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ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY· 

Chief L.G. Olson 
Public Safety Dep~=tment 

555 CAPITtOL MALL 

5ACRAM ENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 

July 20, 197'7 

MAY 71979 

East Bay Regional Park District ACQUff~rTIO[\!Q 
7901 Redwood Road """"..:fI 
Oakland, California 94619 

Dear Chief Olson: 

This report summarizes the results and conclusions of 
the Model Park Police Force Planning Study conducted for the 
Public Safety Department (PSD) of the East Bay Regional Park 
District (EBRPD). The report serves two significant purposes: 

It provides an. overview of the material contained in 
Volume II) Detailed Findings and Recommendations 

It contains update information that has become avail­
~ble since Volume II was originally submitted in draft 
form in December, 1976. Most notably, this Summary 
describes the results of the Volume II review that was 
conducted by the Study Advisory Committee. 

It-is important to emphasize here that the principal 
study findings are in the area of patrol service. Our data indi­
cates a relatively limited FSD patrol capability which has been 
diminishing as work load increases. These data have since been 
updated and re-checked by your personnel and have been verified 
as accurate in essentially all instances. Clearly, the thrust 
of this report and our recommendations is to improve this 
situation. 

We have found this study to be challenging and inter­
esting, and are pleased to have had the opportunity to complete 
it. We will also be available for a formal presentation of 
study results before the EBRPD Board of Directors, if you desire. 

Should you or any other District representative have 
questions concerning this report or Volume II, please call either 
Mr. Joseph F. Hill or Mr. C. Roger Hewitt at (916) 443-6756. 

Very truly yours, 
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The preparation of these materials was financially aided through 

a Federal grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

and the California Office1of CriminaJ. J~stice Planning under the 

Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. The 

opinions, findings, and conclusions in this publication are those of 

the author and are not necessarily those of the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration or the California Office of Criminal 

Justice Planning. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND STUDY OVERVIEW 

In November, 1975, the East Bay Regional Park District 

(EBRPD) engaged Arthur Young & Company to conduct a Model Park 

Police Force Planning Study, using the District's Public Safety 

Department (PSD) as the study agency for purposes of analyzing 

park law enforcement problems and requirem~nts. The study, 

funded by a federal grant through the California Council on 

Criminal Justice (CCCJ), was essentially conclu~ed in'December, 1976. 

with submission of the draft Final Report, Volume II. However, 

subsequent in-depth reviews by the Study Advisory Committee and 

District management resulted in postponement of the official 

delivery of the Final Report (Volumes I and II) until July, 1,977. 

This introductory sect ion of '. the Management Summary brief1y 

reviews the objectives and major activities of the study.' Subse~ 

quent sections summarize our recommendations, Advisory Committee 

comments and the present status of implementation, as applicable. 

A. STUDY OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE 

The four major objectives of the Model Park Police Force 

Planning Study were as follows: 

To define the role of regional park public safety 
personnel (in terms of major controlling policies and 
goals) 

To establish criteria or guidelines for the adminis­
tration, organization and operation of a Regional Park 
Police Department 

To develop a long range Regional Park Police Plan 

To develop a 'short range plan for improving the admin­
istration and operation of the EBRPD Police Force. 

Although the District's Public Safety Department includes 

,fire services, the scope of the study was clearly limit~d to PSD 

law enforcement functions. Furthermore, the overriding intent 

-1-



was to develop recommendations that would, if implemented, pro­

vide the EBRPD with a "model" park police force. 

B. MAJOR STUDY ACTIVITIES AND PRODUCTS 

A number of significant activities were completed as part of 

the EBRPD-PSD study. These are briefly described in the remainder 

of this sub-section. 

1. Study Advisory Committee 

A special Advisory Committee was established to review 

and comment on project activities and products. The mem­

bership of this group is listed'in Exhibit I, following this 

page. The Committee was quite active and participative 

during the study, especially in its review of the detailed 

Final Report. It~ influence can be noted at several points 

in this Summary and in the Detailed Findings and Recommenda­

tions. 

2. Public Opinion Survey 

At the request of the Advisory Committee, a limited 

public opinion mail survey was conducted to obtain general 

information concerning park police issues. The survey ran­

domly included 3,000 residents of Alameda and Contra Costa 

Counties, and 1,940 individuals who have had some associa­

tion with the District. A total of 900 (18.2%) question­

naires were returned. Due to the inherent biases of mail 

surveys, we make no inference that the following survey 

results statistically represent the opinions of the total 

two-county population. 

About 70 percent of the respondents felt that regional 
parks should be policed jointly by' the District and 
city/county law enforcement agencies. 

About 70 percent felt that park police should be dis­
tinctively uniformed and 'drive well-marked vehicles. 
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EXHIBIT I 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 

EBRPD MODEL PARK POLICE FORCE PLANNING STUDY 

Luther Linkhart 

Ernest Del Simone 

George Cardinet 

Gretchen Sperber 

Ernest C. Marriner 

Wendy Mitchell 

Lynn H. Herring 

Stana Hearn 

Glen Dyer 

Joseph J. Veretto 

Gary Fernandez 

James Stabler 

O. Christian Nelson 

Richard C. Trudeau 

William F. Jardin 

Chairman, Public Safety Committee, 
P.A.C.* 

Public Safety Subcommittee, P.A.C. 

Public Safety Subcommittee, P.A.C. 

Public Safety Subcommittee, P.A.C. 

Public Safety Subcornmi ttee, P. A. C. 

Campfire Girls, Inc. 

U. S. Park Police, Golden Gate N.R.A. 

League of Women Voters 

Undersheriff, Alameda County 

Investigator, Alameda County 
District Attorney's Office 

Operating Engineers Union 

Park Supervisor, EBRPD 

Chief, Parks & Interpretation 
Department, EBRPD 

General Manager, EBRPD 

Board of Directors, EBRPD 

""-, • -------.---~----..--.~--.- •• -. -+ --"' - .. 

*P.A.C. denotes the EBRPD Public Advisory Committee. 
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3. 

4. 

In written comments, about 15 percent indicated some 
need foi increased police-related enforcement, patrol, 
etc. 

About 5 percent stated they had been the victim of a 
crime in EBRPD parks. Half of these did not report 
the offense to police. 

Survey Of Gities And Counties 

The chief law enforcement and/or administrative offi­

cials in 12 cities, Alameda County and Contra Cost~ County 

were contacted to obtain their opinions concerning additional 

police support services for EBRPD. Responses to our inquiries 

may be generally summar.ized as follows: 

Essentially, all jurisdictions will assist EBRPD 
police in emerg€ncy situations -- assuming they 
have personnel available -- and near·ly all would 
be interested in discussing contract police ser­
vices for the District. 

With few exceptions, local government official£ 
would resist providing more non-reimbursed police 
services to EBRPD than the;T may already provide. 

The results of this survey, however informal it may 

bave been, are consistent with other, more extensive sur­

veys of a similar nature that we have been associated with. 

Basically, we believe the District's ability to acquire 

meaningful additional police assistance from cities and 

counties is quite limited unless financial reimbursement 

is involved. 

S'urvey Of' Other park Police' Agencies 

An on-site survey of five other park police agencies 

was conducted as part of the Model Park Police Force 

Planning Study. The five agencies were: 

Ruron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority in the 
Detroit, Michigan area 

Cleveland Metropolitan Park District 
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5. 

Los Angeles County Department 'of Parks and Recreation 

California Department of Park$ and Recreation 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area in San Francisco, 
California. 

Key findings<resulting from the survey "1re outlined 

below. 

Local governments are reluctant to provide a signifi-

,I 

I 
'I 
'I 
I 

cant level of police service to parks operated by other I' 
governmental entities unless cost reimbursemen~ is 
provided. 

Most park administrators prefer to have their own I', 
police employees (as opposed to contract services) in 
order to maintain effective policy control. 

For various reasons, there seems to be a definite trend II 
toward specialization in park police services; the 
tradi tional park "ranger" (i. e. J generalist ) position 'I 
is seldom used outside parks in rural areas. 

Most agencies rely on some type of seasonal police 
personnel to meet peak period staffing needs. 

Agencies with dispersed land holdings tend to decen­
tralize police and other operating facilities to avoid 
the loss in travel time associated wit~ a central 
reporting point. 

Detailed Survey Of The PSD 

A complete review of the administration and operation 

of the EBRPD Public Safety Department was completed in order 

to develop a thorough understanding of park policing require­

ments and functions. This survey included interviews with 

most of the employees; review of documented orders, budgets 

and plans~ and an extensive collection of quantitative data 

pertaining to work load and performance. The PSD provided 

considerable assistance in the data collection portions of 

the work, which enabled us to expand areas of inquiry beyond 

what had been planned. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

Recommendations For I~~ediate Action 

As a result of the PSD survey described above, certain 

areas of potential improvement Were apparent without further 

analysis. Twenty-three recommendations concerning these 

subjects were submitted in a special report in March, 1976. 

Generally, these recommendations dealt with relatively minor 

administrative and operational changes that could be imple­

mented within the authority of the Chief of Public Safety, 

i.e., no increases in budge~ were required and no other 

EBRPD departments were affected. 

Phase II Report 

At approximately mid-point in our study (i.e., end of 

Phase II, April, 1976), a report was submitted which con­

tained major recommended PSD policies and goals, and set 

forth guidelines for determining park police staffing. This 

report was officially presented to the EBRPD Board of Direc­

tors for their consideration in September, 1976, following 

review by District management and the Advisory Committee. 

The staffing guidelines and goals presented in the 

Phase II report constitute two of our significant study 

recommendations and are discussed in Section III of this 

Management Summary. 

Development Of Long And Short Range Recommendations 

The balance of the project involved development of 

specific recommendations for PSD improvements so that it can 

approach, the "model fl concepts of a paxk police agency, 

The results of this work were presented in the form of 19 

short range suggestions and 6 of a long Fange nature. These 

recommendations are summarized in Sect:i,on III of this report. 

'.1'( 
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II. EXISTING PUBLIC SAFETY ORGANIZATION, 

OPERATIONS AND CAPABILITIES 

The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of the 

existing park police environment at EBRPD. This understanding of 

how the PSD currently operates and the service problems it deals 

with provides a frame of reference for subsequent recommendations. 

Perhaps more important, however, this part of the Management 

Summary assists the reader in understanding the nature of .park 

policing in an urban-suburban setting. While police problems and 

approaches vary somewhat among park agencies, we do not f.ind the 

EBRPD police operation to be especially unusual or atypical. By 

developing an understanding of the environment in which the PSD 

operates, the reader can achieve at least a general awareness of 

common park police problems and methods of operation. 

