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COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT STUDY COMMISSION 

115 WEST STATE STREET TRENTON. NEW JERSEY 08625 

TO HIS EXCELLENCY GOVERNOR BRENDAN T. BYRNE. AND HONORABLE 
MEMBERS OF THE SENATE AND GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 

The County and Municipal Government Study Commission is pleased to 
submit its report ASPECTS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT IN NEW JERSEY. In 
this study. the Commission concentrated on those features of the State·s law 
enforcement structure which relate to the functions. roles. and responsibil-
1t1es of police agencies at the State and local level. Particular emphasis was 
placed on the interaction among the hundreds of units which provide direct 
and supportive police services. The study's findings. conclusions. and recom­
mendations are summarized below. We wish to note. in addition. that: 

Law enforcement is a dynamic function undergoing constant 
change in response to changing conditions and problems. As such. 
it requires continuing assessment and examination and this report 
should be viewed as a step in such process. 

A systematic approach for evaluating local police services is 
needed. Efforts in this direction have been initiated by the State Law 
Enforcement Planning Agency but require a formal commitment 
and a legislative mandate. 

In a number of areas the primary cause of current problems was 
traced to the absence of operational standards (or legislative 
criteria) for the provision of police services, especially where 
interaction among agencies is necessary. However. we believe 
that the development of such standards. criteria. and guidelines, 
should be undertaken by appropriate bodies constituted specifically 
for such purpose. The Commission is prepared to participate in 
such efforts. 

As in other functions. effective law enforcement is dependent on the 
availability of adequate funds. However. unlike other service areas, many law 
enforcement expend;tures cannot be deferred and certain basic service 
levels must be maintained in order to assure community and individual safety. 
While recognizing that the allocation of resources and their efficient utiliza-
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tion are critical in light of continuing fiscal problems. the Commission views 
with concern the potential effects of current and proposed personnel lay-offs 
and cutbacks in police services. These and the proposed reduction in State 
aid and incentive programs. could adversely affect the quality of police 
services at the local and state levels. The Commission urges the maintenance 
of present funding levels and the concurrent assessment of fiscal policies in 
relation to the level and quality of police services throughout the State. 

Respectfully submitted by the members of the County and Municipal 
Government Study Commission: 

Isl William V. Musto. Chairman 
Isl Garrett W. Hagedorn 
Isl Joseph A. Maressa 
Isl Joseph W. Chinnici 
Isl Christopher J. Jackman 
Isl Alan Augenblick 
Isl Doris Dealaman 
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Isl Robert H. Fust 
Isl Fred G. Stickel. 111 

Isl Robert Cawley 
Isl George Botcheos 
Isl Myles J. Gilsenan 
Isl Andrew S. Polito 
Isl Samuel A. Alita, Secretary 
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ASPECTS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT: A SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, 

CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The law enforcement function is perhaps the most visible activity of 
local government in New Jersey: no other area has both grown so rapidly and 
been the focus of so much public concern and awareness in recent years. 

Despite public familiarity with the more dramatic aspects of law enforce­
ment, however. few people are aware of the day-to-day operations of police 
departments, or the organizational, fiscal and technical dimension of the law 
enforcement function or of its place in the State's broader criminal justice 
system. 

In its examination of the State's law enforcement structure and function, 

the Commission directed its attention in particular to this question: Are the 
organizational, fiscal, and technical bases of police services in New Jersey 
adequate to meet the present and future demands on the law enforcement 
function? 

The Commission. after extensive research. has concluded that although 
most present law enforcement functions are adequately performed as 
measured by responses from community members. a series of forces and 
t actors is steadily increasing the gap between the capacity of New Jersey's 
law enforcement system and the scope of the functions it must perform: 

- increasing levds of crime, and increasing ·spillover' of law enforce­
ment problems across municipal lines; 

- increasing demand for speciaiized law enforcement functions, rang­
ing from narcotics, communications systems. juvenile units, and 
many others; 

- increasing pressure on municipal fiscal resources. and increasing 
competition between services for those same limited funds. 

At a time when law enforcement is becoming more and more a regional 
problem. with a need for greater interaction between police departments 
(and their state and county counterparts), we found that law enforcement 
has lagged behind many other functions in the degree to which inter-local 
cooperation and joint service agreements have come into being. At the same 
time. some departments are becoming more sophisticated, while others are 
avoiding change. and thus. the disparity between the level and quality of 
police work from one community to the next is steadily increasing. Although 
elements of a potential law enforcement system exist at the state and county 
levels. as well as locally, there is presently no structure or machinery to 
encourage or bring about cooperation or interaction between the different 
levels of government or among agencies providing police services. 

The capacity of local police departments varies widely- many com­
munities provide for only limited police services. if any: 

- 36 municipalities still have no police departments. and rely on others 
(generally State Police) for all services; 
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-- 70 municipalities have no full-time regular police, and rely entirely on 
part-time. often untrained and unqualified special police officers; 

-- 188 municipalities are served by departments with fewer than fifteen 
full-time police officers, considered the minimum needed for 24-hour 
coverage and minimum back-up services. 

Only a handful of the small police departments utilize specialists in police 
work -- investigation, narcotics. delinquency-despite the growing need and 
demand for such personnel. Contrary to the wide-spread feelings that com­
munities are ·covered' or have access to a wide range of specialized services. 
our findings indicate that in many areas local response capacities were. at 
best. erratic and limited. and often nonexistent. As a matter of fact, many 
departments rely heavily on long-term use of special police, who receive as a 
rule little training and less supervision. Disparities were noted particularly in 
the capacity of local police departments to provide for training, communica­
tions and planning. 

In these and in other areas, the need for inter-local cooperation or 
regional reorganization has been recognized and in some areas joint pro­
grams have been initiated, but extensive changes in the basic format for law 
enforcement services are required to meet the high standards of police 
services. 

The question of standards is crucial: although standa,-ds exist for such 
areas as qualifications of police officers, no operational standards exist for 
performance of the police function in New Jersey's communities. Neither the 
resources and capabilities essential to provide as consistently and efficiently 
as possible for the protection of life and property. nor the level of performance 
which citizens are entitled to receive from their police agencies. are specified 
anywhere 

Standards for minimum performance of police functions must be devel­
oped, and means must be made available for these standards to be achieved 
in rural, suburban, and urban areas alike. Such standards should address: 
the existence of rapid communications capability, convenient access to a 
crime laboratory, necessary levels of patrol coverage, availability of trained 
specialists, and formal arrangements for efficient back-up and standby 
services in emergencies. 

Not all communities, however, can afford to provide a full range of 
police services. given their limited resources and many competing service 
demands. It is an indication of the weakness of the present system that, 
under current realities, a community that seeks a department capable of 
providing a wide range of special services has few alternatives but to provide 
for such itself. The Commission holds that communities should not be forced 
to develop and maintain their own police departments as the only means of 
assuring themselves of adequate police services. Toward this end the Com­
mission recommends, rather than a specific regional structure for law 
enforcement services. a series of alternative approaches for service delivery. 
By evaluating the alternatives. and selecting the most appropriate one, each 
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part of the State can develop the law enforcement system most suitable to its 
needs and conditions. These ·models' would range from areawide full-service 
departments, suitable for rural areas, presently with few if any police depart­
ments, to areawide agencies limited to supportive services to existing police 
departments, in more developed or urbanized areas. 

The development of minimum standards for law enforcement services 
and the establishment of a two-tier system, integrating local and areawide 
agencies, for the delivery of law enforcement services across the State form 
the core of the Commission's recommendations. In order to bring about 
these two objectives, which lead to the goal of better law enforcement for all 
New Jersey residents, a series of specific steps must be taken. The Com­
mission. therefore, specifically recommends: 

1. The formulation of minimum standards for law enforcement agencies in 
New Jersey, through the means of a body broadly representative of law 
enforcement as well as State legislative and executive concern. Such 
standards, once formulated, should be submitted to the Legislature for 
formal adoption where warranted. 

These standards must ir:iclude a number of crucial areas They must: 

define a logical scale of organization for law enforcement services in 
various jurisdictions; 

define law enforcement capacities which should be available within each 
jurisdiction; and 

set guidelines for attaining such capacities. 

2. The enactment of legislation clearly permitting and supporting the 
establishment of areawide law enforcement agencies with general 
police powers. 

Legislation is needed to provide the flexibility and incentives that will lead to 
the development of more effective and responsive areawide law enforcement 
systems; furthermore, the obstacles that today stand in the way of interlocal 
or county-local arrangements must be removed. 

3. The establishment of a legislative body to review, codify, and update laws 
pertaining to law enforcement activities and the police function. 

At least one underlying reason for the lack of coherence in the structure of 
law enforcement services today is the disorganized state of the laws gov­
erning their provision. There is a need to clarify the laws pertaining to law 
enforcement. and in many cases to evaluate them in line with present 
realities. 

4. The establishment of criminal justice planning agencies in each of the 
State's 21 counties, to develop the plans for county and municipal level 
departments, which in turn will provide a basis for distributing State as 
well as Federal funds for assistance to local law enforcement. 

5 · The establishment of a firm state policy to channel State and Federal 
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funds in a manner that supports efforts directed at achieving maximum 
effectiveness in use of law enforcement resources at the county and 
local levels. 

6. The formation of a State-level unit, to provide direct and efficient access 
for local law enforcement personnel to state level agencies, and to 
represent local police interests at the State level. 

These three recommendations, dealing with planning, funding, and State­
level administrative coordination, represent the necessary underpinnings of a 
more effective and responsive law enforcement system. 

Finally, as an outgrowth of its detailed study of recruitment and training, 
communications, and planning, the Commission has made a series of 
specific recommendations dealing with (a) the establishment of overall 
communications planning and implementation, for both emergency and 
nonemergency needs; (b) the strengthening of police recruitment and 
training, in particular the in-service training provided police officers; and ( c) 
establishment of strict standards regarding the qualifications, training, and 
use of special police officers. 

In conclusion, the Commission firmly believes that implementation of 
these recommendations is a crucial first step toward the creation of a genuine 
law enforcement system - not a collection of isolated and separate units. 
varying widely in scope and capacity, but a system capable of providing a 
high level of service to all New Jersey's citizens. wherever they live or work. 
Much work remains to be done in the crucial and complex area of law 
enforcement. Hopefully. the Commission·s recommendations will provide 
':1rect1ons for action in various central and ancillary areas. through both the 
legislative process and a spectrum of administrative actions. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The public role in assuring the individual's safety and security has 
expanded rapidly in recent years. Accompanying the increase in scope and 
intensity of government's involvement, has been a change in the concept of 
how to discharge the public role. Originally viewed as a series of separate 
concerns, today the concept is evolving into a broad recognition of the need 
to maintain a criminal justice system encompassing judicial, preventive, 
penal, rehabilitative, and probationary functions in addition to the police (or 
law enforcement) function. This report deals with the adequacy of the 
intergovernmental framework to deal with current and prospective needs and 
problems of the law enforcement component of the criminal justice system. 
Interaction with the other components of the system is a subject for future 
examination by the Commission. 

While public safety, as a governmental responsibility. is perhaps the 
most significant concern in New Jersey's 567 municipalities. the law en­
forcement function. i.e. providing for individual and community safety. is 
among the least understood. Among other factors. the complexity of this 
function. including the multiplicity of jurisdictions. the fragmentation of 
responsibilities, the existence of technical and political constraints, and the 
increasing demand for public resources has contributed to this lack of 
understanding. Periodically, public awareness of the broad issue of public 
safety is heightened by dramatic disruptions in normal everyday life. When 
violent crimes, natural disasters, fires, major traffic accidents, or civil 
offenses take place, the citizen becomes aware of the presence and the 
role of law enforcement personnel. By and large, however, the public is 
unaware of their normal range of activities or of the organizational framework 
through which public safety services are delivered. Yet, these are the basis 
for assuring the public of timely and effective responses to the more visible, 
critical, and dramatic situations which receive the greater attention. 

In New Jersey, the determination of public safety needs, as well as the 
provision of public safety services, has traditionally been the responsibility of 
local government. Residents were, and generally still are, satisfied with the 
delivery of police services in their communities and support local control of 
the police function. Evidence of this attitude has been found in a number of 
research efforts undertaken by the Commission. However. as in the case of 
virtually every other area of public service. the nature and scope of public 
safety problems and concerns, have changed considerably in recent years 
and have placed increasing pressures on municipal service capabilities. 
Growth and development in suburban areas, increasing population densities 
in urban areas, and increased mobility were accompanied by internal 
changes in community composition, resources. and priorities. In addition, 
many of the problems confronting police departments - ranging from 4-mile 
traffic jams to hot pursuit of fugitives across several municipal boundaries -
have assumed areawide dimensions. 
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The scope of the law enforcement function expanded, as well, to include 
new activities and concerns, as did the perceptions of law enforcement 
personnel. Combined, these factors have a significant bearing on the extent 
and quality of law enforcement services in the State. 

A full discussion of the changing conditions is beyond the scope of this 
report, but several of the major components are worth noting: 

• From 1960 to 1975, the State's population increased by 23%, at an 
average annual rate of 1.5%. 

• From 1968, the first year that uniform crime reports were compiled, 
to 1974, serious crimes more than doubled in the State, increasing 
from 172, 000 to 2,392 per 100, 000 of population to 350, 134 or 4, 723 
victims for 100,000 population. All areas were affected by the in­
crease in the incidence of serious crime, ranging from 189% in the 
Northwest Region, to 142% in the Southeast, 141 % in the Southwest, 
and 84% in the Northeast Region. 

• In the ten-year period from 1962 to 1972, traffic accidents increased 
by 59% while fatal accidents increased by 5 7%. During the same 
period, vehicle registrations increased by more than 50%. 

• Police employment in 1974 amounted to nearly 1 7,000 sworn officers, 
an increase of 31 % over the 1968 figure. 

• From 1968 to 1973. law enforcement expenditures by all levels of 
government increased by 89%. Per capita increase amounted to 95%. 

• Sixty-four percent of all revenue sharing funds received by local 
government were directed to public safety (police and fire). 

• Nearly 80% of the respondents of a recent survey indicated a need 
for additional federal assistance to support law enforcement costs. 

Areawide Aspects 

Increasing awareness of these trends is reflected in both public 
attitude and professional responses to law enforcement problems. However, 
the adaptation of the law enforcement community to contemporary con­
ditions and requirements has been a slow, gradual process. Public services, 
in some problem areas -transportation, air and water pollution control, and 
health services. for example - have increasingly been organized on an 
areawide basis. But, while many public safety problems have also become 
area-wide in scope, public safety responsibility has remained essentially 
localized and the jurisdiction of existing area-wide law enforcement agencies 
1s extremely limited. 

While the municipality retains the predominant role for providing police 
services. broader area-wide and cooperative approaches by law enforce­
ment officials on the day-to-day operating level are apparent. Many lpcal 
agencies coordinate their activities and share their problems and resources 
on a regular formal or informal basis. The trend is even more evident with 
respect to arrangements for the sharing and inter-change of specialized 
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services in such areas as communications and information systems tech­
nology. Thus, while responsibility and control remain localized. arrangements 
for many of the common activities and functions in police service delivery 
are becoming broader. 

Although there is a growing recognition of the area-wide scope of law 
enforcement problems in the law enforcement comm unity, public attitudes 
toward area-wide arrangements are less certain. While the public expects 
the c0mbination of independent local agencies to perform at a level and 
quality that can only be expected of a well-organized and well-integrated 
system, more typical of areawide structures, residents of most municipalities 
continue to insist on "local control" of the police function. These and other 
seemingly contradictory attitudes, in light of the current nature of law en­
forcement problems and practices. have resulted in inconsistencies, or gaps, 
in the law enforcement response: 

• The "spillover" of law enforcement problems has created a juris­
dictional gap in that local law enforcement agencies lack the authority 
to deal with problems of a larger-than-municipal scope. 

• A local agency funded from a narrow. fiscal base often lacks the 
resources to confront large-scale problems. 

• Smo.11 agencies with limited personnel or specialized skill are not 
always able to interact with larger departments having more sophis­
ticated systems, in an effective area-wide framework. 

These conditions underlie the Commission's study of the capacity of 
New Jersey's network of loosely associated local law enforcement agencies, 
as presently structured, to meet current and future needs. One of the more 
significant conclusions to emerge from the Commission's study concerns the 
characterization of the law enforcement community as a "system", with 
attendant expectation of performance, to which uniform policies and pro­
grams can be applied. The very number of independent and diverse units in 
the State has thus far contradicted this description. Law enforcement 
agencies have, by and large, acted as separate units, independent of a 
systems concept. The framework for inter-dependency is just beginning to 
emerge. 

General Issues and Scope of Report 

The State's law enforcement network consists of several hundred 
departments, agencies and specialized functions at the state, county, and 
municipal levels. Obviously the performance of the individual units will vary 
considerably, based on many different factors - among which are differences 
in the setting in which services are provided and differences in perception of 
need. Our concern, however, is not with the performance or efficiency of the 
individual department, but rather with the adequacy of the intergovernmental 
framework to function as a uniform structure dealing with both the increasing 
scale and complexity of the problems besetting law enforcement. 

This intergovernmental framework, within which law enforcement 
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services are organized and delivered, is shaped by the same general con­
ditions affecting all governmental functions in the State: fragmentation; the 
increasing metropolitan character of the State, coupled with persisting 
localization of fiscal responsibility; the lack of adequate machinery for 
creative local responses to area-wide and regional needs; the increasing 
significance of the fiscal crunch being faced at all levels of government. 
Added to these general conditions, are the changing scope and scale of the 
problems confronting the law enforcement function specifically. 

The study addressed itself to four aspects of the State's present law 
enforcement structure - statutory base of municipal, county, and state 
agencies; the variations in department size and service delivery dimensions; 
the patterns of expenditures and resources in sup port of law enforcement 
services; and the areas of recruitment and training, communications, and 
planning in which interlocal or area-wide activities are emerging. 

Each of these areas of inquiry raised a series of questions, summarized 
below, which further focused the study: 

• In view of the incremental development of legislation, do the laws 
reflect clear legislative intent, de!8gation of authority and well defined 
objectives and standards for current local law enforcement functions? 
Has the body of laws governing the police mission kept up with rapid 
growth and change in the law enforcement function? 

• Is the existence of hundreds of law enforcement agencies in the 
State. with widely varying resources, capabilities, area and popula­
tion coverage and problems. in and of itself detrimental to effective 
law enforcement in the State? What are the interrelationships among 
the various levels of law enforcement and among the units in each 
level. not only overall but in specific functional areas - communica­
tions, training, planning, etc.? 

• Are there adequate resources available throughout the law enforce­
ment "system" to meet mandated responsibilities and identified 
needs? Are resources equitably generated and distributed according 
to recognized plans and understanding of priorities and capabilities? 

• How do political attitudes shape the response of local police depart­
ments? Do they act as a deterrent to a systematic approach to law 
enforcement on an area-wide basis? 

The answers to some of these questions were not always apparent, 
primarily because there is no consensus as to either the quality or level of 
law enforcement services which are required to meet the needs of various 
communities throughout the State, and secondarily, because sources and 
quality of the data available for analysis are uneven. Overall, however, the 
examination of the key aspects detailed in the following chapters provided 
the basis for the Commission's findings, conclusions and recommendations. 
Broadly stated these indicate that based on local perceptions the intergovern­
mental framework for providing law enforcement services throughout the 
State has been. and in many instances may still be, adequate to deal with the 
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normal range of current law enforcement problems. The ability of the law 
enforcement community to continue to provide services at a high level. in 
light of mounting and rapidly changing law enforcement problems, increased 
stresses and strains, and the need to confront extraordinary situations is 
cause for concern in the future. 
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SECTION I: THE FRAMEWORK FOR LAW 
ENFORCEMENT IN NEW JERSEY 

CHAPTER I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES: THE STATUTORY BASE 

Overview 

As in most other areas of changing governmental responsibility, 
legislation defining the local police function was enacted piecemeal, over 
long periods of time. Although occasional codification has taken place (the 
latest in Title 40A, 1971), no substantive statutory recasting of the basic 
intergovernmental relationships has occurred since the Division of State 
Police was formed in 1921. primarily for the purpose of providing police 
protection to rural areas. 

Generally, legislation is enacted in response to identified needs and 
recognized problems. The statutes relating to police services reflect the 
basic municipal orientation of New Jersey's governmental structure, since 
such needs and problems most often originated and could be managed within 
the municipal jurisdiction. The spread of urban development and increased 
mobility resulted in a spillover of law enforcement problems. leading even­
tually to the emergence of statutory provisions for regional responses, 
such as the establishment of prosecutors' offices in each of the State's 21 
counties, with powers to take jurisdiction over any criminal investigation. 
The scope of regional responses did not match the scope of law enforcement 
problems, however, either in terms of further statutory enactments or in 
provisions for replacement of outdated units with more appropriate struc­
tures. Thus, the intermittent addition of various types of law enforcement 
agencies and units, without the concomitant elimination or incorporation of 
existing units. only compounded the complexity and lack of cohesion of the 
law enforcement framework. 

In examining selected elements of the legal framework within which law 
enforcement services are provided, three key attributes were held to be 
minimally necessary: 

First. clear legislative intent in providing for law enforcement services, 
encompassing clearly defined objectives, priorities, and standards for the 
system as a whole and for its component parts. 

Second, definitive fixing of authority and responsibility and the delega­
tion of powers to individual units to exercise them. 

Third. an administrative structure which fosters interaction among the 



197 

Ne~ 

units of the law enforcement framework and with other agencies within the 
criminal justice system. 

The structures which emerged over the years, for current provision of 
law enforcement services, are described in the following pages. These 
organizational patterns in general suggest that the legal underpinnings of the 
law enforcement system have not kept pace with changing needs and 
demands reflected in the criteria mentioned above. 

Law Enforcement Agencies at the Local Level 

The basic unit of police service is the municipal police department. 
Communities are permitted, but not required, to provide, by ordinance, for the 
establishment and operation of a municipal police department. The statute 
containing the legislative base for local police departments empowers the 
governing body of the municipality to provide for the maintenance, regula­
tion and control of the department; and, except as otherwise provided by 
law, to appoint officers and personnel, determine their terms of office, fix 
their compensation, prescribe their powers and duties, and promulgate rules 
and regulations for the government of the department and for the discipline 
of its members. 1 In general, the local governing body has complete control 
over the conduct of its police department, subject only to certain statutory 
limitations and, of course, the State and Federal Constitutions. 

The major statutory Ii mitations contained in the enabling legislation 
establish minimum qualifications for police officers. which include: a pre­
scribed minimum level of training; minimum salary; maximum hours of duty: 
retirement and pension benefits; procedures for the suspension and removal 
of officers, including hearing procedures; and minimum requirements for 
promotion. Also, in municipalities where Civil Service is in effect, local police 
officers are subject to regulations promulgated by the State Civil Service 
Commission. 2 Currently, some 10,400 (roughly 65%) of more than 16,000 
local police officers are under Civil Service. 

Statutorily defined employment requirements for local police officers 
are minimal. At present, they include the provisions that the officers be U.S. 
citizens. be of sufficient physical fitness to satisfy the requirements of the 
Board of Trustees of the Police and Firemen's Retirement System for ad­
mission to the system, be able to write and speak English, and be of "good 
moral character. " 3 With the exception of newly released military personnel, 
officers must also be residents of New Jersey at the time of their appoint­
ment. 4 Under another provision, police officers must be between the ages of 
21 and 35 when appointed. 5 However, the State Attorney General has held 
that the passage of the Age of Majority Act in effect reduces the minimum 
age to 18. 6 

The Police Training Act empowers the Police Training Commission to 
set minimum training standards for officers appointed after July, 1965. 7 This 
act requires that the newly appointed officer pass a basic training course 
approved by the New Jersey Police Training Commission within 18 months 
after initial (probationary) appointment to the department, and before being 
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permanently appointed. At present, the required minimum training is 280 
hours of instruction at an approved academy. 

As of 1974, there were 461 organized full-time municipal police depart­
ments, defined as having one or more full-time officers. Additionally, 70 
municipalities had "special or nonorganized departments" consisting solely 
of part-time officers or special police. The remaining 36 municipalities had no 
police department of any kind, relying entirely upon the service of the State 
Police or the police of another local jurisdiction. 0 

Law Enforcement at the County Level 

The statutes permit the creation of four law enforcement agencies at 
the county level. Two of these agencies, the county prosecutor. appointed by 
the Governor, and the elected sheriff. are mandated in the State Constitution. 
County police departments and county park police units are permitted but not 
required by statute. 

