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POLICE AND FIREMEN PAY INCREASE

TUESDAY, JANUARY 23, 1968

HouskE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcoMMITTEE NO. 4 OF THE
CouMITTEE oN THE DisTricT oF COLUMBIA,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in room 1310,
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Basil L. Whitener (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives McMillan (chairman of full committee),
Whitener (chairman of subcommittee), Dowdy, Fuqua, Adams,
Nelsen, Broyhill, and Gude.

Also Present: James T. Clark, clerk; Hayden S. Garber, counsel;
Sara Watson, assistant counsel; Donald Tubridy, minority clerk; and
Leonard O. Hilder, investigator.

Mr: WaiTENER. The subcommittee will come to order. We will pro-
ceed with hearings on legislation relating to the pay of police and
firemen of the District of Columbia. Among those bills are H.R. 10761,
H.R. 11278, H.R. 11435, H.R. 13980, H.R. 6644, H.R. 11149, and
H.R. 13981. We will not deal at this hearing with H.R. 14430 or H.R.
14448, bills relating to the establishment of a Commissioner of Police
for the District of Coumbia. Those matters will be considered in
separate hearings at a later date.

Briefly, the cost estimates of the bills before us are as follows:

H.R. 10761 (MeMillan), H.R. 11278 (Mathias), H.R. 11435 (Machen), H.R.
13980 (Broyhill' to incrzas» pay of nolice and firemen bv 8.7 percent (cost: $4.4
million on a full year basis; $4.1 million excluding vacancies.)

H.R. 11149 (Adams), H.R. 6644 (Steiger) to increase pay of police privates
(Cost: $1.2 million, ; provide recruitment incentives, travel to D.C., resettlement
cash allowance (cost: $127,G00 yvearly).

H.R. 13981 (Broyhill) to provide recruitment incentives as above (cost:
$127,000 yearly).

Modified Commissioner’s bill to inecrease pay of police and firemen, provide
recruitment incentives, etc. (cost: $3.3 million, excluding vacancies).

I note that under Public Law 89-810, approved Nov. 13, 1966,
but which became effective July 3, 1966, Congress provided the last
pay increase (9.9 percent) for District of Columbia police and firemen.
So, we are now engaged in a study to determine what amount of pay
increase for these public servants would be warranted and equitable.

(The staff comparison and various bills referred to follow):

(1)



Starr ComparisoN oF H.R. BiuLs Wita D.C. ProrosaL FOR POLICE AND
FIREMEN Pay INCREAsEs!

H.R. 10761 (McMillan)
H.R. 11278 (Mathias)
H.R. 11435 (Machen)
H.R. 13980 (Broyhill)

D.C. Proposal

Section 1-Salairies

a. Provides a schedule of rates aver-
aging 8.7% increase for estimated
annual cost of $4.1 million, excluding
vacancies.

b. Provides a beginning salary of
$7500 (in lieu of $6700 present law)
with $340 inerements between steps for
Classes 1 through 4.

NOTE: H.R. 11435 combines all
Police, Fire and Detective Ser-
geants in subclass 4(a) using sub-
class 4(b) rates as provided by
H.R. 10761, H.R. 11278 and H.R.
13980 for Detective Sergeants only.
¢. Provides $428 increments between
steps for Classes 5 and 6, and $535 in-
- crements between steps for Classes 7
through 10.

Comments:

Starting salary is the same in Class 1
in the House bills and D.C. proposal.
Beginning step of Class 2 in D.C. pro-
posal, $160.00 less; beginning steps of
Classes 3 and 4 in D.C. proposal $200.00
less with the exception of Class 4(a) of
D.C. proposal which is $710 less when
compared to Class 4(a), H.R. 11435.
Increments in Classes 1 through 4 of
D.C. proposal are $40.00 less than H.R.
bills. All salaries at the various steps in
Classes 5 through 10 are identical in the
House bills and D.C. proposal.

Section 1-Salaries
a. Provides a schedule of rates aver-

aging 7% increase for estimated annual
cost of $3.3 million, excluding vacancies.

b. Provides a beginning salary of
$7500 (in lieu of $6700 present law) with
$300 increments between steps for
Classes 1 through 4. (This results in a
range of rates in these classes which are
lower than in the H.R. bills.)

c. Same as H.R. bills.

1 Prepared by the Classification Division of D.C. Personnel Office—Oct. 23, 1967, as revised Jan. 22, 19683

(2)

(Comments added.)



H.R. 10761 (McMillan)
H.R. 11278 (Mathias)
H.R. 11435 (Machen)
H.R. 13980 (Broyhill)

D.C. Proposal

Section 2

a. Provides for application of new
schedule rates.

b. Provides for the payment of $500
per annum additional to the pay for the
Police Executive Officer who is also
assigned as one of the Assistant Chiefs
of Police, with such additional com-
pensation being subject to retirement
benefits. No other man to receive this
when present Executive Officer is
separated from the service.

Comments:

Officers and members in all classes
and steps will receive the new rate of pay
corresponding to their class and step.

Additionally, officers and members in
Classes 1 through 4, service step 6 and
longevity steps 7 and 8 having 3 years
service (reduced from 4 years service in
present law) in step will be given the
next higher longevity step rate with any
excess service time credited toward next
allowable longevity step.

Also, a private upon completion of 10
years, 13 years or 16 years of service will
be advanced to longevity steps, 7, 8 or 9
respectively.

Also, officers and members in Classes
5 through 10, service step 4 or longevity
step 7 having 3 years service (reduced
from 4 years in present law) in step will
be given the next higher longevity step
rate with any execess time credited
toward next allowable longevity step.

Section 2
a. Essentially the same as H.R. bills.

b. Same as H.R. bills but provides
that the additional amount of compen-
sation should be subject to insurance
benefits as well as retirement benefits.

Comments:

D.C. proposal includes similar appli-
cation and service time benefits as House
bills through use of different phraseology
and without specifying numerical desig-
nations for longevity step inereases.

Revision to existing law proposed in
Section 4 of House bills and Section 5 of
D.C. proposal does not include any
numerical designation for longevity step
increases.

Section 3.~ Educational Incentive

House bills (except H.R. 13980)
provide that upon completion of one
year probation, a payment of $600 will
be made for completion of thirty college
credit hours, and $1200 for completion
of sixty or more college credit hours to
all Police Department officers and
members below Deputy Chief. H.R.
13980 provides for the same compensa-
tion for educational attainment for Po-
lice and Fire and also designates the need
for credit hours in law enforcement or
administration or fire science or ad-
ministration.

The D.C. Commissioners to develop
regulations as to qualifications for
Metropolitan Police, Secretary of Treas-
ury for White House Police and Secre-
tary of Interior for Park Police. The
Commissioners and Secretaries shall
standardize qualifications to the fullest
extent.

Section 3.~Educational Incentive

Provides for similar compensation for
educational attainment for both Police
and Fire. Kinds of subjeets, number of
semester hours required, and amount of
applicable compensation will be deter-
mined by D.C. Council for Metropolitan
Police and Firemen; and Secretary of
Treasury, and Secretary of Interior, for
the White House and Park Police re-
spectively and embodied in regulatory
issuances standardized to the fullest
extent between concerned agencies.




H.R. 10761 (McMillan)
H.R. 11278 (Mathias)
H.R. 11435 (Machen)
H.R. 13980 (Broyhill)

D.C. Proposal

Comments:

House bills refer to the Board of
Commissioners which is no longer appli-
cable to the administration of the D.C.
Government.

Comments:

D.C. proposal contemplates deter-
mination of compensation on a percent-
age basis which initially would result in
the same amounts as designated in
House bills.

No such provisions in House bills,
with the exception of H. R. 13981, which
in its entirety covers the recruitment
inducements in the same manner as

provided by Section 4 of D.C. proposal.

Section 4.—Recruitmeni Incentives

Provides recruitment inducements:

(1) Pay pre-employment inter-
view expenses.

(2) Pay recruits relocation allow-
ances not to exceed $250 and per
diem allowanece not to exceed $7.50
for up to 90 days.

(Applies to Police Dept. only.)

Section 4. —Longevity Step Increase

Deletes longevity steps 7, 8 and 9 from
schedule with retention of three longev-
ity step increases for Privates through
Sergeants and two longevity step in-
creases for Lieutenants through Deputy
Chief with reduction from four to three
years between such increases.

Comments:

Sec. 4. Longevity
faithful service—

#1. One longevity step increase for |

each 156 calendar weeks of service after
having reached the maximum service
step.

#2. Only three longevity step in-
creases, Classes 1 thru 4; only two steps
in Classes 5 thru 9.

#3. Longevity step increase equal to
the step increase in the class or subclass
in which officer or member is serving.

