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PREFACE

The National Sheriffs' Association, with the assistance of the

University City Science Center, has prepared,this report, AN EVALUATION

STUDY IN THE AREA OF CONTRACT LAW ENFORCEMENT: A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE,

under Grant Number 75-NI-9900103, of the National Institute of Law Enforce-

ment and Criminal Justice.

(AN EVALUATION STUDY IN THE AREA OF CONTRACT LAW ENFORCEMENT presents

the results of a critical survey of the literature on consélidation, in
gene;al, and contracting, in particular. Both primary and secondary source
materials weré examined and utilized in the production of this product. A
completeilisting of references consulted can be fouhd in the annotated

bibliography section of the product. Footnotes are at the end of each

chapter.

THE REPORT

The text of this report is divided into seven chapters. - Chapters I
and II involve a debate of consolidationist doctrine as presented in the
literature. Chapter I, "An Introduction to the Consolidationist World,"

reports the opinions of civic reformers, criminal justice analysts, and

law enforcement managers who believe that "fragmentation" is the greatest

" single problem facing American law enforcement, and that concentration

and centralization are the aﬁpfopriate response. Chapter II, "The

, Alternative World of Public Choice," presents the contrasting views of

’

modern political economists and advocates of community control who argue

that the greatest danger to effective law enforcement is that in the search
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for efficiency and economy, the desires and values of the citizenry - those

who are served - will be disregarded.

g

Chapters III and IV present a structural examination of consolidation.
Chapter III, "Ways and Means to Consolidate," &efines tehvidentifiable
e —
methods of consolidating and exaﬁines the elements of each. Heretofore
overlapping ana nebulous terminology is brought into fbcué in this chapter.
Chapter 1V, ;Postulated Governmentél Roles in Effecting Consolidated ILaw
Enforcement," 1ooksrat the degree to whiéh the national, .state, county, and

municipal levels of government‘should or should not be involved in consol-

idation efforts as presented in the literature.

Chapters V, VI, and VII include a "real world" view of consolidated
law enforcement efforts as stated primarily by opponents and proponents.

Chapter V, "Factors of Acceptance in Law Enforcement Consolidation Efforts,"

‘presents the elemental factors involved in acceptanée of consolidation and

‘consolidated law enforcement. Chapter VI, "Implemenéation Phases and

Factors in Consolidation," outlines the issues to be considered in the

‘planning and design of consolidated law enforcement agencies and functions.

Chapter VII, “"Operational Experienbe of the Various Consolidation Efforts,"
reports the operational‘findings of law enforcement consolidationists and

advocates.

A brief note assessing the quality of the data presented in‘thev

literature, public documents, other information materials and expert

opinion follows the conclusion of the seventh chapter.

@

e S

THE APPENDICES

Appendix A enumerates the advantages and disadvantages of consoli-
dation - total, partial, and functional = found in the literature.
Appendix B is an inventory of hypothesis generated by the literature

dealing solely with contract law enforcement.

2, iii
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ﬂ ' | CHAPTER I : |

, v ' S AN INTRODUCTION TO
FOREWORD ’ - R o - THE CONSOLIDATIONIST WORLD

b

n

Since at least the turn of this century,

has Predominated among proponents of "

| E——

) N '
. .

1 14

[ > ‘

Many consolidationists believe that "our society today is losing to

‘enforcement arguments for consolidating the bProducticn ang Provision of
Fo v services are advanced with growing vigor and have won increasing acceptance. Zi
| | the latter approach. , ' !
f L o . : This chapter contains g reportage and a synthesis of what consolidation ang
P s any inter- . .
;; ‘g | The consolidation of ‘law enforcement th%s 19 SeEne e my ey po consolidationists say about the need for reform and reorganization of lay
L f . | ; transfer of authority
S . ; ; s the sharing or tr
f jurisdictional arrangement which éllow ‘ Licht enforcement - most especially local law enforcement - in the United States.
oI . ' cement function, no matter how slig
4\ for the accomplishment of a law enfor ; 1 hod . It is intended to introduce the reader to the consolidationist world as
T . ious met S .
iR : ; . v fore, is the sum of the variou ‘ .
,\‘r ; -or how complete. Consolidation, there ‘ . they see it. .
g : S ' : nt - g
: | loyed to share or transfer authority to accomplish a law enforceme ’ E
i : employe ) ‘ )
3 ’ ; s : i rmal agree- . .
B function. The distance between poles is great, ranging from info g ‘ SOCIETY IS LOSING T0 CRIME :
| S . | '. iations employing these . ; "
, . ; . t all the:variant associa
: ments to annexations, bu e
3 elements are consolidation efforts.
e

SR

crime.

conmsstmrer
S

cosmic -and catastrophic:
: ' turisdicti fee “ :
' A tras s another jurisdiction for a . |
IR goods and services by one jurisdiction to We are all haunted by the possibilities i
) ‘ hatred, and fear that beset our society;
of the great responsibility that falls to

.-.preventing these Possibilities from becomi
“.. pause fearfully.

‘ : to the challenges
Ly ‘ did in the last ge

nherent in the violence,
' ‘ i ‘ ther |
.5 £ of consolidation. To fully understand contracting, or any, ot

L are a torm unde k .

and we are equally aware
the police service for
ng reality. Here we
For if the police service of the 1970's responds
and the responsibilities of their decade as it
cade, failure is assured,2

i i - wi derstanding
form of consalidation, would be next to impossible without an un :

| i , it i hope of the
of consolidationist theory in general. To this end, it 1s‘the D

' ' e -1 i ich can
thors that this report will be viewed as a learnlng‘too;, whi
authe ; ] e

-

_contract law enforcement.