County Prosecutor: The New Jersey Constitution provides that ··county 
prosecutors shall be nominated and appointed by the Governor with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. Their term of office shall be five 
years ... ·· 9 in New Jersey's nine most IJOpulous counties, prosecutors are 
required to devote full time to their duties.* In the remaining counties, 
prosecutors are free to engage in private law practice, but cannot accept 
criminal cases as private attorneys. In many ways, the county prosecutor 
performs duties similar to those of a district attorney in other states, but 
unlike the district attorney who, in most other states, is elected, the New 
Jersey County Prosecutor is an appointed official. In each county, the 
prosecutor may appoint a number of qualified persons as county detectives 
and investigators. 

According to the New Jersey Supreme Court's decision in the case 
State v. Winne, 1 0 the county prosecutor is the foremost representative of the 
executive branch of the State government in each county, having powers 
analogous to those of the attorney general, and is therefore considered the 
chief law enforcement officer, having overall responsibility for law enforce­
ment within the county. 11 Of course, in practice much of this responsibility is 
discharged by the municipal police, who conduct investigations. make 
arrests, and provide general police services. Although the prosecutor will 
take jurisdiction over major cases, there is virtually no involvement by the 
prosecutor in routine police matters. Generally, the prosecutors concentrate 
on the control of organized crime, often through the use of special task 
forces or "strike forces" in conjunction with other state, county, and federal 
law enforcement agencies. Because there are fewer organized municipal 
police departments in the less densely populated areas of the State, the 
prosecutor is frequently involved in the investigation of lesser crimes, 
gen_~r~Ily_ in conjunction with the State Police. 

'NJSA 2A:158-1.1: All 1st class counties; all 2nd and 5th class counties with 
populations (according to the 1960 Census) greater than 265,000. 
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The county prosecutor often works closely with local police depdrt­
ments, and has the authority to "direct" the mayor and police department 
of the municipalities in his county in matters concerning law enforcement. 
Further, the prosecutor has the power to conduct investigations and make 
arrest anywhere within the county without obtaining permission from the 
municipality involved. The prosecutor is also the legally established conduit 
for requests to the attorney general and to the State for assistance in 
emergency situations. 

By and large, most of the prosecutor's ti me is spent on court-related 
tasks such as case preparation, presentation, the operation of grand juries, 
representing the State at the appellate level, and other prosecutorial func­
tions. The involvement of the prosecutor in investigation and arrest pro­
ceedings varies greatly from county to county, depending upon the adequacy 
of the local police departments and the "style" of the prosecutor. 

County Sheriff: The sheriff, elected by the people of the county for a three 
year term, is the other constitutional law enforcement officer at the county 
level. 1 ·The sheriff's duties in relation to law enforcement are not specified in 
the Constitution. In the absence of legislation, the powers of the sheriff's 
office are presumed to have been implied by the framers of the Constitution. 
The opinion in the Virtue case 1 

• was that the implied powers (that is, the 
traditionally held powers of the sheriff at the time the Constitution was 
framed) ·Nere immune from alteration or subtraction by the legislature. This 
interpretation of the immutability of the sheriff's powers was overruled by the 
holding in State v. De Lorenzo·: 

The powers and duties of the sheriff are enumerated en ti rely by statute 
and have evolved in a haphazard pattern over several decades. A partial 
listing of statutes and court rules applying to the criminal and civil powers 
and duties of the sheriff. compiled by the New Jersey Sheriff's Association, 
comprises 51 statutes and rules. The major function of the sheriff include: 
serving of writs and orders of the court within the county; administering of 
the county jail; maintaining order and decorum in the county courtroom; 
incarcerating and otherwise caring for prisoners awaiting trial; assembling 
and sequestering juries; transporting prisoners; seizing different types of 
property, including fraudulently mislabeled goods, bad eggs, certain agri­
cultural chemicals, and illegal fishing equipment; and conducting sheriff's 
sales. 

In criminal matters, the statutes provide that "All court attendants, 
sheriffs· officers and county correction officers in the competitive class of 
civil service ... appointed by the sheriff or Board of Chosen Freeholders ... 
shall. by virtue of such appointment and in addition to any other power or 
authority. be empowered to act as officers for the detection, apprehension, 
arrest and conviction of offenders against the law.",._ However, in practice, 

the degree of involvement of the individual sheriffs' offices in law enforce­
ment matters varies widely. Some sheriff's offices take a direct part in the 
detection and investigation of crimes and the apprehension of offenders. 
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Other offices limit themselves to the statutorily defined civil and quasi­
judicial functions. 

The respective positions of the sheriff and the county prosecutor have 
been the subject of much controversy. Historically, the popularly elected 
sheriff had been viewed as the primary law enforcement officer at the county 
level. However, in State v. Winne, it was held that the county prosecutor was 
the chief law enforcement officer in the county. 16 This principle is further 
enforced by the ability of the prosecutor, through court direction, to obtain 
any funds necessary for the conduct of investigations. The law enforcement 
role of the sheriff has been further undermined by the decision of the State 
Law Enforcement Planning Agency (SLEPA), which administers most of the 
federal and state law enforcement grant programs, not to fund any law 
enforcement related programs or purchases by the sheriff. One result of 
these limitations is that the sheriffs' staffs have been growing considerably 
more slowly than the prosecutors' staffs (Table 1). It should be noted that 
the sheriff's office does perform a law enforcement function in many cases. 
and sheriff's officers must complete the 280-hour basic training course re­

quired of other law enforcement personnel in the State. Within their counties. 
,-1 number of sheriffs' offices augment the municipal police departments by 
the operation of countywide communications. identification. and record­
~.eeping facilities: the transportation of prisoners between municipalities and 
the county jail: public educational programs relating to drug abuse: and 
hardening of crime targets. Overall, however, the law enforcement role of the 
sheriff, as distinguished from the judicial and custodial role, is a subject of 
continuing controversy both within and outside the criminal justice com­
munity. 

County Police: Pursuant to enabling legislation, counties may provide for the 
establishment and operation of a county police department in much the same 
manner and subject to the same limitations as a municipality. 11 A county 
police department organized under these statutes has the power to enforce 
resolutions and ordinances regarding the supervision and regulation of 
traffic on county highways and roads. Further, the county police department 
is empowered to enforce all provisions related to Sunday observances 18 and 
Motor Vehicles and Traffic Regulations. 19 The statutes also empower officers 
of the county police department to make arrests "for the commission of any 
cr1 me anywhere in the county of their appointment ... ~ 8 What the statutes do 
not spell out is the relationship of the county police department to the 
F:x1sting municipal police departments in the county. especially with regard 
to the question of whether county police may enforce municipal resolutions 
;ind ordinances. 

Only two counties. Bergen and Hudson. have formed county police 
>·~)artments The activities of these departments are concentrated in the 

::iitrol of county roads and highways. and in Bergen. patrolling the county·s 
:i<ir ks and county facilities and enforcing weight limitations. In some cases. 
'.n .. county police department will investigate crimes or render assistance to 
h~z 11 ool1ce departments. The Bergen County Police Department has the 
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TABLE 1 

CHANGES IN COUNTY LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL 

1968 to 1973 

1973 1968 Percent Change 1968-1973 

Unif. Civ. Total Unif. Civ. Total Unif. Civ. Total 

Total 2839 916 3755 1810 542 2352 54.6% 69.0% 57.7% 

CJ') Prosecutor 732 460 1192 387 243 630 89.1 89.3 89.2 

Sheriff 1659 402 2061 1042 253 1295 59.2 58.9 59.1 

Co. Police 189 42 231 160 36 196 18.1 16. 7 17.8 

Co. Park Police 259 12 271 221 10 231 17.2 20 17.3 

--

SOURCE: Compiled from Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) and other sources. 



capacity to deliver certain specialized services to municipalities upon 
request. The department interprets its role as a backup to local law enforce­
ment: the provision of services which communities cannot afford to provide 
individually (e.g. "Breath-o-lizer" testing): local coverage in one of the 
county's 70 municipalities: and a coordinated approach with the prosecutor's 
and sheriff's offices based on amiable personal, rather than institutional. 
relations. 

County Park Police: Under statutory prov1s1ons. a county park commission 
may appoint policemen to patrol county parks, playgrounds. and recreation 
areas. ~ 1 To date, nine counties have established such county park police 
departments, including Bergen, Camden, Essex, Middlesex, Morris, Ocean, 
Passaic, Somerset, and Union Counties. 

The chief and officers of the county park police. who are appointed by 
the Board of Chosen Freeholders, may exercise the same powers as those 
conferred by statute on municipal police officers in the enforcement of New 
Jersey criminal laws and the apprehension of violators. - However, except 
under special circumstances. the territory in which the county park police 
have jurisdiction is limited to the boundaries of the county park system. 

Law Enforcement at the State Level 

As indicated, the New Jersey State Police functions as the primary law 
enforcement agency at the state level. By the turn of the century, it had 
become apparent that New Jersey required another law enforcement 
agency in addition to the existing municipal police departments and county 
law enforcement personnel, primarily the sheriff and now defunct constable. 
The main reason for the establishment of the State Police was the recognition 
of criminal mobility and the lack of effective police protection in the rural 
areas. 

In response to these needs, the State Police was established in 1921 as 
an independent agency. However, in 1948, the State Police Agency was 
placed within the Department of Law and Public Safety under a Superin­
tendent appointed by the Governor. Starting with only 81 troopers in 1921, the 
State Police have grown steadily over tl1e years, with the most rapid growth 
in their role and personnel taking place in the mid 1950's, reflecting the 
State's rapidly growing population and the even more rapidly growing crime 
problem. 

At present, the strength of the State Police is 1,632 uniformed personnel 
and 641 civilians, organized into five troops or commands, with 45 opera­
tional stations strategically located throughout the State. 

Statutorily the State Police are to be employed primarily to furnish 
adequate police protection to inhabitants in rural areas. 23 In general, the 
State Police were given the same powers and authority as conferred by law 
upon police officers and constables. Yet, unlike other police in the State, 
the State Police were authorized to enforce laws and municipal ordinances 
and to make arrests anywhere in the state. : 4 The State Police duties, more 
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specifically, entail the enforcement of traffic laws and the prov1s1on of 
emergency services. In addition to their routine police duties, the State 
Police undertake investigations when ordered by the Governor or Attorney 
General. and conduct narcotics and gambling raids in cooperation with 
federal and local authorities. 

The State Police perform a number of technical services, both tor their 
own law enforcement activities and tor the benefit of loca I agencies: 

• In 1930, the State Police inaugurated a police teletype com munica­
tions network which provides an around-the-clock service for law 
enforcement agencies in the State. Through this network alarms are 
broadcast and information shared. 

• In 1967, State Police headquarters was linked to the National Crime 
Information Center (NCIC) in Washington, O.C. The Center's com­
puterized operation stores a vast range of data on wanted persons and 
stolen or missing items reported by police departments throughout 
the nation. This system allows participating New Jersey agencies, by 
means of the "hook-up", to obtain all available information on record 
to aid in tracking down suspected criminals. 

• The Uniform Crime Reporting System ' 5 involves the compilation 
classification and analysis of crime statistics reported by all police 
agencies of the State. The State Police administer the System report 
for municipalities without local police services and weed out duplica­
tion. The information. thus provided. aids in the examination of the 
nature and scope of serious crimes and becomes intelligence upon 
which effective enforcement action can be based. 

• The State Bureau of Identification is a central clearinghouse tor 
criminal information, identification. and photographs, and its three 
laboratories provide technical information on firearms, chemicals, 
and other evidence. 

As of 1973, the total expenditure for State Police service amounted to 
$33, 115, 000 or 10.1 % of the total amount of monies allocated to police 
agencies. In 1965, the figures were $9,245,970 and 7.6%.:' 6 

Related State Level Law Enforcement Agencies 

The Police Training Commission (PTC) is responsible for prescribing training 
requirements tor law enforcement officers in New Jersey. While the PTC does 
not provide training itself, it plays an important role in developing curriculum 
and ensuring that the basic training program, provided for newly appointed 
police officers at the fourteen police training academies. meets existing 
standards. The PTC's training role will be discussed more fully in Chapter V. 

The State Law Enforcement Planning Agency (SLEPA) is an independent 

agency created to channel federal Law Enforcement Assistance Admin­
istration ( LEAA) funds to state. county, municipal, and other law enforce-
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ment agencies. SLEPA has funded a number of projects including: strike 
forces against organized crime, regional communications systems. juvenile 
services programs and police-community relations projects. The agency has 
been instrumental in the initiation of criminal justice planning in most of the 

State's counties. 

State Division of Systems and Communications in the Department of Law 

and Public Safety, is responsible for the Statewide Communication Informa­
tion System (SCIS). SCIS has full access to information and data held by the 
National Crime Information Center, the Statewide Crime Information Center, 
and the State Division of Motor Vehicles. SCIS terminals, operated by the 
State Police and several local police departments, are capable of receiving 
information requests and transmitting criminal information back to law 
enforcement agencies. The role of the SCIS will be more fully developed in 
Chapter V of this report. 

The Division of Criminal Justice, also in the Department of Law and Public 
Safety. holds the statutory jurisdiction over all law enforcement activities in 
•hp state The Attorney General·s authority to ·supervise· the county prose-
.:~ors 1s discharged throughout this division and since the prosecutor is. 

'.LJrn the chief law enforcement officer in each county and may direct' all 
., .~'.+c1pal police activities. the control over the entire system 1s nominally 
. ·· -ted 1n this division In addition to providing policy direction to the prose­
utors. the division responds to various requests for special assistance 
r1qinating at the local department level. 

Other State Law Enforcement Agencies: Several other state agencies in­
c1uding the Marine Police, within the New Jersey Department of Environ­
'llental Protection, and the Division of Motor Vehicles. have law enforcement 
'•.:sponsibilities. However, since their direct participation in local law 
r·nforcement is limited, their roles will not be included in this report. 

Cooperative Agreements among Law Enforcement Agencies 

As the legal framework governing the activity of law enforcement 
<1qenc1es evolved over the years, few attempts were made to stimulate the 
orqan1zation of law enforcement services on a larger-than-municipal basis. 
References within the statutes were limited to special laws, such as that 
v'vhich permitted certain communities to consolidate their beach patrol 
:1ct1vit1es. ,_ More recently, however, incentives for inter-municipal arrange­
ments to provide law enforcement services were included in the Inter-local 
Services Act of 1973. :::a To date there has been only limited utilization of 
nter-local arrangements within law enforcement, and the incidence of formal 
'..:ooperative agreements is relatively low. Where such agreements exist, 

"">oreover. few examples of cooperation are found in the patrol function, 
M'ich remained highly localized. Better results are indicated in the more 
',pec1alized areas of training and dispatching. (See Table 2) 

In an earlier study by the Commission. mayors of New Jersey commun:-
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ties were asked to indicate their willingness to provide eight selected services 
on a cooperative or joint basis. While 86% of those responding indicated 
willingness to cooperate in the provision of solid waste services, which 
ranked first in positive responses, only 32% indicated a willingness to provide 
law enforcement services (ranked seventh) on a joint cooperative basis. 
When compared with responses to a similar question asked three years 
earlier, joint provision of law enforcement services did not change its position 
among the eight functions. Nor did the joint provision of law enforcement 
services enjoy the significant increase in the willingness to provide services 
jointly, as indicated, for example, in the areas of solid waste or health 
services. 29 

Among police personnel contacted in the course of the study, there was, 
not surprisingly, a strong resistance to departmental consolidation paralleled 
by an increasing willingness to cooperate in the provision of supportive 
services. In some cases, however, the latter approach was viewed as the first 
step towards the elimination of local control. 

TABLE 2 

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS IN POLICE SERVICES 

No. of Mun. Percent Utilizing 
Providing Cooperative Agreements 

Function/Service Services (a) All Types (b) Inter-local 

Recruiting & Training 293 36.5 14. 7(c) 
Purchasing of Police 

Vehicles & Equipment 355 26.2 18.8 
Patrol 382 8.0 3.0 
Dispatching 287 35.2 27.2 

SOURCE: Department of Community Affairs Questionnaire, 1974. 

(a) 4 73 of the State's 567 municipalities responded to the survey question­
naire 

(b) includes: inter-local agreements; informal agreements; contracts or 
agreements with State Police or County Training Academy 

(c) 22% cited State Police Training Academy at Sea Girt and/or County 
Academies. 

10 

£2!2.iili. a .... IU4 a I 



ices 
ated 
hi ch 
vi de 
:isis. 
ears 
ition 
nent 
ices 
~a Ith 

Nas, 
eled 
rtive 
first 

ti on-

:s or 

>unty 

Summary 

The preceding survey of the State's statutory framework for law en­
forcement offers a basis for several general conclusions concerning the 
intergovernmental structure: 

• First, law enforcement services are stratified and fragmented. The 
incremental development pattern of the statutes has historically 
promoted the proliferation of agencies at all levels; 

• Second, the permissive character of most legislation impedes inter­
action, not only among agencies at the same level but also between 
levels and with other components of the criminal justice system; 

• Third, the statutes do not contain clear definitions of the roles and 
jurisdiction of law enforcement agencies, let alone operational or 
structural standards. 

NJSA 40A:14-118 
Title 11 
NJSA 40A: 14-122 

4 NJSA 40A: 14-122.8 
5 NJSA 40A: 14-127 
6 NJRA 9:178-1. c. 81, P.L. 1972 

NJRA 52:178-66 et. seq. 
8 SLEPA. Criminal Justice Plan, 1975, p. 1 
9 New Jersey Constitution, Article V 11. Section 11 

10 12 NJ 152. 91A. 2d 65 (1953) 
11 NJSA 2A: 158-5 
12 New Jersey Constitution. Article VII, Section II, Paragraph 2 
13 Virtue V. Board of Chosen Freeholders. 38 Vroon 139 ( 1901) 
14 81 NJL613. 79 atl. 839 (1911) 
15 NJSA 2A: 154-3 
16 12 NJ 152 

'7 NJSA 40A:14-106 to 117 
13 New Jersey Statutes. Chapter 171. Title 2A 
19 Title 39 
20 Section 107 
21 NJSA40:37-95.13 
22 NJSA 40:37-95.41, 155. 203, and 262 
23 NJSA53:2-1 
24 NJSA 53:2-2 
25 NJSA 52: 178-1 et. seq. 

26 Computed from N.J. State Budget and Annual Reports of the N.J. Division of Local 
Government Services 

27 NJSA 40A: 14-158 
28 NJSA 40:88 

29 County & Municipal Government Study Commission. Joint Services. p. 33 

1 1 



CHAPTER II 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES, INDIVIDUAL 
AND COLLECTIVE CAPACITIES 

Primary responsibility for the provision of law enforcement services to 
New Jersey's residents rests with units of local, particularly municipal, 
government. Faced with the continuing need to adjust to internal changes 
and external pressures, many communities responded by increasing the 
number of law enforcement personnel. An increase, amounting to nearly 
31 %, occurred in the period from 1968 to 1974, when almost 1 7,000 officers 
were employed at the local level, and projections by the Police Training 
Commission suggest that the increase in law enforcement personnel at the 
local level would result in the employment of more than 20,000 officers by 
1979. In some communities, new departments were formed; a rise of 31 
organized departments (defined as employing one or more full-time officers) 
was recorded in the period 196 7- 7 4, bringing the total number of organized 
departments in the State to 461. An increasing number of communities have 
instituted or expanded the use of specialized personnel, techniques, and 
euipment, while still others are beginning to move toward cooperative or 
interlocal approaches. 

In reviewing the structures for providing law enforcement services. we 
selected two of many possible areas of examination as a means of assessing 
the capacity of law enforcement agencies within the State to continue 
adapting to changing needs. First. the variation in capacities found within 
individual agencies as identified by such factors as department size. range of 
functions and the use of specialized techniques; and, second, an examination 
of cost factors related to arrangements for providing services on a larger­
than-local basis. 

Department Size 

The size of municipal level law enforcement agencies varies greatly 
throughout the State. Departments in large urbanized areas employ several 
hundred full-time officers. while many communities employ no law enforce­
ment personnel. In 1975, 461 of New Jersey's municipalities employed one 
or more full-time officers, 70 communities employed only part-time law 
enforcement personnel, while the remaining 36 municipalities relied totally 
upon the services of law enforcement personnel from other jurisdictions. A 
substantial number of communities (37%) are served by organized depart­
ments with 15 or fewer full-ti me officers.* 

·Fifteen is by no means a magic number for describing an "aC:equate" depart­
ment. A staff of fifteen full-time officers represents an arrangement for providing 
24-hour coverage while maintaining trained personnel in place for telephone cover­
age and back-up assistance and allowing for time off, vacations, etc. 
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TABLE 3 

VARIATIONS IN SIZE OF NEW JERSEY 
MUNICIPAL POLICE DEPARTMENTS 

Number of Full-Time Number of Percent of All 
Officers Employed Municipalities N.J. Municipalities 

Part- time police services only 70 12.3 
15 or Fewer 198 34.9 
16 to 25 111 19.6 
26 to 50 83 14.6 
51 to 100 36 6.3 
100 or more 30 5.3 

Municipalities with some form 
of police services 531 93.7 

Municipalities with no 
local police services 36 6.3 

TOTAL 567 100.0 

SOURCE: Uniform Crime Reports: Crime In New Jersey. 1974. Feb. 1975. 
SLEPA Criminal Justice Plan. 1975. 

The training survey conducted by the Police Training Commission 
indicates an increasing movement to larger departments throughout the 
State. This trend can be seen in Table 4, which compares the number of 
departments by various levels of strength for 1967 and 1974. The number of 
departments with fewer than ten officers decreased by nearly one-third, 
while the number of departments in the 10-25 and 25-50 categories increased 
by about one-third. 

TABLE 4 

MUNICIPAL POLICE DEPARTMENTS IN N.J. BY SIZE 

Full-time Number of Departments 

Personnel 1967 1974 Change 

1-9 168 126 -42 
10-25 154 183 --r- 29 
26-50 55 80 ~33 

s 1-100 28 35 --r- 7 
. oo . 18 29 -r-11 

rOTAL 423 461 -r-38 

SOURCE: Uniform Crime Reports 1967 & 1974. 
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As indicated in Table 5, one-sixth of the State's residents are served by 
local departments with fewer than 15 full-time employees. While every county 
has some departments of this small size, in the more rural areas of Hunter­
don, Sussex, and Warren Counties, for example, nine out of ten residents of 
communities providing police services, fall into this category. 

Statewide, about one of every 8 communities have no full-time local 
police services, and only one of ten communities had established depart­
ments with more than 50 full-time employees.* 

TABLE 5 

MUNICIPAL POLICE DEPARTMENTS WITH FEWER THAN 
15 FULL-TIME OFFICERS, BY REGION* 

Northeast 
(Bergen, Essex, Hudson, 
Union, Lower Passaic) 

Northeast Suburban 
(Upper Passaic, Morris, 
Somerset, Middlesex) 

Northwest 
(Hunterdon. Sussex. 
Warren) 

Central Delaware Valley 
(Burlington. Camden, 
Mercer) 

Shore 
(Monmouth, Ocean, 
Atlantic, Cape May) 

South Delaware Valley 
(Cumberland, Gloucester, 
Salem) 

NEW JERSEY 

Number 
of 

Municipalities 

27 

37 

56 

60 

84 

44 

308 

Population 
(000) 

138 

184 

215 

273 

323 

145 

1278 

Percent of 
Total Pop. 
of Region 

4.0 

18.8 

93.5 

25.0 

33.7 

39.4 

17.4 

·Includes municipalities w;th no police, part-time police and those with 1-15 
full-time officers. 

SOURCE: Commission computations based on UCR, 1973. 

·The 50-person department is suggested by some authorities as optimal in terms 
of cost factors. as well as ut1 lization patterns. It is offered here simply as an aid to 
categorizing departments by size. 
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P nether aspect of departmental size is its relationship to cost. Often 
larger organizations show "economies of scale"; as an organization grows in 
size and adds persons with specialized skills, it is able to handle workload 
increases proportionately greater than the increased costs of running the 
larger organization. Thus, either the per-unit cost of doing the work drops. 
or increased efficiencies realized through economies of scale are applied to 
produce goods or services of higher quality. 