#4. Date increase to begin: first pay
period following completion of each 156
calendar weeks.

Step—Ilong and

Section 5 of D.C. proposal is same as
Section 4 of H.R. bills.

Section 6 —Thirty Years Service

Provides for advancement of all
officers or members except privates
to the highest longevity step in their
respective class or subclass upon com-
pletion of 30 years’ continuous service.

No similar provision. However Sec-
tion 6 of D.C. proposal provides for
the repeal of Section 105 of P.L. 88-575,
which allows the advancement of
Deputy Chiefs to their highest longevity
step upon completion of 30 years’
service.



10761 (MeMillan)
11278 (Mathias)
11435 (Machen)

H.R.
O.R.
H.R.
H.R. 13980 (Broyhill)

D.C. Proposal

Section 6.— Reorganization

H.R. 13980 provides salary saving
provisions for Police and Fire Tech-
nicians I and II and Police Station
Clerks who may lose such assignment
because of any reorganization of these
Departments.

No such provision.

No such provision in House bills.

Section 7.—Probationary Period

D.C. proposal provides for dismissal
proceedings for probationary policemen
without formal charges before a police
trial board.

No such provision in House bills.

Section 8.— Retroactive Provistons

Provides retroactive compensation or
salary for individuals in service on date
of enactment and for service rendered
by Policemen and Firemen who retired
or died between the retroactively ef-
fective date (the first day of the first
pay period beginning on or after
12/31/67) and the date of enactment.

No such provision in House bills.

Section 9.—Life Insurance

. Provides for any changes in amounts
of life insurance to be effective on date
of enactment.

Comments:

This provision necessary to designate
date of any change in rates effecting
life insurance and to avoid deductions
from an individual’s pay for insurance
premiums covering on already elapsed
period of time between the retroactive
effective date and date of enactment,

Section 6 of H.R. 10761, H.R. 11278
and H.R. 11435 provides for the ef-
fective date to be the first day of the
grst pay period on or after enactment

ate.

Section 10.— Effective date

D.C. proposal provides for the ef-
fective date to be retroactive to the
first day of the pay period which began
on December 31, 1967.

Section 7

H.R. 13980 provides for the effective
date to be the first day of the first pay
period which begins on or after the first
day of October, 1967.
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(H.R. 10761, 90th Cong., 1st sess., by Mr. McMillan, on June 12, 1967; H.R.
11278 by Mr. Mathias on June 29, 1967; H.R. 11435 by Mr. Machen on July
13, 1967: and H.R. 13980 by Mr. Broyhill on Nov. 13, 1967)

A BILL To amend the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended,
to increase salaries, adjust pay alinement, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section 101 of the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823) as amended,
is amended to read as follows: |

“SEc. 101. The annual rates of basic compensation of the officers and mem- |
bers of the Metropolitan Police force and the Fire Department of the District
of Columbia shall be fixed in accordance with the following schedule of rates:

|
|
|

PROPOSED SALARY SCALE FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA POLICEMEN AND FIREMEN

Service step
Salary and class
1 2 3 4 5 6

Class 1:

Subclass @) ... ..o $7,500 $7,840 $8,180 $8,520 $8,860 $9,200

Fire private.
Police private.
Subclass (b): Private assigned as technician |, plainciothes-
MAN_ e 7,790 8,130 8470 8,810 9,150 9,490

Subclass (c): Private assigned as technician 11, station clerk,

¢ Zmotorcycle officer 8,080 8,420 8,760 9,100 9,440 9,780
ass 2: '

Subclass (a): Fire inspector________ .. ... __________.__ 8,860 9,200 9,540 9,80 ______

Subclass (b): Fire i t igned as technician I_______ 9,150 9,490 9,830 10,170 _____.

Subclass (c): Fire inspector assigned as technician 1l_______ 9,440 9,780 10,120 10,460 ______
Class 3. 9,430 9,830 10,170 10,510 ______

Assistant marine engineer.

Assistant pilot.

Detective.
Class 4:1

Subclass (@) ... 9,775 10,115 10,455 10,795 __..... __.___.

Fire sergeant.

Police sergeant.
Subclass gb): etective sergeant_ . _______________________ 10,285 10,625 10,965
Subclass (c): Police sergeant assigned as motorcycle officer_. 10,355 10,695 11,035

1 H.R. 11435 provides the following proposed salary schedule for Class 4, combining subclasses (a) and (b) to give
fire sergeants, Folice sergeants and detective sergeants the same pay under (ab;lew subclass (a); and continues the separate

classification of police sergeant assigned as motorcycle officer, in subcl

Service step
Salary class and title
1 2 3 4 5 6
Class 4:
Subclass (@) - ... 10,285 10,625 10,965 11,305 ___.__. _______
Fire sergeant.
_Police sergeant.

‘Detective sergeant. i
Subclass (b): Police sergeant assigned as motorcycle
OffiCer - e iiiccicoans 10,355 10,695 11,035 11,375 __..__. ___.._.




Service step

Salary class and title

1 2 3 4
Class 5 o iicmnaan $11,200 $11,628 $12,056 $12,484
First lieutenant.
Police lieutenant.
Detective lieutenant.
ClaSS B . i eeicedcecaameacameemeamseesacanen— 12,270 12,698 13,126 13,554
Marine engineer.
Pilot.
Class7..... e e e aemeecmeeasseeeemeee e 13,340 13,875 14,410 14,945
Fire captain.

Police captain.

Detective captain.
............................................................ 15,490 16,025 16,560 17,095

Police inspector.
ClaSS 9. L e 18,165 18,700 19,235 19,770
Subclass (a): i
Deputy fire chief.
Deputg chief of police.
Subclass (D) - 19,236 19,771 20,306 20,841
Assistant fire chief.
Assistant chief of police.
Commanding officer of the White House Police.
Commanding officer of the U.S. Park Police.
Class 10, e 23,500 24,035 24,570  25,105"
Fire chief.
Chief of police.

SEc. 2. The rates of basic compensation to officers and members to whom the
amendment made by section 1 of this Act applies shall be adjusted in accordance
with this section. Such rates of basic compensation shall be adjusted as follows:

(1) Except as otherwise provided in paragraph (2), (3), or (4), each officer and
member receiving basic compensation immediately prior to the effective date of
this Act at one of the scheduled service rates of a class or subclass in the salary
schedule in section 101 of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary
Act of 1958 shall receive a rate of basic compensation at the corresponding rate
in effect on and after the effective date of this Act.

(2) Each officer or member receiving basic compensation immediately prior to
the effective date of this Act at one of the scheduled longevity steps 7, 8, or 9, as
the case may be, in classes 1 through 4, respectively, of the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended, shall receive a rate of basic
compensation derived for his longevity step by the application of an additional
step increase (to be known as a longevity step increase) beyond the maximum
scheduled service step (as provided by section 1 of this Act) for each of the three
longevity steps as heretofore scheduled and included in classes 1 through 4,
respectively, of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958,
as amended: Provided, That each officer or member serving in a maximum sched-
uled service step, or longevity step 7, or longevity step 8, as the case may be, as
heretofore included in classes 1 through 4, respectively, of the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended, shall receive additionally a
longevity step increase if he has completed one hundred and fifty-six calendar
weeks of continuous active service, including service in the Armed Forces of the
United States but excluding any period of time determined not to have been satis-
factory service, in the step in which he was serving immediately prior to the effec-
tive date of this Act: Provided further, That any active service which each such
officer or member has rendered in excess of the one hundred and fiftv-six calendar
weeks of active service in the maximum service step, longevity step 7, or longevity
step 8, as the case may be, in which he was serving immediately prior to the effec-
tive date of this Act will be credited to him for the next longevity step increase
under the provisions of section 401 of the District of Columbia Police and Fire-
men’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended.

(3) Each private in service step 6, longevity step 7, or longevity step 8 in any
subelass in class 1, upon completing a minimum of sixteen years of continuous
service as a private, including service in the Armed Forces of the United States
but excluding any period of time determined not to have been satistactory service,
shall be advanced to longevity step 9 in class 1, and receive the appropriate
scheduled rate of basic compensation for such step in the subeclass in which he
is serving.
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~(4)~Bach private in service step 6 or longevity step 7 in class 1, upon completing
a minimum- of thirteen years of continuous service as a private, including service
in"the Armed Forces of the United States but excluding any period of time de-
termined not to have been satisfactory service, shall be advanced to longevity
step 8 in class 1, and receive the appropriate scheduled rate of basic compensation
for such step in the subelass in' which he was serving.

