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PREFACE 

One year ago the Program Evaluation Unit undertook a series of 

evaluation studies concerning services provided by the Department, of General 

Services. The unifying theme of the series has been consideration of the 

costs of centralized versus decentralized provision of services. Our Phase 

I report dealt with General Services· Space Management Division, Buildings 

and Grounds Division, Fleet Administration Division, Records Management 

Division, and Office Machine ;<epair Services, Office Services Division 

(Report 077-40, August 1977). The administrative hearings held by General 

Services· Office of Administrative Hearings and other State agencies were 

examined in our Phase II report (078-3, November 1977). This report 

concludes the study series. Field work for the study was performed between 

November 1977 and March 1978. 

The report is organized with Chapter I providing background informa­

tion concerning the California State Police Division·s (CSP) history, legal 

authority, funding, organization, and operational detail. Chapter II 

takes a critical look at the CSp·s cost effectiveness. 'Finally, Chapter III 

evaluates the service costs of other State agencies· security personnel 

versus the similar CSP services which are available to them. 

The California State Police Division has recently been described 
1/ 

in the press as lithe most diversified protection agency in the state. lI
-

It is a proud organization with its origins found in the Capitol Police of a 

l/Sacramento Bee, February 14, 1978, p. Bl. 
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century ago. The CSP emblem carries the motto "Dedicated to Service;1I 

and we have found that cominitment characteristic of the many members and 

employees of the CSP with Whom we had cohtact during this study. 

Many people in the state, lociii, and Fedet'aigovernrTients 'and ih 

the private sector assisted Us during this study; and Tor that help we 

are grateful. We especially appreciate the outstandlng cooperation of 

the members and employees of the California state Poli'C'e Division. 
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SUMMARY 
.- ,'>- " 

~; . .,':; 

,'I,' 

Th'e California State Police Division, Department of General' 
. " (: 

Se:rvices, isa highlydiversiJiedsecurity agency with statutorily 

authorized duties primarilY confin'ed tq providing prot~~tion and police 
, f/' \' 

,~ 

o 

seC~vices to constitutional officers and l~gislators and to state facilities' 
, ' Q' " ' '" , 

oc~upants. Jocarr,out these responsibilities, theCSP,; s presently 

author; zed over 280 peace offi cer ,27' non'-peace offi ce-r secuni t.y'guardand 

16'non-unifonned support positions". The division's 1978.;.79 budget is for 
" ' 

I:i-' 

C', $7.6 million. ' 
" , 

Fundi 119 for CSP operations i s ~derivedfrom three sources. About 

25 percent of th~,resourcesare "appropriated frolT!th~.' General, Fund ando 
r.- (;) 

are appJ i~d to Capi tol 'andconstituti ona l;,offioer prot'i~c-ti on. The 

rema,ining support' is.,abo14t eqUallydivided:'betweeri pro rata' and contract 
~ ~ ", D 

reimbu"rsements to the Service Revo 1 vi ng Fund' of the lJepartmentof ,General 
,: - ,- 0 '. 

, '..t:t • '. ,'j 

Services. Routi ne pol ice and protective servi c~s for $';t~tefaci] iti es 
o 1 ' ("'" t' ':J 

in many of the State's urban areas are provided bY"the cSP u"'~rr the pro 
• --:J q!../ \ {t;:?' 

rata bi11ings,Ystem, ol;;e~ all state agenci<;~s witn;,nthecovered ~rea . 

0! are cha rgeqa proportiona t.e 'amount of th~ servi ces'costs. The CSPal so ' 

. provldes~ervicesoverand"abPve the pro rata, service levelS on a con-
tractual bas,is •. ' <;;,;, 

,'';, During our studY1we have evaluated two areas 'of.concerl1. The.' <. 

~.' ,',,' '- ,';'(~' ~ "'. ':, '" ,"' ~/': ~. iJ._ _ :::.... •. 1;1 , 

first;" detail~d tn Ch~Pte~U~deals with the' cost erfes:tiveneDs of the 

') CSP inmee,t;j'~"~he $t~te ~s secur; ty andpp 1 i cet1eedsre 1 a ti ve~, . 
alt~rnatfyemetho~~'~f;furniSh~ng sUchserYice.~Tt1e second,}ollO' 1ng 

Cc, , .. ,~ '" ", " ,c'" ' .. ' , " ',. ',' 
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in Chapter III, involves inspection of state agencies which are now dupli­

cating CSP services. In both areas we have made recommendations which 

can lead to cost savings for the state while maintaining or' enhancing the 

effectiveness of security services. 

Organizational Role and Cost Effectiveness 
(Chapter II) 

Our predominant finding has been that over a period of many years, 

there has evolved a duplicative and unnecessarily expensive law enforce­

ment staffing policy within the CSP. Rather than supplementing local 

law enforcement capability with facility security personnel as is common 

private sector practice, the state has unilaterally supplanted local 

law enforcement on much of the state's property. Upon looking at the 

intergovernmental cost ramifications of most such duplication we conclude 

that California's taxpayers are not best served by its continuation. 

Certainly there are areas where the state does require law enforcement 

authority and capability, and the State Police are good service providers 

in such instances. These have been noted in the text. 

Another area offering potential cost effectiveness improvement 

is that of risk management. Here, state agency managers as well as the 

CSP need to overcome the lack of economic decision-making data in agency 

securi ty surveys. Such surveys shoul d provi de an appra i sa 1 of the' 

estimated annual economic costs of the risks being considered and 

provide an array of countermeasures with their costs and relative 

effectiveness from which to choose a course of action. (We recognize, 
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of course, that there is a need to balance economic with social consider­

ations when analyzing risks.) Based upon these broad findings, the following 

recommendations for CSP operations and staffing are made (see pages 34 

and 35): 

• Protection for the Governor, and other constitutional 
officers and legislators should remain a CSP 
responsibility. Only a state-level security 
organization could provide such protection on 
a continuous basis. 

8 Capitol and Capitol Area protection and police 
services s~ould remain a CSP responsibility, 
acknowledglng the concurrent jurisdiction of 
the Sacramento Police Department. Clear and 
historic legislative intent and state practice, 
the symbo1ic attraction of the Capitol for public 
demonstrations and the concentrated nature of 
state facilities combine to justify this CSP function. 

• State Police services in other parts of the state 
should be sharply reduced because of the capability 
of l~cal law enforcement agencies to provide those 
serVlces. The phase-out of police services could 
be staged to include: 

- Pro rata patrol removal from outlying areas 

- Restraint from expansion into new areas of 
pro rata coverage 

- Eventual removal of peace officers from 
central city pro rata beats 

- Screening all contract peace officer assignments 
to determine the ability of local law enforce­
ment agencies to provide police services 

There are approximately 87 police officer and security 
officer positions which could be affected by this reduc­
tion. (This figure excludes: sergeants and above, 
police officer dispatchers and all Sacramento and 
CalifO\~n;a 14ater Project peace officers.) 

• Facilit securit services over and above normal local 
law enforcement capabi ,ty should be provided by the 
CSP as justified by security survey. This role is 
comparable to facility security as provided in the 
private sector. l~e would expect many of the pro rata 
and contract peace officer positions to be reclassified 
as security guard positions in conjunction with this realign­
ment. Dispatch/monitor capability provided for facility 
security may be economi ca lly contracted wi th "central 
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stations ll in some areas and on some shifts. 

• The employee and property protection programs may need 
additional staff--from areas of program reduction--
to strengthen the CSp·s security analysis capability. 
These programs are of statewide application and could 
be more equitably funded from the General Fund than 
from pro rata billings. 

Security Services--Interagency Duplication 
(Chapter III 

Our major finding in this area is that the CSP can be as effi­

cient or more efficient in providing non-institutional security than 

line agency security staffs at equivalent levels of service. It is true 

that the contract service rates which General Services charges its 

clients appear high by virtue of the fact that such charges reflect all 

overhead costs. But when state expenditures as a whole are considered-­

not just client agency expenditures--economies of scale can be realized 

through centralized security services. 

Exceptions to this general finding are important, however, and we 

have noted several areas where CSP takeover of service would not seem to 

offer any cost advantages to the state. These exceptions are characterized 

by unique job duties, facility remoteness from concentrations of CSP 

personnel and/or legal autonomy of the agency. 

Government Code Section 14613 charges the Department of General 

Services to provide state agencies with police and protective services 

lias neces~ary." It is the opinion of General Services· Legal Office 

that the Government Code carries an implicit prohibition against 

agencies hiring their own security personnel in the absence of either 

delegated authority from the CSP or an express statutory provision to 

hire such personnel. We believe that the ability of the CSP to delegate 
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security tasks provides sufficient management flexibility to use the 

least expensive security option in any cases where a line agency might 

be abla to perform security tasks more efficiently than the CSP . 

Recommended service consolidations in the CSP affect the following 

agencies: 

Employment Development Department (p. 42) 

The Employment Development Department employs two security guards 

to verify the identity of employees entering the Department·s data 

processing facility. 

1. The two security guard positions at EDD should be eliminated and 

the CSP should monitor the Mardex (access control) system at all 

times from the Capitol. If remote monitoring is not satisfactory, 

consideration should be given to passive equipment for employee 

identification and access control. 

2. If on-site security guards at EDD can be justified by risk analysis, 

in accordance with SAM Section 4845 et seq., the CSP should pro-

vide the service. 

Department of Justice (p. 48) 

The Department of Justice has a staff of eleven security officers 

serving its 33rd and C Street, Sacramento, facility. 

1. Security staffing should be reduced by the number of staff necessary 

to physically control the employees· entrance, i.e., 4.8 PY. Passive 

equipment should be used to monitor this entrance. 

2. As the least costly alternative to state government as a whole, and 

in compliance with-Gbvernment Code Section 14613, the CSP should staff 
( 

the DOJ security posts with a class equivalent to the one appropriate 

for use at DOJ, i.e., Security Guard. 
xiii 
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California Museum of Science and Industry (p. 50) 

The: CMSI employs 27 security guards, officers, and watchmen to 

provide museum security and parking control at Exposition Park in Los 

Angeles. The appropriateness of MS&I staff;19 levels is subject to 

further revi ew. 

• The CMSI shoul d contract with the CSP to provide the 

appropriate number of posts, using non-peace officer 

personnel. Also, parking control staffing for Coliseum 

and Sports Arena events should be provided by CSP'at 

straight-time rates. If the CSP cannot meet these two 

conditions, the service should continue to be provided 

by CMS!. 

California Exposition and State Fair (p. 52) 

Cal Expo currently employs seven security guards on a full-time 

basis and augments this staffing with 70 off-duty police officers during 

the State Fair. The agency is in the process of establishing a fUll-time 

force which would include a police chief and four peace officers. 

1. In the interest of uniform provision of security services and in 

view of the lack of adverse fiscal impact on state government by 

such action, the California State Police snou1d provide security 

services at Cal Expo, and State Fair covera,ge should continue to 

be augmented by off-duty peace officers as long as such personnel 

are available at competitive rates. 

2. No peace officers should be permanently assigned at Cal Expo because 

of the availability of local and State Police law enforcement 

response. 
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Public Health Laboratory, Berkeley (p. 54) 

The Department of Health staffs an 8Y'ound-the-clock security post 

at the Berkeley lab complex using four security guard positions • 

• Reflecting the provisions of Government Code Section 14613 

and our preference for the uniform provision of security 

services where there are no adverse statewide fiscal 

impacts, we recommend that the Department of Health con­

tract for CSP security guard services at the Public 

Health Laboratory. 

We found no compelling reason to use the CSP to furnish law 

enforcement for the departments of Parks and Recreation (excepting Cal Expo) 

or Fish and Game. Similarly we were unable to support a shift to CSP 

services for the following institutions: state hospitals, the University 

of California, the California State University and Colleges, and the 

Veterans Home at Yountville. These agencies are discussed beginning on 
page 55 • 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION: THE CALIFORNIA STATE POLICE 

History 

The California State Police (CSP) began with the appointment of 

Capitol policemen by the Board of Capitol Commissioners in the 1860's. In 

1933, the Director of Finance was given appointment authority for the 

iI ••• Chief of State Police and other such peace officers ... as may be 
1/ 

necessary to properly guard ... the Capitol building and grounds .... ,,-

The responsiblity of the CSP was extended to all State buildings and grounds 
2/ 

in 1937.- With the creation of the Department of General Services in 1963, 

the CSP was moved to that new agency and included in the program pertaining 
:Y 

to facilities maintenance and protection. The protection function was 

segregated within General Services' new California State Police Division 

in 1967. 