This diseussion is based upon conditions existing at the 

time of our survey. Staffing and activity rates are based upon 

1976 levels. Activity patterns and consumed times were developed 

by applying historical data to 1976 activity rates. These his­

torical data were developed from the fql10wing surveys: 

A 10 percent sample of radio dispatch cards from 1974 
and 1975 to identify the incident occurrence rates, 
locations, average response times and officer time 
consumed by called for. services 

A sample of officer status tags completed in 1974 and 
1975 (84 days, 11.5 p'ercent) to identify ou't-af-service 
times related to non-incident activities 

A total survey of crimes occurring in the parks during 
the past five years 

A six-wee~ s~f!1:p}e of time spent by officers writing 
_ ... ___ Teports. 

The remainder of this section addresses three major topics: 

(1) EBRPD Policing Requirements; (2) PSD organizat'iS?n and Opera­

tiop.s; and (32 Patrol Activities and Consumed Time. ;-0 
\'; 
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A. EBRPD POLICING REQUIREMENTS 

The PSD is responsible for providing police protection in 36 

regional parks, dispersed over approximately 1,400 square miles 

of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. More specifically, the 

Department is responsible for performing the following functions: 

Routine patrol of all parks in the District 

Response to emergency events and other calls for 
service 

Normal law enforcement activities, including inves­
tigation of criminal acts and arrest or citation of 
violators. 

Annual visitor population is estimated to exceed 8 million 

persons. Park lands controlled by the District totaled 41,500 

acres at the time of our study, with an increase of 10,000 to 

15,000 acres anticipated within the next five years. The far­

thest distance between parks is approximately 50 air miles. Ten 

of the 36 parks are considered high use, major activity parks, 

and 26 are low to moderate activity areas. Six of these latter 

parks are expected to become major activity areas within five 

years. 

Most of the District's parks are located in areas where the 

crime rate of surrounding jurisdictions is well below the state 

average; however, 14 are adjacent to jurisdictions where the 

crime rate is approximat~ly twice the state average. These parks 

also account for the vast majority of reported offenses and PSD 

work load. 

B. PSD ORGANIZATION AND OPERATIONS 

The PSD currently consists of the Office of the Chief (which 

includes the He~icoptBr Unit), the Administrative Division 

(including Communications and Records), and the Operations Divi­

s10n, whicb includes Patrol and Detectives. Exhibit II, fol-

lowing this page, presents the authorized personnel and approxi-
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EBRPDAUTilORIZED PERSONNEL, DISTRIBUTION AND WORK SCHEDULE 

TOTAL POSITIONS AND SHIFT ASSIGNMENTS 

POS I TlON 

Chief 

Captain 

III eutenant 

I Sergeant 

!Detectlve Sergeant 
! 
IHel icopter Sergeant I 

IPatrol Officer 

I
Helicopter Officer 

COnunun i ca t I on s Coord. 
,Dispatcher I Secretary 

1 Clerk Typist 

IpOliC~ Service Assistant 

Helicopter Mechanic 

Seasonal Officer 

I TOTAL 

TOTAL 

4 

2 

13.5~ 

3 

2 
1 

8 

9 

45.5 

~Incilides 2 nine-month officers 

£!Includes I nine-month officer 
cf - One less officer 3 months a year 

I 
~-~-.. 

£!Available only in 5-month peak period 

SHIFT I SHIFT 2 RELIEF 
1000-1800 HRS 1800-0200 HRS SHIFT 

... -_ .. --- ---y---- .. -.--- --- -- ~ 

2 

2 

6 3.75'2! 3.75'2! 

3 

1. .1 
I 

3 

9 

33 

WORK SCHEDULE 

SHIFT I 
1000-1800 HRS 

S M T W T F S 

3 2 2 2 2 

2 2 2 2 2 

.1 

10 4£1 4£1 6 6 6 6 

2 3 2 2 2 2 2 

SHIFT 2 
1800-.Q~QO !i8~. 

S M T W T F S 

4£1 4£1 4£1 4rJ 4£1 4£1 4:;! 

3 2 2 2 2 2 2 

8 7 7 7 7 7 7 

m 
X :c 
OJ 

-I 

-
", 
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mate work schedules existing during the study. As the exhibit 

illustrates, the Department operates with two shifts, with no 

personnel scheduled for duty between 0200-0800 hours. The Dis­

trict is divided into six patrol beats, with two officers assigned 

to Beat 1 when at full strength. With more than seven officers, 

additional personnel are assigned to specific problem areas . 

C. PATROL ACTIVITIES AND CONSUMED TlME 

Based'on the most current 1976 data, the PSD proce~ses 

approximately 10,000 police incident events a year, consuming 

approximately 6,200 hours, including report writing. About 

60 percent of these incidents result from officer originations, 

i.e., observations in the field. In addition, based on our 

survey of 1974-75 PSD data it is estimated that the PSD spends 

approximatel~ 6,000 hours on various support activities. Finally, 

about 1.8 hours a day are lost by each officer due to fixed 

administrative requirements, including: 

Briefing 

Lunch 

Coffee Breaks 

Travel to and from the station. 

Approximately 25 percent of the remaining available patrol time 

is spent in travel between the various parks. Based on current 

event rates and patterns, each patrol officer is available for 

active preventive patrol approximately 2 to 4 hours during the 

day shift and 1 to 4 hours at night. 

The majority of police events occur within four parks; 

Tilden, Anthony Chabot, ,Lake Chabot and Crown Beach. About 

_.3_~_"r:>§.~~ent_o~.1!1.l2e2Qrt~d ~ctivi tie~. take2.Jac"~. b~tw~::t.1:.-:-::00~...! _____ . 

and 5:00 P.M., and approximately 40 percent occur on the weeken\'ts. 
'-" .- ........ - . •... . .. ' .. - . - ... •... -" ,.,-. -. ... "'---'" .... '."-i'\ .-- ..... __ ..... . 

Over 50 percent of the r~ported activities occur in five specif~~ 

types of areas, as follows: 

-8-
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Roadways 19 percent 

District Structures 10 percent 

Parking - Staging 9 percent 

Recreational Structure 4 percent 

Trails 4 percent 

The seasonal distribution of events was approximately as 

follows: 

Winter 20 percent 

Spring 24 perce~t 

Summer 30 percent 

Fall 26 percent 

More detailed discussion of the current PSD operation and 

policing capability, together with specific findings, is pre-. 

sented in our Volume II Detailed Report. 
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III. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

This report section serves two purposes. First, it provides 

a summary of the recommendations we developed to assist the District 

in establishing a model park police force. These reqommendations 

were originally submitted in draft form in December, 1976 . 

Thereafter, they underwent intensive review by District and PSD 

management, and the Study Advisory Committee. Thus, the second 

objective of the section is to report the results of these reviews 

and, as applicable, the status of implementation. 

Exhibit III, following this page, presents an outline of 

all major recommendations and the results of the Advisory Committee 

review in terms of its support/endorsement or lack thereof for 

each recommendation. The thrust of the majority Committee COIT@ent 

concerning each recommendation--stated as objectively as possible-­

is also provided. It should be noted that with the exception of 

short-range recommendation No. 12, Committee votes were not close; 

majority opinion was clear in all other instances either through 

unanimous vote or, at a minimum, 3 or 4 to 1 votes. 

Details concerning the recommendations, implementation guide­

lines and review comments are presented in the remainder of this 

report section under the following headings: 

Short Range Recommendations 

Long Range Recommendations 

Implementation of Short Range Recommendations 

A. SHORT RANGE RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendatiop~ described in this sub-section deal. with 

actions that should be taken over the next 2 to 3 years. The imple­

mentation purpose would be to build upon the current PSD capability 
.---------

in order to establish a working model park police force. 

-10-



- -
SUMMARY OF STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 

r----------------------------'--------I ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTION 

A. 

MODEL PARK POLICE PLANNING STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 

SHORT RANGE RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Restructure the PSD Organization 50 That the Heli­
C0pter Unit Reports to the Police Operations 
Captain (Instead of the Chief of Public Safety) 

2. The EBRPD Should Implement an Approach to Public 
Safety Department Staffing Which is Based on 
Quantitative MLasures of Work Load and Desired 
Service Level Objectives. Similar to the System 
Descl-ibed in the Detailed Final Report. Volume 
II. 

2-A The EBRPD Should Include Preventive Patrol as a 
Significant Part of Its Park Police Staffing 
Requ i rement.l! 

3. 

5. 

6. 

7· 

8. 

The Public Safety Department Should Develop 
Detailed Written Procedures For All Major 
Department Functions. 

The Publ ic Safety Department Should Develop a 
Management Infl)rmation System to Support Plan­
ning, Operations and Performance Evaluation, 
Preferably Using Automated Data Processing. 

The Public Safety Department Should Develop and 
Uti I ize a Master Status Sheet to Impr·ov(; Tim« 
Accounting 11ethods and to Oocument Work Assign­
ments. 

Revise the Existing PSD Report and Records Pro­
cessing F~nctlon. 

The Publ ie Safety Department Should Revise the 
Communications Coordinator's Schedule to Provide 
Supervision to the Night Staff. 

The Minimulll Number of Patrol Officers Allocated 
te> thd Public Safety Department Should be 26 
for the District as it Currehtly Exists. With-
out Significant Regard for Activity Levels and 1 

Supervisor's. 

- SU ;;'~~T DO-NOT -,OACTiON 
SUPPORT TAKEN . . -"- ~. - - -. 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMMENTS 

The Committee felt that lIse of the helicopter for fire and 
other non-police purposes justified continuing the direct 
reporting relationship to the Chief of Public Safety. (See 
Section IV of this report for additional Committee comments 
concerning the helicopter program). 

The Committee's support is for the "system" of determining 
PSD staffing. it took no action on the specific patrol 
service level objectives suggested in the report which result 
in the need for 31 full-time equivalent patrol off Jeers (See 
Recommendation No.9). 

The Committee's action on this highly important topic was 
nearly unanimous and was taken during Its review of the 
Phase II report on May 7. 1976. 

The Committee's action was unanimous and P.SD implementation 
is underway. 

The Committee's action was unanimous and recognizes that sev­
eral alternative approaches can fulfill the PSD information 
needs. including a limited manual system as an interim 
measure. 

Supported unanimously without significant Committee discus­
s ion. 

Supported unanimollsly without significant Commfttee discus­
s ion. 

The Committee supported this recommendation with the under­
standing that it is a short-term expedient until such time 
as Recommendation No. 13 can be implemented. 

After considerable discussion of the rationale underlying 

Patrol Service Level Objectives. and ExC!:luding '[ 

! -- -" .-, ----- -_._- --.--,-------.-~- -- .--. ----- _. --- --"--- ----------- -~. - ~--, 

j
thiS recommendation and its relationship to officer safety 
and general patrol coverage. the Committee voted to support 
it as a reasonable minimum staffing criterion. 

-::---- -+---~-. ---- .. "- .~,,- -=~--~~---~-~ ~ ~--.........--"._-, -.--------..... ~~ .. -- ..... ~ ----.. r/-' .-
- This recommendation was not separately stated in the draft Final R!!port reviewed' by the 'Advisory Committee but. of necessity, It Is inferred ,in 

in Recommendation No.2 and the Committee dealt with it indepen~en~ly. 
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MODEL PARK POLICE PLANNING STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 

8-A The District Shoultl Establ~sh Overnight 8atroj, 
Using 2 One-Officer Cars Working in Tandem.y 

9. 