(5) Each officer or member receiving basic compensation immediately prior
to the effective date of this Act at one of the scheduled longevity steps 7 or 8, as
the case may be, in classes 5 through 9, respectively, of the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended, shall receive a rate of basie
compensation derived for his longevity step by application of an additional step
increase (to be known as a longevity step increase) bevond the maximum scheduled
service step (as provided by section 1 of this Act), for each of the two longevity
steps as heretofore scheduled and included in classes 5 through 9, respectively, of
the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended:
Provided, That each officer or member serving in a maximum scheduled service
step or longevity step 7, as the case may be, as heretofore included in classes 5
through 9, respectively, of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary
Act. of 1958, as amended, shall receive additionally a longevity step increase if
he has completed one hundred and fifty-six calendar weeks of continuous active
service, including service in the Armed Forces of the United States, but excluding
any period of time determined not to have been satisfactory service, in the step in
which he was serving immediately prior to the effective date of this Act: Provided
Sfurther, That any active service which each such officer or member has rendered in
excess of the one hundred and fifty-six calendar weeks of active service in the
maximum service step or longevity step 7, as the case may be, in which he was
serving immediately prior to the effective date of this Act will be credited to him
for the next longevity step increase under the provisions. of section 401 of the
District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended.

(5) The officer assigned as Police Executive Officer and who is receiving basic
compensation as such immediately prior to the effective date of this Act at the
scheduled longevity step 8, class 9, subclass (b), shall receive a corresponding
rate of basic compensation as an Assistant Chief of Police as established by section
1 of this Act and as provided for other officers and members in longevity step 8
of class 9, subclass (b) by subsection 3 of this section: Promded, That such officer
shall receive $500 per annum additionally so long as he is assigned in the dual
capacity of Police Executive Officer and Assistant Police Chief, and that such
additional amount of compensation is to be included in any basic computation
for retirement purposes under the Policemen and Firemen’s Retirement and
Disability Act (D.C. Code, sec. 4-527(1)): Promded further, That upon termina-
tion of the service of such officer, the provisions of this subsection are not to be
applied to any other officer or member assigned as Assistant Chief of Police.

SEc. 3. (1) Any member upon entering the Police Department with a mini-
mum of thirty college credit hours and upon the completion of one year probation
will be entitled in addition to the scheduled salary as set forth in section 1 of
this Act, an amount equal to $600, which will be considered a part of the basic
salary: Provzded, That any officer or member below the rank of Deputy Chief
who has completed the one year probation with thirty college credits will be
entitled to the additional compensation as set forth in paragraph (1) of this
section. .

(2) Any member upon entering the Police Department with sixty or more
college credit hours and upon the completion of one-year probation will be entitied
in addition to the scheduled salary as set forth in section 1 of this Aet, an amount
equal to $1,200.00, which will be considered a part of the basic salary: Provided,
That any officer or member below the rank of Deputy Chief of Police who has
completed the one-year probation with sixty or more college credit hours will be
entitled to the scheduled salary as set forth in section 1 of this Aet, an amount
equal to $1,200.00, which will be considered a part of the basic salary.

(3) The qualifications which a person must possess prior to the receipt of the
additional compensation set forth in paragraphs (1) and (2) of this section shall be
determined by and embodied in regulations adopted and promulgated by the
Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia in the case of the Metropoli-
tan Police force, the Secretary of the Interior in the case of the United States Park
Police force, and the Secretary of the Treasury in the case of the White House
Police force: Provided, That the said Commissioners and the said Secretaries shall
standardize such qualification requirements to the fullest extent possible.
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SEc. 4. (a) Section 401(a) of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s
Salary Act of 1958, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 401. (a) In recognition of long and faithful service, each officer and
member shall receive an additional step inerease (to be known as a longevity step
increase) beyond the maximum sheduled service step rate for the subclass in which
he is serving, or for the class in which he is serving if there are no subclasses in his
class for each one hundred and fifty-six calendar weeks of continuous service
completed by him following the effective date of this Act at such maximum rate
or at a rate in excess thereof, without change to a higher class, subject to all of the
following conditions:

“(1) No officer or member shall receive more than one longevity step increase
for any one hundred and fifty-six calendar weeks of continuous service, and in
order to be eligible therefor he shall have a current performance rating of ‘satis-
factory’ or better.

“(2) Not more than threc successive longevity step increases may be granted
to any officer or member in classes 1 through 4, nor more than two successive
longevity step increases may be granted to any officer or member in classes 5
through 9.

‘(3) Each longevity step increase shall be equal to one step increase of the class
or subclass in which the officer or member is serving.

“(4) Each longevity step increase shall begin on the first day of the first pay
period following completion of each one hundred and fifty-six weeks.”

Smc. 5. Section 105 of the Act approved September 2, 1964 (76 Stat. 1239), is
amended to read as follows:

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this or any other law, each officer
or member above the rank of private of the Metropolitan Police force and of the
Fire Department of the District of Columbia shall, upon completion of thirty years
of continuous service on the police force or fire department, as the case may be,
including service in the Armed Forces of the United States, but excluding any
period of time determined not to have been satisfactory service, be placed in, and
receive basic compensation at, the highest longevity step in the class or subclass
to which his position is assigned in the schedule of rates established by section 101
of this Act. Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to authorize the payment
of any retroactive compensation.”

SEc. 6. This Act shall become effective on the first day of the first pay period
whieh begins on or after the date of enactment of this Act.

(H.R. 11149, 90th Cong., 1st sess., by Mr. Adams on June 26, 1967, and
H.R. 6644 by Mr. Steiger on March 6, 1967)

A BILL To anmiend the Distriet of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 to increase salary rates
and provide ceitain benefits for purposes of recruitment and retention of privates in the Metropolitan
Police foree, to establish the rank of master patrolman, to change the titles of certain Metropolitan Police
officials, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the rates of basic compensation in class 1,
subelasses (a), (b), and (¢), of the salary schedule in section 101 of the District of
Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823), as
aménded, are amended to read as follows:

“SALARY SCHEDULE

Service step Longevity step
‘‘Salary class and title
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Class1:
Subclass (a):
Fire private_______...__._ $6,700 $7,040 $7,380 $7,720 $8,060 $8,400 $8,740 $9,080  $9,420
Police private__.__.._.____ 7,500 7,700 7,900 8,100 8,300 8500 8740 9,080 9,420
Subclass (b):
Fire private assigned as:
Technician b_.____.____ 6,99 7,330 7,670 8,010 8350 8690 9,030 9,370 9,710
Police private assigned as:
Technician 1.._______ 7,790 7,990 8,190 8,390 8,590 8790 9,030 9,370 9,710
Plainclothesman__ . .. 7,790 7,990 8,190 8,390 8,590 8,790 9,030 9,370 9,710
Subclass (c): X
Fire private assigned as:
Technician H_______._. 7,280 7,620 7,960 8,300 8,640 80980 9,320 9,660 10,000
Police private assigned as:
Technician tl_ . 8,080 8280 848 8680 8880 9,080 9320 9,660 10, 000
Station clerk.... _ 8,080 8280 8480 8680 8,80 9,080 9,320 9,660 10,000
Motorcycle officer.... 8,080 8,280 8,480 8,680 8,880 9,080 9,320 9,660 10,000",
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Sec. 2. Each private receiving basic compensation immediately prior to the
effective date of this Act at one of the scheduled service or longevity rates of
subelass (a), (b), or (¢) in class 1 of the salary schedule in section 101 of the
District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, and to whom the
amendment made by the first section of this Act applies, shall receive a rate of
basic compensation at the corresponding scheduled service or longevity step
in effect on and after the effective date of this Act.

Sec. 3. There is hereby established, in class 3 of the salary schedule in section
101 of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as
amended, the rank of master patrolman. The qualifications which a person must
possess prior to assignment to, and receipt of the rate of compensation for, the
rank of master patrolman, shall be determined by and embodied in regulations
adopted and promulgated by the Board of Commissioners of the District of
Columbia in the case of the Metropolitan Police force, the Secretary of the In-
terior in the case of the United States Park Police force, and the Secretary of
the Treasury in the case of the White House Police force: Provided, That the
said Commissioners and the said Secretaries shall standardize such regulations
to the fullest extent possible.

SEc. 4. (a) The titles in subclass (b) of class 9 of the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended, are amended to read as
follows:

Subclass (b):

““Assistant Fire Chief

¢ Assistant Chief of Police

“Commanding Officer of the White House Police

“Commanding Officer of the United States Park Police’’.

(b) The title of police executive officer now included in subelass (b) of class 9
of the Distriet of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended,
shall be changed to the title of assistant chief of police, and the officer assigned
as the police executive officer immediately prior to the effective date of this Act
shall be assigned as an assistant chief of police at his corresponding rate of com-
pensation, as provided by subclass (b), class 9, of the District of Columbia Police
and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended.