A century after its beginning, the CSP underwent a major change--from 

a custodial "plant securityll force to a unit with substantial emphasis on 

police work. The events leading to such a change began with a serious public 

disturbance within the legislative chambers in 1967. That disturbance, and 

legislative concern about the social upheavals of that periud, led to adop­

tion of Assembly Concurrent Resolution 121/67, which called upon the Chief 

of the CSP to plan, with other state and local agencies, for meeting future 

'" emergencies II ••• at, or on the grounds of, the State Capitol, the Governor's 

Mansion or the residence of any other constitutional officer .... " The 

l/Chapter 495, Statutes of 1933. 
2/Chapter 189, Statutes of 1937. 
lIChapter 1786, Statutes of 1963. The enabling statutes from 1933 to 1963 

had combined the authority to guard and maintain buildings and grounds. 
-l~ 
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Resolution also directed the Director of General Services to submit a plan 

for the reorganization of the CSP by January 1, 1968. 
4/ 

The resulting reorganization plan included recommendations to:-

• Rename the California State Police the IICa1ifornia 
Security Police ll to better describe the limited scope 
of its duties 

• Establish Security Police Officer and State Security 
Guard civil service classes to replace the State 
Policeman class, the officer class to be used "where 
there are police type prob1ems ll and the guard class 
"to perform necessary non-police security functions" 

• Establish a IIS pec ial Services Section ll to provide the 
initial emergency response capability called for in 
ACR 121 

• Adopt criteria for the provision of the various levels 
of protective services 

• Recover costs, except for Capitol protection and 
special services for the Governor and other officers, 
through agency reimbursements 

The reorganization plan was largely implemented on July 1, 1968, 

al though the proposed name change to IlCal ifornia Security Pol ice ll d-id not 

occur, and the reimbursement feature was delayed. In his 1969/70 Analysis 

of the Budget Bill, the Legislative Analyst noted that the new Police Officer 

class carried a salary range about 10 percent higher than the former Police­

man class, and the Security Officer class was 10 percent below the former 

range. The Analysis further stated, "The security officer will perform 

duties that are similar to those of a plant guard in private industry. Under 

the new plan there will be 70 police officers and 45 security officers." 
y 

Protection for the Governor received a further boost in 1969 when a 

former member of the Federal Secret Service joined the Governor's staff to 

manage his protective services. These duties are now under the jurisdiction 

of the CSP. 

17Ca1ifornia Department of General Services, Proposed Plan for Reorgani­
zation of California Security Police Division, January 8, 1968. 

·§VCalifornia Legislative Analyst, Analysis of the Budget Bill ... 1969/70, 
March 1, 1969, p. 36. 

J 

J 

1 

1 
j 
,~ 

Chapter 372, Statutes of 1970, essentially served the purpose of 

conforming the law to existing CSP practices by: 

• Designating the existence of the California State 
Police Division within General Services (separate 
from buildings and grounds) 

• Naming the civil service classes to be used by the CSP 

• Changing the statutory mandate from" ... guard ... 
state buildings and grounds ... 11 to II ... protect 
and provide police services for the state buildings and 
grounds and occupants thereof" 

• Permitting the CSP to provide protective services to 
constitutional officers and legislators 

It is in conformance with this legislative direction that the CSP has func­

tioned during the seventies. 

The increased level of service provided by the CSP during the past 

decade has, of course, caused higher program costs. Staffing has more than 

doubled from 152 positions in 1968/69 to 319.5 proposed for 1978/79, expendi­
§j 

tures from $1.3 million to $7.6 million. During this same period, state 

government, measured in terms of the number of civil service employees, 

expanded by 20 percent. 

Authori~ 

Broad statutory authority for the Director of General Services to 

appoint CSP members and employees lias may be necessary" to protect and 

provide police services for state facilities and employees is found in 

Government Code Section 14613. That section also permits CSP to provide 

protection for constitutional officers and legislators. 

§jThe equivalent of $4.2 million in 1968/69 dollars based on Department 
of Finance California Consumer Price Index estimates. 

-3-
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The definition of what constitutes state property for purposes of 

S~ction 14613 is found in California Administrative Code, Title 2~ Section 

120l(c), and 1.1c1udes "all property owned, leased, rented, controlled, used, 

or occupied by any Department or part thereof of the Government of the 
7/ 

State of Ca1ifornia."-

Peace officer status is conferred upon State Police Officers, 

"provided, that the primary duty of any such peace officer shall be the 

protection of state properties and occupants thereof," by Penal Code 

Section 830.2(b). Similarly, Penal Code Section 830.4(a)(1) designates 

CSP Sec uri ty Offi cers as peace offi cers "whil e engaged in the performance 

of the duties of their ... [emp1oyment]." Both Police Officers and 

Security Officers may exercise peace officer power off state premises when 

there is probable cause to believe that an offense has been committed with 
8/ 

respect to their jurisdiction.- In addition, the police officers have 
9/ 

peace officer power in emergency and mutual aid situations.-

Executive Order B-6-75 and Office of Emergency Services Administra­

tion Order 75-19 conferred upon the Department of General Services the 

responsibilities for employee emergency and property protection planning. 

The California Administrative Code, Title II, Sections 1201-1206, prescribes 

various state building, park, vehicle parking and public demonstration 

regulations which CSP enforces in addition to the state laws. 

The implementation regulations for these various authorities are 

found in the State Administrative Manual, Sections 2601 through 2677. Else­

where in SAM, state agencies are required to secure CSP approval for property 

'ZlPromulgated under the authority of Government Code Section 14685, 
which empowers the Director to "establish rules and regulations 
for the government and maintenance of the state buildings and 
grounds. II 

§fPena1 Code Sections 830.2(b) and 830.4(b). 
9/Government Code Sections 8597, 8598, and 8617. 
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10/ " 
protection devices,- required to re t t' 11/ por cer aln crimes to CSP,-- and 

infOl~med of CSP's ability to advise on EDP facility security . .lY 

Program Operation 

Orqanization and Duties 

Figure 1 depicts the organizational structure of the California 

State Police Division. Th S' . d e erVlces provlde by each of the organiza-

tional components are described below. 

The Protective Services Bureau is responsible for the safety of 

the Governor and provides intermittent services, as needed, to the other 

constitutional officers and legislators. The bureau is comprised of 

9.5 peace officers, ranging in classification from police officer'to' 
13/ 

inspector .-

Services performed by the Administrative Services Bureau include: 
"-:'" 

communications, accounting, training, safety programs, personnel, prog~am 

analysis, and data processing. Staffing for this bureau is currently 

established at 15 positions, inc1udinq both uniformed and non-uniformed 

employees. 

The major portion of the CSP's resources - 302 peace officers, 

security guards and non-uniformed support personnel - is assigned to 

the firld Operations Bureau and provides law enforcement, security and 

safety services for state facilities and employees. 

~Californ~a State Administrative Manual (SAM) Sections 1403 9 and 1404 
!I/SAM Sectlons 0601 and 8657 " 

J]JSAM Section 4845.1: . 
llVThe 9.5 staffing level can be augmented as necessary by personnel from 

the Field Operations Bureau when special security needs arise. 
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FIGURE 1 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 
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Law enforcement duties in this bureau include: criminal, accident 

and property damage investigating and reporting; arresting suspects; 

testifying in court; providing explosive ordance disposal; providing 

personal (bodyguard) protecti on; maintaining C\";:,\,'d control; i ssui 119 cita­

tions and serving warrants and subpoenas; and performing state court 

bailiff functions. 

Oriented toward security functions (but having a law enforcement 

impact as well) are such Field Operations Bureau activities as: patrollinq 

state buildings, parking lots and other facilities; performing identity 

verification of people entering restricted areas in state facilities; 

verifying that state facilities are secured after working hours; pre­

paring employee identification ~ocuments; performing security surveys 

for state facilities; managing the State's Employee and Property Protec­

tion programs; escorting cashiers; and escorting employees after dark. 

Safety services range from general emergency and disaster evacua-

tion duties to providing first aid and cardio-pulmonary resuscitation 

(as well as giving traininq in these lifesaving techniques). The ATSS 

a1l-emerqency telephone number - 181 - is also a CSP service to state 

ernl11oyees. 

-.--~ - -- --_.-----------------
Fundina 

Funding for the CSP is derived from two distinct sources. General 

Fund appropriations ($1.6 million for 78 PY in fiscal year 1976-77) pro-
14/ 

vide about a quarter of total CSP program fundinr.- and are used 

11!A desk audit of four months' of theCSP's employee time reporting 
data confirmed that budgeted versus actual expenditures by fund 
source were in close a~reement. 
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excl us i ve ly for the protecti ve servi CGS program and for protecti on of 

the Capitol and Capitol Park, activities which are government-wide in 
15/ 

their cost sharinq impact.-- The major portion of the CSP's serv;c8s, 

however, is funded from reimbursements from client agencies to the 

Department of General Services' Service Revolving Fund. The Service 

Revolving Fund, in turn, receives reimbursements for the CSP's services 
16/ 17/ 

from pro rata -- and contract rayments ,-

Pro rata reimbursements ($2.7 million for 118 PY in fiscal year 

1976-77) comprise forty percent of the CSP's total budget. The pay­

ments are billed quarterly in advance to client agencies which are 

located within the CSP's metropolitan service areas described in SAM 

Section 2625. Clients are billed at a rate of $35.40 per employee and 

$0.047 per square foot of parking space (fiscal year 1977-78 rates). 

Pro rata services are described in the Price Book as providing: 

... the minimum level of basic police and security 
protection ... The service does not provide for the 
continued presence of either an officer or a guard. 
It does provide for the routine patrol and protection 
of occupants pf state property and for the property 
itself.W 

1]lfhe proportional shareOTthe division's overhead, including the 
Administrative Services Bureau's costs, attributable to these 
activities is also funded from the General Fund appropriation. 

l.§!Throughout state government, the tenn "pro rata" is commonly used to 
describe the statewide distribution of the General Fund costs for 
the Legislature, Governor's Office, Department of Finance, etc. 
In this re~ort, IIpro rata" is limited to the CSP's application of 
t~e tenn, l.e., Service Revolving Fund billings. 

lZIAgaln, o~erhead charges are proportionally distributed to these billings. 
l§jCa1ifornla Department of General Services, Price Book, (1977/78 -

1978/79), p. 19. 
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Functionally, pro rata services include all of the activities listed 

previously for the Field Operations Bureau with the exceptions of ser­

vices related to Capitol and Capitol Park protection (General Fund 

items) and security surveys (contract reimbursement item). 

Contract services reimbursements ($2.3 million for 115 PY in 

fiscal year 1976-77) are about thirty-five percent of the CSP's funding. 

The payments are made monthly in arrears and are based upon actual 

hours of service provided at the following rates (for 1977-78 contracts): 

police officer, $19.25 per hour; security officer, $15.80; and security 
19/ 

guard, $9.60.-

An agency typically becomes a client for CSP contract services 

when it has identified a securi~j problem which cannot be dealt with 

through normal pro rata services. The CSP usually responds by surveying 

the security characteristics of the client agency and preparing a report 

which defines any security needs and proposes solutions which may include 

recommendations for installing passive security equipment, modifying 

the flow of traffic with minor structural changes, and/or assigning 

security personnel. The CSP bills the agency for the security survey 

as a contract service. If the security survey recommends additional 

security personnel, the client agency proceeds to contract with the 

CSP for the required posts. 

An example of contract coverage in an area where pro rata back-up 

services exist is found at some Employment Development Department Service 

Centers, which have a large flow of clients. The CSP provides police 

officers to assist the public and provide crowd control. Another example 

19/Ibid. 
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of contract coveraqe, but where no pro rata back-up service exists, is 

the patrolling of the Department of Water Resources' State Water Project, 

which crosses a number of law enforcement jurisdictions. 

Staffing 

The current authorized stren9th of the CSP is shown in Table I. 

Non-supervisory, unifornled personnel are included in the police officer, 

security officer and security guard classifications and comprise 78 

percent of total CSP staffing. Of these three classes, only the security 

guards do not have peace officer powers vested under the Penal Code (see 

paqe 4). 

Determination of the classification to be used on a given post or 

beat is made by the CSP and 9uided by SAf·l Section 2611a, which states: 

• Public, densely populated state facilities are 
appropriately patrolled by State Police Offi~ers 

• Vacant or sparsely populated state facilities 
are appropriately patrolled by State Security 
Officers.£QJ This includes service in the night­
time for areas which may he densely populated 
during ordinary working hours. 

The current trend in CSP staff utilization is to phase out the 

security offi cer cl ass as personnel attri ti on all O\,/S • The securi ty 

officer positions will be transferr'ed to police officer and security 

guard classifications dependent upon a post-by-post review of the 

particular duties required of each incumbent. 

20/The security guard classification was added after this section was 
-- published in 1971. 
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Classification 

Chief 

Inspector 

Captain 

Lieutenant 

Sergeant 

Police Officer 

Security Officer 

Security Guard 

Tem~orarx Hele/Overtime 

Subtotal, Uniformed Personnel 

Non-Uniformed Personnel 

Total Authorized Strength 

TABLE 1 

CALIFORNIA STATE POLICE 
AUTHORIZED POSITIONS* 

February 1978 

Monthly 
Salary Range 

1977-78 

2,160-2,608 

1 ,668-2,012 

1 ,519-1 ,831 

1 ,385-1 ,668 

1 ,263-1 ,591 

1,152-1,630 

1 ~006-l ,206 

740-884 

Percent of Total 
Positions Uniformed 

1 0.3 

5 1.6 

3 1.0 

7 2.3 

39 12.6 

180 58.0 

38 12.2 

27 8.7 

10.5 3.3 

310.5 100.0 

16 

326.5 

*Additional positions have been approved for transfer to CSP since publica­
tion of the/1978/79 Governor's Budget which shpwed 318.5 full year positions 
for 1977/78. 
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CHAPTER II 

ORGANIZATIONAL ROLE AND COST EFFECTIVENESS 

" ... protect and provide police services ... " 

Government Code Section 14613, as amended in Chapter 372, 

Statutes of 1970, states: 

... The director shall appoint members and employees of the 
California State Police Division as may be necessary to 
protect and provide police services for the state buildings 
and grounds and occupants thereof .... 