10, 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 
and 
15. 

16. 

17. 

Based on Existing Work Load, the Public Safety 
Department Allocation of Patrol Officers Should 
be Increased to 31 Full-Time Equivalent Officers, 
Excluding Supervisors. . 

Public Safety Department Patrol Staffing Should 
be Increased with a Combination of Twelve-Month 
and Nine-Month Police Officer ~ositions. 

The Present Allocation of Seasonal Officers 
Should be Increased to 10 Positions. 

The Public $afety Department Should be Autho­
rized One Additional Patrol Sergeant (Which Could 
be an Upgrade of One of the Three Police Offi­
cer Positions Recommended for Overnight Patrol). 

The Publ ic Safety Department Should Ultimately 
be Authorized One Additional Lieutenant. 

Increase the Number of Dispatchers to Four; and 
Five Civilian Positions Should be Upgraded to 
Permanent Employee Status. 

The ~BRPD Should Begin Planning Now for Increased 
Law Enforcemer, t Serv ices Over the Next Three 
Years. 

The Publ ie Safety Department Should Allocate 
Patrol Officers in Four Shifts to Obtain Optimum 
Utilization of Field Personnel. 

--'---'-" ---_. -------------

SUMMARY OF STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTION 
---------oo'-Ncii'-No-ACf'iON 
SUPPORT SUPPORT TAKEN 

• 

• 

See 
'ColTllnents l 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-' 

ADVISORY COMMlTTEE COMMENTS 

The Committee first determined its support for this recommen­
dation, then took its action on Recommendation No.8. 

The Committee recognized that to take action on this recommen­
dation it vlould have to review all of the patrol service 
level objectives which, in part, result in the suggested 
staffing figure. Since time did not permit this type of de­
tailed revie\~, the Committee voted unanimously to take no 
position. I 
COlilinittee support was unanimolJs. This recommendation origin-
ated with District management and is already being imple- -I 
mented. 

The District is implementing a new IIBeach Ranger" program and 
will not use Seasonal Officers in FY 1977-78. While Arthur 
Young & Company has reservations concerning this change, we 
lend our support to it as a one-year experiment with contin­
uation dependent upon positive evaluaticn results. The Com­
mittee voted to support the amended consultant position as 
summarized above. 

This position is for overnight supervision. The Committee 
added the portion of the recommendation that Is in paren­
theses before voting its support. 

The Committee's support recognizes that budget constraints 
may prohjl}it immediate implementation but that the position 
should be anticipated within the next 2 to 3 years. 

By the time the Committee considered these recommendations, 
the District had decided to eliminate the PSA classification 
and employ 10 permanent dispatchers. Except that 10 posi­
tions are provided instead of J, the District's action is 
consistent with the incent of our two reconlTllendations. 
Committee action should be considered as supporting the Dis­
trict's plan as well as the intent of our recommendations, 
which were considered as one by the Committee. 

Commi ttee SUPPOI-t assumes the Di strict wi 11 grow and that 
recommendations concerning current PSD staffing will lack 
v~lidity as police service requirements increase. 

COlTllnittee support recognizes that staffing increases are 
needed in order to effectively use the four 'shift plan. 

2/ .... -- ... "' + --

- This recommendation was not separately stated In the draft Final Report reviewed by the Advisory Committee but it is an integral element of 
Recommendation No, 8 and the Committee decided to deal with It independently. 
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- - - .. - - .. -
SUMMARY OF STUDY RECONMENDATIONS 

MODEL PARK POLICE PLANNING STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 

18. 

19. 

The Publ ic Safety Department Should Institute a 
Primary and Secondary Patrol Sector Approach to 
Fi~ld Deployment. 

The Pub I ic Safety Department Should Institute a 
Policy of Investigating Minor Offenses by Telephone. 

B. LONG RANGE RECOMMENDATIONS 

J. 

2. 

3. 

5. 

6. 

The EBRPD and the Public Safety Department Should 
Implement, Monitor and Periodically Revise the Park 
Po lice Po I i c i es and Goa I s Descr i bed in the Phase I I 
Report. 

The District Should Objectively Analyze the Func­
tional Relationship Between Selected PosItions in 
the Public Safety Department and the Parks and 
Interpretation Department to Determine the Cost 
Benefits of Inte~nal Reallocation of Responsiblli~ 
ties and Budget Funds. 

To the extent possible, the Public Safety Depart­
ment should seek to establ ish long-term cooperative 

. arrangements with allied agencies, at no additional 
cost to the EBRPD, to maximize the productivity and 
and service levels of all Involved. 

Further decentralizationLof Pub I Ic Safety Depart­
ment operations should occur only when there are 
measurable benefits in terms of Increased produc­
tivity, effectiveness, service or costs. 

The Publ ic Safety Department should develop a long­
range crime prevention plan for all District lands. 

The Public Safety Department should seek a grant to 
develop and test new public-to-Pol ice/District 
commun i ca t ions s ys tems. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTION 

SUPPORT DO NOT NO ACT.ION 
._?YfEQ~I Ti\K!,,!. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ADV I SORY COMM I TTE,E COHMENTS 

The Committee's unanimous support is for the concept embodied 
in the recommendation and not necessarily the sector boun­
daries suggested In Volume II of the Final Report. 

Thc; Committee's unanimous support is conditional. It felt 
that dispatchers should not be al lowed to perform this func­
tion; that it should be performed only by police officers. 

The Committee thoroughly reviewed the policies and goals at 
ns meetings of April 23. 1976 and Hay 7. 1976. Amendments 
were incorporated at the Conunittee's suggestion before 
unanimous support was voted. 

Committee action was taken without significant discussion to 
report. 

Committee support for this reconunendation aso;umes no finan­
cial cost to the District. (See Section IV of this report 
for additional committee comments concerning contract polic­
ing. ) 

Unanimous Committee action taken with the recognition that 
tile District is tentatively planning two more PSD sub­
stations. 

Committee action was unanimous. Throughout the study, vari­
ous Committee members have emphasized their desires for 
greater attention to crime prevention. 

Committee action was taken without significant discussion 

~ __ ._.c.~~~:r_~ ____ ~ ___ ._ .. _."~._._."'_ .. ~ _ .. _ ...... . 
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RECOMMENDATION NO.1: RESTRUCTURE THE PSD ORGANIZATION SO THAT THE 

HELICOPTER UNIT REPORTS TO THE POLICE OPERATIONS CAPTAIN (INSTEAD OF 

THE CHIEF OF PUBLIC SAFETY) 

1. Explanation 

Basically, we find the current PSD organization structure to 

be sound and consistent with good police management practices. A 

minor exception is the direct reporting relationship between the 

Helicopter Unit and the Chief of Public Safety. This structure 

was originally adopted because of the highly visible, important 

nature of the program which warranted top management attention 

during the first year of operation. It has been continued because 

the helicopter is used for non-police purposes such as fire and 

air survey, and because other police agencies in the area ~equest 

its support from time to time. For these reasons, the Chief of 

the PSD pelieves the Unit requires his personal supervision. Our 

recommendation, however, is based on two considerations: 

2. 

The overwhelming majority of helicopter service is 
devoted to support of, and involvement in park patrol 
operations. Coordination should be enhanced if the 
Unit reports to the same commanding officer as the 
ground patrol forces. This indi~idual could also be 
delegated authority--within specified guidelines--for 
making certain decisions on the non-park police use of 
the aircraft. 

The Chief's current work week is heavily committed out­
side the Department to necessary administrative and 
liaison functions. His availability for ongoing opera­
tions supervision is quite limited. 

Review Comments and Current Status 

The PSD will not implement this recommendation for reasons 

'1",---' -.. >--- ~_~~te~_ ,~1?<?::r~ . ____ The ._~dvisory ~0II1..mi t!~e ~~1?P5?r~~1J..~.P~.!2. ,Eo~i t ~..p_. ___ .. _". ____ _ 
. Our staff recognizes that alternative organization structures are 

always available and that, in -this' instance, a"sig'nificaiit - impact 

oh PSD effectiveness is not in question. 
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RECOMMENDATION NO.2: THE EBRPD SHOULD IMPLEMENT AN APPROACH TO 

PSD STAFFING WHICH IS BASED ON QUANTITATIVE MEASURES OF WORK LOAD 
I 

AND DESIRED SERVICE LEVEL OBJECTIVES, SIMILAR TO THE SYSTEM DESCRIBED 

IN THE DETAILED FINAL REPORT, VOLUME II I 

1. 

RECOMMENDATION NO.2-A: THE EBRPD SHOULD INCLUDE PREVENTIVE 

PATROL AS A SIGNIFICANT PART OF ITS PARK POLICE STAFFING 
REQUIREMENT 

Explanation 

I 
I 
I ----- ------- - --- ---------------------- --_._---------------------

Recommendation 2-A is an inherent part of the staffing guide­

lines system we developed for the District and should be discussed 

first in explaining the overall concept. 
l­
I 

Preventive Patrol 

Preventive patrol may be generally defined as time spent II 
traversing park lands for the purpose of observing poten-
tial or actual situations requiring police action, whether I 
criminal activity is involved or not. A major byproduct I 

of this activity--which can never be accurately measured--
is its value in deterring or preventing crime. The con-
cept is used almost universally by law enforcement admin- I 
istrators and when special crime problems arise, the . 
concept is often extended through "saturation" patrol 
(i.e., plaCing more than the normal complement of offi- I 
cers in a problem area). 

We believe preventive patrol is an important element in 
city and county policing. However, we believe it is I 
even more important in the EBRPD setting because of the 
lack of pUbl.ic-to-police communications capabilities and 
the isolation of many park areas. PSD officers on patrol I 
frequently find situations requiring their services which 
would not have surfaced had they not been present. These 
services may involve something as insignificant as answer-
ing questions concerning the parks to apprehending a I 
rapist, car thief or other criminal in the act. 

We cannot overemphasize the importance of PSD preventive I 
patrol to the District, regardless of the system it uses 
to determine police staffing. 

Recommended Method of Determining PSD Staffing II 
PSD staffing requirements have heretofore largely been 
determined th_rough best judgment, intuition and, of I 

-12-

I 



• 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

course, fiscal constraints. Quantitative measures of 
work load and service level objectives have not been 
utilized very extensively. Our recommended system 
employs both of these principles, with others, to provide 
a meaningful rationale for budget analysis . 

. __ . Qur syst.~l?_ ~oni?J.s.:t.§l <?_~.!w<?_~~)or eleme_n_ts! ~a.s.J.()!JoY{~.:.. _ . _____ _ 

General Approach--which sets forth the basic frame-
work of our staff-lng gulae-iin-es-.-This-·approac·h-is~---·----
essentially based·on industrial engineering prin-
ciples and is applicable to many positions in the 
District, whether in t~e PSD or not. Briefly, the 
principles are: 

Identify time required to perform each 
function 

Identify number of times function is performed 
in a given period and the levels of service to 
be achieved 

Identify average productive work hours per 
employee 

Divide the latter number into the multiplied 
total of the first two to determine the r~quired 
staffing. 