Sec. 5. (a) The Commissioners are authorized, under regulations prescribed
by them, to—

(1) pay or reimburse an individual, as provided for civilian officers and
employees by title 5, chapter 57, subchapter I, United States Code, for the
expenses of travel, including per diem in lieu of subsistence expenses, in
traveling between his home or place of business and the District of Columbia,
for the purpose of ascertaining whether he is qualified for appointment to the
position of private in the Metropolitan Police force;

(2) pay to a person newly appointed as a private in the Metropolitan
Police force, who is required to relocate his place of residence in order to come
within the area of residence for such employees prescribed by the Commis-
sioners, in addition to any other payments authorized by law—

(i) a cash resettlement allowance not to exceed $250, and

(ii) a per diem allowance not to exceed $7.50 per day for a period
not to exceed ninety days beginning with the date of his appointment:
Provided, That allowances authorized by this subsection shall not be
allowed unless the person selected shall agree in writing to remain a
member of the Metropolitan Police force for twenty-four months follow-
ing his appointment unless separated for a reason which is (1) beyond
his control, and (2) which is acceptable to the Commissioners. In case
of violation of such agreement, any moneys expended by the District of
Columbia on the allowances authorized by this subsection shall be re-
coverable from the individual eoncerned as a debt.

(b) Unobligated balances of applicable current appropriations are hereby made
available to earry out the purpose of this section.

Sec. 6. This Act shall become effective on the first day of the first pay period
which begins on or after the date of enactment of this Aect.
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(H.R. 13981, 90th Cong., 1lst sess., by Mr. Broyhill on Novémber 13, 1967)

A BILL To authorize the District of Columbia government to pay travel expenses, per diem to persons
traveling between their home or place of husiness to the District of Columbia to ascertain whether he is
qualified for appointment to the Metropolitan Police Department, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, (a) The Commissioner of the District of Columbia
is authorized, under regulations prescribed by the District of Columbia Council,
to— .

(1) pay or reimburse an individual, as provided for civilian officers and
employees by title 5, chapter 57, subchapter 1, United States Code, for the
expenses of travel, including per diem in lieu of subsistence expenses, in
traveling between his home or place of business and the District of Columbia,
for the purpose of ascertaining whether he is qualified for appointment to
the position of private in the Metropolitan Police force;

(2) pay to a person newly appointed as a private in the Metropolitan
Police force, who is required to relocate his place of residence in order to
come within the area of residence for such employees as prescribed by the
Act of Congress (T. 4, Sec. 132a), in addition to any other payments author-
ized by law—

(i) A cash resettlement allowance not to exceed $250, and

(i) A per diem allowance not to exceed $7.50 per day for a period
not to exceed ninety days beginning with the date of his appointment:
Provided, That allowances authorized by this subseection shall not be
allowed unless the person selected shall agree in writing to remain a
member of the Metropolitan Police force for twenty-four months follow-
ing his appointment unless separated for a reason which is (1) beyond
his control, and (2) which is acceptable to the Commissioner. In case of
violation of such agreement, any moneys expended by the District of
Columbia on the allowances authorized by this subsection shall be
recoverable from the individual concerned as a debt.

(b)  Unobligated balances of applicable current appropriations are hereby made
available to carry out the purpose of this section.

SEc. 2. This Act will become effective immediately upon approval.

GOVERNMENT OF THE DisTrIcT OF COLUMBIA,
Exrcumive Orrick,
W ashington, October 10, 1967.
Hon. Joxn L. McMiLLaN,
Chatrman, Commyditee on the District of Columbia,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. McMiLran: The Commissioners of the Distriet of Columbia desire
to report on H.R.10761, H.R. 11278, and H.R. 11435, 90th Congress, indentical bills
“To amend the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as
amended, to increase salaries, to adjust pay alinement, and for other purposes.”

The first section of these bills provides for a salary increase for police and fire-
men averaging 8.7%, estimated to cost $4.4 million for a full fiscal year. The
remaining seetions contain a number of personnel provisions affecting police and
firemen which are discussed in Exhibit A (attached), an analysis of the bills and
the Commissioners’ recommendations.

The Commissioners recognize there is urgent need for an increase in the salaries
of policemen and firemen. A study of this need is presented in Exhibit B (attached).
In view of this study, the Commissioners are proposing the pay plan and other
personnel provisions for policemen and firemen set forth in a draft bill, Exhibit C
(attached). They therefore recommend that these bills be amended in their
entirety by substituting the provisions of the Commissioners’ proposed bill,
and that one of such bills, as so amended, be enacted in lien of H.R. 6644 or
H.R. 11149. These latter bills were introduced upon the recommendation of the
Commissioners in their letter of February 9, 1967, to the Speaker of the House.

The Commissioners’ proposed bill provides for a salary increase for policemen
and firemen averaging approximately 7%, at an cestimated annual cost of $3.6
million. The Commissioners’ proposal also contains several of the provisions now
contained in H.R. 10761, H.R. 11278, H.R. 11435, H.R. 6644, and H.R. 11149,
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as discussed in the attached analysis and study. In the belief that the passage of
H.R. 10761, H.R. 11278, or H.R. 11435, if amended as the Commissioners pro-
pose, is vital to the recruitment and retention of policemen and firemen, the
Commissioners urge enactment of one of these bills.

However, no funds ! are available to finance such an increase at this time,
Enactment of this pay increase together with other possible salary increases for
teachers and school officers will require additional funding. Consequently, if pay
increases are to be approved, local revenue legislation must also be enacted to
provide funds sufficient to meet the costs of such increases.

The present Board of Commissioners is certain that the new D.C. Government
will wish to eonsider the matter of pay increases and appropriate revenue measures
and submit its proposals to the Congress at an early date.

The Commissioners have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that, from
the standpoint of the Administration’s program, there is no objection to the sub-
mission of this report to the Congress.

Sincerely yours,
WaLTtEr N. TOBRINER,
President, Board of Commissioners, D.C.
Attachments (3).

Exaisir A
Anavysis oF H.R. 10761, H.R. 11278, anp H.R. 11435

These bills provide for (1) an increase in salaries; (2) deletion of the scheduled
longevity steps 7, 8, and 9, with retention of three longevity step increases for
Privates through Sergeants and two longevity step increases for Lieutenants
through Deputy Chief, with three vears between each such increase; (3) payv-
ment of $500 per annum additional to the pay for the Police Executive Officer
who is assigned as one of the Assistant Chiefs of Police; (4) payment of $600
to any officer or member below the rank of Deputy Chief in the Police Depart-
ment who has a minimum of thirty college credit hours and has served one vear
probation; (5) payment of $1200 to any officer of member below the rank of
Deputy Chief in the Police Department who has 60 or more college credit hours
and has served one year probation; and (6) advancement of all officers or mem-
bers except privates to the highest longevity step in their respective class or
subclass upon completion of thirty yvears of continuous service in the police force
or in the Fire Department. The salary increases provided by the bills average 8.7
and the estimated cost for a full fiscal vear is $4,400,000.

The Commissioners concur in the provisions of these bills relating to the change
in longevity step increases, additional pay for the Police Executive Officer, and
pay incentive for educational attainment. However, (1) the additional pay for
the Police Executive Officer should be subject to insurance benefits in addition
to retirement benefits, and (2) the pay incentive for educational attainment should
be applicable to firemen as well as policemen and rather than to indieate a stated
amount of compensation for educational attainment, the Commissioners believe
it more practical to provide for administrative application of such compensation
through regulatory issuances according to changes which may oeccur in basie
salary rates.

The Commissioners do not consider appropriate the provision in these bills
concerning the advancement of all officers and members except privates to the
highest longevity step of their respective class or subclass upon completion of
thirty years service. The Commissioners were strongly opposed to a similar pro-
vision which was considered by the Congress in August 1964 for Deputy Chiefs
and subsequently enacted into law as a provision of P.L. 8§88-375, approved
September 2, 1964, because of the inequities which it created and because of its
conflict with the concept of longevity pay for compensatory recognition of long
service in the same class or grade. Also, since the basic salary rate is used for
retirement pay purposes, this provision which allows attainment of the top rate
in a class or subclass after thirty years service might encourage early retirement of
those officers and members who had not yet reached the mandatory retirement age.
Otherwise such officers and members might continue their employment and the
Police and Fire Departments would benefit from their long experience and knowl-
edge. Additionally, no other salary system in the District Government permits an
employee to automatically jump to his top rate because of a long period of service.