This statutory requirement makes discretionary the actual level 

of service to be provided by the CSP. The issue which is raised is one of 

program emphasis. "Protection" and "police services" are not necessarily 

synonymous, and the selection of one area of emphasis over the other can 

have significant economic implications. 

The protection, or security, role can mean different things to 

various observers. Two RAND researchers, in a 1971 report, postulated that 

the property owner considers security in terms of loss reduction, that 

police add the criterion of potential for offender apprehension, that 
1/ 

insurance underwriters consider recovery of stolen goods, and so forth.-

If the state were to opt for the property owner's concept of security-­

consistent with private sector practice where peace officer·.~ are not 

employed as security personnel-the CSP could be operated for far less cost 

1Iv/i 11 i am Fa i rl ey and Mi chae 1 Li echens tei n, Improvi ng Pub 1 i c Safety in Urban 
A artment Dwellin s ... , R-655-NYC, (New York: The New York City Rand 
Institute, 1971 p. 31. 
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than at present. The existing mode of CSP operation heavily emphasizes 

law enforcement capability, the line staffing ratio being 73 percent 

police officers, 16 percent security officers (with peace officer power) 
2/ 

and 11 percent security guards (without peace officer power).-

It cannot be denied that ~aving a police officer on a post or 

patrol in lieu of a security guard will permit a wider range of individual 

response to a given threat. However, CSP's 1977/78 billing rates of $19.25 

per hour' for a pol ice offi cer versus $9.60 per hour for a securi ty guard 

would permit two guards to be posted for the cost of one officer, twice 
3/ 

the actual surveillance for the same cost.-

Police Service Duplication 

Peace officer power is necessary for apprehension when a criminal 
4/ 

offense has occurred.- In addition it can be argued that a peace officer's 

presence may be a stronger deterrent to criminal conduct than a security 

guard's or a non-uniformed employee's. In any event, the potential thl"eat 

of a criminal offense makes prudent the development of a police response 

capability. But does the state need police officers? 

It appears that over a period of many years, there has evolved 

a duplicative and unnecessarily expensive law enforcement staffing 

policy within the CSP. 

~In 1969/70 there were 70 police officers, 45 security officers (who 
functioned as "plant guards") and no security guard class. Depending 
upon the interpretation of "plant guard" duties, it can thus be said 
that the 1969/70 police-to-guard ratio was 1.6:1 while today's ranges 
from 2.8:1 to 8.1:1. See Chapter I, page 2. 

1/0n a pure sa'lary comparison (assuming top step pay) instead of a pilling 
rate comparison, the ratio would be 1.87 guards to each officer 
instead of two to one. 

4/Notwithstandi ng the "citi zen's arrest." 
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The Department has exercised its di screti onar'y authori ty to 

extend administratively State Police jurisdiction to all state property 

"owned, leased, rented, controlled, used, or occupied" by any stat~ 
. 5/ 

department ln most of the State's metropolitan areas.- The impact has been 

a unilateral pre-emption of the basic police services which local juris­

dictions must, by law, provide "to all within [their] political confines."£! 

The state, as is true with any property manager or employer, may supplement 

local police protection with its own security personnel on its own 

premises. The CSP, however, has not merely supplemented local police 

services on state property but has largely supplanted them. 

In a recent news interview, the Chief of the CSP stated, "We 

receive great cooperation from ~ther police agencies although some officers 
7/ 

do not feel too hot about comi ng on state property. ,,- The reti cence of 

local officers to serve state facilities on a routine basis was confirmed in 
8/ 

our interviews with local law enforcement personnel,- but a good reason 

was revealed for such reticence. 

When asked about local police response to calls for service in areas 

with concurrent CSP/local jurisdiction, we received a strikir.gly uniform 

~California Administrative Code, Title 2, Section l201(c) and SAM Section 
2625. The.latter limits CSP to areas offering sufficient property 
concentratlons to allow economic staff utilization. 

EjFifty Ops Atty Gen 64 and 43 Ops Atty Gen 246. 
lIChief William B. Skelton in "State Police Chief Heads Diversified Unit," 

The Sacramento Bee, February 14, 1978, p. 83. 
§Vlnterviews conducted during December 1977 with Deputy Chief Jerry Finney, 

Sacr~me~to Police Department; Chief Fred Reese, Sacramento County 
She:lff s Department; Deputy Chief Jeremiah Taylor, San Francisco 
Pollce Department; and Officer Stan Leavitt and Officer Lavin (by 
telephone), Los Angeles Police Department Public Affairs and Manuals 
and Orders Sections, respectively. 
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response. Local police acknowledge their concurrent jurisdiction 

responsibilities on state property but regard the CSP's presence and peace 

officer authority as a voluntary pre-emption of their need to respond to 

routine calls for service (emergency calls receive unhesitating dispatch). 

For non-emergency or routine calls for service from state facility occu­

pants, informal CSP/10cal agreement causes such calls to be redirected 
9/ 

to the CSP.- As a practical matter, the local police find that, except 

for prisoner transportation, booking and the more complex criminal investi­

gations the CSP seldom requests their assistance. 

Added to these findings concerning the availability of local 

service is the fact that local police exclusively serve state facilities 

in many parts of the state. The Los Angeles Police Department even 

serves the Museum of Science and tndustry'in Los Angeles, a facility 

~t which the State's security personnel are not peace officers.lQ! 

The dispersed nature of state facility locations in metropolitan 

areas outside the Capital causes the State Police to travel over generally 

greater distances than the local police when dispatched on a call for 

service. Response times will obviously vat1 Y, but CSP strives for a 15 
11/ 

minute average response during the daytime shift.-- Local police, on the 

other hand, have patrol units in all areas of their jurisdiction in suf­

ficient concentration to permit very fast average response times for 

~In no local jurisdiction did we find a formal policy on this point, 
and a need for call referral was specifically mentioned only 
by LAPD. 

lQISee Chapter III, page 49. 
l1!"State Police Policy Issue Report," September 20, 1976, cited in General 

Service's "Report on Service Reguirements for the California State 
Police Division (unpublished), 1977. 
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high priority calls for service; for example: Sacramento, 6 minutes; 

SF' . ill an ranC1SCO, 4 mlnutes; Los Angeles, 5-10 minutes. ,Such local 

servi ce capabil ity furtlll':':r erodes the rati onal e for havi ng state peace 

officers in a police role. 

Related to the foregoing is the point that local police cannot be 

expected to enter state prope rt.y on routine patrol to ins pect faci 1 ity 

security as do CSP members and employees. But however beneficial such 

close inspection may be,'the CSP is not presently covering all pro rata 
13/ 

properties on a regular basis.-- As discussed earlier, by using security 

guards instead of police officers for such surveillance twice the staff 

could be fielded for roughly the same cost. 

It has frequently been argued that the state should reimburse 

local governments for services provided to its tax-exempt properties. 

This report is not a forum for resolution of that historic conflict. We do 

note, however, that under existing law the state may not reimburse local 

government for such services, even through the expedient of user fees.
l1I 

But this point has a bearing on the subject of state police jurisdiction 

in that the Department of General Services administratively determined 

that leased and rented facilities, on which local property taxes are 

lfjNon-critical calls are dispatched and answered less quickly. For 
example, San Francisco P.O.'s lowest priority calls rate a 30 minute 
response With plans to extend that period to one hour. Sacramento 
P.O. 's response time in similar instances averages 19 minutes' Los 
Angeles', 25-30 minutes. ' 

l]!Our field observations as well as interviews with CSP personnel in 
Sacra~e~to, San Francisco and Los Angeles confirmed that not all . 
facilltles under pro rata coverage are being patrolled daily. The 
CSP u~ual~y provides dai~y surveillance only for properties 
experlen:1r!9 i.~lIuent crlminal activity or containing high risk 
commoditles, ::>.r., \>/eapons or drugs. 

WFour O~s Atty.Gc:>): 2L2. The state can properly pay for local policy 
serVlces WhlCtJ are pf'ovided by contract and are in excess of the 
service levels provided to the jurisdiction as a whole (50 Ops 
Atty Gen 64). 
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TABLE 1 

INDEX CRIMES AND CLEARANCE RATES,* 1976 

Jurisdiction Crime Violent Property Murder and Forcible Robbery Aggra- Burglary Larceny;' Motor 
Index Crime Crime non- Rape vated breaking or theft Vehicle 
Total neg1iger.t Assault entering Theft 

man-
slaughter 

Sacramento Police 
Department 28,523 2,799 25,724 52 192 1,187 1,368 9,091 14,070 2,563 

.percent cleared 18.2 52.6 14.4 94.2 40.6 52.9 52.4 11.5 16.8 11.4 

San Francisco Police 
Department 77,283 10,756 66,527 130 619 6,628 3,379 21,992 34,349 10,186 
.percent cleared 10.3 22.0 8.4 49.2 31.8 13,4 36.1 7.0 10.0 5.7 

Los Angeles Police 
Department 220,689 31,960 188,729 501 2,047 14,225 15,187 65,815 91,525 31,389 
.percent cleared 25.7 47.9 22.0 74.1 52.7 28.8 64.3 21.6 24.5 15.2 

CALIFORNIA TOTALS 1,548,314 143,507 ,1404,807 2,214 9,552 59,132 72,609 465,758 800,980 138,069 
.percent cleared 20.1 44.2 17.6 73.5 46.8 28.1 56.0 16.5 18.5 16.6 

STATE POLlCE 2,136 227 1,909 5 4 49 169 420 1,369 120 
. percent cleared 11.4 55.5 6.1 20.0 50.0 42.9 60.4 13.1 3.4 12.5 

SOURCES: Department of Justice, Uniform Crime Reports, 1976 and California State Police Division. 

*CLEARANCE: "an offense is cleared or 'solved' for crime 'r'eporting purposes when at least one person is arrested, charged with 
the commission of the offense, and turned over to the court for prosecution or cited to juvenile authorities. In certain 
situations a clearance may be counted by 'exceptional' means when the police definitely know the identity of the offender, 
have enough infonnation to support an arrest, and know the location of the offender but for some reason cannot take the 
offender into custody," Department of Justice, Criminal Justice Profile - 1976, p. 94. 
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19/ 
The Capitol Area- presents an unique situation regarding CSP 

coverage. It has long been the Legislature's intent that the Capitol and 

Capitol Park receive State Police protection. There also are practical 

jurisdictional reasons for having personal protective services for the 

Governor and other constitutional officers and legislators vested in a 

force with statewide jurisdiction. The incidents of public demonstrations 

on the Capitol grounds are further cause for State Police readiness as 
20/ . h th di rected by ACR 'j 21 /1967 .-. These precedents, when combi ned Wl t e 

concentration of state government buildings within the Capitol Area, can 

justify CSP peace officer assignments on some beats. The same is not true 

for the Greater Sacramento Area, where the police coverage situation is 
21/ 

analogous to that found in San Francisco and Los Angeles.-

Another situation where CSP peace officer, instead of security 

guard, assignment may be appropriate is that in which local law enforcement 

personnel are not readily available during emergencies. A less critical 

factor, but one which could contribute to the need for peace officer 

staffing, is that of multiple jurisdictions. The State Water Project is a 

facility which exhibits these characteristics. 

h d 1· r "Does the state need peace Returning to t e query rna e ear le : 

officers?" we have shown that in limited situations, the answer is yes. 

19/That area in the City of Sacramento bound by 5th, 17th, Land R Streets. 
Chapter 1108, Statutes of 1977. . 

~It is noted that ACR 121 did not direct the CSP to provlde the . 
exclusive coverage of such events; coordination with other pollce 
agencies was expected. 

21/The CSP patrol and contract police officers equal 8.8 percent of 
--- Sacramento PD's patrol force; the index crime rate is 1.6 percent of 

the city's. 
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But on most pro rata and contract assignments the CSP's use of State 

Police Officers and Security Officers reduces the State's surveillance 

capability and is an expensive duplication of readily available local 

services. 

Risk Management 

Risk management involves identification of risks, measurement-. 

preferably by quantification--of their probable impact within a given time 

frame, and the assessment and selection of cost effective countermeasures 
?2/ 

to reduce the risks and/or 'the impact of their occurr nce.-- Given such 

a broad definition, the responsibility for risk management extends 

~eyond the CSP and also rests with state agency managers who should 

identify and estimate the probable impact of risks and select the most 

cost effective of various strategies to affect the risks. The CSP 

provides assistance on physical security matters and is thus a partner 
W 

in the risk management process. 

Risk management, particularly .as it pertains to physical 
1iJ 

security, is in its infant stage in state government. The employee 

and property protection programs, staffed by seven CSP officers, constitute 

the state's most systematic approach to security outside the area of 

di rectly reimbursed contract security servi ces. Although the employee 

22/C. Arthur !~illiams, Jr. and Richard M. Heins, Risk Management and 
Insurance, (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964), p. 11-15. 

23/General Services' Insurance Office also offers "risk management 
consulting," but most of its services are related to liability 
risks and underwriting instead of property risks. 

24/Data processing security is more advanced, particularly at Teale 
Data Center. The State Data Processing Management Office will 
conduct a security audit of EDP facilities this year. 
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protection program's emphasis is on planning to cope with emergency 

situations, it exposes state employees to some of the problems associated 
25/ 

with criminal activity in state facilities. 

