Voiuntary Policy
Coordination in
a Fragmented
Jurisdictional
Setting

-rhe need for interlocal coordi-
nation of efforts to improve the quality of
police services, especially in America’s
politically fragmented suburban areas, is
widely acknowledged among public ad-
ministrative analysts and practitioners.
The existence of multiple jurisdictions that
divide the authority to produce services
and, at the same time, divide the authority
to allocate scarce resources are frequently
viewed as a central probiem for those who
seek ways of managing the production of
urban police ‘services in a more efficient
and effective manner. :

A frequently stated hypothesis is that if
a single Junsdnctnon s interests are threat-
ened by a decision reached by a group of
voluntarily - eooperating jurisdictions, it
will tend to withdraw its contribution(s)
from the cooperative effort(s), thus dimin-
ishing the capacity of the collectivity to
attain its objectives. This ‘‘vnit veto’”
situation is hypothesized as a major ob-
stacle to the introduction of new strategies
to increase police effectiveness.

Introduction

A key question that emerges then, is
how effective is voluntary cooperation in
meeting the ‘needs for change and joint
efforts to solve urban law enforcement
problems? Are the presumed disadvantages
oftxymgmcoopemtemarmﬂuplegm
dlcuonal setting borne out by experience?

- This discussion is intended to begin the
task of answering these questions.
taken ‘will be to-describe . the

approach
origins and development of a'voluntary
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association of law enforcement agencies in
the St. Louis Metropolitan Area wiose
stated objective has been the coordination
of policy for law enforcement agencies in
the area.! The Board of Governors for Law
Enforcement Officials of Greater St. Louis
(hereinafter called the Board of Govemnors
or the Board) stands as evidence that vol-
untary coordination of law enforcement
policy {an area where stiff resistance might
beexpected)canbeawablewayofun—
proving the eﬁfecIJveness of urban iaw
enforcement efforts.

Development of Board

‘The Board of Gavemnors-grew out of an
effort to coordinate the- policy-making
activities of two other extant associations
-of law enforcement agencies in St. Louis
County: the 'St. Louis County Law En-
forcement Officials’ Association, founded
in the 1930s, and the North St. Louis
County Law Officers’ -Association. Dur-
ing 1958, police chiefs who were members
of the two associations formed the Board

" of Criminal Justice Administration of St.

Louis County, which tended initially to be
a forum for the articulation of broad policy

positions of the various :criminal justice

officials. This association met infrequently
over the next several years. As.an associa-
tion that provided a basis for policy co-
ozdmanoneﬁ"ortsmnonglawenfomnent
agencies, 'the Board of. Ciiminal -Justice
Admunsu'auonplayedahmmdmle

ﬁ*,Ovm'ﬂleﬁrstﬁveyearsofiheﬁﬂs how-

. s#ver,- this -association- was transformed.
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shifted towards a commitment to activities
that would demonstrably improve -the
quality of law enforcement in the St. Louis
area. Ties with the St. Louvis County Law
Enforcement Officials’ Association and
the North St. Louis County Law Officers’
Association were strengthened. The Board
became an executive committee of the two
associations. The title of the association
was changed to the Board of Governors of
Law Enforcement Officials of St. Louis
County to reflect its more explicit commit-
ment to law enforcement matters.

In 1963, Board members participated in
the passage of the first state level mini-
mum training stamste, requiring a mini-
mum of two weeks of training to gualify as
a 'police officer in all counties of the first
class having a charter fortn of government.
At that time, St., Louis County was the
cnly such county in Missouri, In 1965,
members of the Board, including Chair-

man Peter Maniscalco, a judge in St. Louis
County, were pnmanly responsible for the
initiation of interest in an areawide cooper-
ative an'angemmt to investigate serious
crimes.

The nationwide concem stemming from
the riots in the Wans area of Los Angeles
during the summer of 1964 was reflected in
the Board's creation of County Code 1000
in 1965, which is a civil disaster and riot
control -association. The Board has con-
tinued to maintain a close relationship with
that organization—establishing a County
Code 1000 Committee on the Board to
facilitate the coordination necessary to
‘maintain the association.

A second areawide problem discussed
during Board meetings in 1968 and 1969
led to the formation of another organiza-
tion that continues to operate in the St.
Louis litan-area. The Greater St.
Louis Narcotics ‘Task Force (henceforth
referred to as the Narcotics Task Force)
was voted into existence by members of
theBoardonJulyM 1969, It, too, con-
tinues to maintain a close relationship with
the Board through a Narcotics Task Force
Committce that was created from Board
members during 1969.