1 Subsequent to this letter, the Appropriations Committees established for the current fiscal year a reserve
of $1.6 million to defray the estimated cost of increasing the pay of police and firemen, assuming that it would
be effective on and after January 1, 1968.
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ExuisiT B
STupY ON PAay ApsustMENTs FOR D.C. PoLicE AND FIREMEN

For purposes of recruitment for and maintenance of police and firefighting
services, a study has been made concerning the nced for any pay adjustment
and related benefits. The need for this study was especially emphasized because
of the difficulties being encountered in the filling of vacancies particularly in
the Metropolitan Police Force and to a lesser extent in the D.C. Fire Department.

Policy

In order to accomplish a more adequate and meaningful program of crime
prevention and detection, preservation of peace and good order and protection
of lives and property, it is essential to provide the means whereby the D.C.
Government is able to attract and retain sufficient qualified recruits in both
the Police and Fire Departments. Accordingly—

(1) Rates of pay for police and firemen should be in a favorable com-
petitive position with the other major cities having over 500,000 population,
especially with those cities in the eastern half of the United States which
constitute the primary labor market for recruitment of D.C. police and
firemen. In addition, Washington, D.C., by reason of its national and inter-
national prominence which places special emphasis on the various com-
munity services required, should rank at least in the top quarter of the
other major cities;

(2) Rates of pay for police and firemen should be in reasonable alignment
with rates of pay for classified employees of the Federal and District Govern-
ments, not only on the basis of comparable duties and responsibilities, but
also with due consideration of the hazards inherent in large urban police and
fire activities; and

(3) Rates of pay for police and firemen should be very favorable in relation
to rates of pay for police and firemen in the Washington Metropolitan area.
This is necessary so that the D.C. Government may compete with advantages
enjoyed by the surrounding suburban communities such as less travel time
and ‘costs, availability of parking facilities, and lower crime incidence with
less hazardous conditions.

Comparison With Other Major Cities and Nearby Communities

Attached exhibits show a comparison of minimum and maximum rates for
Police and Firemen respectively, in the major cities having over 500,000 popula-
tion, and in the nearby communities.

As a result of an average increase of 11.2% in the recruiting rates for police
privates by 17 of the 20 other major cities, and an average increase of 10.79% in the
recruiting rates for fire privates by 18 of these 20 major cities since the last pre-
vious study made in mid-1966, Washington, with a recruiting rate of $6,700 ap-
proved in November 1966, has dropped in relative standing from 5th to 12th
place for police private and from 5th to 11th place for fire private.

The nearby communities have also increased their rates averaging 10.7% for
police and 7.9, for firemen. The recruiting rates paid police by these communities
either exceed or are within a few hundred dollars of the D.C. Government’s
recruiting rate of $6,700 for policemen. Rates for firemen are somewhat lower
than rates for policemen in Fairfax, Prince Georges, and Montgomery Counties,
due primarily to the manner in which such services heretofore have been accom-
plished; i.e., mainly through volunteer services or fire tax district arrangements.
However, these communities are developing their firefighting activities on a direct
County payroll basis which will in all probability require the establishment of
rates closely paralleling their rates for police services. At the present time, Alex-
andria has the same rate for both police and fire privates, and Fairfax is con-
templating the same rate for both services.

Classification Act Employees

Increases for Federal and District employees under the Classification Act have
been recommended for consideration by the Congress. A bill reported by the
House Post Office and Civil Service Committee provides for a pay increase of
approximately 119, in three stages for classified employees. The first stage, a
4.59, increase, is to be effective this year. The amount of increase is meaningful
insofar as police and fire employees are concerned, because it adds substance to
other categories of positions from a more attractive competitive recruitment
viewpoint. ‘

88-574—68—2
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Private Business and Industry

Other occupations in the community currently are being paid rates which
when compared to the existing rates for police and firemen pose a more desirable
attraction, especially in view of the qualification and physical requirements,
hazardous and other work conditions as are present in police and fire occupations.
One of these occupations is that of local bus driver which has a salary rate of
$7,000, requiring that a person have good health, valid driver’s permit, clear
police record, be at least 21 and no older than 45 years of age, have a minimum
height of 5'~6’' with a maximum of 6’-4’’, and proportionate weight.

Also, according to the United States Employment Service, one of the most
consistent sources of employment in the {’)Vashington Metropolitan area for
a person with little or no erperience is with construction operations. Based on
current prevailing rates published by the United States Department of Labor,
following are some of the typical local construction jobs and their rates of pay:

Occupation Hourly rate Annual Rate
Line Construction Groundman.____..._____._...__ $3.00 $6, 240
Laborer... ..o ... 3.125 6, 500
Marble Setters Helper. . 3.175 6,604
Plumbers Helper__.._..___.___.__ 3.20 6, 6.
Truck Driver (Medium-Heavy). 3.35 6,968
Tile Setters Helper. - ... ... 3.475 7,228

Vacancies
A crucial problem of recruiting continues in the police and fire services. The
following table shows the trend in vacancies:

1-1-67 2-1-67 3-1-67 4-1-67
Police._ - ol 307 304 308 317
Fire. . 37 35 41 35

5-1-67 6-1-67 7-1-67 9-29-67
Police. - o iaciiiel 313 333 348 376
Fire o iiaiiioen A 34 45 33 28

While the vacancy problem in the Fire Department is not as acute as it is in
the Metropolitan ‘Police force, there is still a need to fully man both forces to
carry out these vital services in the District of Columbia. It is therefore essential
that effective action be taken with respect to pay and recruiting benefits and
techniques so as to enable the District (government to fully staff these forces.

Recommendations

The improved competitive position of the nearby communities due to their
increased rates, comparison to rates for other occupations within the District of
Columbia which have less demanding working conditions and requirements than
do police and firemen, and the lowering of the District’s relative standing with
other major cities in the rates paid police and firemen, fully substantiate a need
to increase the rates for D.C. Government police and fire forees.

Using $7,500 as the entrance salary for police and fire privates as previously
recommended for police privates by the Commissioners on February 9, 1967, to
Congress, a proposed schedule of rates has been developed as a measure to insure
salaries that would both attract and retain qualified personnel. The proposed
increase which averages approximately 79, (costing an estimated $3.6 million for
a full fiscal year) would improve considerably the District’s competitive salary
position both locally and nationally, by assuring the continuation of the District’s
first place ranking with nearby communities, and raising the recruiting salaries
for District police and firemen from 12th to 5th and 11th to 5th respectively among
the 20 other major cities.

In addition to the proposed increase, the Commissioners also propose to elimi-

" nate the longevity steps from the salary schedule but retain the principle of

longevity step increases with a reduction of time between three such increases
from four to three years. This would permit a private to reach the maximum
salary rate in sixteen years rather than in nineteen years as is now the case.
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The same reduction in the number of years between longevity step increases would
apply to all the other officers and members except the Fire Chief and Police Chief
who would not receive the benefit of any longevity step increase.

For the improvement of both the police and fire services, the Commissioners
propose to provide additional compensation to those officers and members who
have served their first year probationary period and who complete or have com-
pleted courses of study in law enforcement or fire science subjects at an accredited
college or university. The proposed form of compensation would be 8% of their
rate of pay (i.e., $600 in the case of a private) upon completion of thirty hours
of such subjects and 169, of their rate of pay (i.e., $1,200 in the case of a private)
upon completion of sixty hours of such subjects. The Commissioners consider this
approach to recognition of academic attainments to be more feasible than the use
of the “Master Patrolman’ concept as originally recommended by the Crime
Commission and which was included in the proposed bill concerning increase in
rates of pay for police and related recruitment benefits submitted by the Com-
missioners in February 1967 for Congressional consideration. This concept, as
proposed, is that a person before being eligible for a rate of pay which is higher
than the regular base pay for a police or fire private, should have at least a year of
police or firefighting experience in addition to having the required college credits.
‘Also from a morale standpoint of the present forces, the Commissioners believe
it inadvisable to appoint a person as a master patrolman or master firefighter, as
the case may be, without his having gone through a period of basie on-the-job
training and. experience. In addition, the provision of added compensation as
proposed for completing thirty credit hours and sixty credit hours provides an
incentive to personnel already on the force to achieve such additional education.
Also, the Commissioners believe the objective of attracting persons with more
than a high school education to the police or firefighting forces will be served by
having an initial recruiting rate of $7,500 with the added incentive of $600 or
$1,200 additional salary at the end of the first year of employment.

The Deputy Chief assigned as Police Executive Officer has also been assigned
as one of the Assistant Police Chiefs. In recognition of this dual assignment, the
Commissioners propose that this police officer should receive an additional rate of
compensation in the amount of $500.

The Commissioners also propose to include recruitment inducements as previ-
ously endorsed in their February 1967 proposal introduced as H.R. 6644 and H.R.
11149. These recruitment inducements include payment of transportation expenses
to prospective police privates to come to the District of Columbia for interviews,
and resettlement cash allowances not to exceed $250 and an initial ninety-day per
diem allowance of $7.50 per day to new appointees who have to move into the
Washington Metropolitan area.