The nascent property protection program is more directly 

focused upon the safeguarding of state property. Current program 

activity concerns the collection of ' basic data about the security of 
26/ . . '1 d' 1 d . state facilities.-- Examples of informatl0n belng campl e lnc u e. 

construction character"istics, the presence of alarm devices, key control, 

public access, area crime rates and proposed security measures. This 

inventory process, which began in Summer 1977, is scheduled to be 

completed in 1978, and annual updates will be required. It is the CSP's 

intent to comment on the adequacy of each facility's security and to 

inspect for implementation of security recommendations, but no means 

exist to insure compliance. 

Less routinized is the security survey service offered by the 

CSP. This reimbursed service is provided in response to client-identified 

security needs and frequently culminates in the initiation of a CSP con­

tract to fill a requirement for security personnel. The contract­

oriented security surveys eventually may become routinely generated 

through the property protection program. 

Beyond these several activities dealing with security planning 

and response, the CSP has attempted to gauge its level of pro rata 

services according to employee population and parking facility size. But 

such quantification, while providing a staffing measure, has not dealt 

with issues of service level as discussed in the preceding section of this 

chapter. 

25/Employee training in first aid/cardiopulmonary resuscitation also is 
-- conducted as part of this program. 
26/For example, the CSP does not know which state buildings have alarm 
--- systems and may not have had a need for such information previously. 
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Evaluation of the overall impact of these new risk management 

activities may be premature, but we have several observations concerning 

the direction the esP's security planning fUnctions should take within 

the context of more comprehensive risk management. 

We have observed several instances where the CSP and its 

prospective clients have disagreed about the appropriateness of 

recommended security levels. These disagreements have fallen into both 

the categories of the suggested service level being "too rich ll and "too 

1 ean." Thi s problem is only a symptom of the under1yi ng 1 ack of cos t/ 

benefit data available in the typical security survey. 

The CSP's security surveys ordinarily are prepared after the 

client has identified the risks to be guarded against. The heart of 

the survey lies in its preseiltation of "minimum security standards" 

versus the current practices of the client. The standards are usually 

an array of desirable security features, as illustrated by this excerpt 

from a security survey: 
27/ 

Item--

Key Control 

Alarms 

Standard 

1. Keys to sensiti ve areas contro'n ed? 
2. Sensitive areas safeguarded aHer 

hours? 
3. High risk items safeguarded? 

1. Sensitive areas protected with 
intrusion detection or distress 
alarms systems? 

2. Alarms terminate at State police 
annuniciator panel? 

3. Adequate response to intrusions? 

27/0ther items typically surveyed are "fire protection," "public 
service" (public contact) and "emergency planning." 
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Police Security 1. State Police patrolled? 
2. State Police response adequate? 
3. State Police coordination 

[with local police]? 

While the security survey will permit the client agency to gauge its 

level of compliance with the "standards," the relationship of these or 

other levels of service to the impact on risk is not provided. In 

other words, the survey does not lend itself to shopping for the most 

cost effective level of service, 

We have sought a methodology for the CSP to apply to its security 

'surveys in an attempt to develop clearer cost effectiveness data. A RAND 

researcher has developed a technique for systematic cost effectiveness 

review of security measures which has the benefit of realistically 
28/ 

evaluating this largely subjective area.-- Conceptually, the technique 
29/ 

relies upon the weighted products of values assigned to threat categories,--

the various desired security characteristics which might offset the 

threats, and the alternative ways of providing the desired security 

characteristics. Thus derived, the weighted product gives a numerical 

value to the effectiveness (ranging from zero to 100 percent) for each 

of the security alternatives considered. Having costs for the security 

alternatives, the cost effectiveness of each alternative can be readily 

calculated. We have included an excerpt from the RAND paper as an 

appendix to describe the process in detail. 

A 

threat 
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The TGregoing methodology relies upon subjective assessments 

plowed into a mathematical formula and could be criticized for "giving 

the ill usi on of preci sian to guesses. II But the method woul d be an 

improvement over the present system where such "guesses" are not clearly 

displayed. Further, Delphi techniques could be used to smooth biases 
. ~ 

from the flrst-cut estimates of effectiveness and empirical data 

could eventually reinforce the procedure. 

It should be pointed out that the Rand technique carries 

the implicit assumption that even 100 percent security effectiveness 

would not be worth the investment if expected losses do not exceed 

expected security costs. 

We realize that addinq a significant degree of sophistication 

to the economic side of today1s security analysis would take time. For 

certain property crime~, however, a surrogate for original cost effective­

ness analysis exists in commercial insurance rates. For example, to 

insure $10,000 worth of a moderately high risk commodity against burglary 
. .. l!J 
ln Sacramento, the lnsurance premlum would be approximately $650. But pre.-

32/ 
mium discounts are allowed for various security measures as shown in Table 2.--

Table 1 (pg. 19) shows that burglary and theft are the state' 

government1s two primary property crime worries. Eliminate those and 

the number of index crimes on state property in 1976 falls to 347 
33/ 

statewide. Total reported property losses were $1.8 million.--

3D/The rapid advance of passive security technology would make industry 
input a valuable resource in this regard. 

1!!Telephone conversation with Mr. Dick Neese, Underwriting Manager 
Aetna Life and Casualty, January 27, 1978. .'.' 

32/Data furnished by Mr. Claude J. Hubbard, Staff Supervisor, Government 
and Industry Relations, Insurance Services Offlce, San Francisco, 
February 9, 1978. 

33/The ~SP speculates that as much as 80 percent of the State1s property 
crlmes may go unreported. It is a virtual certainty that there 
is unreporte~ crime, but the extent can only be guessed. 
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TABLE 2 

BURGLARY INSURANCE PREMIUM DISCOUNTS 
FOR VARIOUS SECURITY MEASURES 
(MERCANTILE OPEN STOCK TABLES) 

• Watchmen. For each watchman up to three. On 
duty during all non-business hours* 

Premium Discount 

- Making hourly rounds and calls to a 30% 
central station or police station 

- Hourly rounds but not call i ng an 15% 
outside station 

- Rounds not recorded, calls not made 10% 

*If daytime non-business hours not covered, 
1/2 the regular discount 

• Alarms. Varies by building floor, extent 
of coverage, whether or not the alarm is con­
nected to a U.L. certificated central station 
(also whether such a station has keys to the 
premises) . 

• Glazing Material. For burglary resisting 
glazing material 

• 24-hour Operation. For facilities 
regularly open for business at all times. 

5-70%·* 

10% 

50% 

*Local alarm discounts vary from 5 to 25 percent; central stations 
(without keys to premises), 15 to 55 percent; and central station 
(with keys to premises), 20 to 75 percent. 
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The implicit effectiveness of advanced alarm systems in deterring 

burglaries is well dramatized in Table 2. The state, however, has no 

strategy with regard to alarmed properties. Some facilities have audible, 

local qlarms while others have silent systems connected to an Underwriters 

Laboratories certificated central station or the CSP. With only $1.8 million 

in annual reported property losses, the 'state could be at its economic limit 

regarding the payoff of alarm systems, but in all likelihood the CSP's 

property protection program will reveal some facilities where such protection 

can still be warranted. Evaluation of alarm and other security systems on 

a routine basis has only been done by the CSP since last September, so 

improvement in the State's disjointed alarm strategy should be expected. 
W 

The high rate of larce~y/theft on state property (72 percent of 

property crime versus 57 percent statewide) could be an indication of high 

employee theft. Considering the CSP's 3.4 percent clearance rate for such 

crimes, a strategy for better access control to state facilities--or 

portions thereof--might be in order. The CSP is on record in support of 
_ 35/ 

electronic access control devices in lieu of more expensive guards,-- and 

we support this approach. A striking example of the economy of electronic 

access control is found at three Air Resources Board facilities. One $15,000 

electronic "card-key" system depreciated over a mU,lti-year life span will 

control access to three buildings; security guards performing the equivalent 

24-hour, seven day per week coverage would have cost the ARB over $250,000 
36/ 

per year. 

34/SAM Sections 1403.9 and 1404. 
35/California Department of General Services, California State Police 

Division ~978-79 Departmental Buqget Hearing, June 9, 1977, p. 11. 
}6/The CS~ revle'l,ed and approved this card-key installation. We are 

showlng these costs only for comparative purposes, and it should 
n~t be.inferred that the CSP ever proposed using guards in this 
sltuatl0n. 
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Today's card-key systems can range in cost from about $1,000 

for one door, local switch control, to nearly half a million dollars for 
37/ 

a computer-controlled system covering up to 256 doors-.-The electronic 

coding of some systems precludes the use of exposed card readers. 

Because of the coding capabilities of the magnetic cards combined with 

the computer control system, it is possible for some systems to offer a 

printed record of individuals who have entered and left a given area 
38/ 

and their time in the area.-- Unauthorized entry attempts can be 

detected at the control center and silent alarm capability enables 

employees to signal entries being made under duress. If it is determined 

that physical viewing is absolutely necessary in some high risk areas, 

closed circuit TV monitoring can service several access points using 

only one person instead of many guards; the CSP currently uses several 

such systems. 

A risk management approach to the CSP's strategies 

could lead to lowered program costs. We have already questioned the 

use of peace officer personnel in many stiuations where local peace 

officers are available to serve the State's police (as opposed to 

security) needs. Coupling local service capabilities with the esP's 

inability to physically patrol all state facilities, we must also 

question the cost-effectiveness of thinly spread patrols. 

The insurance industry's burglary premium discounts shown in 

Table 2 are not re~resented to be precise indicators of the statistical 

lZ!"Doors" is a misnomer. The systems can control doors, parking lot 
gates, turnstiles, gasoline pumps and even office copiers. 

MVSome commerci a 1 fi rms reportedly are using thi s feature for payroll 
preparation. 
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impact of the various countermeasures against burglaries. They are, how­

ever, the marketplace's current valuation and should thus be considered 

in that economic context. 

If the state has stati sti ca 11 y exrected property crime losses 

rangin8 from ~1.8 million to $9.0 million (see footnote 33), the 

insurance premiu~ to cover property losses, disregarding the insuror's 

profit and administrative costs, should approach those expected loss 

amounts. Table 2, then, is sayino that the economic worth of random 

9uard patrols applied to property loss insurance, assuming for now 
39/ 

that ill propert.Y losses are burglary losses,- is (.10 x $1,800,000 to 

.10 x $9,000,000) $180,000 to $900,000 per year; if local burglar 

alarms, $90,000 to $450,000 per year; if the most effective silent 

alarm systems, $1.3 million to $6.3 million per year; and so forth. 

In contrast to the theoretical economic worth of random patrols shown 

above, the salary costs alone for such patrols approximate $880,000 
40/ . -

per year. 

There is an obvious analytical flaw in attempting to use the 

State's actual property losses as the equivalent of expected loss, 

and that is the circularity of the calculation. If the state enjoyed a 

period of no losses, this approach would yield a result of zero ber: 'fit 

for any countermeasures. Therefore, agency managers' appraisals of 

expected risk are an important first step in the entire risk management 

process. 

3'J/J\c-ftiClY1i;1)-(ir-cirCl-ry", -vitncldlisllI and CJrilnd theft eClch alliount to ahout 
--- ?O percent of thp. total prorerty losses. ---
40/The CSP now employs ahout 60 officers and guards for property pro­

tection-oriented pro rata patrol (weekends, swing and graveyard 
shifts) in Sacramento, Oakland, Los Angeles and San Francisco. 
Department of General Service~, ~or~n Service_~e~uirements. 
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It is sometimes said that random patrols are effective in 

inhibitinq criminal activity. This hypothesis is at least seriously 

questioned by a Police Foundation study which concluded that levels of 

patrol activity did not appear lito affect crime, service delivery and 

citizen feelin~s of security in ways that the public and the police 
41/ 

often assume they do. 11--- It is plausible, then, that the CSP c.ould 

reduce its swing and graveyard shift security staffing on pro rata 

beats to provide only alarm and access control monitoring with one 

person available to respond in a property manalJer capacity to alarm 
42/ 

conditi ons with the 1 oca 1 po 1 ice.·- Depend i nq lIron thp. 1 eve 1 of 

sophistication of the CSP annunciator equipment, such a security approach, 

again according to Table 2, may be more effective than the State's present 

practices. 

Personal Service 

Before leaving the subject of organizational role and cost effec-

tiveness, the personal side of the CSpis service deserves mention. Earlier 

4lIGeorge L. Kelling, et ~, The Kansas Cit Preventive Patrol Ex eriment, 
A Summary Report, (Washington, D.C., The Police Foundation, 1974 
p. 3. The report expanded this point to say 1I ••• [TJhe experimental 
conditions had no significant effect on residence and non­
residence burglaries, auto thefts, larcenies involving auto acces­
sories, robberies, or vandalism - crimes traditionally considered 
to be deterable through preventive patrol. 1I The experimental 
conditions involved five normal - for Kansas City - patrol 
frequency control beats, five IIreactivell beats where routine preven­
tive patrol was completely eliminated but where calls for service 
were responded to, and five "proactive ll beats staffed at 2-3 times 
the "normal" level. The experimental conditions were held for 
one full year. 

42/Without a large concentration of state facilities, contracting for 
-- this service wguld probably be economical. 

----
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in this chapter, we discussed police response time to reports of criminal 

activity. I'le were reninded in our field intervie\'/s that CSP officers 

will prrsonr"llly r~<;ronrj to nne! flIi'lkc r0.ports of (Ill crimes on state 

rropr;rtv. In addition to evidence gathering, such a response policy 
43/ 

places a high value upon the psychological value to the crime victim--

of police response and assures a high degree of uniformity in the pre-
44/ 

paration of crime reports.-- Although we can offer no experimental proof 

of such an outcome, it seems reasonable to believe that the CSpis 100 

percent response policy would encouraqe crine reporting. 