Admi ttedly, clearance rates can be misleading. But they may
suggest an increasing inability of state-local layw enforcement
systems to control Successfully criminal activities in areas
with the dgreatest problems. Nationally, clearance rates for'

offenses known to the police declined from 25 to 20 percent
between 1960 znd 1969.3

iv
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It is this belief, combined with the increasing costs of law enforce-
ment serVices, that,provides the mainspring of the consolidationist drive

for far-ranging reform.%

A METROPOLITAN MALADY

Consolidationist opinion on the‘deficiencies of Ammerican law enforce-
ment is derived from their‘pérspective of local government: generally. To
understand consolidationist thinking on problems in law enforcement, one
must begin with’an understanding of.consoiidationist thinking on problems
in local government, most especially local government units in’metropolitan

areas.

ST

To consolidationists, "a diagnosis of the metropolitan malady is

comparatively easy and its logic is too compelling to admit disagreement."S

\

The problem is simply that units of local government are too many and too.

~

small.

A total of 20,703 local governﬁents exist in metropolitan areas. Each

urban complex contains an average of ninety-one units. This causes the

pattern of local éo%ernment”to "resemble a crowded bus or subway."6

About one-half of the monicipalities located in SMSAs (standard -
Metropolitan Statistical Aroas) have less than 2500 inhabitants and
collectiveiy they comprise less thanithree percent of the metropolitan ‘

population. The geographic size of these units is minisoulel A large

“number encompass less than three square miles.”

‘H;g The greater the population in a métropolitan area, the larger its

‘number of local government units of all kinds.8 The Chicago metropolitan

T

5
SRS

—

ey,

area provides a telling example: In 1967, it contained 1,113 juris-

dictions divided amongﬂéounties, municipalities, townships, and special
districts.®

THE INDIVISIBLE DIVIDED

This is "fragmented" government, and its.consequences for public
policy and management are frightening. The people,.commerce, transpor-
tation, and technology of the center cities and theig suburban and rural
environs are a whole. Problem;wohat people experience living together,
for example, problems of water supply and sewage disposal, of health and
environmentallgollution, of transportation and traffic control, of public

education and welfare and the like, people must solve together.lo The

“multiplication of minute, do-nothing municipalities," however, has

"divided among many governmental units what are actually indivisible

uproblems."12

i

., THE "BEWINDERING" MAZE

The existence of so many little governments has created a "bewind-
ering maze" or "patchwork" of local officials, governmental bodies, and
their disorganized interrelationships, conflicting objecfives, and over-
lapping jurisdictions. The public interest“is not served and the public
business does not get done because of:

...duplication of services and facilities which wastes public
resources; inefficiency in the provision of sexrvices because
of inappropriate scales for production; unqualified employees
and poor utilization of their skills due to the absence of
‘centralized recruitment and training; inconsistent objectives
and centradictory decisions among independent agencies that
neutralize policy consequences; prolonged conflicts among

P
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officials which prevent timely responses to problems;
unsatisfactory compromises that limit the scope and force
of necessary actions...and the surreptitious control of
decision making by party bosses and other factions.13
The result has been "governmental chaos," "producing and service ineffi-

ciency," and "administrative impotence."14

ECONOMIES OF SCALE OR "BIGGER IS BETTER"

Many arguments against the continuing existence of large numbers of
small local governments are derived from the concept of "economies of
scale." Economies of scale is the tendency for unit costs to decline as
output increases.l> This means that larger manufacturers selling to
large numbers of consumers can produce and provide goods and services
more efficiently; hence at less cost, than smaller manufacturers marketing

Consolidationists believe: "Bigger’iS~better."

to fewer consumers.

\

Economies of scale result from a number of advantages that can be
fully realized only ehrough large size. Soecialization of labor, . the
application of assembly line metnoos, the efficiency of centralized over;
‘head functions such as purchasing and personnel, the lower proportion of
fiked overhead costs’assigned to a single unit of output, and the flex—‘

ibility and lack of duplication in the allocation and management‘of

production resources are some of the things that underlie economies of

’ scale‘.16

This concept is central to mass manufacture and modern production
science in the private sector. Consolidationists say that economies of
scale are also to be.found in the large-scale production and provision:of'

P L i s Gl R . TR -
‘public goods and services such as water, sewage, transportation systems, .

o

gy
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- planning, and personnel.

and law enforcement. Here as well, bigger is better, and it logically

follows that;}arge governmenﬁs‘are to be preferred.l7

Though rellable "before and after" comparative statistical data are
spars e,18 it ;s sometimes apparent that successful consolidations of small
governmental units and their facilities for public goods and services have

caused costs to rise. Where this has happened, consclidationists have

admitted that, "The economic benefits of consolidation have not taken the

form of lower costs per se," but argue, "This, however, does not rule out
the possibility‘that.savings were created. in other forms." At a minimum,
consolidating is beneficial, though "The beneflts may llkely be embodied
in additional or expanded services rather ‘than lower per unit costs."19

Thus, higher costs after consolidation are explained away.

"ONE BIG CITY"

The consolxaatlonlst obJectlve 1s largely technocratlc. They seek to
obtain a more ratlonal basis for executive control and governmextal organ-
1zatlon, administrative processes, and management procedures for budgeting,

For many, the way.to do this is to obliterate

the "Berlin Walls" of local government boundaries and create "one big city"

incorporating all the suburbs and fural urban fringes under a "single
over-a;ching municipal government."20 The cogency of this reasoning is

self-evident, "Nothing, it would seem, could be more obvious or rational."21

THE "FRAGMENTATION" OF LOCAIL LAW ENFORCEMENT

Local law enforcement reflectsithe,problems and diffuse disorganization

of metropolitan and local government-at-large.22
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in 1967 almost ninety percent of more than 38,000 units of local govern-

ment maintained law enforcement departments of fewer than ten personnel.
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In the clutter of the Chicago SMSA alone, six shekiffs' offices and