To find out whether economies of scale were present in municipal police 
departments, the Commission examined the ratio of nonpersonnel to per­
sonnel costs in departments of different-sized New Jersey communities. (A 
relatively low proportion of nonpersonnel costs should indicate more intensive 
use of equipment such as the police station, police cars, training facilities, 
etc.) Municipalities under 25,000 population spent on the average 16V2% of 
their public safety budgets for nonpersonnel costs, while those over 25,000 
averaged 11 % , apparently supporting the presence of scale economies and 
potential saving of tax dollars in larger departments. 

Using annual municipal cost data, the Commission staff developed a 
,::it1st1cal model indicating expenditure requirements for police departments 
·' various sizes The model -- designed to predict what it would cost to run a 
~"1sol1dated department for nine contiguous comm unities -- projected an 

· ,i1mated annual savings to these municipalities of $600.000 or more. Such 
'1r1dings suggest that larger-sized departments can save money as well as 
·:e/1 ver specialized services. and that municipalities too small to support 
such departments individually might still obtain their advantages by joining 
with other towns to create regional police departments. 

The Range of Skills Available at the Local Level: Functional Capacity 

Departmental size also provides an indication of availability of personnel 
with specialized training to perform specialized functions. Modern law 
enforcement problems and concerns have grown at an ever increasing pace, 
consistent with the changing fabric and complexity of our society. Law 
enforcement capabilities, too, have grown and are constantly expanding. 
Law enforcement agencies must deal with such specialized problems as 
rJrug abuse control, organized crime. and juvenile crime situations, to name 
'.)Ut a few. Agencies must imit:st significant time and energy in the promotion 
·,f community relations and in crime prevention activities. 

Larger local agencies in the state can and do employ a range of special­
ists 1n the discharge of their responsibilities. Such agencies may have 
'oec1alized investigative staff. police community relations specialists. 
! uvenile bureaus. crime prevention units. psychologists. and communications 
'Pec1al1sts among others. In smaller agencies. these functions may be 
(:arr1ed out as part of the routine activities of agency staff or may be carried 
rJut by the staff of agencies from other jurisdictions. The response to the 
'tudy questionnaire concerning the availability of specially trained personnel 
'.o Perform some of the more specialized law enforcement functions is 
su rnmarized below. 

1 5 



Narcotics and drug abuse: Specialists in this critical area were more fre­
quently used as department size increased. Although only 12% of the smal­
lest departments used such personnel, 40% of the departments in the 5-10 
officer range. 80% in the 51-100 range. and 92% in the over-100 range used 
them. 

Delinquency control: The pattern was similar to that for narcotics and drug 
abuse specialists - a steady increase in use parallelling increase in depart­
mental size. 

Fingerprinting: For the smallest departments, the percent using the service 
was 6%; for 5-10 officers 34%; 11-20 officers 43%; 21-35 officers 59%; and 
departments with 36 or more officers 75%. 

Special investigation: Only halt the departments with fewer than 10 officers 
used this service, compared with two-thirds of those with 11 to 35 officers. 

Training: The use of special training personnel was almost universal in 
departments of over 100 officers, while less than one-third of the smallest 
departments used such personnel. 

Planning: While 29% of the largest departments had planning officers to 
forecast needs and develop resources, 27% of the departments in the 50-100 
officer range used such personnel, and only 13% of the departments with 36-
50 officers. Fewer than 10% of the smaller departments have planning 
officers. 

Psychological: No department with fewer than five officers used a psycholo­
gist regularly. even on a contract basis On the other hand. more than 8ne­
(h1r8 of t'."'.e departments with 50 or more officers used them. 

Generally. the larger departments have a greater range of specialized 
skills. and greater opportunity for law enforcement officers to develop and 
utilize special skills. Access to regional, interstate, and national crime 
information centers. and the availability of technical consultation, evidence 
collection and record-keeping facilities, juvenile specialists, and psy­
chologists were dependent to a great degree on the size of the department. 
The larger departments were also more likely to have greater depth and 
experience among employees and were more able to retain capable officers 
as a result of greater opportunities and incentives for advancement. Finally, 
the Commission's survey indicated that educational attainment of personnel 
in larger departments was generally higher. (See Table 6) 

The relative capabilities of larger and smaller departments can be seen 
more clearly by comparing Charts 2, 3, and 4, which are organizational 
charts of three New Jersey police departments of varying size. These charts 
demonstrate the increases in specialization and in availability of technical 
and supportive services that occur in larger departments. Note that the 
smallest department with 21 officers. shown in Chart 2, lacks basic suppor­
tive services such as training. records, or planning. These services must be 
performed. 1f performed at all. by regular line personnel to the detriment of 
both line services and specialized services. Lack of specialization also adds 
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TABLE 6 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF LOCAL POLICE IN NEW JERSEY: 
Percentage of Departments Having Officers with Training 

Beyond High School Level, by Size of Department 

Size of Department (number of full-time officers) 

Percent of 
departments in 
each size cate­
gory having: 

Fewer 
than 5 

More 
than 

5-10 11-20" 21-35 36-50 51-100 100" 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Some officers 
with post-high 
school education # 

~o officers with 
c; t-h1gh school 

:.1ci1t1on ff 

6% 

94~o 

39% 36% 54% 71% 73% 83% 

61 So 60% 27% 8% 

·" 1 OO~o 100'/~} 96%. 100°;0 100% 100% 91 % .. 

• 4% no response •• 9% no response 
#Exclusive of the Basic Police Training Program. 

SOURCE: County & Municipal Government Questionnaire Survey, 1973. 

costs. for example, when trained officers must be used for clerical tasks . 
'Larger departments hire civilian office staff to perform these tasks, thus 
1 ree1ng officers for duties commensurate with their training. In smaller 
·:epartments even the chief of police may spend much time doing routine 
;:.,atrol work or office work, rather than administer the department. 

All communities in New Jersey do not require development and utiliza­
'.:on of a full range of capabilities and specialized services. In fact, com­
'11un1ties requiring services beyond the capacity of their existing depart­
"nents can receive assistance from agencies at other levels of government. 
~ ne tact that many small municipal departments have less than full-service 
:...apac1t1es does not in itself lessen the ability of the law enforcement system 
;is a whole to respond to problems and to supply special skills or personnel to 
: 1 particular location. provided that arrangements and/or mechanisms have 
:Jeen created to assure the availability of such specialized skills or additional 
rriunµower as they are needed. The arrangements through which aid and 
assistance are made available become extremely important, especially in 
liqht of more complex law enforcement problems. 

While voluntary informal working agreements to provide mutual aid and 
assistance in emergency situations and to provide for the sharing of some 
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Chart 2 POLICE DEPARTMENT "A'' 

10,000 Population 21 Police Officers 

Chief of Police 

160 p 

I I 
Juvenile Detective Patrol 

160 p 160 p 160 p 

CX> Traffic 

18 p 

Shift Command 

640 p 

Patrolman 

1,920 p 

I 
Jail or 

160 p 

z 
'l 

.._. 
~ 
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Chart 3 POLICE DEPARTMENT "8" 

50,000 Population 111 Police Officers 

Chief of Police 

160 

Training Clerical --··· 
160 320 

I I 

Criminal Inv. Patrol Services 

160 p 160 p Traffic 160 p 

Clerical I 
320 p I I I 

c.o 160 c 320 c Records Comm. Detent/Maint. 

Shift Command 160 p 640 p 48 p 

I I 640 c 640 c 
Vice Ju\lenile 800 Follow-up 

I 
160 p 480 p 160 p 

Street Sgts. 

I I 
Detective I 960 

Detectives 

1,120 p 480 p 
Patrolmen 

8,480 

NOTE: The numbers designate man-hours per month and the letter P denotes sworn pol ice officers. 

The letter C denotes civilian employee. 



N 
0 

Crime Reµortiny 

160 PW 

Detectives 

480 p 

Extended Leave 

1080 p 

Detectives 

2.240 p 

B & E and La;::] 

Unit Command 

Operations 

DetectiYes 

800 p 

Detectives 

480 p 

Ch,trt 4 

f'OI ICE DEPARTMENT C 

llJ0.000 Population 

J19 Police Officers 

l~~:mrnurnty Relation c 800 p 

Public. Relations 

160 p 

E -~ 6:·-· L_p __ ___, 

Director of 

Public S•fety 

9ti p 

Deputy Chief 

160 p 

z 
~ 

Clerical 

96 c 

640 p 

'"" ~~ 

Civ/Enf 

320 p 

ABC & Misc 

320 p 

Tr dining 

320 p 

Cleric•I 

160 p • 320 c 

Night Command 

320 p 

Extended Leave 

160 p 

Tfc P•t 

5.180 p 

Clericdl 

160 p 

160 c 

Dispatchers 

1.600 p 
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technical resources have been established. there are only a few examples of 
formal inter-local arrangements to deal with law enforcement problems 
spilling over from one community to the next or with problems having an 
areawide scope or focus. At the county level, ultimate responsibility for 
law enforcement services rests in the office of the prosecutor; in practice. 
however, most basic law enforcement services are delivered at the munic­
ipal level. By and large, county level agencies, while enjoying a wider 
iurisdiction than their municipal counterparts, do not have the technical or 
political capacity either to coordinate or to direct the provision of most law 
enforcement services within the county. While working arrangements have 
been developed and some specialized services have been organized within 
the county level, the kind of formal interrelationships necessary to assure a 
systematic response to law enforcement problems is generally absent or 
negligible. Nor have formal relationships between the law enforcement 
agencies at all three levels of government been established. In many in­
stances, law enforcement agencies of different levels of government cannot 
even communicate on the same equipment. 

The Use of Special Police 

More than 100 New Jersey municipalities have only part-time police 
c,erv1ces or none whatever. and nearly 200 more nave tuli-t1me forces 
smaller than 15 officers. To provide adequate service. these municipalities 

•requently depend upon the State Police. county iaw enforcement agencies, 
the police departments of adjoining municipalities. and often untrained, 
part-time or special police officers. The degree of this dependence may 
range from total reliance upon the State Police for all police services, even 
basic patrol, to inter-municipal agreements to render aid under emergency 
conditions, to self-reliance on special and part-ti me personnel either as the 
municipality's only police force (usually supervised by a fu!l-time chief) or to 
provide supplementary service at peak periods of need in the evenings, on 
weekends, and on holidays. 

Special police officers are widely used in sparsely populated localities. 
New Jersey statutes 1 provide that the governing body of a municipality may 
appoint special police officers for terms not exceeding one year, although the 
number of special consecutive appointments an officer may receive is not 
limited. The local governing body retains the power to revoke the appoint­
ment without showing cause or holding a hearing. The only qualifications 
required of a special police officer are that he be a United States citizen, 
understand English, be in good health, be of ··good moral character··, and 
never have been convicted of any criminal offense involving moral turpitude. 
The chief of police of the appointing municipality is responsible for ascer­
taining whether a prospective appointee meets these qualifications. The 

power to appoint special policemen has been extended to county park com­
missions; special police officers employed there exercise "the same powers 

. as may be exercised by a municipal policeman pursuant to law .... "= 

As yet, no training requirements for special police officers are mandated 
on a statewide basis. Some municipalities require special officers to demon-
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strate proficiency with a service revolver and other weapons, or require 
courses on firearm safety. The Monmouth, Bergen, and Burlington County 
Police Training Academies are working to develop and offer courses for 
special police officers, to be given on a voluntary basis. 

The special officer frequently performs a role indistinguishable from that 
of a regular police officer. A considerable number of special officers work full 
time as members of the force; even more work for the local department on a 
part-time basis while holding down other jobs, frequently as night watchmen 
and security guards, jobs requiring the carrying of weapons and the wearing 
of uniforms. 

Municipalities use special police officers to perform the role of regular 
police officers for financial reasons. It costs more money to hire, train, and 
maintain a person full time than part time. Another reason. far less sup­
portable, is evasion of State training requirements. 

An example of this use of special officers is illustrative. A particular 
municipality was found to have employed 12 police officers - a full-time chief 
and 11 part-time special police officers, including a captain, a lieutenant, and 
two sergeants. Of these, only the chief had completed the required minimum 
training course, although a number of the department personnel had been 
employed as special officers well beyond the one-year limit for completing 
training. In essence, the municipality, by appointing special officers for 
consecutive one-year periods, was circumventing the training requirements 
set by the Police Training Commission pursuant to New Jersey Statutes. 3 

A consultant who performed a study of this police department found that 
seven of the part-time members of the department were serving in violation 
of the law. Evidence available indicates that this situation is far from unique 
in New Jersey. 

The prevalence of this reliance on special officers was studied by the 
Police Training Commission (PTC). A questionnaire was sent to municipali­
ties in the State requesting information on use of special police officers: The 
542 municipalities that responded employed, at that time, a total of 4,445 
special police officers. compared with 16,489 regular officers, or over one 
fifth of the local police personnel in the State. This figure probably under­
states slightly the actual number of special police officers, since the 25 
municipalities that did not respond to the questionnaire (>ither had no depart­
ments or had small departments which relied on special officers. 

Further analysis of the questionnaire survey results showed that of the 
542 municipalities responding: 

• 338 (62. 4%) employ a total of 8, 150 regular police officers, while afso 
us1 ng 4. 111 special police officers, which is a ratio of approximately 
one special officer for every two regular police officers. These munic­
ipalities are a large group and include all population categories. 

'The questionnaire instructions specifically excluded from the category of special 
police officer such auxiliary personnel as traffic guards, civil defense auxiliary police, 
and bank guards 
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• 29 (5.4%) employ no regular police 0fficers, but use 225 special 
police officers. These municipalities tend to be very small in popula­
tion. 

• 158 (29.1 %) do not employ special police officers. These tend to be 
the largest cities or rural municipalities with no police departments. 

Special police are used effectively for special functions or at certain 
times of the year (such as in shore communities during the summer months) 
to augment the regular police services. Responses from the questionnaire 
survey, however, show that only 579 or 13% of the special officers are used 
three months of the year or less. In contrast, the survey showed that 3,401 
special officers, or more than 75% were employed from 9 to 12 months of 
the year. The survey showed that special police, while generally working 
year-round, tend to work on a part-time basis. (See Table 7) Although most 
special officers work fewer than 20 hours per week, nearly one-quarter of the 
total work more than half-time. 

TABLE 7 

HOURS PER WEEK WORKED BY NEW JERSEY 
SPECIAL POLICE OFFICERS, 1975 

Average Hours Total Number % in Mun. 
Per Week Worked of Specials Responding 

0-9 1,899 54.4 

10-19 781 22.3 

20-29 257 7.4 

30-39 107 3.1 

40 and over 446 12.8 

3,490* 100.0 

SOURCE: Questionnaire Survey N.J. Police Training Commission, 1975. 

The high proportion of part-time, year-round use of special police, the 
frequency of their second jobs, the concentration of special police in relative­
ly small communities, and the generally extensive reliance on such personnel 
throughout the State, suggests that municipalities may be overly dependent 
on special police officers to perform work that should be entrusted exclusive­
ly to full-time police officers who meet predetermined State standards of 

· 955 special police were employed in municipalities not responding to the 
Question. or reporting varied numbers of hours worked per week. 
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qualification, and who have successfully completed the State-prescribE:d 
program of training. 

The PTC questionnaire asked how much training was being provided to 
special officers. When the questionnaire was distributed, there was no 
training requirement for special officers. nor is there one now. Of the total 
returns. 354 municipalities responded to the question about training as 
indicated in Table 8. 

TABLE 8 

TRAINING PROVIDED TO NEW JERSEY 
SPECIAL POLICE OFFICERS, 1975 

Average Special Police Municipalities 
Training Hours Receiving Training Providing Training 

# 0/o # % 

No training 219 5.2 25 7 .1 

1-20 636 15.2 57 16.3 

21-40 1.192 28.4 87 24.9 

41-60 930 22.2 67 19 .1 

61-80 331 7.9 25 7. 1 

81-100 259 6.2 20 5.7 

101 and over 627 14.9 69 19. 7 

TOTAL 4, 194 100.0 350 100.0 

no responses 

or other responses 251 34 

SOURCE: Questionnaire Survey, N.J. Police Training Commission. 1975. 

Over half of the special officers in the State received less than 40 hours 
of trainin~f: only 15% received more than 100 hours. a figure considered 
minimal to achieve competence in only the least technical and least respon­
sible of police duties. An even lower percentage of the special police officers 
in the State met the 280 hours minimum training standards set for regular 
police officers. although most performed substantially the same duties as 
their regular counterparts. The percent of special police receiving no training. 
however. was reduced substantially (from 10.3% to 5.2%) in the six year 
period following the 1969 PTC questionnaire. All other changes were 
negligible 

·It seems reasonable to assume that the special officers employed by the 34 
agencies not responding to the question on training. received little or no training. 
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d TABLE 9 

USE OF REGULAR AND SPECIAL POLICE OFFICERS, BY COUNTY 

0 Number of Number of 
0 Regular Special Over20 Less Than 20 
11 County Police Officers Police Officers hours/wk. 20 hrs./ wk. 
s 

t..tlantic 525 131 26 66 

Bergen 1.885 560 29 334 

Burlington 449 236 28 134 

Camden 922 213 144 

Cape May 245 201 8 14 

Cumberland 198 151 38 34 

Essex 2.737 152 23 100 

G1oucester 295 161 8 111 

.~,, r:son 1.938 68 23 24 

·' LHl ter cion 75 75 1 5 27 

'.' ··rcer 711 78 57 16 

'.'.,~~rJlesex 1. 21 7 281 3 283 

\1onmouth 921 294 59 105 

r,iorris 768 550 50 297 

Ocean 605 221 7 48 

Passaic 1,026 280 1 0 181 

Salem 66 53 6 17 

Somerset 360 226 35 164 

Sussex 118 144 48 37 

,Jn1on 1.345 289 40 165 
s 
j Warren 83 81 29 50 

16.489 4,445 543 2.351 
s of Reporting 

13186 Special Police) 17. 0 73.8 
s 

J. SOURCE: N.J. Police Training Commission memorandum "Special Police 

ir Officers". dated October 27, 1969. 

e 
· 292 (6.6%) special police (of whom all but 36 were employed in the 4 shore 

counties) indicated full-time employment but on a seasonal basis (up to 6 months). 
342 (7 7%) special police were employed on a part-time basis (generally less than 10 

34 hours/week and for less than 3 months of the year. 917 (20.6%) special police did 
not indicate hours employed or number of months employed or both. 
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The questionnaire also asked who runs the training programs that exist 
for special police. Of the 384 municipalities that employed special police 
officers. 271 responded to the question. Of these, 

• 108 agencies (39. 9%) train their own special officers; 

• 22 agencies ( 8.1 % ) train their special officers in conjunction with 
an adjacent larger department; 

• 100 agencies (36. 9%) have their special police officers trained by 
county police academies; 

• 41 agencies (15.1 %) use miscellaneous other training programs. 

Table 9 demonstrates that the dependence on special police officers 
varies widely from county to county. In the urban counties of Hudson, Essex, 
and Union, special police have a proportionally small (though a numerically 
not insignificant) role; in the rural counties of Hunterdon, Salem, and Sussex, 
their role is much mor~ extensive. It is fair to say that special police are 
employed State-wide, and are currently used to deliver a substantial amount 
of day-in, day-out routine police work. 

The majority (73.8%) of special police are employed virtually on a year 
round basis (9 to 12 months) but for less than 20 hours per week. However. 
at least 543 special police or 17% of those reporting were fulltime employees 
of their respective departments. Moreover, the notion that special police are 
a seasonal feature of the shore communities is not supported by the survey. 
In these counties the ratio of special police officers does not differ sub­
stantially from other suburban counties. 

Indications are. moreover. that there is relatively little turnover among 
special police. Turnover rates of 10% or less were reported by 84.2% of the 
municipalities responding to the question in the PTC survey, a rate compar­
able with those of regular police officers. 

Over 90 per cent of the communities responding to the questions in­
dicated that their special police were permitted to carry firearms on duty. 
While most such communities require training in the use of weapons, the 
number of training hours reported varied widely as did the requirements for 
firearms qualification. Moreover, the PTC found no adequate way for evalu­
ating the quality of firearms training. This issue, too. relates to the need for 
standards addressed later in this report. 

To conclude, special police are being used extensively to perform tasks 
more properly left to full-ti me trained sworn officers. Such tasks are now 
being performed by individuals lacking adequate training. Special police can 
be effectively uti Ii zed for certain functions to augment the sworn force, pro­
vided such tasks are clearly defined, that qualifications for appointment are 
carefully drawn, and that adequate training is provided. 

Summary 

New Jersey communities are served by law enforcement agencies of 
widely varying size and capabilities. directly attributable to the exclusively 
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local option of establishing police departments and determining their level 
and quality of services. The absence of uniform standards or policy direction 
contributes to uneveness of response, occasionally of significant proportions. 
and directly affects the State's aggregate ability to confront intensifying and 
spreading law enforcement problems. 

The machinery for combining and coordinating general and specific law 
enforcement resources in given areas and functions does not exist at present 
in the State; nor is there a capacity to provide consistently high levels of 
services evenly throughout the State for both routine and extraordinary 
circumstances. In the face of growing problems and inelastic resources. 
continuing reliance on local departments lacking the capacity to provide 
needed services may not only be detrimental to the communities, but may 
also undermine the achievement of broader public safety objectives. 

1 
NJSA40A:14-146 

? NJSA 40:37-95.13 
3 NJSA52:17B-66 
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CHAPTER 111 

THE FISCAL DIMENSIONS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 

Overview 

Law enforcement services are not isolated from the current and con­
tinuing fiscal crunch confronting all levels of government. The growing gaps 
between service delivery demands and available resources subject all 
governmental functions, including law enforcement, to severe limitations and 
there is little evidence to suggest that the severity of the problems will 
diminish. To the contrary, it may well be that as a result of the increasing 
regional scale of law enforcement problems additional strains will be placed 
on local agencies. The problem is further heightened by the inability to 
transfer fiscal responsibility for portions of the law enforcement function to 
higher levels of government as has been the case, for example in the area 
of po~lution control. 

The examination of the fiscal patterns in the law enforcement area 
shows that: 

• expenditures are high and increasing; 

• this function continues to command a large portion of total operating 
expenses: 

• expenditures remain highly localized with minimal inter-govern­
mental transfers: 

• wide disparities are found among communities, notably among older 
urban core communities on the one hand, and growing suburban 
communities on the other; 

• wide variation exists in the ability of communities to support law 
enforcement services; 

• direct impact from state and federal aid programs is limited; and. 

• fiscal planning at all levels of government is minimal. 

Law Enforcement Expenditures: General Trends 

The provision of law enforcement services requires a substantial and 
increasing expenditure of funds at all three levels of government, particularly 
at the local level Before focusing on these fiscal patterns, however, the 
following general trends should be noted: 

• In the ten-year period. ending in 1973, combined state, county and 
municipal expenditures for law enforcement nearly tripled - a rate 
consistent with that of other governmental functions. At the county 
and municipal levels. however. the growth rates for the law enforce-
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ment function were substantially higher than those of other govern­
mental functions. (94% and 35%, respectively) (See Table 10) 

TABLE 10 

EXPENDITURE PATTERNS 1963-1973 
(000) 

Municipal County State 

Law Enforcement 

1963 $ 94,989 $ 7,747 $ 7,966 

1973 265,391 29,576 33, 115 

% change 179.4 281.8 315.7 

All other functions 

1963 349.510 211.442 220.352 

1973 853. 772 608. 779 1.006,028 

% change 144.2 187.9 356.5 

• Law enforcement services commanded a relatively stable share of 
total operating expenditures at all three levels of government, during 
this ten-year period. Allocations for law enforcement ranged from an 
increase of slightly over 2% at the municipal level, to a decrease of 
less than 1 % at the state level. (See Table 11) 

TABLE 11 , 
CHANGE fN PERCENT OF BUDGET ALLOCATED TO LAW 

ENFORCEMENT, BY LEVEL, 1963-1973 

1963 

1973 

% change 

Municipal 

21.36% 

23. 71 

:2.35 

County 

3.53% 

4.63 

-:-1.10 

State 

3.48% 

3.18 

-0.3 

Total 

12.4% 

11. 7 

-0.7 

• Law enforcement expenditures remain highly localized. During the 
period 1963-1973, the share of municipal governments in all ex­
penditures for law enforcement declined by a relatively modest 5%. 
In 1973, municipal governments sti II accounted for more than 80% of 
the total law enforcement expenditures in the State. (See Table 12) 
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TABLE 12 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF LAW ENFORCEMENT EXPENDITURES 
BY LEVEL, 1963-1973 

1963 

1973 

% change 

Municipal 

85.8% 

80.9 

-4.9 

County 

7.0% 

9.0 

+2 

SOURCE: N.J. Division of Local Government Services 
Annual Reports 1963 & 1973 
State Budgets 1963 & 1973 

State 

7.2% 

10.1 

+2.9 

Total 

100% 

100 

Law Enforcement Expenditures and supporting resources at the Local Level 

Expenditures In 1973, municipal governments spent. on the average, more 
than twenty-three percent of their operating budgets in support of the law 
enforcement function. Law enforcement ranked second only to education 
in the command of municipal fiscal allocations, receiving nearly thirty-six 
dollars per-capita. The range of expenditures for law enforcement varies 
considerably throughout the State. ranging from a high of nearly sixty dollars 
on the average for communities in Cape May County, to a low of less than 
fifteen dollars per capital in rural Hunterdon County. As might be expected. 
law enforcement expenditures in urban centers, for the most part, were 
higher than those of the communities surrounding urban centers. As in­
dicated in Chart 5, comparing per capita expenditures for law enforcement 
expenditures in seven counties in the State with large urban centers, the 
rate of expenditure in Atlantic City was nearly four ti mes that for the other 
communities in Atlantic County. Yet, even among urban centers there are 
notable variations - per capita outlay in Elizabeth, for example, was not 
significantly different from that of the balance of the communities in Union 
County. 