The impact of the policy of universal response on the solution 

of crimes is less certain. Some lIeold" crimes (e.o., vandalism or thefts 

which involve snJall losses ilnd vlhich occurred at an unknown time) may 

have such an insignificant chance of solution that the formality of a 
45/ 

police response is I'Jasteful.-- For example, the Sacramento Police 

Department does not dispatch on 45 percent of its calls for service and 

takes those reports that may be necessary among such incidents by tele­

phone. 

41/The existence of such a psychological value makes sense not only from 
- an intuiti ve stand poi nt; it \",as verifi ed through vi ctimi zati on surveys 

conducted durinn the aforementioned Kansas City patrol experiment. 
Tony Pate, et al, Police Resronse Time, Its Determinants and Effects, 
(HashingtonD.C:-, the Police Foundation, 1976) p. 49. 

44/Compilation of crime reports by CSP officers probably assures uniform 
-- crime reporting for state properties. SAt~ Section 2625, however, 

permits state managers to report crimes to the CSP following their 
report to local police in some areas. Such manager reporting is in 
compliance with the Department of Finance's fraud and loss reporting 
requirements found in SAM Sections 0601 and 8657. 

45/Response may not be wasteful from a public relations standpoint. But 
-- if the public is informed of the reasons for various response priori­

ties, slower response or nonresponse in some cases, may gain acceptance. 
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Except for.the "larceny/theft" column of Table 1, that display 

does not show any classes of crimes which do not usually receive a 

personal police officer response in all jurisdictions. Acknowledging 

the CSP's statement that they will respond to all thefts whereas other 

police agencies will not, the respective clearance rates do not sho\~ 

that such a policy holds tangible payoff. 

A popular service provided by the CSP was recently highlighted 
46/ 

in a state employee newsletter:--

For those of you workinq late hours downtown and making 
an "after dark" walk to' your car, call the State Police, 
445-2895, and they will send an escort to accompany you 
to your car. They will even "shine some light" to check 
the inside of your auto. 

After-hours security \'ti 11 continue to be a subject of importance 

to employees and probably will become a point of negotiation u~der 

collective bargaining. State Police escorts are one means of furnishing 

such security, but the CSP is not staffed adequately to provide timely 

or universal response to all requests for escort service. Alternative 

strategies could include: encouraging employees to park adjacent to 

their office buildings after normal working hours, allowing state-paid 

transit or taxi fares in lieu of escorts, reimbursing employees for 

parking in attended commercial lots, providing an attended state-owned 

lot, or using non-peace officer escorts. Measures such as these should 

not replace the practice of common sense rules of personal responsibility 

on the part of individual employees. It should be expected that employees 

would be careful to lock their cars, check car interiors before getting in, 

46/"Working Late?", 1~.L.C. [Womens' Liaison Council) Department of 
Corrections] Circular, February 1978, p. 1. 
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park in well-lighted and well-traveled areas, and use a "buddy system" 

\'/henever rossible. The practice of rrovidinn security services to employees 

in the privat~ sector and in other qovernment jurisdictions is mixed, 

so the form of after-dark security measures taken on behalf of state 

emrloyees remains negotiable. 

RecoPlmendati ons 

In this chapter we have analyzed some of the underlying assum­

tions and mandates which guide today's operational practices in the 

California State Polic~ Division. Areas of special concern which we 

hilve noted ;'Ire>: 

- Concurrent state/local jurisdiction 

Lack of explicit data concerning risk magnitude 
versus the cost effectiveness of alternative ways 
of combating risks. 

Our predominant finding has been that state government employs 

a high degree of police officer response flexibility to the economic 

detriment of "plant security" as that term is understood in the private 

sector. Local law enforcement capability is largely supplanted on state 

property, although state property could be less expensively policed by 

local authorities. We also pointed out that in a few locations, e.g., 

the Capitol Area, state peace officer flexibility may be a desirable 

feature vis-a·-vis local response. 

Regarding risk management, we qbserved that the CSP has 

intensified its efforts to assist state government with its security 

needs analyses. This encouraging activity could be strengthened 

further by the inclusion of economic and effectiveness data in security 
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surveys. Decision makers should be provided an appraisal of the 

estimated annual economic costs of the risks being considered and given 

an array of countermeasures with their costs and relat'ive effectiveness 

from which to choose a course of action. 

These findings lead to the following recommendations regarding the 

role and staffing of the California State Police Division: 

• Protection for the Governor, and other constitutional 
officers and legislators should remain a CSP 
responsibility. Only a state-level security organi­
zation could provide such protection on a continuous 
basis. 

• Capitol and Capitol Area protection and police 
services should remain a CSP responsibility, 
acknowledging the concurrent jurisdiction of 
the Sacramento Police Department. Clear and 
historic legislative intent and state practice, 
the symbolic attraction of the Capitol for pub­
lic demonstrations and the concentrated nature 
of state facilities combine to justify this 
CSP function. 47/ 

• State Police services in other parts of the state 
should be sharply reduced because of the capability 
of local law enforcement agencies to provide 
those services. The phase-out of police services 
could be staged to include: 

- Pro rata patrol removal from outlying areas 

Restraint from expansion into new areas of 
pro rata coverage 

Eventual removal of peace officers from 
central city pro rata beats 

- Screen'ing all contract peace offi cer ass, i gn­
ments to determine the ability of local law 
enforcement agencies to provide police services 

----~ -- --- '--~""-

47/The specialized service of explosive ordinance disposal (EOD) is available 
from local police and military installations in the Sacramento area as 
well as from CSP officers. This duplicated service may be justified if 
the response times of the other agencies to bomb threats on state property 
is significantly slower than CSP response. 
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There are approximately 87 police officer and security 
Offic~8/Positions which could be affected by this reduc­
tion.__ (This figure excludes: sergeants and above, 
police officer dispatchers and all Sacramento and 
California Water Project peace officers.) 

- Facility security services over and above normal local 
law enforcement capability should be provided by the 
CSP as justified by security survey. This role is 
comparable to facility security as provided in the 
private sector. We would expect many of the pro rata 
and contract peace officer positions to be reclassified 
as security guard positions in conjunction with this 
realignment. Dispatch/monitor capability provided for 
facility security may be economically contracted with 
IIcentral stations ll in some areas and on some shifts. 

The emplOyee and property protection programs may need 
additiona staff--transferred from areas of program 
reduction--to strengthen the CSP's security analysis 
capability. These programs are of statewide applica­
tion and could be more equitably funded from the 
General Fund than from pro rata billings. 

48/Staffing data by geographic location which were given us by the CSP 
showed the following peace officer positions which could be affected: 
San Francisco, 21; Oakland, 8; Redding, 2; Stockton, 3; Fresno, 5; 
Los Angeles, 38; San Diego, 4; Santa Ana, 2; and San Bernardino, 4. 
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CHAPTER III 

SECURITY SERVICES--INTERAGENCY DUPLICATION 

The California State Police Division has identified a number of 
Jj 

state agencies providing their own police and security services. This 

chapter will address the extent of duplication of services by these 

agencies, and \'1hether consolidations into CSP are warranted. 

For one group of agencies identified by CSP, the issue is duplica­

tion of services available from CSP by contract, e.g., a fixed post security 

guard. For the other group of agencies, the issue is expansion of the 

CSP organization to incorporate the law enforcement element of a variety 

of state programs, e.g., wildlife protection, or state park law enforcc-

ment. 

vlhere it is clear that agency employees are performing the same 

tasks as CSP employees, the associated costs will be compared. Cost data 

will be limited to the number of positions necessary to staff a 40-hour 
2/ ~ 

post.- We will not include overhead costs which we consider fixed costs. 

1!Employment Development Department, Departments of Justice, Health, 
Fish and Ga'1e, Parks and Recreation, the California Exposition and 
Stat~ Fair, Museum of Science and Industry, Veterans· Home at Yountville, 
State University, and University of California. 

2/Department of General Services, Administrative Services Division, 
- Program Analysis Section, "Introduction," Report of Service Reguire­

ments for the California State Police Division, September 1977. 
3/Department of Finance, Program Evaluation Unit, Centralized vs. 
- Decentralized Services, Phase I, "Treatment of Overhead Expense," 

No. 077-40, August 1977, p. 7. 
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Overhead costs are not likely to increase for either CSP or line agencies 

as a result of the small marginal increases in staffing which are at issue. 

Therefore, we believe that the only costs necessary to complete the cost 

analyses from a government-wide perspective are the salary and staff 

benefit costs associated with the posts in question. 

Where there is no significant cost advantage of a line agency over 

CSP for contract services, our recommendations will be guided by state 

statute, i.e., Government Code Section 14613, which makes the CSP 

responsible for police and security services to state buildings and occu­

pants. ~Je have the following interpretation of Section 14613 from counsel 

(Mr. John Brakke, General Services Legal Office): The construction of 

Section 14613 and the duties vested in General Services by Government Code 

Section 14600 (which spec"jfies police protection as a duty) make implicit 

the impropriety of any state agency hiring its own security personnel 

without the express permission of the California State Police Division or 

express statutory authority to hire security personnel. With the esP's 

ability to delegate security service authority, it appears that if a 

line agency could demonstrate a clear economic advantage to the state in 

providing its own security, Section 14613 could allow us to endorse such 

deiegation. In a situation where a line agency is not clearly the more 

economical service provider, we believe that the uniformity of security 

service avajlable from the CSP is of sufficient value from a qualitative 

standpoint to make delegation of security tasks inappropriate. 
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Each agency will be dealt with separately. The format will be to 

describe the job classifications used and the tasks being performed. The 

pros and cons of apparent issues will be discussed. Our findings in 

Chapter II will also be considered in making recommendations. 

Employment Development Department 

The Employment Development Department (EDD) employs two security 

guards at its headquarters in Sacramento. This job classification-­

security guard--is used also by CSP. The guards staff a fixed post in 

the electronic data processing equipment area. These two guards cover a 

single post from 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. for five days a week. Their shifts 

are staggered so that each guar~ works an eight-hour day. Occasionally, 

a clerk is used to fill in for the guards during breaks. The guards 

have been used for limited parking lot patrols during shift changes. 

Before EDD hired its own security guards, CSP prepared a security 

survey, at EDD's request. The recommendation from the CSP survey was 

for EDD to contract with CSP for 1.4 security guards. A request for 

funding was made by CSP. This request was not approved by DGS management. 

A request \'Ias submitted by EDD for two security guard positions and this 

request was approved. 

The duties of these guards are limited to monitoring a closed 

circuit television which is part of a Mard.ix "man-trapll system. This sys­

tem is used to control who enters ,the computer area. The entry process 

is: a per'son steps into a small, glassed-in booth with two doors--

one allows access to the computer area, the other allows access to a 

"neutral" or' noncomputer area. The door leading to the computer area 

remains locked until the person desiring entry places an identification 

card (which includes his or her photo) on a device which transmits the 
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card image to a television screen. An image of the person in the booth 

is transmitted to the same television screen. The guard verifies that 

the identification card has been authorized to the person in the booth. 

The guard then presses a button which unlocks the door to the computer 

area and, simultaneously, locks the door to the "neutral" area. 

The management at EDD has specified employee identification 

verification as their primary security service need. The presence of a 

uniformed or armed officer is not a defined need for adequate security 

at this facility. The guards and persons des.iring to enter the computer 

area are never in the presence of each other during this entry process. 

As a result, a person seeking access to the area is unaware who is 

controlling the entry process, i.e., whether there is an armed guard 

on duty or a clerk filling in during breaks. The considerations for 

staffing the Mardix system on-site at EDD did not include a need for the 

"presence" of a uniformed person as a deterrent to crime. 

During the hours of 5 p.m. to 7 a.m. on weekdays, and 24-hours on 

weekends, the monitoring of EDD's Mardix system is performed by CSP dis­

patchers and police officers at Sacramento area dispatch center in the 

Capitol. This service is considered by CSP to be a "pro rata" service and 

EDD is not billed separately for the service. The fact thatCSP provides 

the same service as EDD guards makes this a clear case in which CSP services 

are being duplicated, and there is no statutory authority for EDD to do so. 

The difference between the CSP and EDD staffing requests (0.6 staff 

years) is a result of CSP's staff utilization. The State Police are able 

to staff a la-hour, five day, post with 1.4 staff years through efficiencies 

available to a centralized service provider. 
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The failure of DGS management to approve the 1.4 staff years 

requested by CSP to staff the contract with EDD may have been a function 

of the absence of systematically derived data on the cost effectiveness 

of the proposed service. In Chapter II of this study, we have suggested 

some ways to make the security surveys more useful to management, and 

SAM Section 4845 et. seq., contains specific guidance regarding data 

processing security. 

The fact that EDO's Mardix system is tied into the CSP Sacramento 

dispatch center raises serious questions about the necessity for security 

guards (or clerical staff on a temporary basis) on-site at EOO. If the 

EDO system were monitored all the time by CSP, the worst consequence 

we can forsee is some delay in entry; this delay would be the result 

of CSP staff at the dispatch center being momentarily unavailable to EDO 

while they respond to dispatch calls. However, we doubt this wait would 

be sufficient to warrant the cost of two full-time staff plus relief 

support. 

If the delay did become counterproductive, one alternative to 

staffing on-site at EDD is a "card key" system. Such a system would 

continue to meet the security needs defined by EDD management, i.e., 

employee identification verification and controlled access, at a lower 

cost. 