The creation of these three associations
over a four-year period might indicate that
the Board had established an important
role for.itself by 1969. Nevertheless, by
that year, the Board was confronted with a
growing number of challenges to its
*‘authority’” as a policy-making body for
law enforcement agencies in the St. Louis
area. Chief Mickey Borser, then chairman
of the Board of Governors, acted with the
approval of the Board to obtain a certifi-
cate of incorporation, so that from May
27, 1969, the Board has been a non-profit
corporation.- The name of the organization
was changed to the Board of Governors for
Law Enforcement Officials of Greater St.
Louis. A constitution and bylaws were
drawn up. At the same time as the Board
was incorporated, the sheriffs of Franklin
County, Jefferson County, and St. Charles
County were invited to become members
of the Board, '

The incorporation of the Board has
served to increase its authority over the last
five years. It now is recognized as a key
spokesman for law enforcement agencies
in the county. In addition, the inclusion of
Jefferson, Franklin, and St. Charles County
representatives on the Board made the
Board’s geographic domain coextensive
with the designated area of the Missouri
Law Enforcement Assistance Council,
Region Five, a fact which suggests an
awarepess of the conditions under which
tist  LEAA-sponsored funding agency
would recognize the Board’s authority as a
regional policy-making body. From 1969
on, a regular working relationship with
Region Five planners developed to the ex-
tent that project funds have flowed from
MLEAC to various law enforcement
agencies after having been requested by
the Board in its capacity as the policy-
coordination body for police agencies in
Region Five.

To facilitate this working relationship,
the Board established a permanent com-
mittee for liaison with MLEAC, Region
Five. In addition to this committee and the
two created in conjunction with the forma-
tion of the Narcotics Task Force and
County Code 1000, there are three other
standing committees. Each of these reflects
additional interests that the Board has de-
veloped over the years: (1) Closed Circuit
Television Committee—created in 1969t
facilitate the development of a network of
television linkages among police depart-
ments in the St. Louis City-St. Louis
County area for the purposes of facilitating
information exchange and promoting
training and educationa! programs; (2)
Training Committee—a product of the
Board’s efforts to upgrade the level of
training required of police officers in St.
Louis County; and (3) Legislative Com-
mittee—responsible for the Board’s efforts
1o implement andfor affect legislation

passed in Jefferson City (state capitol) that
would either affect law enforcement in Sz,
Louis County or law enforcement in the
state as a whole.

‘Policy-Making Authority in Action

The development and passage of the
minimum training standards law affecting
all jurisdictions in St. Louis County in
1971 illustrates how the Board exercised
its policy-making authority in this frag-
mented jurisdictional setting.

As early as 1963, members of the Board,
although not responsible for the initiation
of the legislation, participated in the pas-
sage of a minimum training standards bill
that affected St. Louis County. The bill
established as a minirhum training require-
ment the completion of a law enforcement
officer training course conducted by the
county police department, the State High-
way Patrol, or any accredited college
course for police officers. This standard
applied to all municipal officers hired in

-St. Louis County. -

From 1963 onwards, the Board's inter-
est in the training issue developed so that
by 1966, references to sponsoring a com-
prehensive training bill are found in
minutes of Board meetings.

“Chiet Durbin -(Kirkwood P.D.) sug-
gested we sponsor a bill along the
lines of an extant New Jersey law for
mandatory police training on a State-
wide basis. A motion was made by
Chief Damos (University Clty P.D.) and
seconded by Chief Hannebrink (Moline
Acres PD.) that the organization
sponsor this bill. The motion was-
passed unanimously and will be rec-
ommended by the Board of Governors

to the Law Enforeement Officials of St.
Louis County at their next meeting.’”

‘The Board’s efforts to SpOnsor a state-
wide training bill in 1966 resulted in the
consideration of such a bill by the legisia-
ture during 1967. The bill, if passed,
would have meant that the govemor of the
state was charged with the task of appoint-
ing a nine-man commission that would in
turn have specified statewide minimum

ining standards. The bill did not pass,
and the Board tumed to the development
of an alternate approach to the solution of
the perceived training probiem.
_ By 1968, a new approach to this policy
Issue had crystallized. Rather than asking
for 2 state statute 10 énsure minimum train.
ing standards, members of the Board in-
volved thernselves in the task of reorganiz-
ing extant training facilities in the St
Louis City-St. Louis County area. The
intention was to consolidate the two exist.
ing training academies: the St. Louis City
Police Department academy and the St.
Louis County Police Department academy,
into one training facility. Becanse the ex.
isting city academy offered a sixteen-week
course (required for all officers hired in the
St. Louis City Police Department), the
consolidated academy would have to offer
at least this minimum. To accomplish this,
the overall -training requirement for the
Greater St, Louis area would need to be
.upgraded to sixteen weeks. - - -

A Greater St. Louis Police Training
Academy Comnn'm;o;as created, includ-
ing representatives both of the major
police departments in the St, Louis area,
together with representatives from the
Board of Govemors. On May 22, 1969,
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Chief Eston Randolph (Ferguson Police),
in his capacity as a member of the Board'’s
Training Conuniftee, reported that the St.
Louis County Police Board and the St.
Louis Board of Police Commissioners had
exchanged and slgned a letter of agree-
ment for the operation of the Greater St
Louis Police Training Academy

As plans to consolidate training facili-
ties were being made, the Board of Gover-
nors had to confront opposition as the
implications of consolidation became
clear. The agencies most affected by the
policy, which amounted to a sixteen-week
training requirement, were those that had
neither the manpower nor the resources
necessary to: (1) give up a recruit for six-
teen weeks to the Greater St. Louis Police
Academy, incurring at minimum the salary
costs for that period, or (2) finance a new
recruit’s basic training as well as his addi-
tional expenses if he was sent elsewhere.