The degree of urbanization and the character of surrounding com­
munities contribute to the variations in expenditures for law enforcement 
services, as rloes a community's rate of development. Law enforcement 
expenditures for communities in all stages of development, other than those 
experiencing rapid growth, increased significantly over time. In comparison, 
per capita expenditures for other governmental functions for communities of 
all types were found to decline with increases in population during the 
decade. 1960-1970. 

A representative sample of seventy communities was drawn to deter­
mine how factors such as size. degree of urbanization, rate of growth, and 
location affect law enforcement expenditures. In this and in a second survey 
of communities in Mercer County, per capita expenditures and the per-
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centages of expenditures devoted to law enforcement services were ex­
amined. These. too. demonstrate that while per capita expenditures in all 
types of communities increased substantially, the greatest increases oc­
curred in old core communities, and the smallest occurred in rural areas 
(See Chart 6). In core cities and growing suburbs these general patterns 
held, as well, in both relative and absolute terms for the budgetary allocations 
to law enforcement during the ten year period. In stable suburbs and rural 
communities the percent of the budget allocated to law enforcement actually 
declined, although the actual expenditures increased considerably. (See 
Chart 7.) 
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Chart 6 

PER CAPITA LAW ENFORCEMENT EXPENDITURE 

1963 and 1973, MUNICIPAL SAMPLE SURVEY 

Old Core 

Stable 

Growing 

Suburbs 

1963 1973 1963 1973 1963 1973 1963 1973 

The provision of law enforcement services depends heavily on the costs 
for personnel. Increases in personnel costs result from the increase in the 
number of individuals performing the function and the amount of money 
needed to support each employee in direct wages and fringe benefits. From 
1967 to 1973. total law enforcement employment increased nearly 40%, 
and was manifested in most types of communities throughout the State. 
Increases in salaries for New Jersey's law enforcement personnel, as re­
flected by the increase in median top salaries for the position of patrolman, 
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Chart 7 

CHANGES IN PERCENT OF BUDGET 1963-1973 ALLOCATED TO 

LAW ENFORCEMENT, MUNICIPAL SAMPLE SURVEY 
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indicate a rise of nearly 64% from 196 7 to 19 73. It is interesting to note. 
however. that the increase for urban communities is somewhat less - 50% 
during the same period of time. 1 

Increases in top salaries. however. represent only a portion of real 
manpower costs. Many New Jersey communities provide higher annual 
salaries for fewer hours worked per week, resulting in substantial expendi­
tures in overtime pay. In one community, a starting salary of $14,000 per year 
for a 32-hour week. resulted in a gross income in excess of $25,000 per year 
with overtime pay. Moreover, in several cases, officers were performing 
duties which did not require uniformed, trained personnel. 

In the absence of clear standards of service delivery, standards of 
productivity, and a rational determination of appropriate roles for sworn and 
civilian personnel, the likelihood of continued escalation of law enforcement 
costs is clear. 
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Supporting Resources The changing expenditure rates and patterns. while 
often dramatic, are only a part of the complex fiscal dimensions of law 
enforcement. A second important component is the availability of resources 
to support this function, which is, in turn. related to the total resources avail­
able for governmental purposes, and the demand for public funds to meet 
competing needs within communities. 

In the sample of seventy communities surveyed by Commission staff. 
the average burden for all groups of communities (i.e. their law enforcement 
budget as a proportion of their equalized valuations), increased over the 
ten-year period, 1963-1973. Old core cities, as might be expected, showed 
both the highest base figure and the greatest increase in burden, while rural 
and suburban communities started at a lower base and experienced slower 
increases in burden. (See Chart 8) 

When related to changes in the tax base supporting governmental 
services, these growing suburban communities demonstrated the greatest 
increase in their tax base and the smallest increase in expenditures for law 

1.0 

0.9 
_j 
<( 0.8 
> 
d 0.7 
w 

0.6 
u. 
0 0.5 
I-
z 0.4 w 
u 
a: 
w 0.3 
0.. 

0.2 

0.1 

Chart 8 

EXPENDITURES FOR POLICE SERVICES AS 

PERCENT OF EQUALIZED VALUATIONS, 1963 and 1973 
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enforcement services. Conversely, the tax base of older core communities 
expanded very slowly at a time when expenditures for law enforcement 
services were increasing substantially. Finally, a comparison of changes in 
the burden and tax base per capita indicates a widening gap between re­
sources and expenditures for all groups of communities within this sample. 

In addition to supporting direct local law enforcement expenditures, 
municipalities also bear a substantial share of law enforcement services at 
the county level. Thus, residents of many of the State's urban centers and 
older suburban communities which typically have large full-service law 
enforcement agencies are in effect also contributing towards the support of 
services available, from county government, but not necessarily utilized. 
On the other hand, many smaller communities benefit from services provided 
by county and especially state level agencies while contributing only minimal­
ly for these services.* 

In summary, then, most older and slow growing communities and those 
communities with slow growth in their revenue base, are likely to face 
increasing difficulties in financing acceptable levels of law enforcement 
services from local sources alone. 

The Impact of Aid Programs 

Unlike other major governmental functions, such as education and 
community development for example, law enforcement services do not have 
a large number of grant-in-aid programs specifically earmarked to provide 
local fiscal assistance. Four major funding sources, however, exist at the 
state and federal levels which have been used for direct support of law 
enforcement. These in turn fall into two categories: those which support 
specific functions and those which provide general support to communities. 
In the first category are programs of the State Law Enforcement Planning 
Agency and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, which provide 
funds to local law enforcement agencies for specified purposes in compli­
ance with federal program objectives; and the Safe and Clean Streets Pro­
gram, administered by the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs, 
which provides matching funds for additional police presence in selected 
neighborhoods of 28 urban communities. In the second category is the aid to 
general government programs, notably the State's Urban Aid Program, and 
the Federal Revenue Sharing Program. both of which provide significant 
amounts of discretionary funds to communities throughout the State with 
few restrictions as to use. 

In the past several years, significant proportions of both Urban Aid 
(50%) and Revenue Sharing Funds (64%) were. on the surface, earmarked 
for law enforcement services. (See Tables 13 & 14) However, close examina­
tion of the use of these funds suggest that by and large Revenue Sharing and 

The New Jersey State Police is moving to provide at least a partial remedy to this 
situation by charging communities for the provision of basic law enforcement 
services. 
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Urban Aid monies, rather than providing for an increase in the level of law 
enforcement services, are primarily used to reduce or maintain a lower tax 
rate. For example, Urban Aid funding, most of which was earmarked for law 
enforcement service, amounted to about 8% of Newark's total budget. While 
there is little doubt that without such aid programs, governmental services 
would either be reduced or tax rates would increase, there is little evidence to 
suggest that the availability of such funds increased the level of law enforce­
ment services to residents of the State. With few exceptions, the funding 
made available in 1975 through Revenue Sharing and Urban Aid resulted in 
few additional law enforcement personnel. In contrast, the more modest Safe 
and Clean Streets Program did increase the number of local officers as 
specified in the program requirements. 

A number of conclusions can be drawn from experience with aid pro­
grams in New Jersey as related to their effects on the fiscal dimensions of 
law enforcement services. Categorical programs, for example, tend for the 
most part to deal with limited aspects of law enforcement efforts. That is, 
while they may provide funds to add a specialized service or a piece of equip­
ment, they do not significantly reduce the high cost of law enforcement ser­
vices. Nor is the effect of providing a community with additional officers on a 
walking patrol through the Safe and Clean Streets Program of great signifi­
cance if a department is lacking in resources to provide basic and support 
services in other parts of the community. 

The effect of general revenue assistance -the Revenue Sharing and 
Urban Aid programs on law enforcement services -- is not clearly understood. 
On the one hand. the local budget process lumps together all sources of 

TABLE 13 

UTILIZATION OF GENERAL REVENUE SHARING FUNDS 
FOR PUBLIC SAFETY 

1973 1974 
(000) (000) 

Munic. Cty. Total Munic. Cty. Total 

Total Funds' 108,138 58,096 166,234 92,669 55,562 148,231 

Public Safety 54,826 12,049 66,875 51,335 4.236 55,571 

Public Safety 
as of percent of 
ALL Expenditures 50.7% 20.7% 40.2% 55.4% 7.6% 37.5% 

Public Safety 
as a percent of 
Operating Expendi-
tu res 64.2% 33.4% 55% 64.4% 10.2% 45.8% 

·Budget Receipts 
·Includes Interest 
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revenue to achieve a balanced budget. Thus, although ostensibly earmarked 
for public safety purposes, Revenue Sharing and Urban Aid monies may be 
no more than a replacement for local funds utilized in other functional areas. 
There is ample evidence of such transfer nationwide and in New Jersey; on 
the other hand there is little to suggest that the public safety sP.rvices have 
fared worse than other local governmental functions. The fact that over half 
the total funds and nearly two-thirds of the operating expenditures were 
reported as being channeled to public safety, indicates that the law enforce­
ment function may have done well, especially in maintaining or improving 
existing services and personnel benefits. 

TABLE 14 

UTILIZATION OF STATE AID FOR 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES-FISCAL YEAR 1975 

URBAN AID 
Total Appropriations (000) 
Dedicated to Law Enforcement Services: $18, 124 (49.4%) 

Salaries & Wages for 
Existing Personnel 
New Personnel 
Equipment 
Match for Safe & 
Clean Program 

$14.642 
194 
995 

2.293 

Safe & Clean Neighborhoods Program 
Appropriation --- FY 75 (000) 
For "Safe" Portion 
Total for Police-Related Activities 

6, 162 
$24,286 

SOURCE: N.J. Division of Local Government Services 

Summary 

$36.964 

12,000 

It is difficult to separate the specific problems of the law enforcement 
functions from those of the state and its local subdivisions. in general. Certain 
directions are becoming apparent. however: 

• Much of the fiscal debate in recent years focused on financing 
education and most of the tax reform proposals address this issue. 
The cost problems of other municipal services, including police. 
which for the time being were kept in the background, are likely to 
assume a greater importance in the future. 

• Although all municipalities will be affected by the slowdown in ratable 
growth. the impact on police services will be felt more sharply in core 
cities and stable suburbs. The shrinking local property tax base 
combines with growing demand for police services and general 
inflationary pressures to constrict the law enforcement capabilities of 
these communities. Even growing communities. where ratable growth 
underwrites the cost of new municipal services. may find it in-
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creasingly difficult to pay for such costs in light of the tightening 
economic and fiscal conditions. 

• These realities point to the need for State (and Federal) assistance, 
which is likely to be provided both as general, or revenue sharing, 
measures (possibly related to local fiscal capabilities) and in the 
form of aid to certain functional categories - which will liberate some 
local funds to be applied to basic police services. 

1. NJ League of Municipalities. New Jersey Salary Report 
2 Dennis Rondinelli: Revenue Sharing and American Cities: Analysis of the Federal Experi­

ment in Local Assistance. Al P Journal. Sept. 1975. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES 

The State's current law enforcement system reflects its strong home 
rule tradition. Historically, community services and functions were instituted 
as problems and needs were recognized. Responses were almost always 
local in focus and scope and were locally financed. The physical separation 
of communities made it possible to isolate and deal with problems locally, 
thus shaping both the pattern of, and attitudes regarding, local service pro­
vision. These continue long after the vast growth of population and economic 
activity engulfed communities into larger metropolitan regions, confronting 
problems of a different type and magnitude. 

Police services remain among the most zealously guarded functions of 
New Jersey's communities, even in the face of increased criminal mobility 
and the spillover of law enforcement problems. Local control is supported by 
the general public, community leaders and, of course, law enforcement 
personnel.* Its impact is felt in all three areas described previously-the 
statutes, structure, and fiscal base relating to law enforcement. 

The preference for local control is reflected in the basically local 
foundations of the State's enabling legislation which provide that "The 
governing body of any municipality, by ordinance, may create and establish a 
police department and provide for the maintenance and control thereof ... " 1 

Moreover, prior to the 1971 codification (Title 40A), there were many police 
laws enacted at the request of local interests to address local circumstances 
or provide local exemption from personnel or procedural requirements. 
Undoubtedly public dissatisfaction with law enforcement services would 
have changed this orientation long ago. The absence of a clear expression of 
public disapproval has been interpreted as a continuing blanket endorsement 
of both the general and specific functions of local police departments. an 
interpretation enforced by lack of information, minimal public involvement, 
and the prevailing resistance in parts of the law enforcement community 
itself to a reevaluation of the current police mission as embodied in the 
statutes. 

In addition to the general public perspective, there is also the pro­
fessional view, which is dominant in the area of departmental structure and 
capacity. The specific features of an organization of police services are 
rarely determined by the public or even by its elective representatives. 
Although the latter under some forms of government do become involved in 
operational aspects, particularly at budget time, for the most part, the 

·A conclusion derived from separate Commission research and miscellaneous 
interview and questionnaire data. 
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establishment of priorities and approaches is a professional and bureaucratic 
function. It is in this area that professional interpretation shapes political 
response. Interest in, or resistance to, changes in the delivery system often 
emanates from the police professional and is endorsed by the public and its 
representatives. 

The paramount role of the professional is appropriate in technical and 
operational areas and, indeed, in many cases the police professional has 
assumed a leadership position in the community. However, all too often, as 
became evident in the course of this study, bureaucratic entrenchment and 
self-serving interest coincide to frustrate attempts to adapt to changing 
conditions. The results of such attitudes may affect not only the community 
itself, but the broader public interest as well. It is then that the professional 
role is questioned and the need for intervention by higher levels of govern­
ment becomes apparent. 

When or where the local professional community exhibits flexibility and 
responsiveness. it is clearly preferable, without losing sight of other local 
determinants, to rely upon local initiative based on knowledge of the local 
situation. This, however, should not preclude a State role in providing guide­
lines to assure uniformly high quality services throughout the State. 

The local orientation of law enforcement services also imposes fiscal 
constraints on communities throughout the State. To the extent that munic­
ipalities have historically borne the primary fiscal responsibility for the pro­
vision of law enforcement services. there is an understandable basis for their 
continued insistence on determining the size and scope of the local depart­
ment - an attitude which has become ingrained and is not likely to change 
quickly even with the introduction of a broader tax base. Local insular thinking 
is manifested in the reluctance to enter into any cooperative arrangements 
which require sharing of resources among communities, even when such 
cooperation is in the communities' self-interest. The results of this insularity 
is evidenced in duplication of effort and expenditures and have carried 
significant implications: a community's decision not to support a local depart­
ment or to provide only limited services, often affects neighboring com­
munities as, for example. by forcing its neighbors to increase their depart­
ment size to handle spillover from an unpatrolled community. Conversly, the 
provision of intensive patrol in one neighborhood may simply displace 
criminal activity into another community. A second inequitable effect of 
the variation in local fiscal decisions, characteristic of New jersey, penalizes 
communities that must establish and pay for a full service department while 
also contributing towards regional or state services, while others may decide 
to forego or minimize their local departments, and rely instead upon services 
provided and supported fiscally by higher levels of government. 

It is difficult to predict the change in local perceptions and attitudes in 
the face of increasing fiscal problems. There is ample evidence in other areas 
of public service that insistence on exclusive control tends to dissipate with 
rising local costs and clear evidence of the benefits of regional cooperative 
intergovernmental approaches. Such Joint ventures are likely to occur first in 
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the more complicated and technical areas of the law enforcement function, 
but may extend in time to basic patrol activities, or total departmental con­
solidation. The fiscal determinants may well override political preferences for 
local control. 

1. NJSA40A:14-118 
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SECTION II: SUPPORTIVE FUNCTIONS 

As part of its overall concern with governmental organization and 
machinery for effective delivery of police services, the Commission study 
examined three functions which are central to the provision of law enforce­
ment services and which, at the same time, are becoming increasingly 
areawide in scope. These functions are: personnel recruitment and training; 
communications; and planning. Following is a summary of findings and con­
clusions relating to these topics. The Commission's recommendations are 
aimed at the formulation of general policies and the establishment of a 
framework for dealing with these subjects; specific programs and admin­
istrative practices should be designed by professionals in the law enforce­
ment field, working within an inter-agency structure. 

CHAPTER V 

PERSONNEL RECRUITMENT AND TRAINING 

Recruitment: 
The recruitment of law enforcement personnel is closely tied to the 

matter of standards. but there is a notable difference: While recruitment 
is presently a function of the hiring agency (usually a municipality is the 
governmental level employing the largest number of law enforcement per­
sonnel), the determination and promulgation of standards for such personnel 
is a function of state government, with municipalities free to adopt stricter 
standards. Thus, the related subjects of recruitment and standards are 
treated separately. 

Although recruitment is now predominately a municipal function, there 
are opposing arguments for the participation of higher levels of government, 
particularly the state, in recruitment. The main argument against such in­
volvement is the threatened loss of local control over part of the selection 
process, an objection which could be met if a maximum amount of local 
flexibility could be preserved in the recruitment system. Such flexibility 
would be assured if the decision to hire remained exclusively with the munic­
ipality, with the State assuming the responsibility for the screening process 
and for the publication of vacancies. The chief advantage of this approach is 
a reduction in cost. Recruitment, if performed conscientiously, is an expen­
sive and time-consuming process. It requires that many sources of qualified 
applicants be contacted, that screening tests be developed, administered, 
and evaluated, and that constant checking of validity of the selection process 
be maintained through follow- up research to determine whether the employ­
ees actually hired perform well on the job. Assumption of all or most of these 
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tasks by a state-operated and state-funded agency would result in savings 
to the municipalities, an improved quality of recruitment, and the provision of 
services beyond the abilities of most municipalities. Such services could 
include: 

• Advertisement of vacancies. 

• Maintenance of a job bank. 

• Administration of qualification tests to applicants and certification of 
those who pass the tests as qualified for hiring. 

• Monitoring and evaluating the test instruments. 

• Joint development, review, and periodic modification of criteria for 
qualification of applicants with municipal representatives through the 
means of a state-municipal review committee. 

• Scheduling of visits by recruiting teams to colleges and other places 
where qualified applicants are likely to be found. 

• Particular emphasis on recruitment of minority group members. 

The Commission makes the following recommendation: 

• Existing state agencies should develop capacities and programs to 
assist municipalities in the recruitment and screening of local police 
officers, with municipalities participating in such a service on a 
·voluntary basis. 

Standards: 
The rationale for minimum standards for police officers rests on several 

propositions: That law enforcement is important work requiring discretion, 
tit;·1ess, and skill; that law enforcement is becoming increasingly technical 
in response to the increasing complexity of the nature of crime and law 
enforcement; that to maintain the quality of the law enforcement service, the 
individuals who perform the service should be expected to demonstrate their 
qualifications for the work. 

It is further argued that police services cannot be effective anywhere 
in the State unless they are of a minimal uniform quality throughout the 
State; the argument is analogous to that of the chain being no stronger than 
its weakest link. Thus, minimum standards should be maintained state-wide, 
and by the State itself. 

A growing understanding of the nature and problems of law enforcement 
has brought about an increasing acceptance of the need for state-mandated 
minimum standards. The present minimum standards for local police officers, 
which were formulated at a time when law enforcement was a far less de­
manding profession than it is now, are broad and general, and serve more to 
prevent the hiring of manifestly unfit officers than to enable municipalities to 
obtain demonstrably good ones. 1 

Responsibility for developing standards for law enforcement officers 
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over and above those mandated by statute is presently shared among two 
state-level agencies - the Department of Civil Service and the Police Training 
Commission - and a large number of municipalities which chose not to come 
under the provisions of the State Civil Service System. In addition to estab­
lishing standards for various municipal law enforcement positions. the 
Department of Civil Service also performs recruiting functions for those 
municipalities that have adopted Civil Service. It develops and administers 
tests~ to screen candidates applying for law enforcement positions, and 
certifies lists of eligible candidates to Civil Service municipalities. Other law 
enforcement agencies which have vacancies to fill may also have access to 
the "certified" lists. It is important to note, however, that only the 170 Civil 
Service municipalities are specifically governed by the Civil Service stan­
dards. The role of the Police Training Commission, the other state agency 
involved in maintaining standards for law enforcement personnel, is con,. 
cerned with training and higher education. (By providing management 
consultant services, the Police Training Commission encourages voluntary 
standards for the operation of police agencies.) 

The 287 police departments in municipalities not under Civil Service are 
free to establish their own standards, subject only to vague statutory re­
strictions. 2 A review of these standards reveals that most of these non-Civil 
Service municipalities require a passing grade on some form of written 
examination, one or more interviews, a physical examination. and some form 
of physical fitness test. In addition. most of these municipalities impose some 
height and weight limitations upon applicants. Almost all localities require the 
applicant to have a high school diploma or GED (high school equivalency) 
certificate. Only a very few municipalities (including eight Civil Service 
municipalities) require formal education beyond the high school level. such 
as 45 or 60 hours of college credit. Occasionally, tests are given to determine 
the psychological fitness of a police officer candidate. 

How appropriate are these locally determined standards? Opinion varies 
widely, particularly on such subjects as psychological testing, educational 
levels, and even the minimum and maximum age limits for police officers. 
which are not matters of local option and are uniformly mandated by state 
law. 

Standards used by non-Civil Service municipalities are not inappropriate, 
by and of themselves. State-wide, however. they are subje;:t to too much 
varaiation. While one municipality may have a well-worked-out set of stan­
dards for its own police force, its neighbor may have virtually none - and 
there is no state agency that presently has the power, responsibility, and 
perhaps capacity to do anything about it. 

A case can be made for the development and implementation of com­
prehensive state-wide mini mum standards for law enforcement personnel, 
promulgated by a state agency familiar with the technical requirements of 

·The abolition of residence requirements for municipal employees has enabled the 
Department of Civil Service to devise and implement a set of standard examinations 
tor the various law enforcement job classifications. 
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today's police profession. Such standards should help to improve law 
enforcement everywhere in the State. With minimum standards. the task of 
recruiting new officers would be simplified. Moreover. if all recruits met the 
same minimum qualifications, the cost of training would be reduced and its 
effectiveness improved. 

The development of standards is not an arbitrary process. Overly 
restrictive standards are as unwarranted as overly lax ones. resulting in the 
possible exclusion of persons from public service who might have served 
very capably. Therefore, standards should be developed by persons thorough­
ly familiar with the characteristics, tasks, and requirements of law enforce­
ment. In addition, such standards should be flexible and adaptable to local 
law enforcement agencies to adopt standards higher than the minimum to 
meet local needs, or request substitute standards in exceptional cases. 

The Commission makes the following recommendations: 

• In order to obtain a consistently high quality cf law enforcement talent 
at the local level in New Jersey, reasonable minimum standards for 
municipal and county police officers should be developed for state­
wide use. 

• The standards should be developed by an appropriate state-level 
agency, or preferably by an inter-agency task force or board. Appro­
priate legislation should be enacted, if necessary, to give such body 
rule-making powers. 