In the event that EOO redefines its service needs to include on-site 

security staff, the least costly alternative to EDO and state government 

as a whole, should be chosen. For a single 50-hour post assignment, CSP 

is the least costly alternative. 
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Recommendations 

1. T,he two security guard positions at EDD should be eliminated, and 

the CSP should monitor the Mardix (access control) system at all 

times, from the Capitol. 

If remote monitoring is not satisfactory, consideration should 

be given to passive equipment for employee identification and 

access control. 

2. If on-site security guards at EDD can be justified by risk analysis 

in accordance with SAM Section 4845 et. seq., the CSP should pro-

vide the service. 

Department of Justice 

In 1974, the Department of Justice (DOJ) requested that the CSP 

perform a security survey at DOJ's 33rd and C Streets, Sacramento, facility. 

This facility is the single repository for criminal history and fingerprint 

r~cords statel/1ide. The Law Enforcement Consolidated Data Center is also 

at this facility and is the central terminal for all statewide information 

systems used by law enforcement, e.g., stolen property, stolen vehicles, 

wants and warrants, and stolen firearms. There is a crime laboratory 

on-site which supports state and local criminal investigations. Peace 

officers from law enforcement agencies throughout the State go to this 

facility as a routine part of their work. In addition, the Criminal 

Identification and Information Investigators (CI&I) are located in this 
4/ 

building and they are peace officers.-

4/Pena1 Code Section 11052. 
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The facility is located in a residential area which is bounded 

by a railroad levee. It was originally built and used as a can-making 

factory. There are 650 parking spaces around the building for use by the 

public, DOJ employees, and law enforcement agencies. 

The public visits this facility to be fingerprinted, to request a 

search of the criminal history records for background clearances, or to see 

their own criminal history records. School children are given tours of 

the building by DOJ employees (not the security officers) who volunteer 

and are trained to guide the tours. Sales staff from private vendors 

seeking to do business with DOJ also visit this facility. 

The security survey prepared by CSP recommended that 24-hour~ 

seven day, coverage be staffed as follows: 

Police officers -

Security officers 

2nd watch, 5 days a week 

1st watch, 7 days a week 
2nd watch, weekends and holidays 
3rd watch, 7 days a week 

5 percent overtime anticipated 

2.4 PY 

3.2 PY 
1.2 
3.2 

1'D.O PY 

0.5 PY 

The proposal from CSP was not acceptable to DOJ for a number of 

reasons. First, the CSP would not provide public information at the 

front entrance of the facility. This duty is considered by DOJ to be 

important for their image as a service organization. Second, the CSP staff 

assigned to the DOJ facility would be rotated to a new assignment every three 

months. This staff rotation is considered by DOJ to be counterproductive 

to the officers' learning about the various DOJ programs and becoming 

familiar with the DOJ staff. Third, the CSP would be in control of the 

security operation at the DOJ facility. The Department of Justice pr.efers to 

have control over their o\'In facility. Fourth, the image of CSP staff is 
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that of police or law enforcement, in contrast to DOJls preference for a 

service provider image. Finally, the cost of CSP security officers and 
5/ 

police officers- was higher than DOJ thought appropriate, in view of the 

CSP service limitations. 

As a result of these differences in definition of service need and 

costs, DOJ hired their own security staff. The civil service classifica­

tions used by DOJ are Security Officer I and II. For this fiscal year, 
6/ 

there are 10 Security Officer lis, and one Security Officer 11.- These 

classifications are "used primarily in a maximum security hospital of 

Department of Health .... In other institutions, incumbents perform basic 

security functions and related duties under the supervision of school or 

institution personnel. Employees in this class are primarily re.sponsible 

for custody and security and are not directly engaged in the program of 
7/ 

treatment and rehabi 1 itati on of the resi dent popul ati on. 11- The Security 

Officer II is the first supervisory level of the series. 

Although the alternative chosen by DOJ was the least costly at the 

time, there is no statutory aut.hority for DOJ to maintain their own special 

security services. 

5/Concerning the cost issue--at the time of CSpis survey of DO~, the .. 
classification "security guard" was not in use b,y CSP'. Th1S c~ass1f1-
cation would probably not have been used by CSP 1n the1r ~taff1ng 
recommendations; however, had the cla~sification.been ava1lable 
its use might have been suggested dur1ng the re~lew and appr~val pro­
cess. In April 1975, CSP began hiring staff US1ng the secur1ty guard 
classification. . 

6/Salaries fer FY 76-77: Security Officer I - $1,006 to $1,206, Securlty 
- Officer II - $1,100 to $1,323. 
7/Cali'fornia State Personnel Board, S ecification for Securit Officer I, 
-Schematic Code VC 75, Class Code 1944, Sacramento: California State 

Personnel Board, revised 1972), p. 1. 
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These security staff at DOJ are not armed, nor are they peace 

officers. Their training is a one-week orientation to DOJ programs and 

continuous on-the-job training. When space allows, they attend DOJls 

Advanced Training Center course in arrest powers and use of firearms 

(Penal Code Section 832). Their duties are to monitor the closed circuit 

television coverage of the building entranses, parking lot, and interior; 

to control door locks at front and back entrances, admitting in employees 

with badges and visitors with escorts; to provide information to the 

public concerning DOJ programs; to train DOJ employees in cardiopulmonary 

resuscitation (CPR), administer first aid and CPR; and to patrol the interior 

and exterior of the building. These eleven staff cover two 24-hour daily 

posts (back entrance and roving patrol). and one 11.5 hour daily post 

at the front entrance. 

Additional security measures are taken for the data center in 

the form of a man-trap device; however, this is monitored and controlled 

by computer operations staff. 

The DOJ security staff does not supplant the services every state 

agency receives from CSP as a result of the prorata charges, e.g., issuing 

parking citations, writing crime reports, and responding to emergency calls, 

but is in addition to it. 

We will conclude this section with an evaluation of the types of 

services CSP and DOJ have defined for the 33rd and C Streets facility. 

There are three areas of concern about service: civil service class, 

length of assignment, and DOJls image as supported by the security staff. 

We bel ieve that the tasks required of security officers at"DOJ 

can ·be per-formed by nonpeace officer personnel. There are indigenous 
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resources at the DOJ facility, i.e., CI&I investigators and police 

from agencies around the State, which we believe eliminate the need for 

a person with peace officer status being assigned a fixed post. In 

addition, CSP will respond to calls for service. The request by DOJ 

that security staff not be armed or have peace officer powers seems 

appropriate. The absence of the peace officer responsibilities signifi­

cantly affects the content of the job and the skills required to perform 

it and the classification used should reflect this. 

It appears to us that security officers at DOJ are performing 

tasks similar to the tasks performed by CSP security guards, i.e., "prevents 

the admittance to the premises of unauthorized persons, prevents damage 
8/ 

to state property and enforces various regul ati ons. 11- The security 
9/ 

guards are paid $246 a month less than the Security Officer 1.-

The cost difference and the similarity in duties between the 

Security Guard class and Security Officer class used at DOJ suggest 

that the Security Guard classification is appropriate for use at the 

DOJ facility. The CSP should reevaluate their security proposal to DOJ, 

noting the tasks performed, the presence of pBace officer personnel 

continuously at the facility, and the availability of rapid local police 
lQI 

response. 

8/Ibid., S ecification for Securit Guard, Schematic Code DB50, Class 
- Code 985, Sacramento: Ca i ornla State Personnel Board, revised 

1970), p.1. 
~Sa1ary for FY 76-77 for Security Guard: $740~844 monthly .. 

lQIIn interviews, DOJ staff noted that local pollce response tlme to the 
facility is 15 minltes. 
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The Department of Justice questions whether CSP could adequately 

serve DOJ's needs to have staff familiar with DOJ programs and staff if 

every three months new staff were assigned. It is CSP's policy to rotate 

staff to new assignments quarterly in order to increase the flexibility 
11/ 

of the CSP staff pool and to enhance staff alertness.-- Particularly 

in the case of fixed post assignments, the limited physical area and 

relatively routine demands require rotation to enhance alertness. It is 

conceded that new security staff would need a brief period to become 

fa~i'liar with the facility. But we cannot foresee any substantial break­

down in the ability to verify identification, direct visitors, locate 

emergency exits and fire alarms, etc., due to a quarterly rotation policy. 

Further, we agree with the CSP's position that security staff rotation 

can sharpen the performance of repetitive tasks. 

The Department of Justice has expressed a desire to project a 

"service," as opposed to an "enforcement," image and to have this image 

supported by the security staff. The Department of Justice is, however, 

a law enforcement agency; it is this status as an enforcement agency 

which allows them to limit their security service needs to nonpeace office 

officer personnel. 

Consistent with Chapter II of this study, the DO~ and the CSP 

should reassess the security service requirements of the back entrance 

to the DOJ facility. An electronic access control system would accommo­

date DOJ employees at a lower cost than securi'ty staff, while all non-DOJ 

users of the facility could be screened at the front entrance by security 

staff or escorted through. the rear entrance. Although the department 

ll/This policy of periodic rotation is not industrywide, e.g., the 
-- Sacramento Police Department allows its officers to choose the 

assignments they want for a year. 
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will be vacating the leased 33rd and C Streets facility within the next 

two years, the hardware costs of a transportable access control system 

are low enough to warrant the conversion. As an example, a transportable 

"man-trap" system costs $23,000 to $25,000 installea (or can be leased 

for under $400 per month plus a $8,000 to $10,000 installation cost). 

The salary cost alone for the staffed post is about $67,000 per year. 

Recommendations 

1. Security staffing should be reduced by the number of staff necessary 

to physically control the DOJ employees' entrance, i.e., 4.8 PY. 

Passive equipment should be used to monitor this entrance. 

2. As the least costly alternative to state government as a whole, and 

in compliance with Gov~rnment Code Section 14613, the CSP should 

staff the DOJ security posts with a class equivalent to the one 

appropriate for use at DOJ, i.e., Security Guard. 

California Museum of Science and Industry 

The California Museum of Science and Industry (CMSI) is one of the 

public attractions on a 104-acre state-owned park in south central Los 

Angeles. There are 26 acres of parking area. The State leases land to 

the Los Angeles city-county Coliseum Commission which operates the 

Coliseum and Sports Arena. There are approximately 3.5 million visitors 

a year to the four museum buildings, and another 3.5 million people 

attending sports and recreational events in the park. 
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There is a Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) precinct office 

two blocks from the park, and the park is included in the LAPD motor patrol 

of the precinct area. The police department responds to calls for service 

in 2 to 15 minutes. 
12/ 

The State employs a staff-- of 27 security guards and officers, 

and night watchmen to patrol the park area and guard the museum contents. 

During the day shift, there are 8 security guards and officers on duty. 

For the swing and graveyard shifts, there are 3 to 4 guards and watchmen 

on duty. The guards are assigned inside the museums to protect the 

exhibits and to assist the public. The guards inside are uniformed and 

unarmed. The security officers patrol, by foot or motor vehicle, the 

park grounds. These officers 00 not have peace officer status; however, 
13/ 

they are uniformed and armed.- Arrests by the CMSI staff are "citizens 

arrests ." 

The Museum security staff issues parking citations and collects 

the parking meter monies. During special events at the Coliseum and 

Sports Arena, CSMI personnel patrol and direct the parking lot traffic. 

Attendance at these events is between 30,000 and 80,000. The Museum 

staff at these events are off-duty from CMSI, and the duty is not 

considered part of their 40-hour week. As a result, straight time instead 

of overtime rates are paid to staff for working at the sporting events. 

Until 1967, CSP had a contract to provide services to CMSI. At 

that time, the CSP s.ervice charges wet'e considered too high and an 

alternative was sought. Museum custodial staff were given the opportunity 

lfJAs of December, 1977: 20-Museum Security Guards, 3-Supervis1ng Museum 
Security Guards, 3-Night Watchmen, and l-Chief Museum Security Officer. 

]lVOfficers are trained by Los Angeles Sheriffs Office in use of firearms, 
in compliance with Penal Code Section 832. 
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to mov~ into security services at a cost lower than CSP's cost. However, 

there is no statutory authority for the Museum to employ its own security 

staff. Contributing to the cost difference is the fact that the security 

guard classification was not used by CSP until 1975. As a result, CSP had 

no comparable class available for duty inside the Museum. The staff 

which CSP could provide--security and police officers--have peace 

officer status, which the Museum does not require. 

The Museum has defined the type of protection for visitors and 

contents of the grounds as security services. Considering the closeness 

of the LAPD precinct to the Museum and their frequent patrols, there are 

adequate enforcement services available. Peace officers at fixed points 

at the Museum would constitute a duplication of local services. 

The r~useum is staffing 14-16, 8 hour, 7 day posts with 27 staff, 

including a chief. The staffing standard for CMSI is 1.92 to 1.68 PY 

for one 8-hour post 7 days a week; CSP's standard is 1.6 PY. The cost 

difference between the tl'lO is not substantial; however, CSP can provide 

the same service for slightly less cost to state government as a whole. 

Our evaluation! however, did not include an assessment of the need for 

the current number of posts. Such a review is planned. 