201 municipal'iéw enforcement departments existyto serve a six-county urban
complex. Ninety-three communities of less than 5,000 inhabitants maintain
their own departments. Cook County itself contains ll2vlaw enforcement

departments.23»

Conditions in nonmetropolitan jurisdictions'are often worse. 1In the
predominantly rural .areas of Southern Illinois, 128 municipalities of fewer

than 5,000 inhabitants operate their own départments.24

Afflicted by fragmentation, fisbal impotehcé, duplication, and. lack of
cdofdination,25 the,traditional pattern of,léﬁfénforcement under the
2merican system of federalism "is a historicai acéident, followed:by no
other civiliéed nation in the w;)rld."26 Though everyﬁhere growing urban
societies are.single entities, law enfércement remains divided:27 "The

police power, fragmented among dozens or hundreds of municipalities, is

freqﬁently unused and sometimes abused."?8 In these circumstances,

efficient law enforcement is impossible.29

v ; TOO MANY AND TOO SMALL

'Consolidationists;loOSe a cascade of numbers to support their conten-

tion that the“prodﬁction and delivery of law enforcement Se:vices is

fragmented throughout all of the United States. The prbblem is égain one .

‘of too many and too small.

The Adﬁiscfy Commission on Intergovernmental,Relatibns‘reports'that

R
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Only about five percent of all such units fielded forces of twenty-five
or more persons. These larger departments accounted for eighty percent
of all local law enforcement officers. Almost sixty percent of law enforce-~

ment personnel employed by local jurisdictions were coricentrated in fewer

k than 400 depattments of more than 100 personnel.30

Once again the situatioﬁhin nonmetropolitan areas is the worst. Data
for 1967 indicates that 29,000 rnonmetropolitan local governments employed
some 30,000 full-time law énforcement<officers, or about one officer for each

locality. Consolidationists contend that a large number of rural localities

“—

~do not have organized law enforcement departments. Those that do, they say,

maintain forces of between three and five full-time personnel. Ninety-six
percent of the nonmetropolitan counties for which data was available in 1967,
reported law enforcement forces of less than twenty-five personnel. Of these

counties, seventy-eight percent had departments of less than ten full-time

personnel.3l

NO SYSTEM OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE

In the consolidationist view, the United States does not have a system
of criminal justice. A system requires solid, smooth interrelationships or
interaction of parts of a unit, and this simply does not exist among frag-
mented local law enforéement énd other institutional arrangements related to
crime and justice.32 This lack of an integrated, uniform approach facilitates
crime, hinders law enforcement, and undercuté this nation's avowed commitment

to equal justice for all.

THE MOBILE MODERN CRIMINAL

ansolidatiohists are convinced that criminals nowadays are highly

mobile, "He may %lee or fly across state boundaries, and he can plan a

G T RN 0 e R
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a robbery in one state, execute it in enother, dispose of his loot in a
third, and look for sanctuary in a fourth." They point out that since
1965, Uniform Crime Report statistics indicate that over sixty percent ofl
the offenders'arraigned in federal courts had arrest records in two or |
more states for serious index crimes, and that other data on rearrests
show that forty percent of these arrests occurred inve state other than

the one of original arrest.33

Apart from interstate mobility, consolidationists stress that:

Undoubtedly, criminals in multicounty metropolitan areas have

similar patterns of geographic mobility and it is well known

that organized crime operations are often spread out through

‘entire multicounty and interstate metropolitan areas.34

?or example, "Interjurisdictional Crime in the Washington Metropolitan
Area," a recent study prepared for the Washington D.C., Council of Govern-
ments, revealed that in 1972 almost twenty percent of the arrests for

serlous crimes were of persons who did not live in the metropolltan juris-

dictions in which they were arrested.35 -

PAROCHIAL POLITICAL BOUNDARIES

(\';

Xccoxrding to consolidationists, old-fashioned, parochial political

boundaries continue to fix the operations of each law enforcement depart-

~ment to its own particular area. The traditional insistence upon local
"responsiveness and accountability exacts an exhorbitant price in .life

'~ and property:

The results have greatly favored the criminal, never a
respecter of jurisdictional boundaries, who finds it

. ¢convenient to commit a crime in one gity and then in a
matter of minutes, flee to another where police ‘interest
in his activities is less intense, and where records of
his operatlons are less comprehen51ve.36 :
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FURTHER EFFECTS OF "SPILLOVER"

Crlme spillover from one jurisdiction to another can harm the public
welfare in many ways. Effective law enforcement in one town forces pro-~
fessional criminals, hangers-on, and other undesirables to re-establish
themselves in more hospitablevsurroundings. 'Frequently, "wide-open towns"
or "fat cities" of dqubious claim to fame result. Common in many metro-

‘politan areas, the social costs of such localities, if unchecked, can

spread far beyond their boundaries.37

CONFUSION, CONFLICT AND IRRESPONSIBILITY

A rully developed system for law enforcement would efficiently

allocate and clearly spell out the responsibilities of its component

departments and agencies. As such a system does not exist, ambiguous, - .

' bverlapping‘jurisdictions occur among county and municipal law enforce—

ment forces in incorporated areas, among sheriffs' departments and
independent county police, and, in some states, among state and‘county
‘forces in.unincorporated areas. Prerogatives are sometimes jealously
guarded and conflicts over who is entitled to do what break out.
Conversely, abdications of responsibility are possible. A small local
police department may choose to do little 1f it knows, scate or county
forces will bear thﬂ bu*den of local patrol. County law enforcement

forces can 1gnore_-he1r duties in 1ncorporated areas by h1d1ng behind the

P ey “

rationale of “nonlnterference" with munlcipal police operations.38
\\ u : .

EQUAL JUSTICE IN DANGER

-In the United States "equal justice for all" is onesof the foundations

of our culture.39 A large number of consolidationists conclude that
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" acutely aware of the hazards posed by local control in the form of

fragmented law enforcement seriously threatens this pre-eminent social

principle.