• The standards should be developed in a close consultation with 
representatives of municipal police departments, as well as others 
professionally knowledgeable about police work. 

• The standards should not be lower than those already governing 
Civil Service municipalities. Provisions should be made for the use of 
stricter standards at local option, as well as administrative procedures 
for obtaining exceptions and modifications. 

• The standards should be applied to any person employed as a munic­
ipal or county police officer after the date of promulgation. 

Training: 
The training of law enforcement officers is essential for meeting the 

public needs for quality services. The level of both basic and advanced in­
service training, offered to police officers in New Jersey. is being continually 
updated and expanded, and more officers are enrolling in law enforcement 
study programs available at the State's higher education institutions. The 
importance of training is accorded wide recognition by the profession itself. 

A minimum core of "basic" training is now mandatory for every police 
officer (including sheriffs and State Police officers). The basic training 
requirement for police and sheriffs· officers is laid down by the Police Training 
Commission, a state agency whose powers to prescribe training requirements 
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are derived from its statutory authority over the schools that conduct the 
training. Although the Police Training Commission does not provide training 
itself, it plays an important role in curriculum development. The mandatory 
basic training, developed by the Police Training Commission, is the only 
police training that is uniformly required at present. Since the basic training 
program occupies a position of key importance in New Jersey's police 
training system, it merits careful evaluation. 

The Basic Police Training Program. This program, currently consisting 
of 280 hours of instruction, is mandated by the State for every local police 
officer appointed since July, 1965. A recent amendment to the Police Training 
Act extended the original one-year limitation during which an officer must 
successfully complete training to 18 months for certain prescribed conditions. 
Successful completion of the basic program, as measured by examinations, 
is required before an officer can advance from probationary to permanent 
employment status. 

The content and duration of the basic training program are determined 
by the Police Training Commission. After a thorough study of the program and 
its utility to the officers in their work, the agency revised the program sub­
stantially, and has apparently improved both its scale and quality. The 
minimum number of hours of basic instruction was increased and the course 
content was revised and reorganized to place a greater emphasis on an 
officer's skills in understanding human behavior; reducing reliance on armed 
force; increasing the ability to exercise sound discretion in difficult situations 
such as family disputes. unruly crowds, and confrontations with youths. The 
subject of ethics received additional emphasis, as did recent developments in 
constitutional law affecting the conduct of police officers. Elective courses 
are now offered to meet locally significant conditions such as Spanish 
language instruction for Newark's police trainees. All academies extend the 
basic training course for their particular recruits beyond the minimum re­
quirements. Largely in response to the basic training needs perceived by 
local departments, the Police Training Commission is planning to increase 
the mandated minimum amount of training by stages to nearly 400 hours.* 
It should be noted that 400 hours of training is the equivalent of approximately 
one semester of college study, not an unreasonable requirement for this 
increasingly professional occupation:· 

Although required by present police training regulations to complete 

·Of the 15 training academies, 10 provide over 400 hours of basic training. 

··Even this standard is high compared with the actual practice in most states 
today. Only one state, Massachusetts, mandates 400 hours of basic police training. 
The level now required by New Jersey of 280 hours is only equaled or exceeded in 
seven other states - Delaware, Florida, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Utah, and 
Massachusetts. Three states - Kentucky, Washington, and West Virginia - offer 400-
hour basic training courses. but on a voluntary rather than mandatory basis. New 
Jersey. therefore. compares favorably with other states, even at its present level of 
basic training. 

46 



the 
ling 
tory 
::>nly 
ling 
1lice 

:ing 
lice 
1ing 
1ust 
ins. 
ins, 
ent 

1ed 
3nd 
ub­
The 
rse 
an 

1ed 
::ms 
fhe 
sin 
ses 
ii sh 
the 
re-
by 

ase 
rs.* 
tely 

this 

ete 

Jtes 
ing. 
d in 
and 
ioo­
\lew 
~I of 

basic training during the initial probationary appointment. which has been 
extended from one year to 18 months tor prescribed circumstances. the 
newly appointed police officer is permitted concurrently to perform all duties 
of a permanent officer who has completed training. In a few cases. depart­
mental policy prohibits using untrained officers for routine patrol, but there is 
no uniform statewide policy limiting the assignment options for untrained 
recruits. There is, therefore, some justifiable concern as to the powers of 
arrest and the use of firearms, both of which involve the exercise of discre­
tion. Such discretion involves not only a high order of j ugment, but extreme 
hazard to the public safety. The potential use of lethal force in routine police 
patrol work is a responsibility with which a new recruit should be entrusted 
only after receiving appropriate training. Disastrous consequences can result 
from unjustifiable use (or failure to make use) of lethal force, and such 
consequences can entail legal liability for the municipality employing the 
involved police personnel. 4 

Information obtained by the Police Training Commission shows that 
nearly 40% of all new police officers enter basic training within their first 
mc11th of service: however. of the 60% who work without first having been 
trained, many officers are used in regular law enforcement work. despite 
their lack of training. The use of these untrained officers is greatest in small 
departments, where there are not enough officers to permit the assignment 
of recruits to desk duty until the completion of training, or if necessary to 
assign the recruit to patrol. to have him work with an experienced officer. 
Ironically, these small departments often experience the longest delays in 
finding openings for their one or two candidates in the basic training classes. 

The legislative policy statement in the Police Training Act stressing 
that "police work ... requires proper educational and clinical training ... 

is overwhelmingly supported by professional opinion. Ninety-three percent of 
the chiefs of police responding to our questionnaire survey, concurred with 
the view that an officer should undergo basic training before being assigned 
to any duty. Those few chiefs who disagreed were either from small depart­
ments, which lack the manpower to cover for the officer during his absence, 
or very large departments, which have non-patrol jobs available for untrained 
recruits. 

The Police Training Academies. Responsibility for providing the basic 
police training course rests with the police training academies in Atlantic, 
Bergen, Burlington, Camden, Essex, Hudson, Mercer, Middlesex, Mon­
mouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic. and Union Counties. In addition. basic 
police training is provided at the Newark Police Academy and at the State 
Police Academy at Sea Girt. all coming under the supervision and regulatory 
power of the Police Training Commission. The State Police receive basic 
training at the Sea Girt facility. 

Any police officer. as defined in the Police Training Act, may receive 
basic training at the State Police Training Academy at Sea Girt and about 
38% of the state's officers are trained there. A nominal fee is charged for the 
basic course to cover the cost of food and ammunition. The Sea Girt facility 

47 

New Jersev State Library 



is the only resident school of instruction; the remaining academies have 
either no facilities for housing personnel during the course, or only very 
limited "emergency" facilities. 

The State Police Training Academy is financed largely by the State. The 
remaining training academies are locally operated and locally financed and 
receive no direct state financial aid, such as operating subsidies. They do, 
however, benefit substantially from Police Training Commission assistance in 
developing curriculum, obtaining training materials, and locating suitable 
instructors. 

There are arguments favoring the use of local training facilities: they 
enable police recruits to be trained conveniently, close to home, and local 
instructors familiar with local needs are in charge. A disadvantage is that 
some local facilities operate on a part-time basis, conducting basic training 
courses as the need arises. Four local training facilities conduct basic train­
ing programs for less than 9 months of the year. In addition, many local 
training facilities have to grapple with the limited availability of instructors. 
For the most part, instructors are full-time law enforcement personnel on 
loan from their regular jobs which are not teaching jobs. 

The question emerges whether the large number of local training 
academies have the capability to furnish highest quality training to prospec­
tive law enforcement officers, and whether the quality of local academy 
training measures up to that available at the State Police Training Academy 
at Sea Girt. The consensus among authorities on police training is that despite 
the existence of State standards, the quality of local training tends to be 
uneven and is not as high as that available at a resident, State-run academy. 
This is attributable to the lack of professional instructors cited previously, 
and to the failure to provide full-time training institutions where the most 
proficient instructors can em ploy their teaching skills f ul I time. 

The underutilization of costly physical plant is another disadvantage of 
having a large number of local training academies. Because most of the 
academies operate on a part-time basis, and must compete with other 
pressing local priorities for funding, few of the academies can afford 
adequate facilities. In the academies that do have adequate facilities, 

resources tend to be underutilized because of the end-to-end nature of the 
training cycle that runs only one group of students through the academy at 
a time. 

To achieve greater efficiency, the number of training academies should 
be reduced. The required number would have to be determined by a detailed 
study taking into account such considerations as the projected number of 
recruits. the length of the training course, the need for specialized courses, 
the need for training facilities in close proximity to the departments, the need 
for courses tailored to regional needs, and the degree of local control 
desired. In addition. economies of scale would be an important consideration 
in any realignment of police training facilities in the State. 

In the process of exploring the advantages of consolidating training 

48 



facilities throughout the State, the opportunity to foster greater understanding 
and cooperation between the various branches of law enforcement should 
also be considered. Possibly, consolidation of local police training facilities 
into larger, full-time training facilities could be accomplished as part of a 
more sweeping approach to training through the development of regional 
criminal justice training centers. Such centers would offer, in addition to 
basic training for police recruits, in-service courses tor all types of criminal 
justice employees, including corrections officers, court attendants, detec­
tives, and investigators. Such centers could encourage broad study of 
criminal justice as an interrelated system. which. by exposing the various 
criminal justice employees to one another's duties and problems, would 
improve the working relationships within criminal justice and thereby enable 
the system (of law enforcement, courts and corrections) to realize its over­
all goals. 

In-Service Training. At present there is no State requirement for in­
service training, as there is for basic police training. As a result, in-service 
training is not wide-spread -the questionnaire distributed by the Com­
mission revealed that only 54% of the responding departments, mainly the 
larger ones, had some form of in-service training program. Moreover, those 
that did not respond tended to be the smaller departments, and, therefore. 
this percentage may be even lower as applied to all departments in the State. 

The training that tends to be provided in-house by a local department is 
largely dependent on the expertise and innate teaching talents of the per­
sonnel conducting the classes. In larger departments, special training per­
sonnel are frequently assigned to full-time instructional duties and are 
generally current in their areas, even it they are not professionally trained 
educators. The situation in smaller departments is much less consistent. Due 
to personnel limitations, the smaller departments often lack full-time 
instructors, relying instead on their supervisory staff to conduct whatever 
training is offered. This restricts the number of subjects that can be covered 
adequately, and results in an uneven caliber of instruction. Also, as noted 
earlier, small departments have limited back-up stren:ith, and thus find it 
hard to spare men to send to training courses conducted b} outside agencies 
and specialized organizations and institutions. 

Several states now require some form of ad1anced or in-service training 
for police. most frequently the training of supervisory personnel. Roughly 
half of the surveyed states have some form of in-service training operated by 
the state agency responsible for police training. New Jersey, however. is 
among those that have no state-run comprehensive in-service training 
program. 

It seems incongruous that New Jersey should be among the least 
developed in-service training programs. This condition is traceable to the 
ambiguity in the Police Training Act. which gives the Police Training Com­
mission responsibilities for research and development of police training, as 
well as regulatory and supervisory authority over the quality of the training 
provided to the police officers of the state, but gives no authority to the 
Police Training Commission to conduct training. 
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The Police Training Commission has authority now to prescribe stan­
dards for in-service training. It also has the staff expertise to develop a 
comprehensive program of in-service training to be provided to all law 
enforcement personnel in the State. Such a program should be extensive 
enough to meet the needs of all levels of law enforcement personnel, and 
should be a mandatory prerequisite to promotion. 

The Commission supports the extension of authority to the Police 
Training Commission to conduct training for local police - both at the basic 
and the advanced levels. This would make it possible for all of the State's 
police departments to offer their personnel the benefit of regular instruction 
concerning up-to-date police methods and would enable police officers 
everywhere in the State to obtain the same high quality training, regardless of 
departmental size or limited training capacities. Financing such state­
operated training should be a state responsibility, which would in turn en­
courage the widest possible participation in the training program and enhance 
its quaiity. 

College-Level Education. The third component of educational oppor­
tunity, essential tor the development and improvement of local police 
services in New Jersey (in addition to basic training and in-service training), 
is the program of instruction in criminal justice provided by the state's two­
and four-year colleges. Through the efforts of the Police Training Com­
mission and the Department of Higher Education, there has been a s Jb­
stantial increase in recent years in the number of institutions of higher 
learning in the state offering two- and four-year criminal justice degree 
programs. 

Several factors underscore the importance of college-level education in 
criminal justice for police officers: the increasing complexity of law enforce­
ment tasks; the need for improving the professional quality of law enforce­
ment; interaction with a public whose level of education is constantly rising; 
competition for talent in an employment market with other functions seeking 
increasingly higher education levels; and the need to deal routinely with 
problems whose successful solution requires a broad understanding of 
human behavior in a complex social context. 

As indicated in Table 15, enrollment in criminal justice programs in the 
state's two- and four-year colleges stood at over 4,500 in the 1972-73 school 
year. Of these. nearly 2,600 were career police officers, constituting about 
12% of the State's total law enforcement personnel. The increasing avail­
ability of essential college-level programs for police officers in the State is a 
welcome development. as is the increasing number of officers enrolled in 
these programs. {See Table 16.) The Commission feels, however, that in 
order to encourage maxim um enrollment in such programs, additional 
incentives should be made available, not only for career personnel but also 
for others interested in preparation for law enforcement employment. Such 
incentives for enrollment in higher education programs should be part of an 
explicit state policy aimed at improving the quality of law enforcement 
personnel throughout the State. 
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TABLE 15 
AVAILABLE COLLEGE-LEVEL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAMS 

IN NEW JERSEY AND ENROLLMENT, 
1972-73 

Career Pre-Institution of Higher Learning 
Police Service Other" Total A. Four Year Programs: 

Glassboro State College 
82 65 93 240 Stockton State College 
74 49 2 125 Trenton State College 
40 219 49 308 William Paterson State College 

300 150 30 480 B. Two Year Programs: 
Atlantic Community College 

125 42 18 185 Bergen Community College 
165 125 14 304 Brookdale Community College 
170 175 5 350 Camden County College 
185 158 2 345 County Coll~ye of Morris 
323 48 9 380 Cumberland Cou11ty College 
49 24 5 78 Essex County College 

210 30 90 330 Gloucester County College 
34 76 110 Mercer County College 
25 60 55 140 Ocean County College 

135 80 14 229 Rider College 
33 8 41 Rutgers University 

330 17 27 374 Somerset County 
Union College 

126 58 5 189 C. Non-Degree Programs: 
Burlington County College 

63 40 92 195 Jersey City State College 
84 2 4 90 Montclair State College 
41 3 14 58 Newark State College 

Total: 
2,594 1,421 536 4.551 

Source: N.J. Police Training Commission. Student Enrollment Survey. 

• 1 ncludes career corrections personnel. 
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TABLE 16 

FIVE YEAR TREND IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE ENROLLMENT 
(Including Career Police, Pre-Service, and Other Students) 

Total Total 
Semester Enrollment Semester Enrollment 

Fall 1968 700 Spring 19 71 1,869 
Spring 1969 890 Fall 1971 2,602 
Fall 1969 1,089 Spring 1972 2,928 
Spring 1970 1,202 Fall 1972 3,903 
Fall 1970 1,6 79 Spring 1973 4,551 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

• The Police Training Commission should continue to define and update 
its training standards and programs consistent with changing law 
enforcement needs. 

• The Police Training Commission plans to increase the mandated 
scale and scope of basic police training should be enacted. 

• The Police Training Commission should prescribe requirements for 
regular in-service training of all law enforcement officers. Such 
training should be provided annually. 

• Pending legislation to make appropriate training mandatory for any 
candidate for promotion should be enacted. 

• State-mandated basic or advanced training should be financed by the 
State. 

• The Police Training Commission should undertake a detailed study of 
the physical facilities necessary to establish a State-operated, State­
financed system of full-time residential police training academies in 
New Jersey. 

• The Police Training Act should be amended to authorize the Police 
Training Commission to conduct training, as well as prescribe stan­
dards and develop curriculum for police training in New Jersey. 

• The Police Training Act should be amended to prohibit newly ap­
pointed, probationary police officers, in a department of any size, 
from performing routine police patrol duties until the successful 
completion of the entire prescribed minimum basic police training 
course. Carrying or using firearms and other lethal weapons by newly 
appointed police officers before the successful completion of basic 
police training should be prohibited. 

• The Police Training Commission should expand their pilot programs 
and develop training programs commensurate with the required 
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training for varying job responsibilities and function of special officers, 
the completion of which should be mandatory within a reasonable 
time after appointment. 

1. NJSA 40A: 14-122 
2. NJSA 40A: 14-122 
3. NJSA 52: 178-66 et. seq .. the Police Training Act. empowers the PTC to "prescribe 

standards for the approval and continuation of approval of schools at which police training 
courses authorized by this act and in-service police training courses shall be con­
ducted .. 

4. In 1960, a court decision in New Jersey held a municipality liable for injury resulting from 
unjustified negligent shooting by an officer lacking proper training experience in the use 
of a weapon. McAndrew v. Mu/archuk 33 NJ 172 ( 1960) 
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Overview 

CHAPTER VI 

COMMUNICATIONS 

Efforts at cooperation and coordination among the many law enforce­
ment agencies in the State are hampered by the lack of a comprehensive, 
fully developed and technically sophisticated State-wide communication and 
data retrieval system. To deal effectively with problems created by criminal 
mobility, law enforcement agencies require sure means of obtaining informa­
tion about suspects, vehicles, stolen property, and on-going investigations. 
Municipal departments, county agencies, the State Police, and Federal 
authorities must be readily accessible both on ;-outine matters and in 
emergencies. 

Tragic consequences can follow from deficient police communications 
in a major emergency, or when joint efforts are impeded because officers of 
one jurisdiction cannot contact those of other jurisdictions. Because of the 
differences in communication capacities af'.d equipment found at the local, 
county and state levels. and the lack of inter-connection between them. it is 
not unusual for a criminal act or an emergency to take place in close proxim­
ity to a law enforcement official from another agency without that officer 
being in a position to know about the situation or take effective action. 

A police communication system consists primarily of two inter-depen­
dent components: first. the equipment for communications between the 
citizen and the police and among police officers or departments - primarily 
the telephone, the fixed or mobile FM transceiver, the teletype, and the 
computer terminal for retrieval of information -- and, second, the personnel, 
primarily dispatchers, responsible for initiating or routing communications to 
assure a timely and effective response. 

At present. there is no single agency in the State acting as overall co­
ordinator for the communications function. The State Division of Systems 
and Communications operates the computerized Crime Information System, 
which provides data to local and state law enforcement agencies. The com­
munication requirements of the State Police and those of other state agencies 
are addressed separately by two other agencies. Interaction with local police 
departments in the radio frequency area has only recently become a full-time 
function of the Office of the Frequency Coordinator in the Division of State 
Police 

A recent nationwide survey of Telecommunication. conducted under 
federal auspices. points out several other problems in the State. in addition 
to the fragmentation of jurisdiction:· 

54 



• Absence of data on the scope and scale of various communication 
media; 

• No agency in the State charged with maintenance of a complete in­
ventory of telecommunication equipment and hence. the absence of 
such inventory; 

• Absence of standards and/or guidelines for integrating state. regional 
and local communication capabilities; 

• Absence of standards for the dispatching function and for training of 
dispatchers and other technicians: 

• No direct responsibility for interface with the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC); 

• A shortage of frequencies which is hampering telecommunications 
planning; political and fiscal constraints on implementing such plans: 
and 

• A hands-off attitude on purchase of telecommunication equipment at 
the local level: minimal direction on standardization of equipment. 

It should be noted that these inadequacies are by no means unique to 
New Jersey and occur in more severe form in other states. The survey 
recommends a number of measures which are endorsed by the Commission 
and addressed in more detail in the course of describing the various com­
munication media. 

Telephone System 

In many ways the telephone is the most important communications 
device used by law enforcement agencies since it is the direct link between 
the police and the public. Virtually all citizen complaints and calls for assis­
tance are made via the telephone and, although superior devices are being 
developed. for the present this medium is also the most reliable means of 
inter-agency communication. There are a number of problems associated 
with local telephone use: local departments have different numbers and 
individuals away from their communities may be forced into time consuming 
delays in securing the local number from a directory or from an operator. 
Moreover. because of the utilization of a local department's number for both 
emergency and routine business. emergency callers may receive busy 
signals. Clearly improvements in telephone communication are necessary 
for the improvement of law enforcement. in general. 

Perhaps the most important improvement that can be made on the 
existing telephone system is the initiation of the ~niversal 911 emergency 
number. In many of the jurisdictions in the United States the number may be 

dialed from a pay phone without having to insert a coin. This increases the 
accessibility of the police to those in need of aid in street emergencies. The 
ease of memorizing the 911 emergency number. also contributes to faster 
response in emergency situations. Concomitantly, the use of conventional 
telephone dialing for routine. non-emergency communication is essential as 
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one of the problems encountered initially in setting up 911 systems was the 
overloading of this emergency system with routine calls. 

At present only five locations in New Jersey, each serving a population 
of 100,000 to 500.000, utilize the 911 number for dispatch of police. fire and 
ambulance service.", Only one of the estimated 150 centralized cooperative 
and consolidated dispatch centers in the State has adopted the 911 system. 3 

A number of problems are likely to arise in shifting to a state-wide single 
universal emergency telephone number. First is the expense of installing 
automatic switching equipment to route calls to the proper police and fire 
jurisdictions. This undoubtedly will result in higher telephone rates. However, 
since every citizen in the State is a potential victim of crime and, therefore, 
a potential beneficiary of improved access to the police and reduced police 
response time, there is considerable justification for State participation in 
bearing some of the expense, either out of general revenues or by making 
low-interest rate loans available for the purchase of the necessary equip­
ment. 

Additional expenses may be incurred at the local level to establish 
suitable central dispatching centers, capable of handling the anticipated 
volume of incoming calls and of communicating with other emergency 
service units. However, it may be found practical and economical to have a 
single center serve more than one municipality, which would reduce both 
capital and operating costs. and. when the dispatching centers are built to 
serve several emergency service units. to distribute the operating costs 
among the participating services. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

• Municipalities throughout the State should strive to place their police, 
fire and emergency squad services on the universial 911 emergency 
number. 

• Technical assistance in planning such conversions is already avail­
able and should be offered by the State agency to all applying jurisdic­
tions. 

• State-aid funds should be made available to facilitiate installation of 
equipment, including automatic switching equipment necessary to 
convert to the 911 number. 

• Priority in granting State-aid funds should be given to municipalities 
desiring to conduct an emergency dispatching service jointly, where 
such joint operation can be justified as economically and technically 
feasible. 

Radio System 

While the telephone is the most important communications link between 
the public and the police. the radio carries most communications within and 
among police agencies. But while a telephone network may be expanded 
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almost infinitely by adding new lines and equipment, a radio network is limited 
by a fixed number of available frequencies. This makes a systematic ap­
proach to radio communication essential in planning for its growth and 
development. New Jersey's approach has been far from systematic. Each 
police department runs its own radio as it chooses. limited only by the laws 
governing frequency allocation and use. and is free to apply for new fre­
quencies as local needs dictate. In time, the incremental approach to fre­
quency allocation resulted in increasing shortages of, and competition for. 
frequencies.* Moreover, Federal laws and policies regulating frequency 
allocation are not clear and the Federal Communication Commission (FCC) 
has not provided adequate guidelines for assignment of frequencies. The 
resulting pattern of frequency distribution in the State is "mixed-up". Not only 
is there competition among municipal police departments, but several intra­
municipal agencies - the road and public work departments; school district; 
local authority; fire department; rescue squad; as well as the police depart­
ment- may compete for the limited portion of the radio frequency spectrum 
alloted to local governments and emergency services. Further exacerbating 
the problem and lending it an interstate dimension is New Jersey's location 
between two large metropolitan areas. both of which generate heavy 
demands for radio frequencies and utilization. 

In the absence of a state plan for use of frequencies, and in the absence 
of requirements for coordination of frequencies within and between local 
jurisdictions, the virtually indiscriminate allocation of frequencies is resulting 
in critical problems for emergency communications. Newly organized police 
departments are finding it increasingly difficult to obtain any frequencies at 
all; until they do, they are required to share frequencies with another police 
department or public agency, risking the overloading of existing radio 
channels. Moreover, forcing a police department to share a frequency with 
a non-emergency service agency poses the added risk of interruption of 
emergency communications by ordinary, non-emergency transmissions. 
Finally, local radio communication systems are hampered by the improper 
use of available frequencies. including inadequate training in the use of 
equipment and the absence of guidelines for utilization and conservation of 
available resources. 