Within the PSD, the primary use of this General 
Approach is in identifying non-patrol staffing needs. 

" For management and supervisory positions, there is 
a need to include consideration of organizational 
and administrative requirements as well as basic 
work activities and service levels (e.g., span of 
control and command officer availability). 

Specialized Patrol Approach--which builds upon .the 
General Approach to provide a rationale for the major 
PSD staffing component, patrol operations. An 
overview of this system is presented in Exhibit IV, 
following this page. The critical factor'~n this 
approach is the need to set preventive patrol service 
level objectives on a park-by-park basis or, at 
a minimum, by groups of parks. 

Overall, the system we developed works two ways. It allows 

the PSD to build its 'budget requests on the basis of quantifiable 

factors. Conversely, given specified fiscal guidelines by District 

management and the Board of Directors i it allows the P~:.D to deter­

mine where service will be reduced and to quantify that reducti0n 

for the Board. 

-13-
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STEP 1: 

STEP 2: 

STEP 3: 

STEP 4: 

STEP 5: 

RECOMMENDED GUIDELINES FOR IDENTIFYING PUBLIC SAFETY DEPARTMENT PATROL STAFFING REQUIREMENTS 

Identify volumes and time consumed by each 
type of case-related activity (service) 
provided by the police. Establ ish average 
(or standard) times to complete th~se 
activities. 

Identify seasonal, temporal, and daily 
occurrence patterns to identify consumed 

'officer time during specific periods. 

Identify various necessary administrative 
activities which cause officers to be 
removed from service during the course of 
a day' s work. I den t i fy the number and 
time cbnsumed by these activities in the 
same manner as the previous steps. 

Identify and quantify any fixed admin­
istrative time that is routinely lost from 
the normal wdrk shift, e.g., lunch time. 

Analyze each park based on previous expe­
rience, crime rates, users, etc., to 
develop specific levels of preventive 
patrol considered reasonably necessary. 
These should be identified in terms-of 
time requirements for a specific period, 
e.g., each day, shift, or season. 

, 

STEP 6: 

STEP 7: 

STEP 8: 

Establish a reasonable time allowance for travel 
between the various parks. (Initial ly, we suggest 
an amount equal to about 25 percent of the 
patrol service level objective identified in 
Step 5) 

Total the hours identified in the previous steps: 

Called for services time 
Administrative activities time 
Fixed administrative time 
Preventive Patrol time 
Travel time between parks 

Perform calculations until the total hours re­
quired for a staffing period '(year, season)" are 
identified. 

Identify the number of hours one officer should 
reasonably work during a staffing period~ allowing 
for days off, vacation, illness, etc. 

STEP 9: Divide the total hours identified in Step 7 
(hours required to achieve service levels) by the 
hours identified in Step 8 (hours normally 
worked by one officer during the period) to iden­
tify total staffing requirements. 

STEP 10: As needed, adjust current resources to meet hour 
requirements created by objectives or qdjust ser­
vice leVels (Steps 1,3,4, 6) to meet available 
resource hours. Project impact of staffing chan­
ges on cases originated (hours) and fixed admin­
istrative time. Adjust Step 9 accordingly. 

__ .,.,~. ___ .. ~'-" .... _ ... _~_M._.~_'~ __ '_~_""" ___ '~'" ~ __ . __ "_'r_ 
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2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The Specialized Patrol Approach for determining staffing 

evoked more discussion and required more review than any other 

aspect of the study. We believe this was due in part to our use 

of the system to develop a specific PSD staffing recommendation 

that is above the current level (See Recommendation No.9). In 

turn, this seemed to generate a feeling that the "system" in and 

of itself will always result in recommended higher staffing 

levels. This certainly is not the c~se, as we indicated in the 

last paragraph of sub-section 1 above. 

A major concern of District management seems to be that the 

system is not easily understood and would be difficult to work 

with at the Board level. Management also feels that in day-to­

day patrol operations, the PSD would not follow the allocation of 

patrol time by park that is the building block for a large part 

of the system. 

We fully agree with the latter point and have emphasized 

that such use of the system is not intended. Rather, the long 

term distribution of patrol service is i~tended to approximate 

the daily allocations which are estimated when 'ising the system 

to develop staffing requirements. 

With regard to understanding of the approach, we believe the 

principles are quite easily understood. It is the mathematical 

calculations that require greater concentration to understand and 

use and we do not believe that such detailed knowledge is necessary 

or desirable at the Board level. An analogous situation would be 

the work measurement and related calculations necessary to deter­

mine staffing needs and maintenance schedules for a fleet of 

vehicles. Top management and elected officials need not delve 

~p.to these calcu.lations. However, they do need to understand the 

principles involved and then deal with the results in terms of: 

-14-



How many vehicles will be serviced, of what type, and· 
how often? 

How many employees are required to meet these service 
level objectives? 

What are the costs and what impact on service levels 
(vehicle maintenance) occurs if less than the recom­
mended budget is funded? 

Over time, what are the results of prior funding deci­
sions in terms of performance measures (e.g., vehicle 
down time, major overhauls, etc.)? 

The example given above ha~ a direct corollary in PSD patrol 

service and the issues that the Board must deal with are quite 

similar. We should also point out that the establishment of patrol 

service level objectives--which has been a key element of manage-. 
ment's concern regarding the staffing system--has been done 

informally by the District in prior budget planning, at least to 

a limited degree. We refer to decis~ons ,concerning the placement 

of Seasonal Officers (now, Beach Rangers) at fixed posts for 

selected periods of the year. In essence, such decisions are 

based on prior experience and a desire to provide 8 hours/day 

patrol of a specific location. 

We have g~ne to considerable length in this report and 

VolumlJ II to clarify the recommended PSD staffing guidelines and 

how they are to be used: Considerable time was also devoted to 

this subject during the review process. Both decisions reflect 

our concern regarding the need for a. quantifiable method of 

developing PSD staffing requests. The only alternative suggested 

dUring the review process was a system based primarily on response 

time to reported incidents. In our minds, such an approach is 

not only unsuitable ~or park policing but it does not recognize 

that general patrol capability is significantly int~rrelated with 

response time capability. The two are not separate entities that 

have little bearing on one another. Furthermore, deployment of 

patrol officers is a third factor which has perhaps even more 

impact on response time and, in turn, is controlled by the total 

staffing authorization. 

-15-
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The Advisory Cortanittee dealt with Recommendation No. 2 as 

---~-~'r"~yst~;;r--re-~o~~~'~datio;-a;;d'not~-;peZifi~-~ta:ffing/budg'et 

recommendation, which is how we spggest that District management 

and the Board of Directors deal with it. The Committee endorsed 

both the system as we have described it and the concept of pre­

ventive patrol. District management has not taken a final position 

on the recommended system and, at this point, has expressed concern 

regarding accepting the concept of preventive patrol, or at 

least its use in determining PSD staffing. 

RECOMMENDATION NO.3: THE PUBLIC SAFETY DEPARTMENT SHOULD DEVELOP 

DETAILED WRITTEN PROCEDURES FOR ALL MAJOR DEPARTMENT FUNCTIONS 

1. Explanation 

Implementation of this recommendation requires an i<;l.entifica­

tion of all major functions performed; development of policy 

statements for each function, as appropriate; and documentation of 

specific procedural steps, responsibilities, reporting requirements, 

etc. The Volume II Detailed Report contains a five-page preliminary 

summary of subjects which should be included in a comprehensive 

set of departmental General Orders. The Detailed Report also 

suggests the need 'for controls over the issuance of various PSD 

orders to ensure consistency and continued validity. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The PSD has initiated action to implement this recommendation, 

which was endorsed by EBRPD management and the Advisory Committee. 

RECOMMENDATION NO.4: THE PSD SHOULD DEVELOP A MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 

SYSTEM TO SUPPORT PLANNING, OPERATIONS AND PERFORMANCE EVALUATION, 

PREFERABLY USING AUTO~MTED DATA PROCESSING 

1. Explanation' 

The PSD, like other park police agencies we surveyed, collects 

considerable information but it is not easily summarized and 

-16-
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sorted so that it can be used for management and operational 

analysis. There is a significant need to correct this problem 

and the Volume II Detailed Report contains 25 pages of detailed 

system design recom~endations for a park police information system. 

The system should be automated to provide maximum effective use 

but could be established manually on a reduced scale, at least 

as an interim measure. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

Both the Advisory Committee and District management fully 

support this recommendation, with any reservations limited to the 

cost of implementation. Our recommendation was based on informa­

tion that the District's Data Processing Section had computer 

time and staff available to implement this system. The District 

is presently reassessing this situation to determine if a manual 

system must be implemented as an interim measure. 

RECOMMENDATION NO.5' THE PSD SHOULD DEVELOP AND UTILIZE A MASTER 

STATUS SHEET TO. IMPROVE TIME ACCOUNTING METHODS-AND TO DOCUMENT 
WORK ASSIGNMENTS 

1.( Explanation 

A Master Status Sheet is needed to: 

Provide a central record indicating the daily status 
of Department personnel resources 

Provide a daily summary work record, including personnel 
available for work, hours worked, area assignments, 
type of assignment, and exceptions (e.g., overtime and 
excused absence) 

Provide summary data for analysis of resource utiliza­
tion, overtime, assignments and absences. 

The Detailed Report provides a sample form, data coding 

instructions for automated processing, and sample output reports. 

-17-
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2. Review Comments and Current Status 

District management and the Advisory Committee agree with 

the recommendation. Decisions concerning the specifics of form 

design, procedures, etc., 'are currently under review. 

RECOMMENDATION NO.6: REVISE THE EXISTING REPORT AND RECORDS 

PROCESSING FUNCTION 

1. Explanation 

Specific procedures and a suggested flowchart have been pro­

vided to establish better controls over report processing and 

quality, and to assure conformance with established policies. 

Key to the overall recommendation is the establishment of a central 

staff review function, performed by a Report Review Officer .. 

Presently, we believe this function could be performed by the 

Communications Coordinator. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

There is general agreement on this recommendation and imple­

mentation is in process. 

RECOM:" ENDATION NO.7: THE PSD SHOULD REVISE THE COMMUNICATIONS ---
COORDINATOR r S SCHEDULE TO PROVIDE SUPERVISION '1'0 THE NIGHT SHIFT 

1. Explanation 

Ultimately, we believe a commanding officer should be 

assigned to night and weekend duty to provide funct~onal super­

vision over office personnel and command coverage for patrol opera­

tions. As an interim measure in view of fiscal constraints, the 

Communications Coordinator should be assigned to a shift of 

2:00 ~.m. - 10:00 p.m. to provide night offide supervi~~on. This 

still allows three hours a day for performing other District func­

tions during normal business hours. Occasionally, if a need 

-18-



exists, the entire 8-hour shift could be temporarily changed to 

day hours to meet special commitments. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The Advisory C.ommittee supported this suggestion but the PSD 

and.District management have indicated that it will probably not 

be implemented. The current plan j,s to appoint a supervisory 

dispatcher from among the dispatchers normally assigned night duty. 