Recorrmendation 

The CMSI should contract with the CSP to staff the appropriate 

number of posts, using non-peace officer personnel. Also, parking control 

staffing for Coliseum and Sports Arena events should be provided by 

CSP at straight-time ·rates. If the CSP cannot meet these two conditions, 

the service should continue to be provided by CMSI. 
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California Exposition and Fair 

There are two types of service needs at California Exposition and 

Fair (Cal Expo): police and security service during the annual run of the 

California State Fair, and "interim" police and security services during 

the rest of the year when the grounds are used for special events, e.g., 

circuses and boat, livestock and art shows. 

There are statutes allowing Cal Expo to employ "peace officer 
14/ 

marshals .,,- Five off-duty peace officer marshals are employed during 

the Stute Fair and are augmented by up to 70 off-duty peace officers 

hired from surrounding areas as "watchmen." During the current year such 

intermittent officers receive $6.00 per hour versus $19.25 per hour for 

CSP officers. 

For "interim" periods, between State Fairs, there are seven unarmed 
15/ 

security guards staffing 7.4 forty-hour posts per seven day l'Ieek.- The 

staffing for this workload does not include employee leave or training 

or the amount of overtime paid. 

14/Food & Agriculture Code Section 3324 and Penal Code Section 830.31. 
}]lAs a result of this staff, Cal Expo has requested a reduction in the 

amount they pay CSP for "pro rata ll charges. Cal Expo maintains that 
by employing their own security staff, CSP is only responding, 
not patrolling the area. 

The State Police have granted exceptions to the "pro rata" charges 
to the California Highway Patrol (CHP) field offices and Department of 
Corrections field offices with parole officers. These departments 
do not pay the per employee charges for the employees at these 
facilities who have peace officer status. 

Pro rata charges do not buy an amount of direct services but are 
assessments on every department for services provided in areas 
specified by SAM Section 2625. Therefore, it is inappropriate to 
exempt agencies from the emplQyee assessment. It is also inappro­
p~iate to except Cal Expo from charges because they have peace 
officer or security staff on duty. 
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Cal Expo has requested that the seven security guard positions 

be increased and reclassified as: 1 chief, 3 police officers, 4 security 

guards. During the State Fair, this staff would be augmented by area 

peace offi cers . 

Unlike the other agencies discussed so far, Cal Expo has 

statutory authority to employ peace officers, but such authority should 

be interpreted in the context of ~ocal police agencies having concurrent 

authority for police services. The Cal Expo police service proposed 

during "interim" periods is duplicative of both local and state police 

service in the Sacramento area. Therefore, any lIinterim ll security 

staffing at Cal Expo should be limited to non-peace officer personnel. 

The State Police can provide security services to Cal Expo during 

interim periods at equivalent cost to State government as a whole when 

employee time off, training, etc. are considered. The State Fair staff 

augmentation,! however, is being efficiently provided by off-duty peace 

officers from the area, and without this method of staffing peak workload, 

the CSP cost equivalence would be lost. 

1. 

Recommendation 

In the interest of uniform provision of security services and in view 

of the lack of adverse fiscal impact on state government by such 

action, the California State Police,should provide security services 

at Cal EXpo, and State Fair coverage should continue to be augmented 

by off-duty peace officers as long as such personnel are available 

at competitive rates. 

2. No peace officers should be permanently assigned at Cal Expo because 

of the availability of local and State Police law enforcement response. 
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Public He~lth Laboratory, Berkeley 

The State Police had a service contract with the Department of 

Health's (DOH) Public Health Laboratory in Berkeley until 1975. Under 

this contract CSP provided a security officer 24 hours every day, 

Beginning in 1975, DOH employed four security guards. The Department 

defines their service needs as the continuous presence of an unarmed, 

uniformed guard who patrols inside the building, secures all door$ and 

windows, monitors laboratory temperatures and records the readings, and 

receives deliveries for the laboratory at any time of the day. The 

Department requires staff associated with the laboratory to be vaccinated 

as a disease control measure. During the daytime, the parking lot is 

included in the guard's patrol and violators are cited by the Berkeley 

Police Department. 

The Berkeley Police Department is five blocks away and patrols the 

area of the laboratory every 15 minutes. The State Police are on patrol 

in Richmond and Oakland and can be called for assistance. In addition, 

the University of California campus is nearby and University Police are 

always on duty. Therefore, there is no need for DOH to duplicate the 

enforcement services available in the area. 

The Department hired its own staff for cost and service consi­

derations. J\s noted earlier, DOH considers an unarmed security guard 

adequate for their needs and CSP had no staff in this category. This is 

the third example (DOJ and eMS! being the'other two) where CSP could not 

offer a service appropriate to the client's needs. As a result, the 

departments hired their own staff. 

There were also differences between DOH and CSP over the duties 

to be performed by the guards and the requi rement for vacci nati on. The 
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services to the laboratory, i.e., receiving deliveries and monitoring 

temperatures, were considered by CSP to be inappropriate tasks for them 
16/ 

to perfonn.-

Despite these cost and service considerations, there is no 

statutory authority for DOH to employ staff for noninstitutional security 

tasks. The Department authorizes the use of four staff for coverage of 

the 7 day, 14 hour post; CSP's standard is 4.8 staff. But the coverage is 

continuous or 168 hours per week, and four staff, each working 40 hours 

per week without leave or training time-off, would provide 160 hours 

per week. The department is using overtime to close this eight hour 

per week gap and to cover staff absences. Plans are being made to 

request one more position. 

Staffing at the DOH Public Health Laboratory should be reconsidered 

in the context of this report to redirect CSP service from enforcement 

to security. With a comparable level of service and staff, CSP's costs 

to State government as a whole would be equivalent to Health's. 

Recol11T1endation 

Reflecting the provisions of Government Code Section 14613 and our 

preference for the uniform provision of security services where there are 

no adverse statewide fiscal impacts, we recommend that the Department of 

Health contract for esp security guard service at the Public Health 

Laboratory. 

IDTHe CSP does perform some tasks for clients which are not strictly 
security-oriented, e.g., limited equipment monitoring at DWR's 
Hood facility. The alternative to such cooperation is call-back 
time at time and a half payor the 24-hour presence of technical 
staff. 
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Game Wardens and Park Rangers 

The CSP has s ugges ted that the 1 a\'/ enforcement duti es performed by 

game wardens be isolated and consolidated under esp. In April 1975, the 

State Personnel Board published a report of salary comparison for, among 

others, the Game Warden and state Police Officer classes. Patrol 

is considered the primary task of wardens and CSP officers, with some 

investigating work. However, it WiS the cenclusion of. the Board that "Fi~h 

and Game Wardens' jobs .. 

of Police Officers, CSPD. 

[are] significantly more complex than those 
17/ 

11- The Board defines the game warden 

job as the IIpatrol of land and water areas of [the] State, including 

offshore areas, to ensure compliance with laws and regulations relating to 

the conservation and protecti!'"j of [fish and game] habitat. Duties 

-include inspection of commercial fishing operations and stream bed 
18/ 

alterations. Wardens also conduct follow:..up investigations as required. lI
-

For the CSP officers, the job is defined by the Board as, '!patrols state 

facilities to protect the public, state employees and property against 
19/ 

unlawful acts. 11-

The State Park Ranger is another job cl ass with peace offi cer' powers 

as well as program responsibilities. The SPB requires Rangers to be know­

ledgeable about II methods and materials used in preparing and interpreting 

historical and natural science displays and exhibits, and principles of 

forest fire, disease and insect damage control and general resource manage-
20/ 

ment and protecti on. 11-

lZ/California State Personnel Board, Personnel Management Services 
Division, Law Enforcement Salary Study, April 1975, p. 6. 

l8/Ibid., p. 29. 
i9/Ibid., p. 30. 
20/California State Personnel Board, Series Specification for State Park 

Ranger, Schematic Codes BR 74, 70, 60, 50, and 40, Class Codes 
0982, 0983, 0980, 0977, and 0975, (Sacramento: California State 
Personnel Board, 1973), p. 3. 
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If the law enforcement tasks of the rangers and wardens were 

isolated for CSP takeover, it is extremely unlikely that the net change 

in CSP officer-warden-ranger staffing could be anything other than 

an upward change. For example, instead of one park ranger on duty 

at a given location, there would be one ranger and one CSP officer. 

It is true that the ranger could be assigned more territory as a result 

of being freed from law enforcement responsibilities, but it is not at 

all evident that the assigned area could be doubled. As a result, we 

see no pl~actica1 value, in either efficiency or program effectiveness, 

to be gained by a consolidation of a part of wardens' or rangers' jobs 

under the CSP. 

Institutional Security 

State Hospitals 

The Department of Health employs 133 Hospital Peace Officers 

this fiscal year at 11 state hospitals. These officers provide general 

security and 'pol ice servi ces simi 1 ar to what CSP provi des to other State 

facilities, i.e., patrol, parking citations, arrests, access control. 

The State Personnel Board distinguishes this class from the general law 

enforcement group by noting that hospital peace officers are "regu1ar1y 

required to perform law enforcement duties in close proximity to mentally 
21/ 

ill or retarded patients."- In addition, hospital peace officers are 

expected to "1 earn and apply sound judgment in the enforcement of hospital 

rules and regulations and applicable State laws necessary for protection 
22/ 

of persons and property."- We collected staffing data from the hospitals; 

2l/Ibid., Series Specification for Hospital Peace Officer, Schematic 
-- Codes UC 48, 45 and 40, Class Codes 1937, 1936, and 1935 (Sacramento: 

California State Personnel Board, 1975), p. 1. 
22/Ibid., p. 3. 
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however, we could not determine from these data whether or not economies 

of scale are being achieved. Beat or post assignments overlapped or 

were not distinct enough to allow a direct comparison with CPS's 1.2 PY 

per eight hours, five day per post standard. 

Notwithstanding the absence,of a comparison of position equivalents, 

the specialized nature of this class minimizes the advantage of centralized 

CSP services. Further, the location of many state hospitals in areas 

that are unserved by CSP personnel causes centralized service economies 

of scale--Genera1 Services' inherent strong point--to be lost. 

University of California and 
State Universities and Colleges 

There are 254.6 guards dnd police at the State universities (CSUC) 

and 208.7 at the University of Californi'a (UC) during this fiscal year. 

Article IX of the State Constitution allows UC to be managed by the 

University Regents. Education Code Section 22600 allows the University 

Trustees to manage the State universities. As a result, the University 

Regents and CSUC Trustees could request centralized services; however, 

State government cannot compel the Regents and Trustees to purchase 

centralized services. 

Advantages of centralization might accrue if CSP were to serve 

those campuses located iH major metropolitan areas now served by CSP. 

However, these advantages must be considered in the context of the need 

for flexibility in the use of gua~ds and officers in an academic setting. 

The need for a campus chancellor or president to have direct control over 

how an event, such as a student demonstration, is controlled seems as 

valid as the CSP's similar need in the Capitol area. 
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There are 24 separate locations for ue and esue campuses; esp now 

has staff in only 7 of these locations. Expanding the esp to cover 

campuses in the 17 areas where there are no esp staff would require 

more than double the number of security and police staff employed by 
23/ 

CSP.-- These staff would not contribute to the flexibility and pooling 

associ,ted with centralized services. 

On balance, we believe that continued use of campus police by 

UC and esue has more economic and intangible benefits than would use 

of CSP officers in that setting. 

Veterans' Home at Yountville 

The Veterans' Home at Yountville employs nine security officers. 
I 

The classifications used are Security Officer I, II, and the Chief 

Security Officer, Veterans Home. The Security Officer series is the 

same classification used by DOJ and the State hospitals. 

These guards are unarmed and uniformed and their primary tasks 

are routine patrol of the grounds ~nd control of entry and exit. They 

assist the three Institutional Fire Fighters in fire fighting. There is 

no fire department in Yountville. Fire units in the general area are 

maintained by Napa State Hospital and Napa County; therefore, this 

capability is valuable. 

There are three posts for the day shift and two each for the 

night and swing shifts. Using esP's standard of 1.2 staff years per 

a-hour, 5-day post, 10.8 staff years would be necessary to cover the posts. 

23/UC and esuc have 247.4 PY allocated for the 17 locations in the current 
-- fiscal year. 

-58-

------------------

~ ~' 
,. 
i 

~
' . , 
, 

.( . , 
'[." 

\ 

{ 

[ 'i 
E II 
~IJ 

t.~1 

m )' :':1 

~" ·~:.111' 
I} .:~' 

. ~ l " 

i: . ! 

,~~, 1 

m ., "'~I 
- - - ---- -- ~--~ 

j 

There is no statutory authority for the Veterans' Home to employ 

their own security staff. The cost and level of service are cited by the 

Department of Veterans' Affairs as the reason for hiring their own staff. 

There is no stated need for personnel with peace officer status at the 

facility. 

Yountville lies outside the esP's current area of operations, and 

given the remoteness of the area and the apparent efficiency of current 

staff utilization, there is no advantage to CSP contracting for the work. 
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APPENDIX 

Excerpts from: 

Reducing Crime In Apartment 
Dwellings: A Methodology For 

comparing Security Alternatives 
(P-4656) 

by 

Michael Liechenstein 

The New York City Rand Institute 

1971 
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III. A RANKING SCHEME FOR ALTERNATIVE SECURITY SYSTEMS 

Relating these proposed operational criteria to detailed technical 

specifications is a difficult task. Because of imperfect knowledge of 

threat characteristics, causality, and the extent to which causative 

factors influence crime output, we cannot rely solely on objective analysis 
. ' 

to allocate resources among security alternatives. These uncertainties, 

coupled with the complex policy questions which often come into play, the 

inability to estimate accurately the costs of different proposale, and the 

difficulty in assessing the benefits of implementation, force us to blend 

authoritative opinions, experiential judgements, and other subjective 

evaluations with the facts derived from the analytically tractable portions 

of the security problem. 