Additionally, the Commissioners propose the repeal of the provision of P.L.
88-575 approved September 2, 1964, which allows a Deputy Chief to advance to
the top step of his class upon completion of thirty years of service. This provision
is a benefit applying to Deputy Chiefs only. Should it remain, it is the view of the
Departments and Associations and of the members that a similar provision
should apply to all members of the forces. As a matter of principle and sound pay
administration, it is the opinion of the Commissioners that such provision should
be deleted from present legislation.

POLICE MINIMUM SALARY RATES IN NEARBY COMMUNITIES

Pvt. Sgt. Lt. Capt. Asst. or Chief
Dep. Chief
Prince Georges. oo ooceoiocnnao- $6, 853 $8, 561 $10, 026 $10,912 $13, 447 $20, 000
Arlington____. . 6,677 8,091 8,902 ,81 10, 546 14,123
Fairfax.... - 6,672 8,118 8,940 10, 344 11,976 14,556
Montgomery___. o .ooooo-. - 6,671 7,724 8,517 10,355 13,879 15,302
Alexandria. - - . eoeoecceecaeeae 6,510 7,910 8,725 10,100 10, 605 12,280

POLICE MAXIMUM SALARY RATES IN NEARBY COMMUNITIES

$9,010 $% 0,717 $11,797 $13, 86(]) $16,987 $20, 000

Fairfax___._.... 8,520 0, 860 11,976 13, 86! 16, 056 19,512
Montgomery.. 8,517 10, 355 11,417 13,879 18,602 20,510
Arlington. ... 8,486 10,317 11,378 12, 542 13,458 18,013

Alexandria. - -ooooooooioaoais 8,310 10,100 11,140 12,895 13,540 15,675




FIREFIGHTER MINIMUM SALARY RATES IN NEARBY COMMUNITIES

w 1
w

Pyt. Sgt. Lt. Capt. Asst. or- Chief
Dept. Chief
Prince Georges.._.__________..__.___. $6,527 .
Alexandria___._____.______________ 6,510 _____.____ $6, 835 $7,910 $9, 160 $12,280
Montgomeryt_______..______________ 6,353 $7, 356 8,111 8,943 __________ 13,879
Arlington__________________________ 6,344 __________ 7,342 8,091 9,818 13,458
Fairfax2_________ . 6,060 . il i . 11,976 |

Prince Georges.._____ $8,581 . il ...

Montgomery t____ 8,517 $10, 873 $11,98 . _ _____ $18,602

Alexandria_ . . 8,310 8,725 10, 100 $11,695 15,675

Fairfax2.___________ 8,112 L e el 16, 055 |

Arlington___.__.___________ 8,091 9, 360 10,317 12, 542 17,160 ‘
1 Maximum rates paid under the fire tax district arr t in Montg y.

2 Contemplating an increase in the near future.
COMPARISON OF POLICE MINIMUM SALARY RATES FOR TWENTY-ONE CITIES OVER 500,000 POPULATION

Pvt. Sgt. Lt Capt. Asst. or Chief
Dep. Chief
San Francisco...._..______________. $8,964 $10, 848 $12,684 $14,916 $21,672 $25,752
Los Angeles._ 8,124 10,104 11,904 14,040 21,792 29,484
New York 1 7,932 9,344 10,479 12,608 20,470 25,476
SanDiego_____ ... 7,764 8,988 10,140 11,448 15,348 19,598
D.C. proposed._ . _..._.___...______ 7,500 9,575 11,200 13,340 18,165 23,500
(Rank). . o ... ©®) @) @A) 3 ®) (&)
Detroit_.___.__ __________ ... 7,424 9,857 10,880 ____________ 21,059 25,303
Seattle_. 7,380 8,280 9, 360 9, 8 8,
Milwaukee. - 7,200 9,045 9,763 10,263 14, 857 18,638
Cincinnati__ 6,966 8,774 9,436 11,452 s 17, 000
Cleveland._ _ 6,840 8,5 9,390 10,992 13,518 15, 876
Chicago____ 6,792 8,244 9,540 10,524 , 30,000
Baltimore2.____________________.__ 6,780 9, 552 11,110 12,840 16, 000 25,000
D.C.present_._____________._______ 6,700 8,975 10,710 12, 852 17,671 22,491
(Rank). ... .. (12) ® ®) Q) ©) (©]
_Philadelphia_______________________ 6,395 7,137 7,555 8,268 11,789 22,000
St. Louis_._____ 6,370 8,840 9, 800 10, 500 14, 800 19,000
New Orleans 6,000 6,960 7,920 9,180 13,188 15,276
Pittsburgh_____.__________________ 5,963 7,718 8,302 9,153 11,096 14,023
Houston___________________________ 5,946 6,684 7,248 7,932 11,004 19, 500
Dallas_ ... . .. ____________ ... 5,904 7,29 8,004 9,048 11,265 17, 000
Buffalo_________.______________ . 5,85 _________. 6,870 7,750 13,000 19, 000
Boston__.________________________. 5,772 6,708 7,696 8,684 11, 500 13,000
San Antonio.._____________________ 4,992 6,408 7,080 7,872 9, 000 10,944

See footnotes at end of table, p. 18.
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COMPARISON ‘OF POLICE MAXIMUM SALARY RATES (EXCLUDING LONGEVITY RATES) FOR TWENTY-ONE CITIES
OVER 500,000 POPULATION

Pvt. Sgt Lt. Capt. Asst. or Chief
Dept. Chief
San Francisco...... ... _._..__ $9, 564 $10, 848 $12,684 $14,916 $21,672 $25,752
Los Angeles. ... , 564 11,280 13,284 15,672 24,324 29,484
San Diego_ ... _..______.._.__. 9,432 10, 824 12,324 13,920 18,660 23,832
New York 1. ... . ... 9,383 , 899 11,313 15,553 20,470 25,478
D.C. proposed. .. ..ol 9, 000 10,475 12,484 14,945 19,770 25,105
Rank) . ) 3) @) (6) ®)
Milwaukee . ... ..o 8,700 9,793 10,623 11,760 17,828 22,285
Baltimore2__ .. . . ... ... 8,640 10,560 12,240 14,160 16, 000 25, 000
D.C.present._ .. ... ... 8,400 9,995 , ‘11,994 14,457 19,276 24, 096
(Rank) ) ) (€)] O] 6) (@]
Detroit. ... ool 8,335 9,857 10,840 .. ... 21, 059 25,303
Chicago._ . 8,316 10,020 11,604 12,780 25, 596 30, 000
Cleveland_ 8,244 9,012 9,852 11,490 14, 046 17,232
Seattle_. , 040 9,000 9,720 10, 500 13,248 18, 996
Cincinnati_ - 7,921 9,091 10, 056 12,073 13,608 19, 000
St. Louis_ - 7,410 8, 840 9, 800 10, 500 14, 800 19, 000
Buffalo__ 7,285 ... 8, 590 9, 550 13,000 19,000
Boston 7,280 8,476 9,776 11,024 11,500 13,000
Pittsburgh 6,900 7,718 8,302 9,153 11, 096 14,023
Philadelphia_ 6,879 7,701 8,488 10,138 14,489 22,000
New Orleans. 6,720 7,920 8,880 10,380 16, 848 19, 500
Houston. .. 6,708 7,596 8,400 , 360 12, 804 20,148
Dallas..... 6,156 7,296 8,004 9,048 11,265 17,000
San Antonio. - ... oooo.. , 820 , 408 7,080 7,872 9, 000 14,664

COMPARISON OF FIRE FIGHTER MINIMUM SALARY RATES FOR TWENTY-ONE CITIES OVER 500,000 POPULATION

San Francisco_ ... ... $8,964 . ... ... $11,124 $12,684 $21,672 $25,752
Los Angeles. 8,124 $10,104 11,280 11,904 21,792 29,484
New York 1_. 7,932 ... 10,313 11,773 18,513 22,483
SanDiego. ... 1,572 8,352 _.e.o.o. 9,204 15, 348 19, 596
D.C. proposed ... _.._._._.._. 7,500 9,575 11,200 13,340 18,165 23, 500
(Rank)- oo 5) 2 2) M) ®) 3)
Detroit. ... .. il il 9,857 10, 840 18,261 21,059
Seattle._ 8,280 , 480 14, 496 , 996
Cincinnati. 8,774 9,436 12,999 17,000
Cleveland 8, 586 9,390 12,180 15,876
Chicago. ... 8,244 9, 540 15, 540 18, 888
Baltimore 2. . _________________...__ 9, 552 11,110 4,215 ,000
D.C.opresent.._..oooooooooooiooo. 10,710 12,852 17,761 22,491
(G111 R @A) ) 5)
Milwaukee...oooooooooiioiiiian 7,517 8,188 14, 857 18,638
Philadelphia. ,137 7,555 11,789 18,000
Stobouis. .o ... 6,27V il eeeae..- 7,238 10,130 14,201
New Orleans. 7,080 7,740 13,188 15,276
Pittsburgh_ 7,530 7,907 1,096 14,023
Houston.. 7,084 7,716 9,984 , 416
Dallas. . 7,296 8, 004 9,660 18,620
Buffalo. . 6,665 7,025 12,000 19, 000
Boston_.oeoooooool 6,708 7,696 , 204 14, 300
San Antonio...... 6,048 6,432 7,712 10,044