As formulated in the opaque language of political theory, the danger
is this:

The concept of legal and political equality for all citizens
of a state or nation may conflict with values suggesting that
political liberty is advanced by a dispersion of powers to
localities in order to permit a variety of approaches and
provide a local base for the development of a power structure
countervailing the broad authority of the state.40

Which means that:

One of the more difficult problems in policing is the devel-
opment of policy that is consistent with the democratic
ideology of maintaining respect for the rule of law. The law
requires universality in its application, but community
standards often hold it should be otherwise. Whenever
citizens are subject to widely varying standards in the
application of any law, they lose respect for it and for the
rule of law. lLocal control of police policy and practice,
therefore, runs the risk of undermining the rule of law.4l.

Enlightened law enforcement managers working in the field are

e

community discretion and prejudice. Norman C. Parker, Chairman, Board
of Police Commissioners, St. Louis, Missouri, offers his opinion:

I am convinced...that our department could do a better job
throughout the country if it were the sole police depart-
ment. We may not have the kind of law enforcement that
some of our municipalities think they want. One of the most
exclusive cities thinks that their police dpeartment is good

. _because, if a resident gets stopped driving home at midnight,
drunk, the policeman will pull him over to the side, push
him over, and drive his car home and put him to bed. That's
the kind of law enforcement some people want.

But if that car happened tokbe‘drlven by a young, longhaired
guy - black or white - they_would expect the cop to hit him -
over the head and put him in jail and throw the key away.42
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- cession of inadequate forces. Piled one on the other.47 The

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION A FAILURE

What about cooperation among law enforcement departments at the local

level? Consolidationists acknowledge that it is there, but most are quick
. 1c

to . .
deny that it has been implementegd on a large enough scale to upgrade

cagablllties or to offset "minute particularization."43 pot only do

communltles view indeperident local control rather than eff1c1ency as the

overri
ding concern in law enforcement, but law enforcement officers are

thems M
elves intensely suspicious" of 1nterlocal cooperation Thelr

o
pp051t10n to cooperative efforts is motivated by selfish con51deratlons

of prestige, for though "the arrest of a criminal in a municipality by a

county or state police force may well advance justice...at the same time

questions immediately arise as to why the criminal was not apprehended by

the local force."44

Consolidationists contend that strong tendencies toward animosity
’

destructive petty rivalry, and Jealousy are always present among small

law enforcement’ departments.45 So much so, that, "Although law enforce—
ment officials speak of close'cooperation among. agencies, the reference

often simply means a lack of conflict,"46

Accordlng to consolidationists, thlngs are not going to get better

The history of law enforcement in the United States is that of a suc-

very number

‘of
small departments and thelr‘complex,and burdensome interrelationships

s
tifle common effort and create administrative problems that seriously

r
etard the growth and functioning of centrallzed supportive and adminig-

tratlve serv1ces 48
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tation of law enforcement, for, "It is apparent that such multiplication of or.some form of emergency contact with the public,57 and in v t
' n Vermont some

Hfj THE SMALL DEPARTME&T“IS TO BLAME A e problem 1s well-nigh Insolubls, ™S it is frequently ignored. l
4 | ‘ . : L A large number of departments are unable to deliver even adequate twenty- z;&klﬂ;{ g
”3 ' Small law enforcement departments suffer ftom "inherent inefficiency."49 . 1 - ) four hour patrol coverage. Thus, ninety percent of the departments in | f
”g There can be "no doubt" that this inefficiency is to blame tor the fragmen- ‘ | T (N} Minnesota are unable to maintain around-theeclock patrol with a dispatcher /Wuuwéﬂégjé
- {

police units has been derived from the inadequacy of each unit standing of the larger departments can provide twenty-four hou coverage only at ;
: — ' : —— e only a E‘;
] . . R ::
‘. alone."5O the risk of having Just one officer on duty.58 yet these departments f
B . % - usually attempt to produce and provide other law enforcement services as ﬁ
5 : : A
Lo ~ SMALL DEPARTMENTS NOT "FULL SERVICE AGENCIES" well. 59 .
}; | ‘ ?
E = Consolidationists believe that all law enforcement departments in all ; ‘ é
L ; ; ; INADEQUATE HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT ;
;j L places must produce and provide a complete range of all law enforcement o
3 5 . i
% B . services at adequate levels at all times.d But small departments, unlikéfg Inadequate human resource‘deveiopment is most directly to blame for E
FER ) ' . : : . . ‘ fi
f'” . medium-sized or large departments, lack economies of scale5l and do not the many failings of small departments in the production and deli £ H
1 S ; ‘ ‘ ivery o i
: ~have the capacity to be-"full service agencies."52 Although it is not law enforcement services. Small departments are small They cannot and é
EO , ‘ , ‘ ‘ ( . not an i
2 I . &
A ¢ certai hat an "adequate level of services" is, or how it can be measured " : 3 . . i
é e 1in w v q | E service ’ , ’ do‘not get a qualified man and pay him a just salary."60 ?
; it is apparent that small departments are in trouble: ?
? E Although there have been few empirical studies dealing with Lack of Staffin 2
LN ‘ questlons relating to minimal levels of police service p g t
.Q:ﬁa ' necessary, their cost, and the relation of these to victim- 5
S I o : ization rates and citizen satisfaction with police services, Local departments are often undermai i
N : , ; anned. 3
L o it is clear that many of the smaller law enforcement agencies A study of such departments |
’ ...particularly the smallest town police departments are faced in Maine discovered that, overall ersonnel :
st
G o - with very serious obstacles which 1mpede attempts to provide . S ' '+ B rength was ten percent =
o I : adequate 1eve1s of service.23 below authorized levels for local departments and twenty-eight percent %
e SN | ‘ . below levels thought desirable. The lack of reqi ‘ =
S [: ‘ Because of'their few personnel (studies do show that five officers : of regular, well-developed ;
JoL U recrultment and selection pro rams in sma
e ~are necessary to provide one offlcer full—tlme and around-the—cleck) 54 9 11 departments is partly respori-
1n , sible for such 1nadequac1es in stafflng.61
=t L many small departments must elther concentrate on maintaining ba51c patrol ; : N
4] ? ’ at the cost of foregoing the provision of "back—up"vserv1ces such as ;
A u Poor Selection and Recruitment
- communicatlons and records, or attempt to provide a minimum of these ' :