This approach was utilized in the past without much success. 

RECOMMENDATION NO.8: THE MINIMUM NUMBER OF PATROL OFFICERS 

ALLOCATED TO THE PSD SHOULD. BE 26 FOR THE DISTRICT AS IT CURRENTLY 

EXISTS, WITHOUT SIGNIFICANT REGARD FOR ACTIVITY LEVELS AND SERVICE 

LEVEL OBJECTIVES, AND EXCLUDING SUPERVISION 

RECOMMENDATION NO.8-A:" THE DISTRICT SHOULD ESTABLISH 

OVERNIGHT PATROL, USING 2 ONE-OFFICER CARS WORKING IN TANDEM 

1. Explanation 

The overnight patrol (2:00 a.m. - 10:00 a.m.) recommendation 

requires about three officers of the 26 total that are suggested 

as a minimum. We believe the District should implement this type 

of patrol to provide protection to people and property in the 

parks, many of which cannot be closed to traffic. Furthermore, 

there appears to be a particular need to provide adequate over­

night patrol in areas used by overnight campers. The current 

situation which provides absolutely no p.atrol coverage of any type 

after 2:00 a.m. is not a satisfactory arrangement in our view. 

Other elements of the minimum staffing recorn.rnendation are 

based primarily on the geographic distribution of pa~ks: park use 

and the need to provide adequate safety to patrol officers. Our 

in.tent was to identify reasonable police protection requirements 

without quantifying work load requirements and patrol service level 

-19-
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objectives. The bases for the total recommended number of 26 

are as follows: 

There are three basic "clusters" of parks which! in our 
opinion, require police coverage on both the day and 
night shifts. The clusters are: 

Tilden, Briones and the six parks to the north 
and west 

The central group of parks bounded by Lake Temescal, 
Crown Beach, Don Castro and Las Trampas 

The Del Valle, Sunol and Shadow Cliffs area in the 
southeast. 

We believe daytime coverage for the first two clusters 
should be, two officers each. One officer should be 
assigned to the southeast cluster and, additionally, 
one daytime officer for occasional patrol of other parks 
such as Coyote Hills, Garin, Alameda Creek Quarry, 
Black Diamond and Contra Loma. Total daytime staffing 
is, therefore,}. six officers. 

The three basic clusters should be p,atrolled by two 
officers each at night, for a total of six nighttime 
officers. Although park activity decreases at night, 
so does the level of public and officer safety. It 
seems unwise to ask lone officers to patrol these clus­
ters without a back-up close by. Thus, we suggest that 
the patrol level remain at two officers per cluster, 
working in tandem. 

Two officers per shift are needed for overnight patrol, 
as previously discussed. 

The above staffing requires a total of 14 officers per 
24-hour day. Using a multiple of 1.6 to allow for days 
off, vacation, etc., a total of 22.4 officers is required. 

Three officers are then needed for the helicopter. 

The total minimum requirement is then calculated at 
25.4 full-time equivalent (FTE) officers. This should 
be rounded up to 26. As an alternative, 25 FTE officers 
could be authorized together with aboit 750 hours of 
over~ime to provide the extra four-tenths of a position 
that is required. 
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2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The Advisory Committ~e first determined its support for 

overnight patrol and then voted endorsement of the minimwu staf­

fing recorr~endation after considering the rationale upon which it 

was based. District management, on the other hand, does not 

desire to establish a minimum staffing level anj has reservations 

about the need for overnight patrol. 

RECOMMENDATION NO.9: BASED ON EXISTING WORK LOAD, THE PSD 

ALLOCATION OF PATROL OFFICERS SHOULD BE INCREASED TO 31 FTE 

OFFICERS, EXCLUDING SUPERVISORS 

1. Explanation 

This recommendation was developed primarily through use of 

the staffing guideline approach previously discussed (Recommendation 

No.2). It represents a consensus agreement of our staff and PSD 

aoministration regarding reasonable patrol service levels and 

takes into consideration existing work loads. The recommendation 

includes three officers for overnight patrol, which provides two 

on-duty officers per shift. Additionally, the Helicopter Unit 

staffing was considered appropriate at the current level. 

The remalnlng 25 recommended positions were identified using 

essentially the same system previously described in Exhibit IV. 

Requirements Were analyzed and calculated for two separate season~, 

a peak and a moderate period. Work load and needs were calculated 

on an average per day basis. The results projected a need for 

34 FTE officers during the peak activity period and 28 FTE officers 

in the moderate period. This requires an average allocation of 

31 FTE personnel. At this level, using a combination of full-time 

officers and nine-month officers, the following coverage should 

be available. 
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Weekend Week Weekend Over 
Weekday Day Night Night Night 

Peak Season 7 (+ Hel) 14 (+Hel) 7 12 2 

"Moderate 
Season 6 10 6 8 2 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The Advisory Committee took no action on this staffing 

suggestion because meaningful endorsement--or lack thereof--would 

require a detailed review of the various patrol service levels 

that, in part, result in the total patrol officer recommendation. 

District management has taken the recommendation under review and 

has indicated that implementation within the near future is not 

practical because of budget limitations. 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 10: PUBLIC SAFETY DEPARTMENT PATROL STAFFING 

SHOULD BE INCREASED WITH A COMBINATION OF TWELVE-MONTH AND NINE­

MONTH POLICE OFFICERS 

1. Explana t ion 

This suggestion originated with District management and 

represents an innovative approach to meeting seasonal variations 

in park police needs. By overlapping the nine-month officers' 

schedules, all can be available during the peak activity period, 

which we have generally defined as May through September. For 

example, some of the nine-month officers could have October 

through December off and others January through March. 

Our suggested PSD patrol staffing of 31 FTE officers 

(Recommendation No.9) could be distributed between nine and 

twelve-month officers as follows: 
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Twelve-Month 

Nine-Month 

TOTAL 

Number of 
Officers 

24 

9 

33 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

FTE 

24 

6.75 

30.75 

The Advisory Committee's endorsement and our position both 

support this concept, which was provided by District management. 

Implementation is in progress. 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 11: THE PRESENT ALLOCATION OF SEASONAL OFFICERS 

SHOULD BE INCREASED TO TEN POSITIONS 

1. Explanation 

This recommendation is intended to provide seasonal officer· 

posts in 10 major activity parks during the six months of April 

through September~ The recommended coverage is as follows: 

Park 

Tilden 
Sunol 
Chabot 
Miller 
Black Diamond 
Contra Lorna 
Shadow Cliffs 
Temescal 
Crown Beach 
Del Valle 

Officer Hours 
Per Weekday 

16 
8 
8 
4 
2.5 
1.5 
8 
8 
8 
8 

Officer Hours 
Per Weekend 

16 
8 
8 
8 
4 
4 
8 
8 
8 
8 

._---.-
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80 (10 officerr 

Sustaining this coverage during the entire six months would 

Total 72 (9 officers) 

actually require 13 positions. Our recommendation, however, 

assumes that the PSD will be only 75 percent effective in filling 

positions for the entire period. 

-23-

I 
I 
I 



~ 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

2. Review Comments-and Current Status 

Since this recommendation was originally developed, District 

management h~s deleted the season.al .officer cl_assification and 

replaced it with "beach rangers" operating under the administrative 
-and' funcfionaY--contr6for-the--par'ks-&'·-Interpretatlon-Department". ------- --. 

In effect, three significant changes will occur with regard to 

these new employees: 

They will have less police training, if any 

They will not be under the control of the PSD 

They will not be armed. 

The first two changes appear to be of questionable merit and 

the third could be accomplished under the curren~ seasonal officer 

program. We believe that the seasonal officer program--which 

has experienced problems of turnover and inexperience--could be a 

worthwhile, viable program if an ongoing recruiting and training 

e~emen1: is §t:rl!-cturE?CL to_support_~t .. Nevertheless, we lend our 

support to the District's beach ranger program as a one-year 
experiment, to 'be' crftically evalua-tedat the end of this surrllner 

before continuation is considered. The Advisory Committee voted 

to endorse our position as stated in the previous sentence. 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 12: THE PSD SHOULD BE AUTHORIZED ONE ADDITIONAL 

PATROL SERGEANT 

1. ,Explana t ion 

The suggested position is associated with establishment of 

overnight patrol (Recommendation No.8-A). One sergeant is needed 

to provide supervision, with coverage on days off provided by one 

of the other existing sergeants. 

-24-



2. Review Comments and Current Status' 

The Advisory Committee's support was conditioned upon adding 

the following phrase to the basic recommendation: " .. which 

could be an upgrade of one of the three police officer positions 

recommended for overnight patrol." The Committee was concerned 

about the fiscal impact of the additional position. Its position 

also considered the possibility of the sergeant doubling as the 

second patrol officer since supervisory needs would be less than 

on other shifts. As a second-best alternative, we would agree 

with the Committee. District management's position will ultimately 

depend upon whether overnight patrol is implemented or not. 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 13: 'l'HE PSD SHOULD ULTIMATELY BE AUTHORIZED 

ONE ADDITIONAL LIEUTENANT 

1. Explanation 

Recommendation No. 7 regarding a change in the Communications 

Coordinator's work schedule provides an interim means of meeting 

some of the nighttime supervision needs. Eventually, however, a 

lieutenant's position should be authorized to provide general 

night and weekend command coverage; to coordinate the Department's 

Reserve, Seasonal Officer and Training programs; and to provide a 

ranking officer for report review and quality control .. We have 

projected a defi?ite need for this position within the next 2 to 

3 years. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The Advisory Committee supported the recommendation and 

District management has indicated that it will be considered in 

the future. 
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RECOMMENDATION NO. 14: INCREASE .. THE NUMBER OF DISPATCHERS TO FOUR 

RECOMMENDATION NO. 15: FIVE CIVILIAN POSITIONS SHOULD BE UPGRADED 

TO PERNffiNENT EMPLOYEE STATUS 

1. Explanation 

These two recommendations should be considered as one in view 

of recent action by District management. Our original intent with 

Recommenda~ion No. 14 was to provide a competent dispatcher on 

all shifts, including one position for relief coverage. Previously, 

temporary PSA's (Public Safety Assistants) were used as the primary 

dispatcher on some shifts. Recommendation No. 15 focused on the 

fact that most of the PSA's on the Department and one clerk 

typist were temporary positions although: (1) the positions are 

clearly necessary for ongoing operations; and (2) some incumbents 

had been in the temporary positions for nearly two years. Finally, 

Recommendation No. 15 encompassed. a suggestion that the FTE autho­

rization for PSA positions be reduced from six to five. This 

staffing recommendation was based on our general assessment of work 

load and support service requirements. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

By the time the Advisory Committee considered these two 

recommendations, the District had acted to eliminate the PSA clas- . 

sification and employ 10 full-time permanent dispatchers. Although 

this approach is more costly, there is a distinct benefit in having 

more experienced, better qualified personnel to handle all records 

and communications functions. In any event, the District's 

action is consistent with the intent of our recommendations except 

that one more FTE position is provided. The Advisory Committee 

voted to support the changes instituted by District management. 
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RECOMMENDATION NO. 16: THE EBRPD SHOULD BEGIN PLANNING NOW FOR 
. -

INCREASED LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES OVER THE NEXT THREE YEARS 

1. Explanation 

The intent of this recommendation is to emphasize that all 

other staffing-related suggestions in this report aTe based on 

1976 conditions (i.e., number and type of parks, park use, called 

for services, etc.). Newly acquired and/or newly developed parks 

will surely increase current demands for PSD service. Based only 

on what was known at the time of the study, we estimated that an 

additional 2.5 regular officers and 3 seasonal officers will be 

needed to meet increased PSD service demands in the following 

park areas: 

San Leandro Bay 

Little Hills Ranch 

Castlerock 

San Leandro Shore Line 

Martinez Waterfront 

Mt. Diablo Foothills. 