See footnotes at end of table, p. 18,
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COMPARISON OF FIRE FIGHTER MAXIMUM SALARY RATES (EXCLUDING LONGEVITY RATES) FOR TWENTY-ONE
CITIES OVER 500,000 POPULATION

Pvt. Sgt. Lt Capt. Asst. or Coief
Dept. Chief
San Francisco. $9,564 ________._ $i1,124 $12,684 321,672 $25,752
Los-Angeles , 564 $11, 280 13,284 12,576 24,324 29,484
New York 9,383 _____.____ 11,030 12,576 20,532 A
San Diego. 9,204 10,140 ______.___ 11,172 18,660 23,832

12, 484 14,945 19,770 25,105
) ¢V @ 16

10, 560 12,240 18,143 21,000
11,994 14,457 18,276 24,006
@ ) (O] 3
9,857 10,840 18, 261 21,059
10,020 11,604 18,888 " 966
012 10,512 13,856 17,232
000 9,900 15,99 18, 9%
9,091 10,056 13,608 19, 000
8,937 9,768 17,828 2,285
__________ 9,200 12,893 18,090
8,245 8,825 12,000 19,000
8476 9,776 11,75 14,300
7,530 7,907 11,096 14,023
7,701 8,488 14, 439 18,000
7,980 3,760 16,848 19, 500
506 8,400 11,340 19,848
7,29 3,004 9, 660 18,620
6, 043 6,432 8,712 14, 664

! COntem#Iating increases for all ranks above Private.
2 To be effective 9/1/67.

ExHisit C

A BILL To amend the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended, to
increase salaries, to adjust pay alignment, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress Assembled, That section 101 of the District of Columbia Police
anii Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823) is amended to read as
follows:

“Sec. 101. The annual rates of basic compensation of the officers and
members of the Metropolitan Police force and the Fire Department of the
District of Columbia shall be fixed in accordance with the following schedule
of rates:
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““Salary Schedule
Service Step
‘‘Salary class and title
1 2 3 4 5 6
Class 1:
Subelass (). ... $7,500  $7,800  $8,100  $8,400  $8,700  $9,000
Fire Private
Police Private
Subelass (b) .. o aaies 7,790 8,090 8,390 8,690 8,990 9,290
Private assigned as:
Technician |
Plainclothesman
Subelass (€)ool 8,080 8,380 8,680 8,980 9,280 9, 580
Private assigned as:
Technician (1
Station clerk
Motorcycle officer
Class 2:
Subclass (@) ... ... 8,700 9, 000 9, 300
Fire Inspector
Subelass (b) - .ol 8,990 9,290 9,590
Fire fnspector assigned as Technician |
Subelass (€)oo 8,280 9,580 9,880
Fire Inspect igned as Technician |1
Class 3. .. e 8,290 9, 590 9, 890
Assistant marine engineer
Assistant pilot
Detective
Class 4:
Subclass (@) - oo 9,575 9,875. 10,175 10,475 ... ... ...
Fire sergeant
Police sergeant
Subelass (b ... 10,085 10,385 10,685 10,985 __._._.. _.. e
Detective sergeant
Subetass €€)- - oo 10,155 10,455 10,755 11,085 _...._.. .. __...
Police sergeant assigned as Motorcycle
officer
Class 5. . il 11,200 11,628 12,056 12,484 ____ ... ... ._...
Fire lieutenant
Police lieutenant
Class 6. .. i 12,270 12,698 13,126 13,554 __.____. _._._.....
Marine engineer
Class 7_ . .. 13,340 13,875 14,410 14,945 . ... .._...._.
Fire captain
Police captain
Class 8_ . s 15,490 16,025 16,560 17,095 ._...... ._.......
Battalion fire chief - ‘
Police Inspector
‘Class 9:
Subelass (@) .. . ... 18,165 18,700 18,235 19,770 .. ... ...
Deputy fire chief
Deputy chief of police
Subelass (B).- . oo il 19,236 19,771 20,306 20,841 ._....._ ...
Assistant fire chief
Assistant chief of police
Colr’nrlglanding officer of the White House
olice
Commanding officer of the U.S, Park Police
23,500 24,035 24,570 25,105 _._____. ..._......

Fire chief
Chief-of -Police’

Sme. 2. The rates of basic compensation of officers and members to whom the
amendment made by section 1 of this Act applies shall be adjusted as follows:

(1) Except as otherwise hereinafter provided in this section, each officer

and member receiving basic compensation immediately prior to the effective
date of this Act at one of the scheduled service rates of a class or subeclass in
the salary schedule in section 101 of the District of Columbia Police and
Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 shall receive a rate of basic compensation at
the corresponding rate in effect on and after the effective date of this Act.
(2) Each private receiving basic compensation at service step 6 in any
subclass in class 1, immediately prior to the effective date of this Act, and
who has completed a minimum of ten years of continuous service as a private,
including service in the Armed Foreces of the United States, but excluding
any period of time determined not to have been satisfactory service shall,
in addition to receiving the corresponding rate provided for service step 6
by section 1 of this Act, receive a step increase (to be known as a longevity
step increase) in an amount equivalent to the amount of increment between
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the service step rates provided by section 1 of this Act for his subelass in
class 1: Provided, That any active service which each such private has ren-
dered in excess of the ten vears of continuous service will be credited to him
for the next longevity step increase under the provisions of section 401 of
the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958.

(3) Each private receiving basic compensation immediately prior to the
effective date of this Act at scheduled longevity step 7, longevity step 8, or
longevity step 9 in any subclass of class 1, as the case may be, of the District
of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, shall receive a rate
of basic compensation comprised of the rate provided for service step 6 in
the respective subclasses in class 1, by section 1 of this Act, plus an amount
derived for his longevity step by the application of a step increase for each
of the three longevity steps in an amount equivalent to the rate of salary
increment between the service steps in class 1 as provided by section 1 of
this Act: Provided, That each such private serving in longevity step 7 or
longevity step 8 of class 1, as the case may be, immediately prior to the
effective date of this Act, and who completes thirteen years or sixteen years
of continuous service as a private, including service in the Armed Forces
of the United States, but excluding any period of time determined not to
have been satisfactory service, shall receive additionally a step increase (to
be known as a longevity step increase) upon completion of the thirteen-year
period and also upon completion of the sixteen-year period in an amount
equivalent to the amount of increment between the service step rates pro-
vided by section 1 of this Aet for his subeclass in class 1: Provided further,
That any active service which each such private has rendered in excess of
thirteen but less than sixteen years of continuous service will be eredited
to him for the next longevity step increase under provisions of section 401
of the Distriet of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958.

(4) Each officer or member receiving basic compensation immediately
prior to the effective date of this Act at scheduled longevity step 7, longevity
step 8, or longevity step 9, as the case may be, in classes 2 through 4, respec-
tively, of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958,
shall receive a rate of basie compensation comprised of the rate provided for
service step 4 in the respective classes 2 through 4 by section 1 of this Act,
plus an amount derived for his longevity step by application of a step increase
for each of the three longevity steps in an amount equivalent to the rate of
salary :increment between the service step rate in the respective classes 2
through 4 as provided by section 1 of this Acet: Provided, That each officer or
member serving in a maximum scheduled service step, longevity step 7, or
longevity step 8, as the case may be, in classes 2 through 4, respectively, of the
Distriet of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, shall receive
additionally a longevity step increase if he has completed one hundred and
fifty six calendar weeks of continuous active service, including serviee in the
Armed Forces of the United States but excluding any period of time deter-
mined not to have been satisfactory service, in the step in which he was
serving immediately prior to the effective date of this Act: Provided further,
That any active service which each such officer or member has rendered in
excess of the one hundred and fifty six calendar weeks of active service in the
maximum service step, longevity step 7, or longevity step 8, as the case may
be, in which he was serving immediately prior to the effective date of this Act
will be credited to him for the next longevity step increase under the provi-

sions of section 401 of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary

Act of 1958.