A satisfactory solution to the radio frequency problem will require a 
comprehensive plan based on a thorough study of present and future com­
munications needs in New Jersey, as well as the metropolitan New York and 
Philadelphia regions. The primary objective of such plan should be the proper 
allocation and reallocation of radio frequencies among both emergency 
service agencies and other local government agencies. with emphasis also 
on interaction between law enforcement agencies at the local. regional or 
county, and state levels. In addition. the study should cover complementary 
communications media. including but not limited to the telephone. teletype 
and microwave. and the role to be carried by each in a governmental com-

*There were 310 single agency dispatch centers in the State according to the 
federal survey. 
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munications system. Of course. the phasing of changeover to minimize 
expense and disruption of service must also be considered. 

A rational reallocation of frequencies would make possible the establish­
ment of a number of county-wide, regional. and state-wide emergency com­
munications frequencies.* At present the only regional frequencies available 
are the three State Police regional frequencies and those of some county­
wide communications systems. such as that operated by the Bergen County 
Sheriff. Although State Police may use local frequencies, there is no system 
at present to enable municipal police to use the State Police frequencies, 
which makes the State Police accessible to them only by telephone or tele­
type. Few counties have county-wide systems and these are not used freely 
by the municipalities for reasons of equipment incompatibility or blockage of 
signals due to distance or terrain. Since hardware, such as repeaters, neces­
sary to overcome these obstacles is expensive, few of the agencies operating 
county communications systems have used the equipment. 

Optimally, the allocation of frequencies should provide for a number of 
special channels: 

• First, a channel enabling local, county and regional police authorities 
to communicate freely with the State Police on routine matters without 
interfering with normal State Police communications. It should be 
noted that such a channel exists but no agency has been vested with 
the responsibility for running it. 

• Second. a State-wide frequency, for emergency purposes only, for 
use by local agencies desiring such capability, and willing to partici­
pate in the development costs. 

• Third. regional emergency frequencies to facilitate regular as well 
as emergency communications among departments in a region. In 
emergency situations, these frequencies could be used as supple­
mentary channels to the State-wide frequency. In the interest of 
conserving frequencies, these regional frequencies would not be 
automatically assigned one to a county, but would be assigned as 
actual and predictable patterns of use warrant. Such factors as 
population. geography. and the likelihood of emergency would be 
taken into account. 

• Fourth. an additional regional channel providing access to data 
systems. Such facility is presently operated on a pilot basis in Atlantic 
and Cape May Counties. 

Implementation of the system identified above would be a major under­
taking. It would require substantial upgrading of the present communications 
hardware. primarily to establish multi-channel capability. The Commission 
believes that at least part of this cost should be borne by the State and, in 

·Hunterdon County and a group of municipalities in Northern Gloucester County 
have established such area-wide systems in the past year and several other counties 
are considering its potential. 
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addition, existing Federal and state aid funds for law enforcement assistance 
available through SLEPA should be directed to the improvement of the overall 
communications systems. 

ALERT (Allied Law Enforcement Radio Tie) After the civil disorders in the 
summer of 1967, New Jersey implemented the so-called ALERT system. This 
system is designed to assure the availability of compatible communications 
equipment in major cities in the event of a civil disturbance or disaster and is 
intended to simplify the difficult task of directing and coordinating personnel 
and equipment from several agencies under the pressure of a sudden emer­
gency. The system, developed in response to communications failures in 
Newark and financed in part by the State Police and in part by the State Law 
Enforcement Planning Agency, consists of 25 base stations (both fixed and 
portable) in 25 municipalities considered at that time to be prime civil 
disturbance areas. These stations, which have multiple frequency capabili­
ties, are supplemented by 100 walkie talkie units. The system also has the 
capability of providing radio access to the State Police in non-emergency 
times. 

The equipment did not function well for its intended use in civil distur­
bance situations and, with decreasing probabilities of such emergencies and 
the availability of regional terminals and of telephone access to the State 
Police, the utility of the ALERT system was reduced considerably. Potentially, 
however, the system does have an important alternate use as a 'hot line' 
alarm and a bridge between two or more systems. 

At present, it is estimated that enough equipment exists to cover over 
50% of the State and several additional municipalities have expressed an 
interest in establishing the ALERT capabilities. The possibility of financial 
assistance towards the purchase of the equipment is an additional incentive 
for pursuing this opportunity to enhance the overall communication network. 
The only costs of any significance in establishing an ALERT system through­
out the State will be the funding of a unit to manage the system and updating 
existing equipment. The benefit offered by ALERT's supplementary linkage 
appear to justify such costs. 

AECOM MENDATIONS 

The need for a comprehensive study, leading to the development of a 
State-wide plan, for New Jersey's present and forseeable radio communica­
tions, has been apparent for some time. Such effort is now expected to get 
underway in mid-1976 and be completed no sooner than early 1978. The 
resultant plan would then be adopted (optimally as a legislative act) and 
serve as a basis for license renewal, allocation of new frequencies, grant­
in-aid policies, aid for various operational procedures, especially in 
metropolitan areas, and interjurisdictional communications. 

The Commission endorses SLEPA's funding of the study and plan and 
urges its expedition. Since the work will be carried out by a consulting firm, 
the Commission urges the formation of a state-level task force, representa-
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tive of various user groups to assist in the development of the plan, the 
formulation of policies, and the implementation of resulting recommenda­
tions. 

The Commission urges consideration, in the context of the comprehen­
sive study and plan, of the proposal to extend the ALERT coverage for 
application in non-emergency conditions and its integration into the regular 
communications network. 

Teletype 

The New Jersey police teletype system, established in the 1930's and 
run by the State Police at its West Trenton headquarters, serves the State 
Police and a number of the larger municipal departments. Connected to this 
central terminal are ASR ("automatic send-receive," a unit from which 
messages may be both sent and received) terminals at State Police stations 
throughout the State. municipal ASR terminals. and 160 municipal receiv­
ing-only terminals. 

The system's main use is for transmitting administrative messages. 
however. it is also used for transmitting alarms, but the limited number of 
municipal sending terminals sharply restricts its effectiveness for this 
purpose. In the municipalities that have police services but no teletype send­
ing terminals, alarms destined for teletype transmission must be first sent, 
usually by telephone. either to the State Police or to one of the 14 municipali­
ties possessing ASR units. The extra step in transmission may cause delay 
and. because the transmission is made verbally and often in haste. inaccu­
racies may occur as well. 

The introduction of new automatic message switching equipment late in 
1972 eliminated a critical weakness in the West Trenton central terminal. 
Until the new equipment was installed, incoming teletype messages had to be 
hand carried from the receiving unit to a sending unit, where they were sent 
to their destination. This interruption added to the delay inherent in the broad­
casting of most teletype alarms. Fortunately this problem has now been 
rectified; however, automatic message switching will not of itself remedy the 
most serious deficiency of the teletype system, which is its limited coverage. 
especially as to capability to send messages. What is needed is a com­
munication medium that affords every user the capability of both sending and 
receiving written messages. In the absence of such a medium, local depart­
ments must rely on the telephone and other media that provide no written 
record. Delays and errors result from reliance on verbal communication. 

Data Banks and Computer Communications 

One of the biggest advances in law enforcement communications has 
been the increasing use of computerized systems which draw upon data 
banks containing detailed information on wanted persons. stolen property 
and criminal histories. 

The most extensive criminal data bank is the National Crime lnforma-
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tion Center (NCIC) maintained by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The 
NCIC contains active records such diverse matters as wanted persons. 
vehicles, license plates, articles, guns. securities. boats. and criminal history 
records. Connected to the NCIC are data banks maintained by 38 states and 
17 metropolitan agencies. In addition to NCIC. many State motor vehicle 
agencies maintained computerized files which are used by law enforcement 
agencies to trace vehicles, verify ownership of vehicles through license 
numbers, and obtain records of motor vehicle violations. 

New Jersey's computerized police information system, the Statewide 
Communication Information System (SC IS), went into operation in Novem­
ber. 1972, under the direction of the State Police and the State Division of 
Systems and Communications. The State system has full access to NCIC 
and to the State Division of Motor Vehicles. SCIS terminals are operated by 
several city police departments and more are contemplated for a number of 
municipalities and counties. 

SC IS terminals are available to virtually any law enforcement agency 
that desires and can afford one, as long as the provision of such terminal is 
compatible with the master plan of the Division of Systems and Communica­
tions. While the change for leasing the equipment itself is low enough to 
permit even small departments to acquire this access. SCIS will not make 
terminals available unless they are operated on a full-ti me (24 hour. 7 days a 
week) basis by trained and trustworthy personnel. Thus. the major cost of 
a terminal is staffing. which can run between $60,000 and $80.000 per year 
for the salaries of the 6 to 7 people required to operate a terminal. Since this 
cost is beyond the reach of all but the largest departments. implementation of 
regional SCIS terminals appears more realistic. Nonetheless, there has been 
little movement towards regional or county wide terminals. 

The range of data available to law enforcement agencies through com­
puterized data banks is being expanded rapidly. SCIC :s recording all new 
arrest data in a manner that will allow these records to be computerized in 
the near future. As part of a nationwide program, SEARCH (System for 
Electronic Analysis and Retrieval of Criminal Histories), computerized 
criminal histories, from arrest through conviction to parole, are being con­
templated. Also, many local law enforcement agencies are contemplating 
putting their own files onto automatic data processing cards or tapes. For 
these and other reasons it is essential that the necessary safeguards of the 
citizens constitutional rights should be provided at a II times. This would 
include procedures for effective monitoring by an appropriate agency of the 
use of information stored in data banks. 

Considerations of scale are present in communications technology. 
SCIS terminal can be of major, even critical. importance to the effective 
functioning of a municipal police department, but in view of the annual cost of 
such a system, it must be concluded that as regards communications, only 
the larger departments will be able to afford such systems. It is apparent that 
only larger-than-local arrangements will make introduction of modern police 
communications technology economically feasible at the local level. On the 
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other hand, the use of scarce public funds for such expensive technology in 
departments of limited capacities is clearly unwarranted. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
The Statewide Communication Information System (SCIS), with its 

capability for retrieving data should be expanded. SCIS terminals should be 
put in use as widely as possible, with emphasis on the organization or 
regional SCIS service areas (in some cases the region may be a few munici­
palities, in other cases an entire county) that could achieve the most efficient 
and effective implementation and operation of the SCIS system. Counties 
should take the initiative in exploring the possibilities of obtaining SCI S 
terminals and encouraging municipal departments to use county facilities. 
lntermunicipal joint services is an acceptable alternative in many areas. 

The establishment of communication capabilities should be supported 
only in cases where appropriate law enforcement organization has been 
achieved. 

The Dispatch Function 
The importance of the dispatch function in the current and prospective 

communications environment cannot be underestimated. In most cases, the 
dispatcher is the contact point among law enforcement officers, between 
agencies, and with the public. Competence in performing dispatching tasks is 
thus essential for effective communication and, in turn, for effective law 
enforcement response. At present, there are no specified qualifications for 
dispatching; no set standards for training dispatchers, and no funded pro­
grams to achieve this objective.: 

The Commission recommends the development and enactment of 
standards for the dispatch function and the initiation of training programs 
by the Police Training Commission to ensure proper preparation for the carry­
ing out of this function by civilian or uniformed personnel. 

Summary 

Law enforcement communications include several components, each 
of which requires constant updating and adaptation to contemporary con­
ditions. Moreover. the interdependence of the media is of growing signifi­
cance in light of the continuing competition for shrinking resources (e.g. 
frequencies). and the trend towards the use of costly advanced technology 
by many law enforcement agencies. Under such circumstances, the integra­
tion of supplementary systems into an overall network and the development 
of mechanisms to coordinate the communication activities of State and local 
jurisdictions are clearly high priority areas. The Commission notes the current 
assessment of the need in these areas conducted under a SLEPA grant, and 
urges the formalization of telecommunication planning as an ongoing function 
of the agency. 

1. A Review and Assessment of Telecommunications Planning in the 50 State Planning 
Agencies Vol. 11. APCO pp. 622-625. 1975. 

2 I Bl D. p 620-625 
3 IBID p 619-625 
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CHAPTER VII 

PLANNING 

Planning, a relatively recent activity in the criminal justice system. 
originated in the Omnibus Crime a:1d Safe Street Act of 1968. In recognition 
of the need to strengthen and coordinate criminal justice efforts. the act 
provided for grants to states and local governments aimed at: 

• Encouraging the development and adoption of plans, based on the 
evaluation of law enforcement problems; 

• Conducting research and developing new methods for improving law 
enforcement capabilities; 

• Assisting in the implementation of plans and projects. 1 

Most of the current law enforcement planning in New Jersey is a result of the 
fiscal incentive provided since 1968. 

As originally worded the Federal legislation provided few directions or 
guidelines for implementing its broadly stated goals. However, the strong 
emphasis on the local role in dealing comprehensively with mounting crime 
problems resulted in channelling much of the funding in the early years to 
local (mostly municipal) agencies. Consequently, such funds were used to 
improve the discrete functional capabilities within individual communities 
with little or no consideration of the impact on related functions or on 
neighboring communities. Amendments to the Safe Streets Act and attendant 
guidelines increasingly stressed the interdependence of functions, jurisdic­
tions, and components of the criminal justice system and; as a result, current 
funding policies are far more selective and reflect broader regional and state 
objectives. (See table 1 7) 

The pivotal agency in the planning process is the State Law Enforcement 
Planning Agency (SLEPA). The agency carries out the provisions of the 
Federal legislation in New Jersey; reviews and approves applications for 
assistance to local governments; monitors and evaluates projects; coordi­
nates state and local planning efforts; engages in the collection and dis­
semination of data; and has the responsibility for the preparation of a 
comprehensive plan. · Although normally the control of most Federal grant 
funds rests with SLEPA. the mandatory pass-through requirements of the 
legislation and the agency's status as a recent arrival in the criminal justice 
system reduced considerably its latitude and authority to shape the local 
planning effort. In addition to these factors other constraints cited frequently 
include: the agency's policy structure. representing various competing 
interests in the criminal justice system: local resistance to early attempts to 
impose conditions on the use of funds available in eligible grant categories: 
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TABLE 17 
DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDING BY AGENCY 1969-1976 

Year 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

fotal Number of 
Planning Units 12* 14 21 21 21 21 21 22· 

City Units 11 9 14 14 14 13 10 7 

County Units 1 5 7 7 7 8 11 15 

Total Dollars $116,755 $192,239 $381.731 $637,685 $775, 734 $644, 706 $704,061 $880, 770 

to Cities $109,950 $126,395 $267,572 $448, 724 $453.553 $369,678 $302.088 $260.632 

to Counties $ 6,805 $ 65,844 $114,159 $188.961 $322.181 $275,028 $401,973 $620. 138 

Percentage of Dollars 
to Cities 94.2% 65.7% 70.1% 70.4% 585'Yo 57.3% 42.9% 29.6% 

Percentage of Dollars 
to Counties 5.8% 34.3% 29.9°/o 29.6% 41.5% 42.7% 57.1% 70.4% 

NOTE: chart does not account for all Part B funds. (i e. federal funds earmarked to provide support for state and local criminal justice 
planning), but only the portion used to fund local criminal justice planning units. Part B funds were also used during earlier years to 
fund specific planning tasks as opposed to comprehensive planning units. 

·In 1969, 21 % of New Jersey's population was represented by local criminal justice planning units. By 1976 this percentage has increased 

to95%. 

SOURCE: State Law Enforcement Planning Agency. 



the nec~ssary lead time required in establishing the credibility of the agency 
at both the State and local levels; and, not the least, the difficulty in defining 
the planning process as related to criminal justice. 

The scope of SLEPA's activities since its establishment in 1968 has in­
creased considerably and, through the use of fiscal incentives and inter­
agency contacts, a framework for criminal justice planning has apparently 
emerged. However, the pattern of planning departed from traditional 
approaches and principles. Both planning and action projects were approved 
before a full understanding was gained of the dimension of the problems they 
were intended to confront. Such goals and priorities as were established were 
mostly intended to comply with Federal program requirements rather than 
serve as a basis for an ongoing planning process. Consideration of alterna­
tives and the evaluation of the implications of actions was minimal. Instead 
the early pattern of criminal justice planning reflected recognition of the 
political constraints rooted in the State's fragmented governmental system. 
Thus the plan consisted of the aggregate activities of all funded agencies. 

By contrast, the 1975 plan indicates an organized concept which inter­
relates the various functional areas of the criminal justice system. While the 
grant programs still promote a 'shopping list' approach, the State Law 
Enforcement Planning Agency has exercised greater discretion and selectiv­
ity in its grant program. The agency has sponsored a number of regional and 
interlocal projects and has given priority status to consolidation and regional­
ization in such areas as: increasing apprehension and deterrence effective­
ness through reduction of police response time'; prevention of crime through 
improvement of combined police community efforts 4

; and regionalized 
narcotics and organized crime investigation prosecution units. 5 

In 1975, SLEPA was supporting comprehensive planning in 11 counties 
and four more were to be added in 1976. These efforts are especially signifi­
cant because the county offers a practical administrative base for various 
supportive functions and a mechanism for coordinating the area-wide 
activities of their constituent municipalities. Although county criminal justice 
planning has yet to gain wide-spread acceptance. potentially it represents 
the means for reducing the duplication and competitiveness which character­
ize the municipal scene. 

Planning for law enforcement per se is not easily separable from related 
issues addressed in the broader concept of Criminal Justice Planning. In­
stitutionally, the format for a comprehensive planning program should be 
unified; it would make little sense to establish separate planning units at the 
local or regional level for police, courts and corrections. and then to try to 
interrelate and reconcile their respective work. There is. however. a valid 
basis for departmental planning and for analysis and evaluation of individual 
functions and programs. 

Fiscal Considerations 

Fiscal conditions virtually dictate the application of planning to law 
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enforcement services. Although the need to allocate resources according to 
pre-established goals and priorities exists ui1der any circumstances, recent 
trends in New Jersey add emphasis to the importance of fiscal planning and 
management. There is clearly a need to develop and improve the framework 
for evaluating and coping with the combined effects on the provision of law 
enforcement services of rising costs (especially in personnel salaries and 
benefits); a stabilizing or shrinking local property tax base; the likely decline 
in state aid to local government; and competition with other services for local 
revenues. 

A planning framework is the appropriate method both for improving 
inter-agency productivity and for inter-agency sharing of costly services and 
equipment. 

Productivity Another issue related to fiscal planning is that of productivity, 
i.e. the output of services in relation to allocated resources. The usual 
response to mounting law enforcement problems is an increase in spending, 
generally for additional personnel: and until recently, municipal budgets 
appeared capable of sustaining moderate rises in their police budgets. In 
some instances. state aid, provided through the Safe and Clean Streets Act. 
supported additional personnel. albeit with matching funds from the local 
agency. Throughout the period of economic expansion. little or no evaluation 
was made of the impact of such increments either on specific problem areas 
or on the performance of service agencies. However, the cumulative effect of 
successive outlays for personnel (along with benefits gained in the collective 
bargaining process) became significant with the current convergency of 
fiscally related problems 1n many communities of this fiscally troubled state. 
Outright layoff of police and fire personnel occurred in some communities 
and even where the budget crunch is less severe, questions are being raised 
by mayors, budget officials, city managers, and taxpayers regarding the out­
put of law enforcement agencies, the validity of current and requested alloca­
tion and the available alternatives. 

The issue of productivity in police services is complex. As yet, there is 
no standard definition of the term itself, nor of measurement indices as 
related to productivity in this area. Nor is police productivity independent of 
other components of the criminal justice system or from local factors and 
conditions. Nonetheless, it is possib1e to develop general indicators which 
would be useful: in gauging the quality of performance; in evaluating 
programs: in forecasting manpower and expenditure requirements; in 
developing budgets; and in the bargaining process. A better understanding of 
productivity: even if less than precise. is Ii kely to contribute to an improve­
ment in fiscal planning and resource allocation. especially as applied to law 
enforcement on a regional scale, or to county and city criminal justice 
systems. 

The funding categories of the federal Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration ( LEAA). reflect two perspectives -those which can be de­
fined as cutting across several functional areas; and those which are 
addressed to spec1f1c components of the system: 
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Program Areas'° 

1. Legislation - Activities which relate primarily to the legislative 
process. 

2. Planning and Evaluation - Activities related to the general process 
of program development and system "overhead". 

3. Research and Information Systems -Activities which are basically 
of a research nature and those relating to general information systems 
and data collection. 

4. Prevention - Efforts aimed at crime prevention used in its broad 
context. whether undertaken by criminal justice or non-criminal justice 
agencies. 

5. Detection, Deterrence. Apprehension - Activities involving direct 
law enforcement functions. 

6. Diversion - Activities primarily designed to divert persons from 
further processing within the criminal justice system following initial 
contact. 

7. Adjudication - All efforts related to the adjudicative process. 

8. Institutional Rehabilitation - Programs which operate within an 
institutional setting. 

9. Non-Institutional Rehabilitation - Rehabilitative efforts which 
take place outside the conventional institutional setting. 

The category most related to the needs of local police departments is 
the one dealing with detection, deterrence, and apprhension. The elements 
of this category are illustrative of the issues confronting local police depart­
ments and, in turn of the need to improve the intergovernmental structure for 
addressing them: 

• Investigation of organized crime; 

• Hardening of crime targets; 

• Allocation of police resources; 

• Police communications; 

• Reduction in response time: 

• Police lab services: 

• Inter jurisdictional services: 

• Disposal of explosives; 

• Police and Criminal Justice personnel recruitment: 

• Education programs; 

• Police training; 

• Special problem areas (rape).· 
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The citations of areas requiring consideration infer a recognition of the 
need to improve productivity of local departments, eliminate duplications of 
efforts in neighboring communities, and approach certain problem areas on 
an interj urisdictional basis. These citations are reflected in the action pro­
gram grants. 

The planning efforts of law enforcement agencies will vary according to 
their type, size, and setting. Given the diversity of departments in New Jersey, 
it would be difficult to establish a uniform pattern for planning at the local 
level. Nonetheless there are general criteria and basic principles of planning 
which would apply to most law enforcement agencies in the State. These 
relate to any agency's organizational arrangements; its internal management; 
fiscal allocation; training needs; internal communications patterns; and, of 
course, the agency's particular problem areas. The National Advisory Com­
mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals and other bodies have made 
extensive recommendations on the organization, content, and methods for 
local police departments. 8 The County and Municipal Government Study 
Commission endorses the development of departmental planning programs 
and capabilities in all municipalities having 20 or more officers and 
encourages even smaller departments to consider the value of at least short 
term planning to their departmental operations. Because of the prevalence of 
small ( 1 to 15 officers) and medium size departments in the urban and sub­
urban counties of the State, the development of planning capacities on an 
areawide basis assumes a greater significance. Joint planning for law en­
forcement services by groups of neighboring municipalities, joint county-local 
projects. and the provision of county planning services to small departments 
afford excellent opportunities for dealing with emerging inter-jurisdictional 
and inter-agency problems and needs. 

INTER-GOVERNMENTAL ASPECTS 

The planning function assumes an even greater significance in an area­
wide context. in a metropolitan setting containing hundreds of jurisdictions of 
different sizes and with varying resources and perceptions, there is obviously 
a need to develop a machinery for rationalizing the diversity of objectives and 
priorities; for bridging the gaps in service provision created by uneveness of 
resources and capacities: and for reconciling institutional differences. At 
the same time, there is a clear need to assure the citizen that larger-than­
local considerations do not result in the subordination of the community's 
own service capacity. Multi-jurisdictional and interagency approaches (in­
cluding consolidation of agencies and functions) are best addressed through 
a planning process which evaluates facts and alternatives and provides a 
forum for deliberating proposed changes. 

Theoretic3liy. at least. the requirements for organizing planning on an 
interlocal or regional scale should facilitate the development of common 
perceptions of needs and the establishment of goals and priorities. The 
required community participation and representative policy making body 
are designed to assure the public and law enforcement leadership of a voice 
in the direction of planning for services and programs. This is impc ·.rint 
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because the rapid expansion of criminal justice planning resulted not so 
much from a perceived need at the local level as from the stimulation of pro­
fessionals backed by federal funds. This does not in the least diminish the 
value of a planning approach to law enforcement problems, but it does create 
a greater need to establish its credibility, especially with loca I officials and 
agency heads who might feel threatened by the shift of powers or jurisdiction 
implied in any areawide or interagency plan. At the same time it should be 
acknowledged that the structure for multi-jurisdictional planning, in striving 
for consensus, contains built-in impediments for rapid action. Thus, the 
possibility of a veto by any participating party perceiving a threat to its 
interests may negate or delay short range action. 