‘services at the potent1a1 cost of undercuttlng patrol capab111t1e5.55 Low entrance standards and poor selection and recrultment practices x\”

: sl <4,‘“ P
N
| e B

are. common among small departmentsu Surveys of local departments in Georgia

" 13

R U




ot T e e ot

ﬁ%fﬁ'ﬂwﬂﬁo‘;ﬁ*ﬁ et

R . Y T

AR T S T ST N L T R,

revealed that only thirteen required written or oral tests of law enforce-
(1 ment applicants. only thirty-six of the ninety-nine local departments

i

i ,

surveyed in Maine required written examinations to screen applicants.

{} Only‘the very largest departments at the local level use relatively
: sophisticated attitudinal and psychological tests to gauge the ability and
[l aptitude of potential employees for law enforcement duties. The majority
[j » of local departments do not select out the unfit or select in the best
qualified.62 " .
[E .

Training Neglected

‘Praining is also neglected by small departments. Several surveys
conducted in 1nd1v1dua1 states have noted that many local departments
require only two to five weeks of basic training for their recruits. A

nationwide survey indicated that twenty-five percent~of all departments
programs for recruit training. Where recruit training programs do exist

[ serving communities with fewer than 25,000 inhabitants had no established
[: staffs of only one or two officers pulled from other duties and assigned

toptraining on an intermittant, as-needed baSis. Advanced generalist
training, training in specialized skills, or'training in administration

and management are seldom offered.63

Extensive Use of Part-Time Personnel

Small departments must make do with part-time personnel..‘In 1967,

‘ [? : ment departments were employed on a part-time basis; Part-time officers

in small departments, about half are administered n—house by instructional

some twenty percent or more of the personnel of nonmetropelitan law enforce-

Lok
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have -the fewest opportunities for training and experience'and are seldom
capable of handling the complex aspects of modern crime control. The
- employment of part-time personnel "can cause severe difficulties if the

rural area has a substantial crime problem."64

Career Development Marginal

Marginal prospects for career development are an integral feature of
the small‘department. Large law enforcement departments can offer their
personnelga number of opportunities for varied work assignments and the
certainty of advancing according to merit. ‘Attractive possibilities for
promotion to a responsible post in an interesting field of law enforcement
are conducive to increasing department morale and motivating individual
officers to achieve top performance and‘efficiency.65 »In small departments,

nowever, assignments are inflexible. Promotions stagnate because seniority

is difficult to ignore, 'and impartiality is sometimes lacking.66

Low Compensation and High Turnover

Salary scales in small departments are traditionally low,67 and even
larger local departments sometimes provide inadequate compensation and
nbenefits.58 Poor salary and benefits'drive out many top qualified law
enforcement officers anduskilled administrators.‘ Exceptionally high
‘turnover-rates of ten to twenty percent in local departments are'not

L A o N
uncommon, and sorie departments experience turnover ranging higher than

thirty percent.69
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Underlying Fiscal Problems

Consolidationists point‘out that fiscal problems underlie many of the
difficulties in operations, administfaéion, and.personnel customarily
experienced by small departments. Many smaller and rural jurisdictions do
not have the fiscal capacity requireé tg adequately finance their law
enforcement forces.7q To the small department, this means "instances of
bald tires on cruisers, curtailment of telephone service, patched and

shabby uniforms, lack of ammunition, and other budgetary strictures."71

Sometimes communities that produce and provide law enforcement services
for themseives Are forced to subsidize law enforcement services for neigh-
boring communities who choose to‘avoid the cost of establishing their own
departments.72 Seldom does the amount of money expended by local govern-
ments upon 1ay enforcement correlate with tb@?r ability to pay or the

value they receive.73

A Daily Struggle

Given the conditions in which they labor, the lot of the law enforce~
ment personnel in small departments is not a happy one. They must struggle
with difficulties‘that can only be imagined by those law enforcement officers

-and managers who serve in larger departments:

The smaller police departments, that is those with less than
ten employees, place unrealistic burdens on their personnel.
-Often the chief's wife and other family members may have to
take telephone calls and do the dispatching. ' The officer is
usually on call 24 hours daily. His work load is unlimited.
He is not free for training since there is no one to replace
him. PFacilities and equipment are often poor. He has little
or no clerical assistance. Rates of pay are inadequate. A
Generally there is inadequate provision for retirement. Other
benefits such as false arrest insurance are frequently missing.74
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WHAT MUST BE DONE

Consolidation

woul i i

effigigzzzld:aa? 1m§roved level of police services; increased

~ i easler financing through .

t s ~ . . gh a larger, more 4gi L e
ax base; better coordination of operational ;ctivitg;:?rSIfled

recruitment, selection,

and pre~service and in-service training;

greater possibilities of advancement in traditi

onal agencies,

and.increased flexibil
cation, overlapping,

ity in assignments;

reduction of i-
and often conflicting S

jurisdictions;

reduction of double taxation;