The following approach allows us to organize objective and subjective, 

* information into a ranking scheme for security alternatives. The method 

is useful when deficiencies in objective data make subjective estimates 

necessary, as is the case in security and crime analysis. The procedure, 

in addition to being a heuristic analytical tool, can be used to give a 

~rial-and-error synthesis capability. By iterating designs, we can devise 

security plans that are better matched to protective needs and to the existing 

environmental, social and other' constraints (which may vary significantly 

among projects, or even among buildings within a project). In so dOing, 

however, we will have to anticipate any induced crime displacements ("spill­

overs") or escalation effects ("crime' switches") and reconcile them with 

• Other evaluative schemes are des~ribed in Appendix D of Ref. (1) 
and in Refs. (2) through (4). 
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the expected short- and long-term benefits of implementation. 

The effectivenesd ranking scheme comprises four steps: 

(1) Description of the Threat Domain -- Security Goals 

First a list of the threats or crime categories which are to be 

treated is specified. Associated with each crime type Ci is a rating 

ci which reflects the relative importance of crime C
i 

with respect to 

'Ie 
the total N crime types considered. The values assigned to the c

i 

will depend on both available crime statistics for all N crime types 

and the judgments about the magnitude of disbenefit incurred by each 

and all N crime types. (5) The value given to c
i 

wiil be its percentage 

. ** of the total, so that the sum of the c
f 

is always 100, thus, 

N Q Number of crime categories 

(2) Threat-VulnerabiHty Analysis 

(1) 

Next, an examination of the vulnerabilities in the existing (baseline) 

security system is made, employing the security criteria discussed earlier. 

From these vulnerabilities an enumeration of desirable security features, 

F ij' is made for each crime type, Ci • For the i th crime tYPI!, the 'total 

* As an illustration, Cl might be burglary; C , elevator robbery; 
C3, hallway robbery; etc. If only these three crIme types were to be 
countered, N would be equal to three • 

•• For example, cl might be 50 (percent) for burglary; c2-40 (percent) 
for elevator robbery; c3

a l0 (percent) for hal1w~y roblbery; etc. 
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number of desired security characteristics is denoted by Mi' 
'If 

As before, 

we assign a weight or relative importance rating f ij to each Fir Thus, 

f ij is the percentage impact which factor Fij ctmtributes to the total 

resistance to crime type Gi • For any particular crime category, the Mi 

weigh ts f ij will always, add up to 100; 1. e. , 

i "" I, 2, ... , N (2) 

(3) Effectiveness Analysis 

Third, each considered security alternative or crime remedy is l:!..ste~ 

and denoted by ~, where k is an index running from 1 to P, the total 

** number of candidate alternatives. To each of these alternatives is 

associated a figure of merit, r ijk, which indicates on some arbitrary scale 

th th the estimated efficacy of the k remedy in providing the j security 

th countermeasure to the i crime type. The numbers given to the r ijk can 

be drawn from an arbitrary scale of -R to R, the negative numbers reflecting 

the fact that a security measure that is producltive in o-oe context may be 

••• counterproductive in another. The security criteria presented earlier 

can provide a useful guideline for making the numerical assignments, especially 

* For example, for i-I, burglary, Fll might be apartment ingress 
limitation; F

12
, increased lighting and crime visibility, etc.; for i, - 2, 

elevator robbery, F21 might be building ingress limitation; F22 , increased 
elevator cab visibility; etc. 

** Al might be a telephone interviewer with remotely actuated lobby 
door locks; A2 might be door locks and chains on individual apartment 
doors; A

3
, express elevators from the lobby to the tenant's floor, key 

controlled buttons, and transparent doors; etc. 

*** Thus, if R were chosen as 10, the Bcale would go from +10 to -10, 
with 10 indicating excellent; 6 good; 3 fair, 0, no change or effect over 

. ;~. ~ , 
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when coupled with data on benefits and effectiveness drawn from experiences 

with similar crimes and security systems. 

(4) Performance Ratings 

Using this scheme, which'is summarized in the accompanying chart, 

we can compute several performance scores: 

Mi 

Tik ,- ci.L: rijkfij 
j-l 

(3) 

the performance subtotal for the kth security alternative ~ operating 

against the ith crime type C
i

; and 

1 ----100'R (4) 

, th 
the nQrmalized total performance of the k security alternative ~ 

* against all N crime types Cia Utilizing the same scoring units, we can 

compute a compatibility score by adding together the individual assignments 

made to each of the compatibility criteria listed before. If the relative 

importance of compatibility and performance is known, the compatibility 

scores and performance totals of the security alternatives can then be 

correspondingly weighted and summeci, and cost-effectiveness ratios can be 

the baseline system; -3, detrimental; -6, even more ha~ul; and -10, 
most damaging. If ratings fall between these categories an expanded 
scale might be considered. 

* The factor l/(lOO'R) normalizes Tk to the interval (-100,100), 
independent of scale choice R. Thus, the best security alternatives 
have scores of 100; the worst, -lOa, 
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PERFORMANCE RATING SCHEME FOR SECURITY ALTERNATIVES 

Crime Rating Desired Security Rating Security Alternatives and Ratings 
Types Percent Characteristics Percent Al A2 -A 

P 

C1 c
i 'u fU rill 1'1]2 rUp 

'12 fl2 r l21 ~122 TUr-
~ . 

rIM flH r lH I "111 2 r lH P 1 1 I I 1 

(:2 . c2 F21 f21 r 2U 
r2U 

r21P 

FU f22 1'221 r 222 
r 22P . .. . . 

F2Hz f2H r 2H I r 2H 2 r 2H P 
2 2 2 . 2 

>,;, 

.. 
CN 

.e
N FlU fNI r Nll 

rN12 . rN1P ' 

'FM2 fN2 rN21 r N22· "N2P 
~ 

'F 
*N f~ r~1 rm~2 rNi\p 

" 
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'Ie computed. If the relative weights are not ~xactly known, a sensitivity 

analysis can be made. The alternatives wilt:h the highest 8.raOld totals may 

finally be picked as the most promising an.d/or selected for further 

scrutiny. If the latter course is elected. a "Delphi-like" procedure 

can be employed to iteratively refine tht! values ascribed to the: ci ' the 

(6) f
ij

, and. the r
ijk

• Where consensus does not occur, experime~ts can be 

designed and ru~ to resolve ambiguities or to yield more prec.ise data. 

'Ie Before combining the scores, minimum acceptable performance levels 
should be set for each individual criterion and satisfied by each alterna­
tive. Even so, the consolidation of individual, disparate scores into 
one measure may be misleading (see Ref. (15), pp. 25-26) and mask the 
inevitable, difficult tradeoffs that must accompany final selection of 
alternatives. 

* * * 

Liechenstein showed an application of his tech~ique in the 

following tables and illustrations. 

The crimes of burglary (Cl ) and robbery (C2) inside apartment 

buildings were chosen for security countermeasures, and their respective 

rankings were C
l 

= 24 and C2=72 (~ Ci=lOO). 

Next for each crime, Cl and C2, several desirable security 

characteristics ranging from "prevent building access (f1)" to "provide 

identification evidence (f8)" were ranked according to their importance. 

The rankings (fj ) totaled 100 for each crime category. 
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Fifteen alternative means (Ak) of providing each of the desired 

security characteristics (fj ) were ranked with ranking score as follows: 

r ijk = 10, most effective 
6, good effectiveness 
3, fairly effective 
0, no improvement 

-3, detrimental 
-6, more harmful 

-10, damaging 

Performance scores (Tik) for each category were then calculated. 

Taking the security alternative A4* as 

against burglary was judged to be: 

C
1 

x f ij x 

24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 

T ik/lOOO** 

10 
30 
10 
10 
10 
"0 
10 
10 

100 

an example, its performance 

rijk 

4 
10 

3 
7 
1 
o 
1 
1 . 

= Tlk 

960 
7200 

720 
1680 

240 
o 

240 
240 

11280 
'U 11 

*Phone call-up, locked lobby, exit alarm, apartment door armor, and 
deadbolt chainlock. 

**To normalize the scale to 100. 

To arrive at joint performance scores for burglary and 

robbery, the subtotal scores were simply combined. 

Finally, the effectiveness/cost ratios of the security alter­

natives were plott~d and the optimal alternatives (A4, with A3 and A10 
nearly the same) identified by the slope of the curve. Tabular display 

of the effectiveness/costs ratios would have permitted selection as well. 
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ESTIMATED PERFORMANCE RATINGS FOR SECURITY ALTERNATIVES 

~ 

~ , 
xl Cri_ laUna Deaired Security Ratina Security Alternativ •• 

II T,pea (perceat) Chal'actarhtica (percent) Ratiaasa 

" Al A2 "'3 A4 AS A6 A7 A8 A9 A10 AU Al2 All A14 AU ~ i 

" t: 
4 8 10 10 10 

" 1. luralary 24 1. Prevent Buildina Access 10 3 3 4 4 4 4 0 6 6 7 I l! Indda 2. Prevent Apartment Acceaa 30 0 0 1 10 9 8 0 7 9 9 9 9 7 9 '7 

i l: 3. Detect by Patrol or Surveillance 10 0 0 2 3 3 7 3 0 10 10 9 4 0 10 0 n 
4. Increase Crime Duration & Viaibility 6 7 8 7 9 9 9 5 9 5 

I I: 10 1 1 7 0 9 
" I" 5. Trane.it Alarm Rapidly 10 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 5 8 9 8 8 9 10 9 
n 6. Respond Rapidly - Police/Cuard 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 3 3 4 0 5 10 10 10 
;! 

4 2 6 10 10 .,10 

t 7. Prevent Escape or Concealment 10 0 0 1 1 1 2 3 2 3 
8. Provide Identification·Evidence 10 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 4 5 3 6 8 10 8 Ii 

i' 

Ij 
Ii 

Subtotal Scora/lOOO 1 9 11 11 12 3 11 17 18 15 18 18 23 18 I Ii N n Ii .... ., , I " j 

() 
I 2. Iobbery 76 1. Prevent Buildina Acceae 35 3 3 4 4 4 4 0 6 6 7 4 8 10 10 10 f 

ii 0"1 ' Indde 2. Prevent Apartment Acce •• 1 0 0 2 2 2 2 0 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 f t. 
X \0 3. Detect by Petrol or Surveillance 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 2 8 3 4 5 4 I ~ I 

~ 4. Increa.e Crime Duration & Vieibility 15 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 3 3 3 2 4 5 5 5 b S. Transmit Alarm Rapidly 5 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 5 5 6 8 8 9 9 9 
1 6. Reepond Rapidly - Police/Cuard 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 3 3 4 0 5 10 10 10 /./ , 

7. Prevent Escape or Concealment 10 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 2 2 2 2 3 10 10 10 ~ 8. Provide Identification Evidence 5 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 4 5 4 6 8 8 8 

Subtotal Score/10OO 9 9 15 15 15 15 12 29 29 35 28 43 62 63 62 
., 

Total Score/1OOO 10 10 23 26 25 27 14 40 46 53 43 60 80 86 80 

\' 
aRatinaa: 10 • lIOat effective; 6 • aood effectiveneaa; 1 • fairly effective; 0 • no improvement; -l • detrilH!ntal; -6 • !lOre harmful, 

and -10 • d_aina. 
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DESCllIPTiON or SECURITY ALTERNATIVES 

SECURITY ALTERNATIVES AND ESTIMATED AVERAGE COST 
, 

I II III IV INTERCOM HAPD CATEGORY I PLUS CATEGORY I LOCKED LOIBY PIOJEtT REMOTE GUARD PLUS ,PERSONAL " . APARTMENT LOCXS PATROLMAN SURVEILLANCE & APT. ALARMS 

~ Intercom & Locked A, Add 1 HAPD Ae Intercom, Exit t\l A3 Plu. Per.onal Lobby Officer per 'Alarm, Apt. Door Trans.itter., $2.-65 Project Armor, Full-tille Buralar Alam., 
FUll"'tille T.V. Lobby Computer 

$5.44 SurVeillance by Honitoring A Phone Call-up • Remote Guard Service 2 Locked Lobby $6.20 $9.08 $2.e5 

~ Ag A8 Plu. Apart-A2 Plus Exit A1ara 
ment AlAra. to • Apt. Doot At.or 

$3.08 Guard StaUon 
.7.06 

'\ A] Plu. Deadbolt l 

~ A9 Plus GI ••• Chai '" 'lock 
10 Guard Booth $3.2t 
$7.08 

A AJ Plu. Hilhly 
5 a..i.t«at 

Vertical 
Deadbolt Lock 
and Cylinder 

$3.34 

~ A2 Plu. Alara , ' 

Lock 
$3.94 

*Dollar. per apart .. nt per .anth. 

c:n c.'] 

(, 
" 

" 

/ 

V 
CATEGORY I 
PLUS LOBBY 

GUARDS/POLICE 

1t2 A But with 
9 Guard in Lobby 

One Shift 
$12.58 

A A12 With Full-tille 
13 Lobby Guard, 

Le.a Apt. Alara. 
$25.49 

A A13 Plu. Apt. Alar .. 
14 

$26.35 

A A13 lut with Fu11-
15 tima HAP in Lobby, Le.. Apt. AUra. 
$57.39 
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