbit C reek 3 5 5

Don't Know/m issing 110

Types of law enforcement Identified bv respondents as Important*:
Question: Y'^at types of law enforcement do you see as imDorrant tor you and your family? 
Please give l score for each to show now important you think eacr, service is-(2= very 
important. 2^somewnat important l^nat important)
’P e rc e n ta g e s m ay not total 1 0 0%  due to rounding

a) respond to and in ve stiga te  se r io u s crim es, accidents with injury, crim es in p ro g re ss

very important 1 ,9 3 5  (9 4% )

som ew hat important 5 9  (3% )

not important 3 9  (2% )

no re sp o n se  3 4  (2% )

b) conduct regu lar neighborhood patrols

very important 4 5 9  (2 2% )

som ew hat Important 7 7 9  (3 8% )

not Important 7 7 3  (3 7% )

no re sp o n se  5 6  (3% )

c) investiga te  civil p rob lem s, no ise /nu isance , disordeny conduct, non-m otor v eh id e  acc idents, 
o in -aw ay  juven ile s

very important 4 3 8  (2 1% )

som ew hat important 9 9 5  (4 8% )

not Important 571  (2 8% )

no re sp o n se  6 3  (3% )

d) investigate non-vio lent cnm e s (e .g ., burglary, theft, cnm inal m isch ief, t re sp a s s , 

em bezzlem ent) with no im m ediate su sp ec t

very important 8 3 4  (4 0% )

som ew hat Important 9 6 4  (4 7% )

not important 221  (1 1 % )

no re sp o n se  4 8  (2% )
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5) canauct routine iraiflc catrois and enforcement
very important 409 (20%)
somewnat imcortant 748 (26%)
not imcortant 351 (41%)
no response 50 (3%)

I) 9st20llsh and succcrt community service programs, sucn as Neignbomoca Watch Program, 
Scnooi Uaisan Program

very important 2S8 (19%)
somewnat imcortant 730 (38%)
not important 317 (40%)
no response 72 (4%)

3. H!che3t taxes respondents willing to aav for law enforcement Indicated as "very 
Important" and '’somewnat Imcortant" In above question.
Quesacn: What is tie  mcst you are willing so pay for the law enforcement you nave indicated
as Very important" ana 'scmewnat important' in question 2? Please cneck one.

SO 213 (10%)
SI 00 per S100.QCQ assessed value 555 (32%)
$200 per <*100,000 assessed value 516 (25%)
S300 per $100,000 assessed value 202 (15%)
$400 per SI00,000 assessed value 247 112%)
no response 135 (7%)

4. Respondents' satisfaction with level of law enforcement In area (after 11-1-311:
Question: Pate your satisfaction with the current (after Novemcer 1. 1991) level of law 
enforcement in your area (the information shaet descabes ticse services}. Please cneck one.

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

5. Law enforcement aqencv generally preterred bv respondents.
Question: Check the law enforcement agency that you generally prefer for your area.

Alaska Slate 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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5. Respondents' support fo r law enforcement servlca a lte rnatives:
Cuesticn: Please indicate your sucpcrt 0y ending yes or no tor eacn ot the following 
alternatives for law enforcement. (Cations a) and b) are die only ones currently avail sole to 
soutneast Anchorage, if hign interest is snown in any of die other options, the task force wiil 
pursue heir legal and political possibilities.)

_____________ alternative________________________________ ves___________no__________no response

a) Anchorage Police Deot. 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% ) 1,254(61% ) 185 (9%)

c) Seek a separate service area using State 
Troopers, supported by taxes (but lower than
$380 per $100,000 assessed value) 1,246 (60%) 620 (30%) 201 (10%)

d) Seek a separate service area using State 
Troopers supported by taxes (but lower than 
$380 per $100,000 assessed value), with a
*1 irrkior A fin
. IW Ulw r '** W Wt I rw IMWId * •
tnan S50 oer $100.000 assessed value foe •  ____
services we receive from APD 'wtien traveling 
downtown and (or APD emergency backup to the
Troopers in Southeast Anchorage 749(36% ) 1,094(53% ) 224(11% )

e) Seek a separate service area using the APD, 
supported by taxes (but lewor than S380 per
$100,000 assessed value) . 732 (35%) 1,108 (54%) 227 (11%)

0 Gradually phase into APD to full service
and cost . 428(21% ) 1.364(66% ) 275(13% )



i R a n k  o n  t h e  t o t e m
i

The Commission on Salaries and Emoluments increased, 
effective Jan. 1. 1994, compensation lor .Assembly members to 
•520. '() per year and for :he chairman of the Assembly to 
523.400 per veai'. N’o increases were approved for members of 
the School Board or the .Anchorage Telephone Utility Board. 
Tne mayor's salary wiil be the subject of the panei’s Sept. 29 
meeting.

The following list snows how the mayor compares with the 
top earners on the municipal pavroil in 1992. '.There are about 
3.500 employees in all.)
Job title Department Pay a  .d benefits
1. Mechanic foreman ML&? S 190.624
2. Journeyman mechanic ML&-? 182.329
3. General manager ATI* 146.036
4. Senior patroi othcer Poiice 144.310
•5. Senior patrol officer Poiice 139.46 T
d. Senior patrol omcer Polite 134.179
7 Senior patroi officer Poiice 133.066
S. Senior patroi officer Poiice 132,219-
9. Superintendent M Li? 131. mG'-1

10. Senior patrol officer Poiice 126.S68::
11. Sucerintendenc M Li? 125.874
12. Senior patroi officer Police 125.646''
13. Data technician AIL" 125.093"
14. Senior patrol officer Poiice 123.732
15. Senior patroi officer Poiice 122.343
16. Paramedic supervisor Fire 122.265
17 Mechanic s helper ML&? 119.837::
IS. Senior patrol officer Poiice 119.623!:i
19. Foreman M Li? 119.186
20. Foreman MLi? 119.095
21. Captain Fire 117.717;!:
22. Battalion chief Fire 117.296'-'
23. Foreman MLi? 116,973
24. Relay subsm foreman MLiP 116.903
25. Maint. technician MLiP 116.599
26. Senior patrol officer Police 116,490"
27. Maint. technician MLiP 116,454
22 Mechanic foreman M Li? 116.229
29. Senior patroi officer Poiice 115.696
30. Captain Fire . 115,695T;’
31. Battalion chief Fire 115.078"
32. Senior Captain Fire 114,889"
33. Paramedic supervisor Fire 114.274*
34. Superintendent ML&P 114,228
35. Lieutenant Police 113,568"
36. Sergeant Police 113,352"
37. Senior Captain Fire 113.335"
38. Maint. technician MLiP 113.071
39. Foreman ML&P 112,965
40. Senior Captain Fire 112,899"
41. Sergeant Police 112.880"
42. Senior patrol officer Police 112,623"
43. Senior patroi officer Police 112,253"
44. Sergeant Police 112.209
45. Senior pacrol officer Poiice 112,124
46. Superintendent ML&P 112.013
47. Senior Captain Fire 111.982"

147. Mayor Mayor 102,048
+ includes casn-in of accrued leave time