As in every other function, the importance of criminal justice planning 
has been hampered by the lack of formal requirements to implement the 
results of planning efforts. The proponents of planning have often argued that 
its significance was tied to the data and insight it provided for understanding 
the nature of problems and for evaluating the success of various programs 
and projects. In the area of law enforcement, this argument has less merit: 
the problems confronting the police are more immediate and responses must 
therefore be less tentative than, for example, in the area of resource manage­
ment. 

It is essential therefore that: 

• Such planning structure as are established and funded by Federal and 
State agencies should be vested with the necessary authority to 
require compliance by constituent departments and agencies. 

• Action plans, once adopted, should be binding on areas involved. 

• Funding should be denied to agencies seeking exclusion from area­
wide arrangements, especially when such actions adversely effect 
the success of an areawide approach (e.g. in radio communications). 

As in other areas discussed in this report, the development of standards and 
criteria for planning, and for its subsequent implementation, is essential. The 
Commission reiterates the need to establish standards for carrying out the 
function of law enforcement planning (where appropriate, in the context of 
broader criminal justice planning). as a prerequisite for funding and as a 
forerunner for progressive improvement of law enforcement operations and 
services. The Commission recommends the establishment of criminal justice 
planning in every county in the State, with more specific direction by SLEPA, 
to engage in the evaluation of county-wide law enforcement needs and to 
recommend subsequent rearrangement of functional responsibilities. 

1. Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Street Act 1968 
2. State Law Enforcement Planning Agency Publications 
3. SLEPA-Criminal Justice Plan for New Jersey 1975. pp. 110-112 

4. Ibid., pp. 114-115 

5. Ibid., p. 117 
6. Ibid., pp. 59ff 
7. Ibid., pp. 65-68 
8. Police. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. U.S. 

Dept. of Justice 1973. 
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SECTION Ill: CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The first section of this report presented several general aspects of the 
law enforcement structure in New Jersey: the statutory basis; size and 
capabilities of agencies; broad fiscal dimensions; and a note on related public 
perceptions. The second section reviewed three specific functional aspects 
of law enforcement agencies: recruitment and training practices; communi­
cations; and planning. It was noted that these aspects should optimally be 
performed on a larger-than-local basis and, in fact, are in some instances. 
The following section summarizes the study's conclusions and offers some 
recommendations, including a suggested framework for local-regional inter­
action. 

CHAPTER VII I 

CONCLUSIONS: THE EMERGING INTERGOVERNMENTAL FRAMEWORK 

OVERVIEW: Defining Roles and Responsibilities 

The development of law enforcement services in New Jersey was based, 
for the most part. on practical and incremental responses to local problems 
and felt needs. Although some recognition of the changing scale and scope of 
problems confronting law enforcement agencies is evident, the attitudes 
which foster and support the localization of police services are still prevalent 
in most of the State's communities and, more than any other factor, impede 
the rationalization of agencies, jurisdictions, and functions into a coordinated 
service delivery system. 

If the inadequacies identified in the previous sections could be over­
come by individual communities and a satisfactory level and quality of service 
could be provided independently by each community, alternative arrange­
ments for the delivery of law enforcement services might not be necessary. 
The chief concerns in this hypothetical situation would then be: the elimina­
tion of duplication. overlap or inefficiency (which must still be considered as 
municipal prerogative); the correction of uneveness in resources (possibly 
a function of state and federal aid programs); and the development of a 
mechanism to deal with spillover of law enforcement problems from adjoin­
ing jurisdictions. 

Not every community can afford to establish a police department which 
meets minimum requirements for police service on an around-the-clock 
basis: let alone provide the necessary staff to meet special needs. However, 

*Three officers per shift- two on patrol and one in an office-dispatch capacity­
with sick leave and vacation ti me taken into account. 
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the fiscal, attitudinal. structural and legal constraints identified previously 
provide the community with few alternatives. 

Citizens of New Jersey are entitled to uniformly effective responses to 
law enforcement problems, regardless of jurisdiction of residence. Moreover, 
such services must be based on the most efficient utilization of taxes and 
other fiscal resources. To guarantee these premises, the Commission urges 
action to develop an intergovernmental approach to law enforcement with 
flexibility, adaptability, and responsiveness to local as well as area-wide 
problems, opportunities and needs. 

It is unrealistic to expect the present law enforcement structure of New 
Jersey to be changed drastically from its present form - in most cases, 
municipal departments will continue to be the basic units for providing law 
enforcement services. However, interlocal, county and regional arrange­
ments could potentially play a greater role (as could state level agencies) in 
meeting some of the specialized needs; in performing supportive functions; 
and in providing a basis for sharing costs. 

An intergovernmental aspect is essential for strengthening and improv­
ing law enforcement in New Jersey. Municipal. county. state. and even 
Federal agencies have been forced into interdependence by factors ranging 
from criminal mobility to the technical configurations of communication. But 
for effective interaction to take place, there must first be a d~arer under­
standing of the respective roles and responsibilities of law enforcement 
agencies at each level of government and, second, basic standards for police 
presence and for operational capabilities need to be developed and adopted. 
In New Jersey. application of these broad principles must recognize the 
unique characteristics. needs and opportunities found in the various areas or 
settings in which law enforcement services are currently provided. 

Few New Jersey municipalities have the population and tax base neces­
sary to support departments of optimal size and capacities and offer 
comprehensive services. Moreover, in view of the fiscal squeeze which has 
forced cutbacks in existing service levels, personnel layoffs. and cancella­
tion or deferral of planned projects, it is unlikely that many municipalities 
will be able to expand their separate law enforcement capacities in order to 
meet suggested levels of comprehensiveness. For such attributes to be 
attained, it will be necessary to develop jurisdictions which encompass more 
than single municipalities. Before examining such opportunities it should be 
stressed that improvements in the internal structure and management of 
individual departments is a prerequisite for any successful joint venture, and 
the extensive recommendations made by various commissions and task 
forces can serve as guidelines for local efforts in this direction.* Following is 
an examination of roles and potential approaches at the intermunicipal. 
county and state levels in providing law enforcement services. 

·see Police National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals. 1973. 
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Options for lnterlocal Services 

As the basic guarantors of the citizen's right to safety and security, 
municipalities should provide round the clock access to a reasonable level 
of police services. Those municipalities which cannot accomplish this objec­
tive should consider several alternatives to the maintenance of a municipal 
police department. The options available in New Jersey include: merger 
(consolidation) of municipal departments, joint service provision, creation of 
special districts, and purchase-of-service contracts. Of these approaches, 
consolidation is by far the most controversial. 

Departmental Consolidation: The National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals suggests the consolidation of depart­
ments having less than 10 sworn employees and similiar suggestions were 
made in studies of New Jersey's local police. Earlier in this report, it was 
noted that a department requires a staff of 15 employees to provide 24 hour 
a day service. However, in and of itself, the institution of a minimum-sized 
department of 10 or 15 sworn employees, while meeting the municipal 
requirement for access, may conversely compound the problem of capacities 
and of effective intergovernmental sharing of responsibilities. The merger, 
for example, of two small departments into a larger entity with 15 officers 
would provide for a two-man patrol car and a headquarters employee per 
shift- clearly inadequate for performing any but patrol tasks and, depending 
on area and population size. probably inadequate for that task, as well. 

While not discounting the merits of mergers, this action must be viewed 
as only one component of an overall strategy to develop an intergovernmental 
law enforcement system. In a scale of preferrences, the merger of two 
departments takes second place to functional consolidation on a county or 
regional scale. Nonetheless there are locations and circumstances where the 
consolidation of municipal departments is warranted*: 

1. A cluster or string of small communities which jointly could establish 
a single viable department; 

2. A small community adjoining or surrounded by a larger neighbor; 

3. The familiar 'hole in the doughnut' relationship, regardless of size; 

4. Offshore island and seaside communities, especially where the 
continuity of circulation is important. 

In light of long term commitments required of consolidating communi­
ties. it is not surprising that consolidation is a controversial policy. The fear 
of an insoluble relationship was expressed on several occasions, even where 
the potential participants were relatively compatible. Where homogeneity 
does not exist, the possibility of merger is not likely to be raised. By contrast, 
arrangements for obtaining all or some services contractually are considered 
less 'final' (by offering the opportunity for non-renewal in the event of dis­
satisifaction with the quality of services). 

·Additional legislation may be required to permit such consolidation. however. 
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Special Districts. The special district has become a popular device for 
rendering public services on a multi-municipality basis. The Census of 
Governments recently indicated that there were over 20,000 special districts 
of all kinds in the United States. Of these, however, only nine special districts 
were created for the delivery of police services. 

The relative unpopularity of the special district as a device for delivering 
area-wide police services can be ascribed to a number of reasons. First, the 
zeal with which the local police function is guarded by municipalities. Crea­
tion of a special district, as a separate government entity, requires the local 
government to transfer its power to regulate the function to the special 
district. Potice services have historically been considered too fundamental 
a municipal prerogative to be given up. Second, special districts are criticized 
for removing public services from popular control.* Third, a special district 
for police services would require power to raise operating revenues from 
taxes. Unlike the much more prevalent water supply and sewerage special 
districts that are financed by user charges, the police function does not raise 
its own revenues.** Since the special district is an additional level of govern­
ment with independent taxing powers, it competes with other units of govern­
ment for tax dollars. The fact that it does so without being subject to the 
process of allocation of priorities occurring in budget making is another 
criticism leveled at it. 

The major advantage of the special district is that the district boundaries 
can be drawn to represent logical service areas, rather than having to con­
form strictly to municipal boundaries which frequently have no relationship 
to service efficiency. In practice, however, it would seldom, if ever, be feasi­
ble to construct a district that would not encompass the entire municipality. 

On balance, the Commission concludes that the special district is not an 
appropriate vehicle for the delivery of police services at the inter-municipal 
level. Too many needless political and ethical problems would be raised by 
putting the police function under the auspices of a board isolated from the 
processes of general government. Further, New Jersey with its problems of 
governmental fragmentation has no need for more units of government. More 
satisfactory approaches are available to accomplish the efficient delivery of 
inter-municipal police services; falling back on the special district device 
appears neither necessary nor desirable. 

Joint Service Agreements. Yet another method of providing joint services is 
the "joint meeting". Under this approach, the service, instead of being per­
formed by one of the contracting local governments, is provided jointly and 
managed by a joint management body created by all participating units for 
this purpose. The method of creating a joint meeting is by long-term (no more 
than 40 years) contract which " .... may provide for joint services in any 

*Should the controlling body of the special district be popularly elected, the police 
function would, of course, be responsive to the electorate. However, it would then 
also be right back in the political arena. 

**A small amount of revenue is raised through fines. which are in no way analo­
gous to user charges. 
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service wh!ch any contracting local unit on whose behalf such services are 
to be performed, is legally authorized to provide for itself. " 1 

The operational arm of the joint meeting is a management committee 
composed of an appointed representative from each "local unit" (municipal­
ity or county) participating in the joint venture. The representative, appointed 
for a one year term, may be, but need not be, an elected official. 2 The man­
agement committee is responsible for the operation of the function for which 
the joint meeting is created and each of its members, including the chairman, 
has one vote. 

The management committee is required annually to certify to each 
member local unit of government the anticipated operating costs to be in­
curred by the joint meeting for the ensuing year, along with each local unit's 
apportioned share. The joint meeting may be dissolved after adoption of 
resolutions to that effect by the governing bodies of two-thirds of the partici­
pating local units. 

The joint meeting mechanism has some clear advantages: 

• Additional and autonomous governmental units are not required; 

• No separate taxing body need be created; the management com­
mittee certifies its operating expenses to the participants; 

• The joint police force is responsive to the management committee, 
which in turn is controlled (through the power of appointment) by the 
participating municipalities. 

The principal shortcomings of this approach are: 

• Uncertainty as to the civil service provisions applicable under various 
circumstances; 

• Apparent inequitability in voting power among municipalities of differ­
ing sizes, especially when applied to the apportionment of costs. 

Overall. this method, although somewhat cumbersome, offers a way for 
obtaining the advantages of larger-sized departments for relatively longer 
periods, without sacrificing local prerogatives in the process. Some changes 
in the existing statutes should be made, however, to facilitate the use of this 
approach in the law enforcement area. 

The Commission recommends that representation and voting proce­
dures should not be specified in the Act and should be determined by 
negotiation among participating municipalities, as should be the procedures 
for dissolution. 

Contractual Services. New Jersey governmental contract law is relatively 
comprehensive and flexible, having recently been broadened by enactment 
of the I nterlocal Services Act of 1973:. and has been used by several 
smaller municipalities to enable one municipality to deliver police services to 
another. The main problem with most inter-municipal contracts for police 
services in New Jersey. is that small municipalities have generally contracted 
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with other small, rather than with larger, adjoining municipalities, creating a 
larger but still, from a service delivery viewpoint, inadequate department. 

This situation presents two problems. First, it is ineffective to alleviate 
the inadequate service level found in smaller police departments. Second, 
contracts between relatively small municipalities, and particularly small 
municipalities of roughly equal size, are risky for the municipality selling the 
service. Presumably the selling municipality will incur some incremental 
costs, especially capital costs, in order to enable it to provide the added 
coverage required by the contract.* 

Unless the contract period is of sufficient duration to allow this additional 
capital cost to be substantially amortized, the selling municipality runs the 
risk of bearing alone the additional capital investments in the event that the 
contract is not renewed. In the situation where a small municipality contracts 
with a large municipality, on the other hand, the need for additional capital 
investments would be much lower, and the risk to the selling municipality of 
having to absorb the costs resulting from non-renewal would be lessened, 
as would be the possibility that such investments could not be put to produc­
tive use. Of course, by contracting with a larger municipality, the small 
municipality should be able to avail itself of a greater range of higher quality 
services than would be available from a smaller department. 

One of the key aspects of contractual arrangements is that less than the 
full range of departmental services may be covered by contract. On one 
hand, a partial contract may be extended progressively to cover all services, 
and in the process overcome any lingering reservations on joint services. 
Conversely in the context of an area-wide system, it may contribute to further 
fragmentation, as some municipalities contract for some services with one or 
more neighbors. 

The lnterlocal Services Act of 19734 provides a broad statutory frame­
work for contract services (although some contract services were in effect 
previously). In addition, the I nterlocal Services Aid Act5 authorizes state aid 
for feasibility studies and for implementation of joint services. The statutes 
are flexibile as to the range of service, permitting any service or aspect of a 
service to be performed by contract and be eligible for state aid. In the area 
of law enforcement, however, consideration was given only to entities wish­
ing to contract for all services rather than to facilitating the provision of a 
single service.** 

The lnterlocal Services Aid Act assisted in 4 joint law enforcement 
projects and 17 others were awaiting approval when funding was discontin­
ued in the 1976 fiscal year. It is too early to tell whether the absence of fiscal 
incentives will have a long term negative effect on interlocal ventures, but it 

·This incremental cost should be lower than the cost that the buying municipality 
would have to incur to provide the same services on its own. or else there would be 
no cost advantage to contracting. Costs would be less for the seller if economies of 
scale were present. 

* * Countywide dispatching. eventually assisted by SLEPA. is the sole exception. 
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appears that the level of interest in utilizing the basic enabling act (authoriz­
ing interlocal services), has declined in the last two years. 

The Commission reiterates its support for interlocal approaches as a 
positive step in the direction of improving local service provision. Existing 
incentives to accomplish these objectives should be retained and legislation 
to facilitate joint approaches should be enacted. All such actions, however, 
should be taken in the context of a plan to rationalize and streamline the 
intergovernmental approach to law enforcement, through interaction of 
agencies at the county and state, as well as municipal, level. Isolated inter­
municipal action, welcome as it is, will not substantially affect the overall 
capabilities of law enforcement in the State. 

Improving County Potential 

As was indicated previously, counties already play an important role in 
the criminal justice system. and, to a lesser extent in law enforcement, 
per se. In addition. the emergirig county role in supportive services has been 
noted although its potential in the provision of primary services is yet to 
be exploited. 

The county may be the pivotal level for law enforcement services in New 
Jersey, embodying both accessibility and responsiveness characteristics and 
a reasonable regional scai..; for confronting problems and managing services. 
Recognition of these factors has led to the emergence of counties in the 
various functions related to law enforcement. 

For all of its positive attributes. the county's potential utility as a law 
enforcement service agency is impeded by the fiscal, attitudinal, structural, 
and statutory problems described previously: reliance on the local property 
tax; competition with municipal fiscal needs; municipal resistance to the loss 
of local control; fragmentation of responsibility among county level agencies; 
and, possibly, the lack of clarity as to the application of statutory powers in 
general police services. Some of these constraints can only be addressed in 
the context of far-reaching. comprehensive fiscal tax reforms, but a number 
of actions can be undertaken independently to strengthen the county role in 
the provision of law enforcement services: 

• The internal realignment of responsibilities for functions along more 
rational organizational principles; 

• The development of an intergovernmental process to facilitate county 
and local interaction. 

The achievement of these objectives requires, sequentially: the improve­
ment of coordination among county-level law enforcement agencies (and 
within the criminal justice system, in general); the centralization of technical, 
supportive services; and the creation of an agency capable of providing 
comprehensive (basic and supportive) services to municipalities within the 
county boundaries. 
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Improved Coordination. The gradual development of criminal justice planning 
was based, for the most part, on the recognition of deficiencies in communi­
cation between the components of the criminal justice system and among 
county-level law enforcement agencies. Although informal working relation­
ships have emerged, the need for formal institutional coordination has, if 
anything, intensified. This need exists especially in terms of: 

• Centralizing records and developing uniform reporting procedures; 

• Improving utilization and management of personnel resources; 

• Exchange of information among county and local departments; 

• Developing task-forces for special problem areas; and, 

• Synthesizing short-range action programs of various participants into 
common strategies (as distinct from the more long range planning 
approaches). 

To some extent, criminal justice planning can accommodate these co­
ordinative goals, but to date it has not gained the broad-based support neces­
sary for the role. In some cases, the office of the prosecutor has provided 
some coordination, but the success of such efforts has been limited to date. 
The absence of agreement on the scope and details of the coordinator f unc­
tion may partially explain its limited use. 

Within the criminal justice system, as a whole, coordination is a passive 
function, facilitating more efficient contact between the three major com­
ponents - law enforcement, judiciary and correction. As such, it can be 
performed by an existing agency, for example the office of the prosecutor, 
or, if it is primarily related to improving data flow, as an adjunct of the plan­
ning function. Meaningful coordination among law enforcement agencies, 
especially when municipal departments are included, calls for active partici­
pation on a regular daily basis, in the activities of many line agencies. The 
direct involvement in the police function defines a distinct role which should 
ideally be performed under a separate jurisdiction. 

Given the number of units involved in each of the components of the 
criminal justice system, it is probably not unwarranted to develop coordina­
tion within each component as well as to interrelate all three. For law 
enforcement, per se, improved coordination is a necessary first step towards, 
and a means for gaining acceptance for, a more integrated areawide service 
pattern. 

The Commission concludes that there is a need for improving coordina­
tion in law enforcment, and urges the formation of county coordinating units 
with appropriate locally-determined formats. 

Technical Services Agency: Improved coordination assumes the accep­
tance of existing overlap and duplication in the law enforcement duties of 
county-level agencies and the continuation of the uneven service provision 
patterns described previously. To establish the capacity for effective, area­
wide law enforcement it would be necessary to go beyond procedural co-
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ordination and to place clearly defined jurisdiction in a single agency having 
the authority to provide technical services on a regional scale and acting in 
support of local police departments, as the need arises. 

A "county technical services agericy" should be in a position to assume 
responsibility for the supportive function described in Section 11 of the report 
- recruitment and training, communication; and planning- and, in addition 
perform the coordinative tasks noted previously. Beyond these, such agency 
could operate a crime laboratory*; centralize purchasing for county and local 
equipment; and perform the public information and education task necessary 
for better police-community relations. The agency, however. would not be 
empowered to perform basic law enforcement functions - patrol. arrest and 
most investigative activities. It should be noted that the statutory basis for 
such an agency already exists, and, in fact, includes the full powers of 
enforcing the provision of Title 2A (criminal code) within any of a county's 
constituent municipalities. 6 Therefore, the establishment of a unit having the 
more limited powers of a technical service agency should not require new 
enactments. 

Because of resistance to the creation of new governmental units, the 
policy direction and administrative control of a technical services agency by 
the offices of the prosecutor or sheriff might offer an attractive alternative. 
However, the Commission finds this alternative conceptually undesirable and 
administratively impractical. Both the prosecutor's and the sheriff's offices 
perform certain police functions. in addition to their respective primary 
missions**, but neither agency has the full range of jurisdiction and resources 
required for meeting any reasonable definition of area-wide law enforcement 
services. The prosecutor's primary duties, while including investigation of 
certain major crimes. relegates day-to-day law enforcement. including pre­
vention. deterrence. and apprehension to a secondary role. Moreover. there 
are varying opinions as to the conceptual desirability of vesting both powers 
in the same office. The sheriff's duties are primarily judicial and custodial; as 
an officer of the court. the performance of law enforcement - related duties 
must be regarded as secondary. 

Both offices are mandated and are beyond the fiscal control of the 
electorate. The prosecutor is appointed by the governor, but the agency cost 
is borne by the county. The sheriff, although popularly elected, is independent 
of the county's budgetary process and enjoys the protection of the court in 
personnel and budget matters. The virtually autonomous status of the prose­
cutors and sheriffs contributes to operational fragmentation and impairs their 
ability to serve in the intended capacity of a support agency to both county 
and local departments. 

Finally, the prosecutor and the sheriff are part of the judiciary branch 
which is. or should be. a state-directed ;rnd state-financed function. The 

• In counties experiencing delays in the provision of routine information by any of 
the three regional labs operated by the State Police. 

• • In Hudson and Bergen Counties, some law enforcement tasks are performed 
by a county police department. 
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control by these offices of a technical service agency would constitute in 
reality a form of extended state services. Such action would exacerbate the 
inequity of counties having to pay for the function, but lacking the control over 
the level and quality of service.* 

The Commission concludes that a technical service agency should be 
established as a separate entity within the overall administrative structure of 
county government (or as an executive department in charter counties). 
Policy direction could be provided by a board representing the concerned 
jurisdictions and functions. 

A County Law Enforcement Agency: A third step in creating regional 
capacities is the establishment of a county police department.** In states 
where counties have jurisdiction over substantial unincorporated areas, the 
county police department is the primary agency providing police services, not 
only to the rural areas but to most of the smaller communities. as well. This 
occurs in some metropolitan counties, induding Nassau and Suffolk Counties 
in New York, where "county subordinate service districts" co-exist with 
municipal departments, and to a lesser extent, even in counties containing a 
larger central city. 

While in New Jersey there are no unincorporated areas directly under 
the county's jurisdiction, there is no technical or legal constraint on the 
county's ability to provide general law enforcement services. The main im­
pediments are rooted in the county's historical ro1e as an agent for performing 
state mandated services; its relatively recent emergence as a regional 
government; and the prevailing home rule attitudes of municipalities. None­
theless, the mechanisms for county police functions do exist and are similar 
in concept to the interlocal arrangements discussed earlier in this chapter -
purchase of service contracts; special (county) districts; and, additionally, a 
department fully financed from general taxes. 

County-level law enforcement agencies should reflect the varying stage 
of development and the configuration of existing county and local depart­
ments. Moreover, in suggesting some adaptable gen0ral models, it was 
assumed that minimal levels of operational capacity will be developed for 
each, based on the combined resources of county and local agencies. Four 
general settings were used in developing these models: 

Setting 1 - rural and rural resort; characterized by low population 
densities and overall population; a high percentage (over 50%) of munici­
palities with no organized departments, or with departments of less than 15 

full-time police officers; and only 1 or 2 exceeding 50. 

·The Commission has advocated in the past that state-mandated county judicial 
cost be assumed by state government. 