. an 1 . d
services (auxiliary-and stage. d improvement of Supportive

type services).75

WHO MusT CONSOLIDATE

Thi . ;
1s being so, "the question policy makers should address ig not

] 3 V
Should pollqe consolidation occur?', but rather, '"To what extent should
shou

oli , . .
pPolice consolidation occur lmmediately?'" as to this question 1
» conscl~

idationists i
offer many answers. Garmire and Misner are of the opinion

that "

only cities of 50,000 or more should be allowed their own police

agencies,"76 i i
g es The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice

st aals p g 2

. ff‘ : d ff t * - " 7 7 h blj t [] s : E

Cri A ‘
: me Prevention and Control advances a much more modest proposal

Sg:?:;;:lzitzltﬂ a popglation of less than 1,000 should

o fuil e'sherlff or with an adjacent larger community
o time pol%ce coverage. These small communitie

¥ not attempt to maintain their separate pPolice function: 78
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. . Exhibit I-1
CONSOLIDATIONISTS' PROPOSALS FOR REFORM
Fleld Operations - Field operations perform all tasks unique to the law enforcement mission. The fulfile
. Iment of these tasks requires ever increasing expertise, mobility, and concentration of resources. This
can be accomplished only when field operations are reorganized and administered in a consolidated manner.
LAW ENFORCEMENT BASIC - Patrol is the most significant and visible law enforcement function. Patrol must change because society and crime have
ACTIVITY changed. The implementation of consolidation strateégies can better fit this function to its role in the modern community.
COMPONENT FUNCTION PATROL
OBJECTIVES ® Deter criminal acts e Preserve the peace
o Apprehend offenders . e Provide non-crime related services
e Recover stolen gouds
STANDARD e Demonstrates law enforcement presence £ e Intervenes in interpersonal conflicts
PERSONNEL ® Performs mobile surveillance and inspection ) ‘® Reports public hazards
ACTIVITIES e Preserves crime scene ® Accomplishes preliminary investigation
@ Responds to citizen requests and complaints of crimes
. . ) o -
REPRESENTATIVE Patrol is the firstline defense against loss of life and praoesty.’ é}faﬁtive law enforcement begins with effective patrol. Patrol
STATEMENTS OF is among the first law enforcement functions that should be consolidated.” But, because of the shortsightedness of small
PROBLEMS AND municipalities, it is likely to be the last. i .
DEFICIENCIES *
Throughout the nation differences in the procedures and frequency or intensity of patrol are the rule. This contributes to criminal
opportunities, hinders immediate apprehension, and renders the coordination of field operations among law enforcement departments
vitally necessary but almost impossible.
The quality of patrol also varies widely, and this further obstructs productive cooperation, Thus the ill-advised actions of an
officer from a local force at the scene of a serious crime can negate the potential success of the most expert centralized
investigation,
Citizens are victimized in many ways by fragmented law enforcement. Not only must they suffer the end results of ineffective patrol,
but also, because of a multiplicity of law enforcement jurisdictions, citizens are often confused and unable to quickly summon
emergency- patrol assistance. . '
SAMPLE Mobile patrol should be consolidated at the county or metropolitan level. Small local departments are more suited to adminigtexr
RECOMMENDATIONS foot patrol.
FCR
CONSOLIDATION
s .
Continued
s e B

R B S

i

o SR B

S R

S B LRRISIE DN
GRPRER BN

Lt




gi .

o st 8 TS

&

Pl

[

L)

. ' ' Exhibit I-2-

CONSOLIDATIONISTS' PROPOSALS FOR REFORM

Field Operations - Field operations perform all tasks unique to the law enforcement mission. The fulfil-
Iment of these tasks requires ever increasing expertise, mobility, and concentration of resources. This
can be accomplished only when field operations are reorganized and administered in a consolidated manner.