This estimate may well be exceeded in the next two years but, at 

this juncture, it represents our best judgment of short-range 

changes. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The Advisory Committee supported this recommendation. District 

management has indicated that future increases in PSD staffing will 

depend upon activity levels and need, a position we agree with. 
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RECOHMEr,TDATION NO. 17: THE PSD SHOULD ALLOCATE PATROL OFFI CERS 

IN FOUR SHIFTS TO OBTAIN OPTIMUM UTILIZATION OF FIELD PERSONNEL 

1. Explanation 

Implementation of this recommendation requires additional 

patrol staffin~ to be fully effective. The purpose is to provide 

optimum resource utilization during peak activity periods· 

(12:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.) while providing a reasonable level of 

patrol during other hours. The shift assignments and schedule we 

suggest is as follows (excluding helicopter officers): 

Moderate Season Peak Season 
Shift Hours Staffing Staffing 

1 10 a.m. - 6 p.m. 8 10 

2 12 p.m. - 8 p.m. 4* 7 

3 6 p.m. - 2 a.m. 10 10 

4 2 a.m. - 10 a.m. 3 ·3 

*Plus one additional officer 3 months of year. 

The above schedule results in the following resource allocation, 

which reasonably matches the PSD activity patterns we have identi­

fied: 

10 a.m. - 12 p.m. : 

12 p.m. - 8 p.m. : 

8 p.m. - 2 a.m. : 

10 perce'nt 

56 percent 

34 percent 

2. Review' Comments and Current Status 

The Advisory Committee endorsed the suggestion. District 

management has taken it under consideration for possible imple­

mentation when additional PSD patrol personnel are available. 
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RECOMMENDATION NO. 18: THE PSD SHOULD IMPLEMENT A PRIMARY AND 

SECONDARY PATROL SECTOR APPROACH TO FIELD DEPLOYMENT 

1. Explanation 

Based on current park distribution, use and police activity, 

the PSD should deploy patrol officers in three primary and two 

secondary patrol sectors. Prima.ry sectors should be staffed at 

all tlines, with secondary zones staffed as personnel are available. 

• 
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The only significant variation in this plan would occur with over­

night patrol, which would devote most of its attention to the 

centralized chain of parks between Wildcat and Lake Chabot. 

I 
I 

-- -- .. -;.~~~._T~h~~i ;ii'o-;;~n~~~:~~~d a;:p;;:~~r;~:~~~:;;~:~~~; ::c~~~ h···· . -----1 
-----------ofhers faiTing under-secondary-s8cForsor cHitsideboth- types-oT------'-'--"-

sectors, thereby receiving only helicopter patrol or ground res- I 
ponse to special problems. 

Primary Primary 
Park Sector Park Sector 

Wildcat Canyon 1 Chabot 2 
Tilden 1 Lake Chabot 2 
Briones 1 San Leandro Bay 2 
Temescal 2 Shadow Cliffs 3 
Redwood 2 Del Valle 3 
Crown Beach 2 Sunol 3 

2. Review Comments and Current Sta't 11s 

The Advisory Committee and District management supported the 

concepts embodied in the recommendation, with the understanding that 

when implemented, final s9ctor boundaries may vary from what we 
have suggested. 
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RECOMMENDA'Il~ON NO. 19: THE PSD SHOULD INSTITUTE A POLICY OF 

INVESTIGATING MINOR OFFENSES BY TELEPHONE 

1. Explanation 

Our purpose here is to reduce unnenessary officer travel time 

between parks, and to eliminate waiting time for persons reporting 

minor offenses. Such reports could be accepted by dispatchers when 

made by EBRPD employees. Members of the general public could be 

given the option of waiting for an officer or providing all neces­

sary information over the telephone. Examples of reports included 

within the meaning of this suggestion are minor thefts and malicious 

damage, provided there are no suspects or other significant leads. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

District management has indicated agreement with this concept, 

subject to final definition of the types of reports to be included. 

The Advisory Committee expressed its support if the telephone 

reports are handled by police officers, not dispatchers. 

B. LONG RANGE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The suggestions presented in this sub-section address current 

and ongoing issues in terms of potential improvements that could 

be initiated over an extended period of time. Some of these 

recomm6ndations may actually be implemented over the next few 

years. However, consid~ring the extensive work associated with 

the short range suggestions, implementation of most of the long 

range recommendations will probably extend over a longer time 

frame. 

'.\ 
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RECOMMENDATION NO. I: THE EBRPD AND THE PSD SHOULD IMPLEMENT, 

MONITOR AND PERIODICALLY REVISE THE PARK POLICE POLICIES AND GOALS 

DESCRIBED IN THE PHASE II REPORT 

1. Explanation 

Exhibit V, following this page. summarizes the major park 

police policies and goals that we~e developed during Phase II of 

the study. We believe the District and the PSD should adopt these 

statements and, at least annually, add to, de.lete or modify them 

as necessary. Furthermore, they should be coordinated with annual 

PSD planning and unit/employee performance evaluations. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The A4visory Committee conducted an in-depth review of the 

draft version of park police policies and goals at the conclusion 

of Phase II. Following modifications to incorporate review com­

ments, the Committee voted its support. It has also endorsed this 

long ·range recommendation, as has District management. 

.::.:R.::;:E...:;.CO.;;.:~=1M~E=ND=A:..::T=I..::.O;:.;.N.....;N::..:..O;;:;...: .... ~ : THE DISTRICT SHOULD OBJECTIVELY ANALYZE 

THE FUNCTIONAL RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SELECTED POSITIONS IN THE 

PUBLIC SAFETY DEPARTMENT AND THE PARKS AND INTERPRETATION 

DEPARTMENT TO DETERMINE THE COST BENEFITS OF INTERNAL REALLOCATION 

OF RESPONSIBILITIES AND BUDGE'I'ED FUNDS 

1. Explanation 

This recommendation addresses the fact that some similar 

functions are performed by employees of the PSD and the Parks and 

Interpretation Department. The major reference is to PSD patrol 

officers and the Parks courtesy patrol positions. Both provide 

general inf6rmation and emergency assistance to the public, and 
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the latter also handles some emergency maintenance and other func- I 
- ... - I tions. An impartial analysis of these and, perhaps, other field 
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MAJOR PARK POLICE POLICIES AND GOALS 

1. RECOMMENDED MAJOR POLICY STATEMENTS 

.~ ... --.. " .. ....-~-- ... ----. 
EXHIBIT V 
Page 1 of 2 

We suggest the following major police policy statements be adopted by the EBRPD Board 

of Directors to assist in defining the roie of the Public Safety Department, and to guide 
its officer's in the performance of their assigned tasks. 

(1) Basic Policy Governing Public Safety 

The basic, broad policy controlling public safety issues was adopted by the Board 
in its 1973 Master Plan. That policy should serve as the founuation for subsequent, 
more specific policy statements, As follows, the governing policy is: 

"The District will provide for the safety and protection of parkland 
users as well as protection for the natural features, structures and 
facilities, public health and property o.f citizens within its parklands. 
This public safety responsibility shall includ~ both police and fire 
services." 

(2) Basic Policy Governing Police Service 

The recommended pOl.icy is as follows: 

Consistent with its primary purpose and within the limits of its financial 
and legal capabilities, the District will provide a level and quality of 
police service sufficient to establish a reasonable sense· of personal 
security among parkland users and employees, and sufficient to ensure a 
reasonable level of protection to property and natural features. 

This policy is specific,lly worded to give precedence to the District's primary 
purpose. The use of. the term "reasonable" in defining a service level policy recog­
nizes that absolute guarantees of safety cannot be expected. Definition of what is 
"reasonable" is not as subjecti".-o as it may seem. Reasonableness may be assessed in 
a number of qualitative and quantitative ways, (e.g., trends in crime data, public 
complaints, surveys, etc.). 

(3) Police Administrative and Operational Policies 

Several key policies are suggested to refine and support the previous two general 
policy statements . 

• The District intends that its police service ;lroject a positiv<:!, visible and 
distinctive law enforcement image in the accomplishment of its public safety 
objectives. This image shall instill an assurance of constitutional guarantees 
and, to the extent possible, be acccmplished through the prOVision of police 
service that meets recognized professional standards of law enforcement quality 
and performance. 

The District will both cooperate with and seek the a.ssistance of other law enforce­
ment agencies in its efforts to provide effective police service on District 
property. To the extent practical, the District will ut.ilize the available support 
of other law' enforcement agencies in order to maximize the impact of its own police 
resources and eliminate duplication of public services. 

Where assistance or cooperative services are provided on District property by 
other agencies, the District will continue to maintain its police service at the 
level it would be if such assista~ce or cooperation were not available . 

District police personnel will enforce laws and ordinances in an impartial and 
courteous manner. Where the violation is minor, enforcement action should focus 
first on corrective acti.on and voluntary compliance. If this approach fails to 
accomplish its intende.; 'lbjecti·ves, more restrictive or of.ficial alternatives 
should be cons1dered. ~nere the violation is potentially serious or hazardous, 
enforcement action should be firm, prompt and objective. 



.. .. ~ 

2. 

EXHIBIT V 
Page 2 of 2 

District police persqnnel will empha;.sizE:) the public service and park user assistance 
respon~ibilites of their positions when it is not impractical to do so because of 
other assigned police or District activities. ' 

The above set of five policy statements is intend&d to meet the'concerns of park 
users and employees without ignoring the benefits of joint venture operations that 
involve District and local government police organizations (i.e., the.reference is to 
cooperative joint ventures not contractual). 

RECOMMENDED MAJOR GOALS 

The suggested goal statements are meant for internal adoption by the PSD. It is not 

intended that these be the only PSD goals, rather, that they be the significant ones in 

determining the broad role of the Regional Park Police Force. 

(1) Administrative Goals 

The Public Safety Department will strive to achieve the following police administra­
tion goals: 

Meet or exceed the minimum standards governing peace officer selection and training 
as adopted by the California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training 
(P.D.S.T.). 