* * Because the Bergen and Hudson County Police Departments perform essen­
tially residual functions and do not operate as general law enforcement agencies, 
they are not included in their present format among the alternative models pre­
sented herein. 
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Setting 2A- rural and suburban; moderate densities and an overall 
population of 200,000 to 300,000; few communities without organized depart­
ments but a substantial percentage (generally 25% to 40%) with less than 
15 police officers; and less than 10% with more than 50 officers. 

Setting 28 - varying somewhat from the previous pattern in that these 
counties contain one or two large older cities with police departments of 100 
or more but in every other respect conforming to the rural-suburban 
characteristics. 

Setting 3 - suburban-urban; moderately high densities and overall 
populations of over 500,000; few departments with less than 15 full-time 
police officers and many in the 50 + category; a number of large older cities 
and suburbs are present, as well, but most are small-sized suburban com­
munities. 

Setting 4 - urban; high densities and overall population; over 50% in the 
category of 50 + officers; major cities and large older suburbs predominate 
although a few small suburban communities exist. 

A county level law enforcement agency can play a greater or lesser role 
in the provision of services to municipalities, depending on the setting and the 
acceptability of that role to local units; mandating county-local relationships 
is not a realistic possibility. Moreover, there is a question of equity. In a 
county with larger departments which stand to benefit less from a county 
agency, a disproportionate share would have to be borne by some municipali­
ties, if the cost of such services were to be part of the county tax rate. How­
ever, county-local purchase arrangements. especially for basic services. 
would assure against such possibility. 

Several general organizational forms emerge in examining the relation­
ships of functions and settings:· 

1 - A 'full service' county police department. Applicable in the rural 
counties. such departments would be capable of providing basic law enforce­
ment services and supportive services to all or most communities in the 
county. The cost could be borne on a fair share assessment, based on the 
level of services received by a municipality as a percent of the cost of running 
the department. Larger municipalities receiving only supportive services 
would benefit from savings on overhead costs which otherwise would have to 
be borne by the municipality itself. Smaller municipalities would have the full 
resources of a large department at their disposal. External benefits would be 
realized as well. since the State Police role would be taken over by a county 
department and State Police resources would be redirected towards matters 
of statewide concern. 

·As used in these forms. Basic Services includes routine patrol and traffic control, and 
supportive functions generally carried out by non-specialized uniformed personnel. Supportive 

Services included functions generally performed by specialists including: criminal investiga­
tions: communications and dispatch: record keeping: planning, research, and evaluation; 
recruitment and training: purchasing: laboratory and other technical services A Full Service 

Department encompasses both basic and support services. Would provide at the county level 
capacities usually associated with larger-sized local departments. 
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2 - County and Local ·Mix' of Police Departments. For a number of 
reasons, the formation of a single county police department may be neither 
feasible nor desirable. In some counties the presence of one or more large 
cities in an otherwise rural or suburban county may make it undersirable to 
have a single police department under the auspices of the Board of Chosen 
Freeholders, enforcing local ordinances in both the urban and suburban 
areas of the county. Although the primary opposition to a single county-wide 
police department is apt to be political, there is also the problem of equity 
to be considered. In a county with large cities, it is likely that a disproportion­
ate share of the expenditures of the county police department will go into 
services for the urbanized areas of the county. In this instance, it may be 
more desirable to adopt some form that uses both the county and municipal 
levels. 

Variation A: The first variation of the combination county and municipal 
law enforcement structure would entail the establishment of a county police 
department to serve all but the largest cities with adequate police depart­
ments, in the county. These cities would retain their own autonomous police 
departments, although various cooperative arrangements, both between the 
municipality and the county and among municipal departments, would be 
likely. 

This variation would be recommended only when the portion of the 
county outside the cities -to be served by the county police department­
has a population base sufficient to support an adequate police department. 
This type of arrangement would pose no serious equity problems since the 
county police department could be supported by taxes levied only in those 
areas of the county actually receiving county police protection. 

Variation B: In this variation, already used in a number of metropolitan 
areas in the United States, there would exist a county police department with 
county-wide law enforcement responsibilities, as before. There would also 
exist municipal departments, most of which, however, would not offer a full 
range of police services, but would rely on the county police department for 
support services. In general, the functions of the local police department 
would be limited to basic police services such as routine patrol and the initial 
investigation of crimes. 

This system has several advantages. First. it provides support services 
to municipalities, at reasonable cost, through the county police department. 
In areas where this approach is used, services performed by the county 
include the dispatching of all police vehicles in the county (including those 
of municipal police departments). the maintenance of records, data pro­
cessing, research and planning, crime labs, and many other specialized 
services. 

The second major advantage of this model is its political acceptability. 
Municipalities of moderate size could enjoy the higher quality of local police 
protection while retaining relatively small local departments, since support 
facilities, too expensive for individual departments to implement and maintain 
on their own, would be used and financially supported by all municipalities in 
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the county. Further, the municipalities which might choose to maintain their 
own patrol and investigation units would retain a high degree of local control 
over the police function. 

Third, the joint county-local approach lends itself easily to the equitable 
allocation of costs. Those areas of the county which might choose to have 
the county supply all police services, basic as well as support, would be 
charged more than those municipalities which would choose to maintain their 
own police departments. The latter, however, would be required to pay their 
share of the cost of maintaining the support services at the county level, used 
by a// municipalities in the county. 

3-The Two-tier Approach. In a number of areas within New Jersey, 
certain factors combine to make the delivery of extensive police services at 
the county level either undesirable or impractical. In counties that are almost 
entirely urban or urban/suburban, but without large cities, the total population 
may be too large to permit the effective use of a single county police depart­
ment.* Further, political sophistication may not be adequate to supervise the 
formation and operation of a large, complicated modern county police 
department. In such areas, it would be most desirable to limit the powers of 
a county-wide agency to the provision by contract of support services to 
some municipalities or to establish a technical services agency in the more 
limited capacity of assisting communities on an as-needed basis. 

The county police departments envisioned in these models would require 
the enactment of new legislation, to expand, clarify and detail the provisions 
of the present statutes. Such legislative actions should be taken only in the 
context of the general codification discussed in the final chapter of this 
report. 

The State Role 

The significance of state government in law enforcement has been 
noted throughout this report. In addition to its discrete, statewide respon­
sibilities and as a 'building block' in the federal criminal justice system, 
the state plays a major role in law enforcement at the local and regional level. 
State agencies are responsible for direct policing of rural areas; patrolling 
major highways; directing and defining training, telecommunications and 
planning; and augmenting local resources and technical capacities. In 
addition, the state represents local law enforcement interests at the national 
level, and provides a conduit for Federal assistance to local agencies. 

In relative terms, the involvement of the State Police in local law 
enforcement is diminishing as more municipalities, both on their own volition 
and as a result of state prodding, are moving to establish local departments. 
Concurrently, the state role in the special functional areas impacting on local 
law enforcement is expanding rapidly. 

The Commission views state government as the key to the development 

·The Commission recognizes that there may well be an upper feasible limit on the 
size of a police department. beyond which departments become inefficiently large. 
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of an effective intergovernmental system for law enforcement. The State 
legislature has the responsibilities for defining and enabling local police 
activities and for appropriation of state aid funds; the Attorney General is the 
chief law enforcement officer with powers to regulate and supervise all law 
enforcement within the State; the State Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
(SLEPA) has exclusive discretion over the distribution of some (25%) Federal 
assistance and the direction of 'pass through' grant-in-aid; and various state 
agencies are responsible for directing miscellaneous technical functions. But 
although the authority and capacity to reform or streamline the local police 
structure is vested in the State, there are constraints, primarily political and 
administrative, on the application of these State powers. These are mani­
fested in: resistance to legislative enactments that limit local prerogatives; 
the absence of a policy consensus at the state level as to the relationships 
that should exist among respective levels and functions; and the failure to 
orchestrate the activites of state agencies in dealing with local and regional 
problems. 

The state is the ultimate guarantor of individual security and safety with­
in its political subdivisions. As such it must facilitate the creation of an inter­
governmental system for law enforcement. For neither the reliance on an 
independent or poorly related departmental structure. nor state assumption 
of the responsibility for local policing is a desirable or practical alternative. 

The State's 'bottom line' obligations fall into several broad categories. 
First, as a facilitator in: strengthening regional and interlocal approaches; 
providing a wide range of technical assistance; improving intra and inter 
jurisdictional planning; and providing training, education and data dissemina­
tion. These actions, which are less difficult to accomplish, are already carried 
out to a greater or lesser extent by various state agencies. 

A second role, that of back-up to local and regional law enforcement, is 
explicit and necessary in emergencies, but debatable where it is routinely 
substituted for the local responsibility to provide police services (in the 108 
communities without organized departments and, on a part-time basis in 133 
others with departments of less than 10 officers). 8 Adoption of the Com­
mission's recommendations on the appropriate responsibilities of police 
agencies at the local. county and state levels should eliminate this role except 
in limited cases. 

The third state role is fiscal. To date, state actions in this area have been 
limited to the provision of 'Safe and Clean' and Urban Aid Funds and the 
channelling of federal ·pass through· funds to local agencies. Neither type 
was used as the means for developing an intergovernmental law enforcement 
system. The state should provide fiscal incentives and impose conditions on 
the use of available funds to achieve these objectives. It should be noted, 
however, that present fiscal conditions weaken the State's abilities to exploit 
this role. 

The fourth and most difficult and complex state responsibility is in 
legislation and the formulation of standards. It was noted previously that the 
statutes dealing with the police function reflect historical local orientation. 
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Except in critical situations, attempts to depart from this pattern generally 
encountered resistance at both the local and legislative levels. The develop­
ment of intergovernmental systems is a subject that lacks the short-term 
urgency and sense of crisis necessary for such departure. Nonetheless, with­
out the clear understanding of the roles, capacities and responses of each 
component unit, the effectiveness of the entire structure may be severly 
hampered. Such understanding derives from the formulation and adoption of 
minimum standards, preferrably as a legislative mandate. Thus, the Com­
mission's recommendations, presented in the final chapter of this report, 
proceed from this premise. 

1. NJSA 40:488-2 
2. NJSA 40:488-5 
3. NJSA 40:8A-1 et. seq. 

4. Ibid 
5. NJSA 40:88-1 et. seq. 
6 NJSA 40A: 14-107 
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CHAPTER IX 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

A-Standards and Legislation 

#1 The Commission recommends the formulation of minimum standards 
for law enforcement agencies in New Jersey. Such standards should: 

• define a logical scale of organization for law enforcement services in 
various jurisdictions; 

• define law enforcement capacities which should be available within 
each jurisdiction; and 

• set guidelines for attaining such capacities. 

Standards applicable to the local and areawide law enforcement function fall 
into three broad categories: 1) Human resources - i.e. personnel policies and 
practices; 2) physical resources- i.e. equipment and facilities; and, 3) 
management and operations - i.e. functions, roles and duties of agencies. 1 

The general qualifications of law enforcement personnel are established by 
statute as are basic training requirements. There is no specification, how­
ever, as to the type of personnel required for various settings and/or jurisdic­
tions in the state. This is even more applicable to the category of physical 
resources, which lacks even the standardization of existing equipment or 
facilities, let alone the introduction of basic requirements for capacity. But it 
is the third category that will require the greatest effort. The organization of 
the law enforcement function within a given area should not be circumscribed 
by jurisdictions, but presently municipal and county law enforcement 
resources are conterminous with their respective boundaries and their use 
(except in emergencies when stand-by agreements are involved) is restricted 
to their territory. Even were all jurisdictions to adopt personnel and equip­
ment standards their application to the crime problem (especially in 
metropolitan areas) would be limited by the absence of effective operational 
guidelines for application of resources to problem areas and for interaction 
with other jurisdictions: 

The Commission recognizes that at present law enforcement standards 
cannot be easily related to measures of output (productivity). However, 
determinations can be made as to what kind of service delivery capacity is 
needed in areas of the State to respond to law enforcement problems and 
opportuni~ies. Minimum capacity standards. for example, might require that: 
each community have 24 hour, 7 day a week patrol coverage with at least 
one officer in a back-up capacity; the existence of a certain kind of radio 

*The Governor's Adult and Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee is formulating 
standards to guide the funding of criminal justice programs and projects (primarily 
with Federal funds). These do not overlap the operational standards suggested here­
in. 
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communication and dispatch capability; or access to a laboratory with certain 
capabilities. Such determinations should be based on the recognition of 
capacities of all agencies within a jurisdiction and suggest methods for 
meeting law enforcement needs. 

The Commission suggests the need for a combination of mandatory, 
conditional and voluntary (optional) standards. Mandatory standards, for 
example. would require that: every unit of population be provided with basic 
police services. round-the-clock; that equipment should be standardized to 
facilitate communication within defined areas of service; and that formal 
arrangements and procedures should be adopted for interagency actions in 
both emergency and more routine matters. 

A conditional standard, for example, would establish an overall level for 
specialized personnel but exempt a jurisdiction from requirements to employ 
such personnel as long as the services of another agency (presumably at the 
county or state level) would be available for regular use under formal 
arrangements. Voluntary or optional standards would include primarily those 
relating to the internal organization and management of agencies. The work 
of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals (as well as specific administrative studies of local departments) pro­
vide a basis for developing this type of guideline. The major criterion for 
applying mandatory, conditional or voluntary standards should be the degree 
to which their absence would adversely affect the achievement of an area­
wide intergovermental law enforcement system. The continuation of internal 
inefficiency, reprehensible as it may be, should be a local option; when local 
inadequacies affect a larger public interest, mandatory minimum standards 
should be applied. 

Standard setting has been approached in various ways - legislative 
commissions. executive commissions, professional bodies, and of course, 
a mix of these types. Because of the technical nature of operational 
standards the Commission recommends that: 

a - The body developing such standards be representative of operating 
agencies of local, county and state government. 

b-That legislative representation of the three levels be included. 

c - That the standards, once formulated. be submitted to the legislature 
for formal ade;ption where warranted. 

The application of mandatory standards may be viewed as onerous. especial­
ly in light of current fiscal conditions. The Commission. therefore, recom­
mends that 'threshhold' levels be established by the standard setting agency 
and that law enforcement jurisdictions falling below such levels be required 
to bear the cost of upgrading their services to meet minimum requirements. 
Where higher-than-minimum level standards are recommended. Federal and 
:;tate aid should be made available. for a specified duration. to assist in meet­
ing such higher requirements. 

tl:2 The Commission recommends the enactment of legislation to expand 
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and facilitiate the establishment of area-wide law enforcement agencies with 
general police powers. 

Such legislation should: 

• provide sufficient flexibility and incentives for developing area-wide 
capacities and sharing of costs and resources; 

• be designed as a series of optional approaches to meet the special 
requirements of the State's varying conditions and problems; 

• remove obstacles in interlocal or county-local arrangements for pro­
viding general law enforcement services; 

• specify a two-tier approach which would enable county government 
to perform a wide array of supportive law enforcement tasks while 
retaining basic patrolling responsibilities at the municipal level; 

• be related to other components of the criminal justice system; and, 

• be adopted by popular vote of the area involved. 

Although there is a clear need to reduce the number of small and under­
capacitated police departments, the Commission does not endorse the man­
datory consolidation of such departments unless: 

1 - standards of service and performance are established; 

2- a statutory basis is developed for intergovernmental, areawide law 
enforcement, necessary for replacing the existing structure. 

The Commission recognizes that approaches depending on exclusively 
local options may impede the implementation of areawide functional systems 
(when individual units choose not to join in regional arrangements which 
require full participation, for example). The suggested legislation could pro­
vide for mandatory participation when such systems are established in com­
munities containing two-thirds of an area's population. 

#3 The Commission recommends the codification, updating and 
substantive revision of statutes pertaining to law enforcement. 

Concommitant with the need to develop law enforcement standards is 
the requirement for a clear statutory basis specifying the roles, responsibili­
ties, and interrelations of local, county, and state law enforcement (and 
criminal justice) agencies. The present statutory base for law enforcement 
functions is physically and conceptually diffuse. There are ambiguities as to 
the intent of many existing provisions and a lack of specificity in others. Nor 
do the statutes provide a clear direction for interagency activities. 

The continuing need to keep the statutes up-to-date with current 
developments in criminal justice (or acceptably in law enforcement per se) 
is a discrete objective which should be performed as an ongoing legislative 
function. Any substantive revision of the statutes, however, should be con­
current with the formulation of standards cited in the Commission's first 
recommendation and should be conducted as a single, unified undertaking. 
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B - Planning Coordination and Funding 

Beyond the enactment of legislation and the adoption of standards are a 
number of administrative actions and policies which the Commission feels 
will contribute to the improvement of law enforcement in the State and its 
communities. 

#4 The Commission recommends that: criminal justice planning 
agencies be established in each of the state's 21 counties; to develop the 
plans for county and municipal level departments to provide a basis for 
distributing state as well as Federal assistance funds; to coordinate the 
activities of local, county and state-level agencies and to monitor the applica­
tion of standards once established. Such planning should replace the current 
approach which is largely advisory and lacks a formal standing necessary to 
serve as an effective policy base for law enforcement activities within 
component jurisdictions and agencies. 

#5 State and Federal Aid: A system of priorities for law enforcement aid 
should be developed in the context of county-wide planning. A premium 
should be placed on programs and projects which promote a coordinated and 
systematic approach to law enforcement. Although the absolute amounts of 
state and federal aid to law enforcement are small, relative to locally-raised 
revenues, these funds do provide much of the flexibility and basis for innova­
tion and expansion of the law enforcement apparatus in many communities. 
It is essential, therefore, that such FE. ieral and state aid should be used to 
strengthen those interagency aspects described in this report. 

The Commission notes the different circumstances of older cities, both 
in terms of the greater crime problems they face and the lesser local 
resources available for law enforcement. Older cities, however, should not be 
exempt from Federal and state aid applicable to adjoining suburban com­
munities. On the contrary, the systematic, coordinated approaches to law 
enforcement require the effective utilization of resources by every component 
unit. 

The Commission also notes proposed cutbacks in funds for the State's 
Safe and Clean Street Act, a reduction from $12 to $5.5 million in the next 
fiscal year. The Commission feels that the basic concept of the Safe ar.d 
Clean Street Act- that of increased police presence (walking patrol) in urban 
neighborhoods - is sound and is currently valid. Although law enforcement 
officials differed on the degree of success to date, on balance this state 
program was viewed as productive and warranting continuation and limited 
expansion. The addition, statewide, of 250 walking patrol personnel (there 
are roughly 850 at present) would allow for the extention of this service to 
areas adjoining the highest priority neighborhoods and the addition of some 
municipalities to the 24 presently eligible. 

The Commission suggests that the Safe and Clean Streets Act be 
amended to allow for application of its provisions across municipal bound­
aries. This action would enable the development of patrol patterns unimpeded 
by the peCtJliarities of municipal boundaries (often a street forming a bound-
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ary between two municipalities may go unpatrolled on one side if the 
neighboring community has selected another priority area or is ineligible for 
the provisions of the Act). 

The Commission also suggests that the Act and its administrative proce­
dures be broadened to permit reimbursement for transportation to and from 
the 'walking patrol' neighborhoods and an increased amount for administer­
ing the Act. An impartial study of the Act's effect after 3 years of operation is 
desirable as well. 

C -State Services to Local Government. 

#6 The Commission recommends the formation of a state unit to provide 
direct and efficient access for local law enforcement officials to state level 
agencies; to represent the local police interest at the state administrative 
level; to correlate and coordinate technical assistance programs; to conduct 
planning and research related to local police services; provide management 
and administrative services to local government upon request; and, possibly 
recruit personnel. 

The achievement of an effective law enforcement system is hampered 
by the absence of a consensus among key state agencies to the priorities, 
approaches, division of responsibilities, and required inputs. The prerequisite 
for state leadership in establishing a multi-level law enforcement system is 
greater uniformity and policy coordination among state level agencies. At the 
same time the Commission found that the interests of local law enforcement 
officials were not adequately focused at the state level. Although the Attorney 
General is the State official charged with 'supervision' of local law enforce­
ment, there is no single unit in the Department of Law and Public Safety 
specifically concerned with the daily problems of local departments and 
individuals. In the areas of interaction between local and state level agencies 
- training, planning, communications administration of the Safe and Clean 
Street Act, Civil Service and highway safety- there exists a functional and 
physical separation.* This does not contribute to effective contacts among 
state agencies involved in common problem areas and does not facilitate the 
contact with local police officials seeking technical assistance. 

The Commission recommends the formation of a local police services 
unit around the nucleus of an existing agency. Of the alternative agencies 
considered by the Commission, the most suitable to perform such a function 
appears to be the Police Training Commission operating in a modified format 
and scope. The other agencies are either too specialized or have responsibili­
ties extending well beyond those of serving the local police community. The 
PTC has a governing board representing various interests relating to law 
enforcement; is chaired by the Attorney General and is already providing 
some services to local departments. Transfer of other responsibilites to a unit 
formed around the PTC would not be difficult. Such unit would be eligible for 
Federal grants to cover start-up costs and costs associated with new services 

*Agencies responsible for these functions are located, respectively, in Newark, 
two suburban Mercer municipalities about 10 miles apart, and several separate 
downtown Trenton locations. 
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it offers. In short, this approach would present minimal fiscal and organiza­
tional problems. The second best alternative appears to be the formation of 
a new division-level unit in the Department of Law and Public Safety 
composed of functional elements of existing State agencies. 

D - Personnel Utilization and Training 

#7 The following recommendations reiterate positions stated in Chapter 
5 of this report. 

Recruitment: Existing state agencies should develop capacities and programs 
to assist municipalities in the recruitment and screening of local police 
officers, with municipalities participating in such services on a voluntary 
basis. 

Personnel Standards: Minimum standards for county and municipal police 
officers should be developed by a broadly representative, state-level task 
force constituted under appropriate legislation. Such minimum standards 
should not be lower than those presently applying to Civil Service municipali­
ties and should be applicable to any person employed as a municipal or 
county police officer after the date of promulgation. 

Training: (a) Academies - the concept, organization, and number of county­
level training academies should be examined with a view to increased ef­
ficiency and potential savings. Consideration should be given to the replace­
ment of county-level police training academies with multi-county criminal 
justice training centers which would be fewer in number but would offer a 
broader scope of training and accommodate a broader user group. 

(b) The PTC should be empowered to conduct training at both the basic 
and advanced levels. 

( c) Legislation to require in-service training as a mandatory prerequisite 
for promotion should be enacted. 

(d) The Police Training Act should be amended to prohibit newly ap­
pointed, probationary police officers, in a department any size, from perform­
ing routine police patrol duties until the successful completion of the entire 
prescribed minimum basic police training course. Carrying or using firearms 
and other lethal weapons by newly appointed police officers before the 
successful completion of the basic police training, should be prohibited. 

(e) Special Police -Standards should be established to cover the use of 
special police officers. Such standards at a minimum should include: identi­
fication of appropriate tasks and duties for special police officers; estab­
lishment of qualifications consistent with defined tasks and duties; and 
establishment of minimum training standards and programs designed to 
provide candidates with the training and skills to perform their responsibili­
ties. Special police officers should be prohibited from employment in a 
full-time year-round capacity in which they are authorized to perform the 
same duties as regular. fully trained professional police officers. Municipali­
ties where the appointment of special police officers is necessary should be 
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required to provide for training of such individuals and the completion of a 
training program should be mandatory within a reasonable time after 
appointment. 

(f) Incentive programs in higher education for careers in law enforce­
ment should be maintained. 

E - Communications 

#8 The following recommendations reiterate the Commission's position 
stated in Chapter 6 of this report. In general, the Commission urges the 
establishment of a State-wide communications plan capable of accommodat­
ing present and prospective emergency and routine communication needs, 
and serve as a basis for renewal of licenses, allocation of frequencies and 
grants for communications. 

Specifically the Commission recommends: 

(a) The adoption of a 911 universal emergency telephone number. 

(b) The development of additional capabilities in radio communications 
for: state-local routine contacts; a state-wide emergency frequency for local 
use: regional supplemental emergency frequencies; and, radio access to 
data systems. 

(c) Extension of ALERT coverage for ap'Jlication in non-emergency 
conditions and the integration of such system into the regular communica­
tions network. 

(d) Placement of the State Wide Communications Information System 
(SCIS) on a regional scale compatible with appropriate law enforcement 
structures. 

( e) Initiation of training programs for the dispatching function. 

1. Criminal Justice System, National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 

and Goals, 1973. 
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