Neither alternative was attractive for
small police departments or for the munic-
ipalities that were financing such agen-
cies. However, after a series of discus-
sions, the issue was resolved in favor of
the Iarger jurisdictions in the county and
the training policy was adopted. The
Greater St. Louis Police Training Acad-
emy was created in 1969 and has been
operating on a sixteen-week training cycle
ever since.

The creation of a consolidated academy
did not end the controversy. In the minutes
for September 10, 1970, the following
comments are recorded:

“Chief Farquharson (Normandy P.D.)
observed that many of those smaller
agencies fesl that it is a real hardship
to lose a man to the Training Academy
for sixteen weeks. Mr. Gearly (then
Chairman of the Board’s Training
Committee) stated that perhaps a
State law mandating training would be
possible with the State paying the
salary of those attending and hé hoped
that legisiation would be-enacted next
session.”

It is important to note that the burden
being placed on the smaller agencies in the
county is not denied, but rather, a solution
to the problem is offered. The solution is

not to soften the requirement for smaller

jurisdictions, but to make the requirement
a state law, codifying it firmly, The guid
pro quo offered is the possibility that the
state would share the training costs with
smaller jurisdictions. : _

This solution became a proposal for
legislation; and the decision to support
another try for state legislation went to a
hand vote, with the majority favoring the
formalization of a minimum training re-
quirement with a state statute.

The Legislature Committee, headed by
Chief James P. Damos, assumed respon-
sibility for interactions between the Board
and appropriate legislators in Jefferson
City: The bill passed the House during the
spring legislative session. By May 13,
1971, members of the Legislature Com-
mittee were able to report that House Bill
371 on training standards was in the
Senate.* -

The final statute, passed as a revision of
the extant 1963 Statute 66.250, pertained
to counties of the first class having a charter
form of government, of which St. Louis
County was the .only one in Missouri at
that time. Its main provision was a require-
ment that any new recruit hired by any law
enforcement agency in St. Louis County
had to meet the 640 hour training mini-
mum within six months of being hired. A
1972 amendment did weaken the overall
training requirement in that it allowed any
officer who has had eight continuouns years
of service as a full-time police officer, no
matter when this experience was acquired,
to be exempted from further training.

The passage of the 1971 revision was
viewed by Board members as an important
step in a continuing effort to upgrade train-
ing standards for police officers in the state
of Missouri. Thus, as of December 9,
1671, Chief James P. Damos, as head of
the Legislature Committee, stated as a
priority item the passage of statewide
mandatory training for police officers,
with 240 hours being the desired statewide
minimum.® To date, such legislation has
not been passed, though the Board remains
committed to the pursuit of this objective.

Policy Coordination Role
It is clear from the Board’s involvement
in the training issue, the creation of the
Major Case Squad, County Code 1000,
and the Narcotics Task Force that it has
developed an important role in the policy-
process among law enforcement

making
-agencies in St. Louis County. Several rea-

sons for this importance suggest them-
selves.
Member agencies are acknowledged as

being among the best police departments

in St. Louis County. In a survey of over
700 police officers employed in 29 juris-
dictions in the St. Louis area conducted
during 1972, respondents were asked
which three departments were the top three
in the city-county area.® The chiefs of
eleven of the top fourteen departments are
also members of the Board of Governors, a
fact which adds prestige to the Board and
probable weight to its policy recommenda-

tions.

A second source of the Board's influ-
ence can be attributed to its relationship
with Region Five of the Missouri Law
Enforcement Assistance Council. As a
result of the Board’s incorporation and the
extension of the geographical area for
which it plays a policy-coordination role,
it assumed a position as a formally consti-
tuted representative for law enforcement
agencies thronghout Region Five. In this
role, the Board has acted as an administra-
tor for a series of grants that have focused
on a variety of regionally orieated law
enforcement activities in the St. Louis area.
In effect, its ability to attract Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration funds
created a source of influence for the Board
with respect to other law enforcement
agencies in Region Five.

The active role of the Board and the
apparent willingness to share the burden of
law enforcement problems that are beyond
the management capabilities of any single
department, do not support assertions that
emphasize the generalized resistance to
change and the inability of agencies 0
coordinate their efforts in multiple juris-
dictional settings.

Therelsadeﬁmtcneedtoleammore
about metropolitan areas where voluntary
coordination has developed into an effec-
tive problem-solving method. Given the
need for imstitutional arrangements that
can manage the formidable law enforce-
ment problems in our urban areas and the
fact that urban jurisdictions are not Likely
to give up their autonomy, it seems quite
reasonable to expend effort in learning
how voluntary coordination develops. It
may be possible to *‘ransplant’’ this mode
of coordination once it is examined care-
fully where it is operational. Indeed, the
Major Case Squad that was formed in the
St. Louis area in 1965 was modeled on the
Kansas City Metro Squad. Since 1965, the
Major Case Squad idea has been trans-
planted successfully in Topeka, Kansas,
and Des Moines, Jowa.” %
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