LAW ENFORCEMENT SPECIALIZED - Specialized field functions require training in highly developed skills and@ a degree of expertise that exceeds the
ACTIVITY manpower resources of most departments. They also impose prohibitive unit costs unless they serve a population large
: enough to utilize their capacity fully. Therefore, though directly concerned with the fulfillment of the primary
law enforcement mission, specialized field functions mandate. consolidation.
COMPONENT FUNCTION TRAFFIC SUPERVISION .
OBJECTIVES e Facilitate the safe and expeditious movement of '
automobiles and pedestrians
STANSARD ® Performs regular and continuous traffic patrol e Summons or arrests violators
PERSONNEL e Routes and directs traffic : e Investigates accidents
ACTIVITIES e Provides information oxr assistance to motorists e Reports dangerous road conditions
REPRESENTATIVE The traffic problem is one of the most complex and traumatic facing modern society. The loss of life and property arising from
STATEMENTS OF traffic accidents is enormous. The commercial and private use of motorized vehicles continues to increase gteadily. .
PPOBLEMS AND .
DEFICIENCIES More and more traffic is interlocal and interstate. Lax, sporadic, or uneven and inconsistent traffic control by one department
can disrupt areawide arrangements for sSystematic traffic supervision,
The use of "hole-in-the-wall" or "speed trap" enforcement tactics, are fiscally attractive to financially unviable jurisdictions
hungry for revenue, but contributes little or nothing to effective traffic supervision and undercuts public support of all law
enforcement.
‘SAMPLE Mobile traffic supervision on major highway networks and arterial expressways should be consolidated at the state, metropolitan,
RECOMMENDATIONS or county level. :
FOR . .
CONSOLIDATION The supervision‘of locally generated traffic on city streets may be more effectively handled by local forces familiar with municipal
R traffic and parking regulations.
gt : ‘ a Continued
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Exhibit I-3 % -
. L
. s . 3 ld
CONSOLIDATIONISTS' PROPOSALS FOR REFORM }”;
’ Field Operations - Field operations perform all tasks unique to the law enforcement mission. The fulfil- i 1
lment of thesc tasks requires ever increasing expertise, mobility, and concentration of resources. This
can be accomplished only when field operations are reorganized and administered in a consolidated manner.
LAW ENFORCEMENT SPECIALIZED =~ Specialized field functions req'uire training in highly developed skills and a degree of expertise that exceeds the
“‘ . ACTIVITY manpower resources of most departments. They also impose prohibitive unit costs unless they serve a population large
- enough to utilize their capacity fully. Therefore, though directly concerned with the fulfillment of the primary
- law enforcement mission, specialized field functions mandate consolidat;on.
.
;
COMPONENT FUNCTION CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION »
2l
OBJECTIVES * e Gather and evaluate essential information required for 3
the effective disposition of criminal offenses. }‘
o
" - -« STANDARD e Interviews victims and witnesses ® Develops and maintains sources and informants ’:
. PERSONNEL @ Interrogates suspects and prisoners . e Collects and preserves evidence . [(
ACTIVITIES ® Organizes and conducts lineups @ Prepares cases for trial : 3
! : e Performs stake-cut and fixed surveillance B |
i
. b1
) E ;. REPRESENTATIVE The scope of many investigations cannot and should not be limited to a single jurisdictién. Reports of crimes must be systematically f
STATEMENTS OF exchanged and integrated and information regarding suspects widely and timely disseminated on a continuing basis. Frequently, the 1
. PROBLEMS AND investigators of law enforcement departments located in several jurisdictions are seeking the same person as a prime criminal suspect. *
. DEFICIENCIES When this occurs, fully developed arrangements for close coordination must be readily available and used. { ,
! ; K ] . ) : .
‘. v 5 e Usually small law enforcement departments do not have specialists in investigation. But if they do, small departments can seldom }
N - - B N commit investigators on a full-time basis to time-consuming, continuing investigations. If the offense possibly involves powerful
o ! : . > = figures in the community or could affect sensitive parochial issues, the small department may not effectively pursue an adequate
sl . . e investigation or investigate at all.’' In all of these instances, external investigative assistance is required.
. # ~ S :
: ’ 8 N N ‘ B Criminal investigations are a highly brized activity of any department, and experience demonstrates that prospects for interdepart~
A e N mental cooperation are very poor. As long as large numbers of independent jurisdictions exist, conflict among investigators and
" ; T i " s investigations is almost inevitable. Much of the controversy, competition, and suspicion that now dissipate the effeutiveness
- ) - ey g of law enforcement was generated originally by disputes arising from the investigative function. The presence of outside investi~
S ] [ g X gators with concurrent jurisdiction is, in particular, most heatedly resented by many departments. Generally, a request for
AN ," syt assistance in completing an investigation is viewed as an open admission that the requesting department is unable to satisfactorily 4
"” 7 ! . B ' ' meet its responsibilities. s . :
- ;ﬁ' E P
ke
- SAMPLE Criminal investigation is guarded so protectively by most small departments that consolidation is seldom immediately feasible, i o
RECOMMENDATIONS ~The use of metropolitan case squads onh an on-call and as~needed basis, however, has been successful whén local departmants were ] ﬁ :
- FOR. receptive, - This approach should be encouraged whenever possible. Though it should be cautioned that the extensive employment ¥
CONSOLIDATION of case squads or other special investigation units could retard necessary fundamental reforms. ‘The only viable long-range g
; solution is to reduce the total number of law enforcement jurisdictions. B é S
Continued
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Exhibit I-4 : . ‘ -

. ' ' CONS;OLIDATIONISTS' PROPOSALS FOR REFORM | ;

Field Operations - Field operations perfoim all tasks unique to the law enforcement mission. The fulfil-
lment of these tasks requires ever increasing expertise, mobility, and concentration of resources. . This
can be accomplished cnly when field operations are reorganized and administered in a consolidated manner.

LAW ENFORCEMENT SPECIALIZED ~ Specialized field functions require tr;ﬂning in highly developed skills and a degree of expertise that exceeds the 5 -
ACTIVITY manpower resources of most departments. They also impose prohibitive unit costs unless they serve a population large ok
enough to utilize their capacity fully. Therefore, though directly concerned with the fulfillment of the primary §
law enforcement mission, specialized field functions mandate consolidation. | o
COMPONENT FUNCTION CONTROL OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND CRIME . . )
OBJECTIVES o Suppression and prevention of delinguent and criminal <
behavior by youths
STANDARD .| e Investigates specific types of complaints against youths ® Cooxdinates regulation of youth behavior with community ) ; .
PERSONNEL @ Diverts selected youth cases from formal criminal justice system service agencies ’ B
ACTIVITIES e Participates in processing and handling of youth arrests o Patrols and inspects areas and premises where the presence L -
‘ : @ Assists criminal investigation unit in resolving serious of youths is illegal or problems involving youths are . i
offenses involving youths likely to develop
REPRESENTATIVE Bechuse of the rapidly growing incidence of juvenile crime, the control of juvenile delinquency is a critical responsibility of .
STATEMENTS OF every law enforcement department. o i
. . PROBLEMS ‘AND . .
R DEFICIENCIES In addition to generalist skills in law enforcement, programs to control juvenile delinquency require suitable personality
: traits and the practical application of-a variety of knowledge and experience in the social and behavioral sciences. The . A s
. ’ N attitudes and actions of the officer can significantly advance or hinder the potential rehabilitation of the juvenile offender. §
N ‘ . o i
The control of juvenile delinquenty is heavily impacted by the separate statutory and court procedures established for *%
juveniles, Officers must be up-to-date and fully informed of these procedures. oL
x : Many small departments do not have qualified juvenile specialists or the manpower base and training capabilities necessary to ; 1
R develop and paintain juvenile units. Even large departments may be lacking in some areas. . X #
Y . . P N k)
Y 1 N ‘ .
l - . -
i PR L -
g . .
S . S ; R
BRI © SAMPLE Some degree of consolidation is required, - Informal excharges of information and ideas on a regular basis among assoclations of '( . . o
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. Exhibit I-5 It )