Meet reasonable recognized standards of quality in the performance of police func­
tions, particularly the primary functions of patrol service, investigation and 
records. 

Maintain continuing communication with other law enforcement agencies and encourage 
cooperative arrangements for faster emergency response and higher levels of poli~e 
patrol for District parkland users. 

Provide a continuing means to ensure effective communication and cooperation among 
all l~vels of police personnel, and h~tweenpolice perscnnel and ather District 
employees. 

Maintain effective relations and communication with the public and other agencies. 

Comply fully with the District's Affirmative Action Policy and established Equal 
Opportunity Employment Commission regulations. 

Provide sufficient orientation and training to police Jersonnel to enable them to 
respond satisfactorily to public inquiries concerning general District operations, 
faciliti~s and services. 

Provide a performance evaluation at least annually of all police personnel. This 
shall include an assessment of policy compliance and assistance .. in achievement of 
departmental goals and obj ectives, as appropriate to the funct ions of the empioy'ee 
being evaluated. 

Continue to honor mutual aid obligations and agreements with other agencies. 

(2) Operational Goals 

The following op~rational goals are suggested: 

Provide maximum visibility and public availability of police personnel by giving 
the highest priority in allocating resources to patrol services. 

Provide frequent contact with parkland users to'promote a feeling of. security and 
personal safety while they are on' District property . 

Provide the District with ongOing information concerning demands for police service 
and the level of service being provided so that objective judgments can be made 
regarding relative need for police resources. 

Plan the allocation of police resources in general accordance with need based on 
volume of parkland visitors, requests for police'service, and geographic area: 

Perform ongoing analyses of all police methods and activities in order to achieve 
maximum productivity and usefulness of resources provided. 
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functions in the two departments may determine that reallocation 

of functions/resources may result in more efficient service. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The Advisory Committee and District management have both 

indicated concurrence with this recommendation. 

RECOMMENDATION NO.3: TO 'l'HE EXTENT POSSIBLE, THE PSD SHOULD 

SEEK TO ESTABLISH LONG TERM COOPERATIVE ARRANGEMENTS WITH ALLIED 

AGENCIES, Nr NO ADDITIONAL COST TO THE DISTRICT, TO MAXIMIZE THE 

PRODUCTIVITY AND SERVICE LEVELS OF ALL INVOLVED 

1. Explanation 

The District has attempted to implement this suggestion as new 

parks are acquired and/or developed, with modest success to date" 

Our recommendation supports the District's position, although we 

recognize that city and county law enforcement agencies are hard 

pressed to meet their own needs without extending more service to 

EBRPD. Nevertheless, there are areas where formal or informal 

cooperative agreements might be pursued, such as: 

Emergency response to police incidents 

Investigations of major crimes 

Personnel recruitment and testing. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

District management obviously concurs with the recommendation , 
since it essentially emanates from them. The Advisory Committee 

also supports it, and provided other comments concerning the issue 

of contract policing which are contained in Section IV of this 

report. 
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RECOMMENDATION NO.4: FURTHER DECENTRALIZATION OF PSD OPERATIONS 

SHOULD OCCUR ONLY WHEN THERE ARE MEASURABLE BENEFITS IN TERMS OF 

INCREASED PRODUCTIVITY, EFFECTIVENESS, SERVICE OR COSTS 

1. Explana t ion, 

The PSD currently operates one substation at Tilden Park. 

While activity levels seem to warrant this f~cility, we suggest 

that further decentralization be avoided until absolutely necessar.y 

because of accompanying increases in administrative problems and 

costs. Decisions regarding additional substations should be based 

principally on; (1) the need for a PSD public service point; 

and (2) the impact on effectiveness and costs achieved through 

reduced officer travel time. 

At the present time, we do not believe additional substations 

are just ified on the basis of the above two criteria. ]'urthermore, 

the number of officers required in a given substation area would 

probably have to exceed three on each shift before travel savings 

will begin offsetting just the additional supervisory requirements. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The Advisory Committee supported this recommendation. 

District management has taken it under review and has indicated 

that two more SUbstations are tentatively being planned. 

RECOMMENDATION NO.5; 'rHE PSD SHOULD DEVELOP A LONG RANGE CRIME 

PREVENTION PLAN FOR ALL DISTRICT LANDS 

1. Explanation 

We suggest that each PSD officer be assigned certain park 

areas for which he/she will develop long range crime prevention 

plans. Such work should be coordinated with the Parks and Inter­

pretation Department and should focus on physical improvements in 

at least the following areas; 
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Improved access control 

Target hardening (e.g., improved locks and lighting)' 

Selective landscaping 

Alarm systems. 

Of particular importance is the first point above. To the extent 

possible, plans should focus on clo~ing as many park areas as 

possible overnight. Additionally, future parks should be designed 

with single pOints of ingress and egress if practicable. 

A second aspect of crime prevention is public education. 

Planning and implementation of public education measures should 

be assigned to one or two individuals (rather than a large number 

of field officers) for pu~poses of District-wide coordination. 

Specific suggestions regarding major elements of this part of a 

crime prevention program are contained in the Detailed Final 

Report. 

2. Review Comments and Current Status 

The Advisory Committee and District management support the 

recommendation. During the course of the study, Advisory Committee 

members frequently discussed the need for crime prevention 

measures. They also expressed concern over through traffic in 

the parks and indicated a desire to reduce or control this prob~em 

in the future. 

RECOMMENDATION NO.6: THE PSD SHOULD SEEK A GRANT TO DEVELOP AND 

TEST NEW PUBLIC-TO-POLICE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS 

1. Explana t ion . 

Due to vandalism and the rural, widely dispersed nature of 

parks; the District has not been able to install and maintain an 

effective emergency communications system for its users. This 

has a dir~ct impaqt on PSD capabilities and is a problem th~t is 

shared by other park agencies. We suggest that the PSD, explore· 
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the feasibility of obtaining a technology grant from the 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice to 

conduct a pilot project in three phases: 

2. 

Feasibility and conceptual system design phase, using 
a firm which specializes in telephone and radio com­
munications hardware development 

Implementation of the system desi~ned in one or more 
pilot parks 

Evaluation of results. 

Review Comments and Current Status 

This recommendation is supported by the Advisory Committee 

and District management. 

C. IMPLEMENTATION OF SHORT RANGE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The short range recommendations discussed in subsection A 

are of two basic types, those that require additional staff and 

those that do not. This does not mean ~hat the latter group can 

be implemented without cost. To the contrary, many of these 

recommendations require staff time to complete (e. g .. , developing 

,written policies and procedures) and this on-duty time is a cost 

to the District, albeit not an additional cost. Additionally, 

initiation of the PSD management information system suggestion will 

require some out-of-pocket expenditure for computer resources. 

Overall, however, implementa-cion of the short range noh-staffing 

recommendations should have minimal impact on PSD budget requir3-

ments. The necessary work can largely be completed by existing 

personnel, with the major share of it performed during the moderate 

season. 

Of much greater fiscal importance to the District are the 

recommendations for additional PSD staff. These will result in 

increased levels of service and, at the same time, provide the 

PSD with greater capability to work on the other suggestions. 
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Based on FY 1976-77 PSD staffing and compensation levels, imple­

mentation of all staffing recommendations contained in this report 

would require an increase of approximately $442,000 !! lin today's 

dollars) in the annual PSD budget. This would be an increase of more 

than 40 percent above FY 1976-77 costs for police operations. 

~, .. 
. whIie'we believe that the PSD is somewhat understaffed, and 

that our staffing recommendations represent reasonable minimum 

requirements for today's operations, we also recognize that an 

increase of this magnitude within a single budget year would place 

an unreasonable burden on the District. Certainly, it would 

require extensive reordering of District priorities, given exist­

ing funding limitations. Further, it would be difficult for the 

PSD to acquire, train and field the recommended personnel imme­

diately, even under ideal conditions. For these reasons, we are 

recommending a ~ime-phased implementation plan, designed to increase 

the Department to the recommended staffing level within three years. 

The approach provides for a gradual reduction of staffing 

deficiencies ~nd allows the District additional time to review 

existing priorities or ~o explore alternative sources of addi­

tional revenue. Additionally, it provides for a reasonable and 

orderly increase in PSD staffing, allowing the Department to devote 

the necessary effort required to implement other recommendations 

contained in this report. 

Exhibi t VI, following this page, presents a detailed a'naJ.ysis 

of the yearly cost impact of all recommendations, ~ncluding 

salaries, fringe benefits and equipment. Present costs are com­

pared to the increases planned for each year, based on 1976 dollars. 

This phased plan would result in the following annual increases 

in personnel and budget: 

!! Includes all one-time costs in year one. 
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ITEM 

~NNEL 

Chief 
Captain 
LIeutenant 
Sergeant - Patrol 
Sergeant - Detective 
Sergeant - Heltcopter 
12-Month Patrol 
9-Month Patl-ot 
Helicopter Pilot 
Communications Coordinator 
Secretary 
Dispatchers 
Hellcopter Mechanic 
Clerk Typist 
PSA 
Seasonals 

SUB TOTAL 

FRINGE BENEFITS (F.T.E.) 
Chief 
Captain 
LIeutenant 

• I Sergeants 
Patrolmen 
Pilots 
CommunicatIons Coordinator 
Secretary 
Dispatcher 
Helicopter Mechanic 
Clerk Typist 

.. PSA 
Seasonals 

SUB TOTAL 

EQUIPMENT 
Au tomob I I es 
Portable Ra<;llos 
Emergency Equipment @ $764 
Emergency Equlpm~nt '@ $600 
UnIform Costs 

SUB TOTAL 
TOTAL 

CONT I NU I NG 'COST 

- - - - - - - -
RECOMMENDED STAFFING IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE AND PROJECTED YEARLY COSTS IN 1976 DOLLARS 

PRESENT: COST YEAR I (J 977-78) YEAR 2 (1978-79) 
INCREASE INCREASE 

FROM FROM 
NUMBER SALARY/COST ADD TOTAL SALARY/COST 1976-77 ADD TOTAL SALARY/COST 1976-77 -

I 26.275 0 I 26,275 - 0 I 26,275 -
I 23,434 0 I 23,43

" 
- a I 23.

'
134 -

I 19,952 0 I 19,952 - 0 I 19,952 -
I, 68,640 I 5 85,800 . 17,160 0 5 85.800 17.160 
2 3!.,320 0 2 3

'
1.320 0 2 3

'
1,320 -

I 18,800 0 I 18.800 0 I 18,800 -
12 177.780 3 15 222,225 44.445 3 18 266.670 88,890 
2 22,223 3 5 55,556 33,333 2 7 77,778 55.555 
3 48,668 a 3 48,66B 0 3 '18,668 -
1 16,788 0 1 16,788 0 I 16,788 -
I 12,252 0 'I 12,252 0 I 12,252 -
2 21.000 2 4 42,000 21,000 0 I, 42,000 21,000 
I 13,8811 0 I 13,88'1 0 I 13,884 -
I 9,660 a 1 9,660 0 I 9,660 -
6 48,0118 (J) 5 40,MO (6,006) 0 5 40,040 (8,008) 
9 52,135 I 10 57,926 5,793 0 10 57.928 5.793 

46 613 ,859 9 57 727.582 113,723 5 62 794,2119 180,390 

I 5.781 0 '1 5,7.81 - 0 I 5.781 -
I 5.155 0 I 5.155 - 0 I 5,155 -
1 4,369 0 .I 4,389 - 0 I 4,369 -
7 26,766 I 8 30,562 3,776 0 8 30,562 3,776 

13.5. 1,4,000 5.2- 18.75 61,111 17,111 4.5 23.25 75,778 31,778 
3 10,706 0 3 10,706 - 0 3 IO,7Q6 -
I 3,693 0 I 3,693 - 0 1 3,693 -
1 2,695 0 I 2,695 - 0 I 2,695 -, 
2 4,620 2 4 9,240 4,620 0 4 9,240 4.620 
I 3,054 0 I 3,05', . - 0 I 3,054 -
0 - 1 r 2,125 2,125 .0 I 2,125 2,1l5 
0 - 4 4 7,047 7,047 0 4 7,047 7,M7 

11.5 6,256 .5 5 6,951 695 0 5 6,951 695 
36 117,135 13.7 49.7' 152,509 35,37

'
1 4.5 54.25 167,176 50;01a1 

,-

l7 89.777 2 19 117 .664 27,887 0 19 139,1189 119,712 
23 - 2 25 I,BOO 1,800 3 28 2,700 2,700 

2,292 7 7 5,348 3,056 5 5 3,820 1,528 
0 1 I 600 600 0 0 - -

34 8,025 8 42 9,975 1,950 5 47 11,325 . 3,300 
100,094 N/A N/A 135 387 35,293 157.3311 57i?1a0 
831,066 N/A N/A ~ ,015,1178 ,184,390 1,118.759 287.671 
828,796 N/A., N/A 1,007,730 1'/8,93

" 
1,112,239 283,443 

YEAR 3 ( 1979-80) 

ADD TOTAL SALARY/COST 

0 I 26,275 
0 I 23,1'34 
I 2 39.904 
0 5 85.800 
0 2 3'1,320 
0 1 18,800 
3 21 311,115 
2 9 100,001 
0 3 118.668 
0 1 16,788 
0 I 12,252 
0 4 42,000 
0 I t3.881, 
0 1 9,660 
0 5 40,0110 
0 10 57,928 
6 68 860.869 

Q I 5.781 
0 I 5,155 
I 2 8.788 
0 8 30,562 . 

4.5 27.75 90,41a5 
0 3 10,706 
0 I 3,693 
0 I 2,695 
0 4 4,620 
0 f 3,054 
0 1 2,125 
0 4 7,047 
0 5 

.5 59.75 196,1188 

4 23 162,526 
6 34 5,400 
6 6 4,564 
0 0 -
6 53 12.570 

185,020 

1,262,377 

1,252.399 

INCREASE 
FROM 

1976-77 

-
-

19,952 
17.160 
-
-

133.335 
77.778 
-
-
-

21.000 
-
-

(8,008) 
5,793 

.267,010 

-
-
4,389 
3,776 

50,445 
-
-
";' 

4,620 
-
2; 125 
7,047 
6,951 

79,353 

70,045 
5,400 
2,292 
-
4,545 

64,926 

431,309 

423,597 

rn 
>< 
:I: 

CD 

'-1 

< 
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Personnel ~FTE Positions) Bud~et 

Increase from Increase from Increase from Increase from 
Year Prior Year 1976-77 Prior Year 1976-77 

1 13.75 13.75 $184,390 $184,390 

2 4.5 18.25 $103,281 $287,671 

3 5.5 23.75 $143,683 $431,309* 

Please note that Exhibit VI and the above summary includes 

seasonal. of~ ~ce::r;_~_: ___ ~l:...t_~o~gl:l __ t~eI2~~_~!i£~ __ h~~~f.:.l'ea<!y_.c:J.ec:iA,?d_~~ __________ _ 
replace these positions with beach rangers in FY 1977-78, we have 

'~f- -~ .. -- --- -:~~g;::r!~-~~o~h:: !:~~~::~~~::~~~::~U:!:el~~ ~--:~: --~;:c: -:~~!:r ------

I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

part of the funds needed for seasonal officers will be necessary 
anyway for the beach rangers. 

Does not include- one-time costs of about $11,000 incurred in 
year one for certain equipment items. 
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IV. ADDITIONAL CONCERNS AND COMMENTS 

As _~ result of. involvement in tpis study ,th~ Aclyisory 

Committee! District management and/or ou.r staff raised certain 

questions'and-voiced'c-oncernsa1JoutvarIous-facet-s'of -EBRPb'- police"­

operations. Not all of these matters could be adequately covered 

within the scope of our study. Nevertheless, we believe they are 

worth reporting in this Management Summary for future consideration 

by the Board of Directors. 

A. CONTEXT OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The recommendations summarized herein should be viewed in 

the context of establishing a reasonable "model" park police force 

for the EBRPD. The Advisory Committee ~nd our staff recognize 

that funding limitations may constrain the District from fully 

implementing all suggestions, especially those which require 

additional personnel. However, our charter was to analyze needs 

in terms of a pragmatic model force, not in terms of a specific 

funding guideline. Furthermore, the scope of work and the review 

did not extend to a full analysis of the District's financial 

situation or ~he desirability of reallocating funding priorities. 

These are clearly policy issues that Gan only be decided by the 

Board of Directors. Thus, the study results represent our best 

judgment of the actions to be taken if the District can obtain 

the necessary funding. Otherwise, priorities will have to be 

established concerning implementation of the recommendations that 

are acceptable to the Board and District management. 

B. HELICOPTER OPERATIONS 

The Advisory Committee frequently discussed the pros and 

cons of helicopter operations throughout the study. Initially, 

we had not planned to include this unit in the system we designed 

to determine patrol staffing. In response to the Committee's 

concerns, our system was amended to include service levels for 
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helicopter and other special patrol methods. We also performed a 

limited amount of additional analysis concerning response time 

when the helicopter was involved. Nevertheless, the Committee is 

not fully sa;isifed with the depth of the helicopter analysis and 

voted unanimously in favor of the following motion: The Advisory 

Committee is not fully satisfied with the treatment of the heli­

copter service in the study and recommends to the Board of Directors 

that it be investigated further. 

The Cornmittee's action was taken with the understanding that 

the additional study it seeks would not be a part of our contract, 

and that we had completed our engagf:"\ent as planned. We had 

explained to the Committee that the amount of study resources we 

devoted to this subject was consistent with our overall work plan 

and initial direction provided by District management. 

With regard to the helicopter issue, we have mixed emotions 

about the need for extensive additional study, although the 

Committee's position is understandable. Our position, which has 

been discussed with the Committee, is summarized as follows: 

The PSD helicopter operation is both expensive and 
highly valuable. We proyide our stronges.t support for 
its continued use as an emergency response and general 
patrol unit. 

Helicopter patrol/r~sponse in the EBRPD environment is 
undoubtedly of much greater proportionate police value 
than it is in typical city/county police operations. 
This is due to the inability of ground units to quickly 
cover the great distances involved or to reach remote 
a;ceas. 

Present helicopter service might be extended as much as 
50% (i.e., two more hours of flight per day) without 
additional equipment. However, this would be a maximum 
and would require additional maintenance and officer/ 
pilot costs. The latter could be provided from existing 
ground forces, although we do not recommend this approach. 

There are public concerns related to police helicopter 
op~rations that cannot be quantified in terms of costs 
and benefits. In the final analysis, only the elected 
Eoard can decide the relative importance of these 
matte;l:·s. 
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The greater reliance the District places on helicopter 
service at the expense of ground patrol service, the 
more frequent the aircraft will have to land and take 
off within park lands. Except in emergency situations, 
this would not appear to be a desirable development 
primarily for reasons of safety and noise control. 

Overall, we believe the greatest PSD need is for increased 

ground _pat:rol capa"?ility. In turr:, this wi~l ~e:r:ve to mak,e exist­

ing helicopter service more effective. Too often the unit must 
-.- -fake--dire-cr -act:C6ri--ori its-own -b-e-caiis-e- no giOundpatrol- uniT--:Cs -- -.--. ---~-­

a~aj}ableL at_l:~as.:t not within _~ ~ea.sonable ~istan_ce._ .. _9!1ce .~round ._. _. 
patrol capabilities are improved, consideration could be given 

- to-- extendIng-heliCopter -serv:Cce~ af'leaEl-f Tn fhe-pea:J{--sea:soIl:-

C. CONTRACT POLICING 

There is general support within the'Advisory Committee for 

additional analysis of contract policing alternatives, i.e.,' 

paying city/county law enforcement agencies to provide various 

types of police service for the District. We dealt only in 

general terms with this subject in our study, which again,was 

consistent with our proposed wqrk and direction provided by the 

District. However, we have a good deal of experience to r~fer to 

in this field and have somD rather concrete statements and sugges­

tions to offer, as follows: 

If EBRPD properties were located within a relatively 
homogeneous law enforcement jurisdiction, the contract­
ing of a significant amount of police service (if not 
all) would probably be cost effective. However, this 
is not the case. True, there are just two sheriff's 
departments affected but many of the parks are substan­
tial distances from the nearest sheriff1s patrol beat. 
Therefore, they could not be patrolled incidental to 
some other area. In these cases, the contract would 
have to be with city police agencies. As the number of 
police contracts increases, the problems of policy con­
trol and operations/reporting coordination also increase. 
We, are convinced that the District would not be pleased 
with the situation that would result from such arrange­
ments. 
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If one accepts the above premise, there remains only 
two significant applications of contract policing at 
EBRPD: 

• 
I 
I 

'.4_·' ~ •• __ • __ • ___ 4 ___ . ______ Re:pon~~ to calls for serv'i~~ emerg~nc;--:n~ ----.-- -------1 
non-emergency, in remote areas 

Routine patrol of parks located at extreme points 
in.the District's territory. 

The problem, however, is that local jurisdictions are 
reluctant (if not totally unwilling) to negotiate con­
tracts for less than one full-time position. It is 
also extremely difficult to control the second item 
above. Nevertheless, if the District can overcome these 
obstacles and obtain a reasonable contract rate per 
uriit of service, we would support such arrangements 
on at least a trial basis. 

It should be emphasized that our first suggestion to the 

EBRPD--before any further study is initiated--is to seek an 

Attorney General's opinion on the legality of contracting such 

services, particularly froD a sheriff's department. In 1967, the 

Attorney General rUled that the California Department of Parks 

and Recreation had no authority to pay a county for police services 

which the county already owed t6 all within its political boun­

daries. Whether or not this opinion retains its validity today, 

and whether it applies equally to the EBRPD, are questions that 

should be resolved before other actions are initiated. 
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