CONSOLIDATIONISTS' PROPOSALS FOR REFORM
Field Operations - Field operations perform all tasks unique to the law enforcement mission. The fulfil-
Iment of these tasks requires ever increasing expertise, mobility, and concentration of resources. This
. can be accomplished only when field operations are reorganized and administered in a consolidated manner.
1AW ENFCORCEMENT SPECIALIZED - Specialized field functions require training in highly developed skills and a degree of expertise that exceeds the
ACTIVITY manpower resources of most departments. They also impose prohibitive unit costs unless they serve a population large .
enough to utilize their capacity fully. Therefore, though directly concerned with the fulfillment of the primary
law enforcement mission, special field functions mandate consolidation. ;
COMPONENT FUNCTION VICE, ORGANIZED CRIME, AND INTELLIGENCE
OBJECTIVES ® Enforce laws regarding prostitution and illegal
liquor, narcotics, and gambling
STANDARD e Participates in undercover investigations of the ® Investigates license applicants and inspects licensed places of
PERSONNEL personnel, organization, and operation of business where vice activities frequently exist. N
ACTIVITIES commercialized vice e Collects, analyzes, and disseminates sensitive information
® Assists patrol and investigative units in vice control regarding vice conditions and organized crime
REPRESENTATIVE vite and organized crime usually are directly related @nd'exist on a national basis. Profits from commercialized vice reach billions
STATEMENTS OF of dollars annually. 1Its cost in human welfare is incalculable.
PROBLENMS AND
DEFICIENCIES Greater cooperation among all law enforcement departments is urgently required to combat vice and organized crime. This is espec~
ially true for intelligence. Intelligence must be collected on a broad scale, evaluated and collated on a narrow scale by a single
agency, and disseminated on a wide scale. All local, state, and federal intelligence units must contribute to the intelligence
cycle. Coordinated investigations of suspects should be taken based upon this intelligence.
Interlocal efforts attacking vice and organized crime have been ineffective and insufficient. Cooperation is spotty and unstructured.
Centralized coordination rarely occurs.
Too many departments prefer to focus only on local, isolated criminal acts.  These departments refuse to acknowledge the existence
of vice and organized crime in their jurisdictions. This gives crime syndi{cates virtually complete operational immunity.
Because of their size, small Iaw enforcement departments are unable to act effectively against vice and organized crime, Even very
large departments have difficulty in obtaining the skilled manpower required to perfoyrm continuous surveillance and investigation Ql
. organized criminals. Local officers may not only be inadequate in number but also unsuitable for undercover assignments bacause they
are too easily recagnized.
Investigations of commercialized vice are also too costly for most sma)l departments. Frequently law enforcement depaxtments yefusa
to share vital e¢riminal intelligence because of a "trust gap." .
Improper community pressures can stymie investigations of commercialized vice conducted by local departments. .
v e L
SAMPLE Primary responsibility for the organization, direction, and execution of law enforcement operations against vice and ozganiﬁeé’s?ime\h
\ RECOMMENDATIONS should be fixed at the state level. Crime prevention councils, intelligence units, investigating commissions, and special ifivesti= |}
FOR gative~prosecutive units have been successfully employed by a large number of state ‘governments. \i/
CONSOLIDATION i
The operation of mobile strike forces at metropolitan and county levels is also to be encouraged. //
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: Exhibit I-6

CONSOLIDATIONISTS' PROPOSALS FOR REFORM

Supportive Services-Supportive services directly assist line operations to fulfill the basic iaw anforcement

missions. They generally involve the acquisition, processing, and maintenance of information, prisonsrs, or
physical items. Supportive services are largely procedural or custodial and are subject to a high degree of
routinization,

Highly portable and susceptible to capital intensive infusions of advanced technology. sup-
portive services are among the law enforcement activities best suited to consolidation.

i

COMPONENT FUNCTION CRIME LABORATORY .
OBJECTIVES ® Detect and reconstruct criminal acts
e Identify persons, substancdes, and things
;; / STANDARD ® Assigts the application of scientific techniques to . bevelbps and maintains extensive files containing material
4 PERSONNEL evidence collection and crime scene search samples and-identification aids
- ACTIVITIES ® Receives and processes evidence delivered from the fleld’ o Provides expert testimony
x. d
" REPRESENTATIVE The application of the physical and biological services to criminal investigation is of increasing importance. More recent Supreme
STATEMENTS OF Court decisions on criminal procedure may curtail traditional investigative techniques. Many times the only "witness” to a crime
PROBLEMS AND is inanimate physical evidence;
DEFICIENCIES
Laboratory services must be proximate, timely, and of high quality. RAdequate crime laboratory services are almost impossible to
obtain in many jurisdictions. The start~up costs for staffing, equipment, and facilities is prohibitive for all but a !ew large
law enforcement departments; Continuing capital outlays for maintenance and operations are also high.
A number of law enforcement departments, including the great majority of small departments, ignore the problem of receiving crime
laboratory services. They make no attempt to provide laboratory services for themselves or to obtain services elsewhere. Local
:: . elected officials and local law enforcement managers ¢o not in general appreciate the potential of adequate crime laboratory X
services. The widespread funding and development of aven the most basic laboratozy gservices in the future, thernro:e, is unlikely . s
at the local level. v
. Law enforcement departments that do have the resources tend to és5tablish elaborate crime laboratories for i1l idored x
of prestige. This causes the needless duplication of expensive facilities in a single area. Many crime laboratories ars over-
0 » loaded with work, while others are under-utilized. .
SAMPLE The key criteria in providing for properly operated crime laboratory facilities is service availability from a geographic stand-
. RECOMMENDATIONS point. The distribution of: facilities must be centrally planned on an areawide basis.
FOR
CONSOLIDATION Law enforc t departments that have crime laboratories are often reluctant to give them up vegardless of how poorly these .
faclilities are utilized. WNevertheless, the resources of misman