(5) Each officer or member receiving basic compensation immediately
prior to the effective date of this Act at scheduled longevity step 7 or
longevity step 8, as the case may be, in classes 5 through 9, respectively,
of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, shall
receive a rate of basic compensation comprised of the rate provided for service
step 4 in the respective classes 5 through 9, by section 1 of this Act plus an
amount derived for his longevity step by application of a step increase for
each of the two longevity steps in an amount equivalent to the rate of salary
increment between the service step rates in the respective classes 5 through
9 as provided by section 1 of this Act: Provided, That each officer or member
serving in a maximum scheduled service step or longevity step 7, as the case
may. be; as heretofore included in classes 5 through 9, respectively, of the
District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Aet of 1958, shall receive
additionally a longevity step increase if he has completed one hundred and
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fifty-six calendar weeks of continuous active service, including service in the
Armed Forces of the United States, but excluding any period of time deter-
mined not to have been satisfactory service, in the step in which he was
serving immediately prior to the effective date of this Act: Provided further,
That any active service which each such officer or member has rendered in
excess of the one hundred and fifty-six calendar weeks of active service in the
maximum service step or longevity step 7, as the case may be, in which he was
serving immediately prior to the effective date of this Act will be credited to
him for the next longevity step increase under the provisions of section 401
of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958.

(6) The officer assigned as Police Executive Officer and who is receiving
basic compensation as such immediately prior to the effective date of this
Act at the scheduled longevity step 8, class 9, subelass (b), shall receive a
corresponding rate of basic compensation as an Assistant Chief of Police as
established by section 1 of this Act and as provided for other officers and
members in longevity step 8 of class 9, subeclass (b), by subsection (5) of
this section and such officer shall receive $500 per annum additionally so
long as he is assigned in the dual capacity of Police Executive Officer and
Assistant Police Chief. Such additional amount of compensation is to be
included in any basic computation for retirement purposes under the Police-
men and Firemen’s Retirement and Disability Act (D.C. Code, title 4, chap-
ter 5) and for the purpose of determining the amount of insurance for which
an individual is eligible under title 5, chapter 87, United States Code: Pro-
vided, That upon termination of the services of such officer, the provisions
of this paragraph are not to be applied to any other officer or member assigned
as Assistant Chief of Police.

SEc. 3. Each officer or member in class 1 through class 8 who has completed
one year of probation and who has completed or completes courses of study in
law enforcement or fire science subjects as the case may be at an accredited
college or university, shall receive additional compensation subject to the kind
of law enforcement or fire science subjects, the number of semester hours of
study required, and amount of such additional compensation to be paid as de-
termined and embodied in regulations adopted and promulgated by the District

of Columbia Couneil in the case of the Metropolitan Police Department and the

District of Columbia Fire Department, the Secretary of the Interior in the case

of the United States Park Police force, and the Secretary of the Treasury in the

case of the White House Police force: Provided, That the said Council and the
said Secretaries shall standardize such requirements and compensation to be
paid to the fullest extent possible for the respective police forces and the District

of Columbia Fire Department.

SEc. 4. (a) The Commissioner of the District of Columbia is authorized, under
regulations preseribed by the District of Columbia Council, to—

(1) pay or reimburse an individual, as provided for civilian officers and
employees by title 5, chapter 57, subchapter 1, United States Code, for the
expenses of travel, including per diem in lieu of subsistence expenses, in
traveling between his home or place of business and the District of Columbia,
for the purpose of ascertaining whether he is qualified for appointment to the
position of private in the Metropolitan Police foree;

(2) pay to a person newly appointed as a private in the Metropolitan
Police force, who is required to relocate his place of residence in order to
come within the area of residence for such employees prescribed by the
Council, in addition to any other payments authorized by law—

(i) A cash resettlement allowance not to exceed $250, and
(i) A per diem allowance not to exceed $7.50 per day for a period
not to exceed ninety days beginning with the date of his appointment:
Provided, That allowances authorized by this subsection shall not: be
allowed unless the person selected shall agree in writing to remain a
member of the Metropolitan Police force for twenty-four months follow-
ing his appointment unless separated for a reason which is (1) beyond
his control and (2) which is acceptable to the Commissioner. In case
of violation of such agreement, any moneys expended by the District
of Columbia on the allowances authorized by this subsection shall be
recoverable from the individual concerned as a debt.
(b) Unobligated balances of applicable current appropriations are hereby made
availabe to carry out the purpose of this section.
SEc. 5. (a) Section 401(a) of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s
Salary Act of 1958 is amended to read as follows:
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“Sec. 401. (a) In recognition of long and faithful service, each officer
and member, except the Chief of Police and Fire Chief, shall receive an addi-
tional step increase (to be known as a longevity step increase) beyond the
maximum scheduled service step rate for the subclass in which he is serving,
or for the class in which he is serving if there are no subclasses in his class
for each one hundred and fifty-six calendar weeks of continuous service
completed by him following the effective date of this subsection at such
maximum rate or at a rate in excess thereof, without change to a higher class,
subject to all of the following conditions:

“(1) No officer or member shall receive more than one longevity step in-
crease for any one hundred and fifty-six calendar weeks of continuous service,
and in order to be eligible therefor he shall have a current performance rating
of ‘satisfactory’ or better.

“(2) Not more than three successive longevitv step increases may be
granted to any officer or member in classes 1 through 4, nor more than
two successive longevity step increases may be granted to any officer
or member in classes 5 through 9.

“(3) Each longevity step increase shall be equal to one step increase
of the class or subclass in which the officer or member is serving.

‘‘(4) Each longevity step increase shall begin on the first day of the
first, pay period following completion of each one hundred and fifty-six

weeks.
SEc. 6. Section 105 of Public Law 88-575, approved September 2, 1964 (78

Stat. 882) is repealed.

SEc. 7. This Act shall become effective on the first day of the first pay period
which begins on or after the date of enactment of this Act.

SEc. 8. If on the date of enactment of this Act, Part IV of Reorganization Plan
No. 3 of 1967 (32 F.R. 11671 et seq.) has not taken effect, the functions vested by
this Act in the Commissioner or the Council shall be deemed to be vested in the
Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia until the effective date of
that Part IV and shall on the latter date vest in the Commissioner or the Council,
in accordance with the provisions of this Act.

Mr. WarreNer. Since the Chairman of the full committee is the
author of one of the pending bills and is with us here today, I at this
time recognize Chairman McMillan for his comments.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN L. McMILLAN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CARCLINA, CHAIR-
MAN, COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. McMiLraN. Mr. Chairman, as our first order of business, we
welcome Commissioner Washington and all our other visitors here
this morning. I would like to state to the Commissioner that we
welcome him at any time he would like to visit the House District of
Columbia Committee, either in executive session or at any other time.
We will be happy to have you.

Mr. WasHiNeToN. Thank you, sir.

Mr. McMiLLan. We want to help you in every way we can. We
know some of the problems confronting you, I am delighted you do
not hﬁve some of the problems this committee has, but you have
enough. .

I introduced this bill (H.R. 10761) to increase the salary of police
and firemen at the request of friends and representatives of the Police
and Fire Departments of the District of Columbia. I would like to state
that the recommendations made by the Commissioners in 1966 were
for a 6.7 percent increase. We increased the salaries by 9.9 percent.
We hope we can all get together on this legislation and take it before
the Congress as early as possible.

Mr. WaitenEr. Mr. Broyhill of Virginia has introduced at least
two of the legislative proposals on our agenda, and we will be glad to
hear from him at this time.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA

Mr. BrovyuiL. Mr. Chairman, I have a written statement which I
would like to submit for the record.

Mr. Warrener. Without objection it will be made a part of the
record at this point.

(The statement follows:)

Mr. BroyuinL. Mr. Chairman, I wish to commend the Chairman
for holding these hearings today on the extremely vital subject of
salary increases for members of the Metropolitan Police Department
and the Fire Department of the District of Columbia. While time did
not permit action on this legislation during the first session of this
Congress, it is entirely appropriate that we give it the highest priority
for enactment during this session.

Among the several bills pending on this subject is H. R. 13980,
which I introduced on November 13, 1967. I should like to comment
briefly on the major provisions of this bill.

The most important provision of H. R. 13980 is a new salary scale
for officers and members of the Police and Fire Departments of our
Nation’s capital. This scale would provide an overall average increase
of 8.79, in salaries, and it is estimated that it will cost some $4.4
million per year.

The bill would increase the starting salary for police and fire privates
from the present $6,700 to $7,500 per year. The maximum salary for
privates would become $10,200, attainable after 16 years of service,
compared to the present $9,420 which accrues after 19 years of service.
The presently scheduled longevity steps 7, 8, and 9 would be deleted,
with retention of three longevity step increases for Privates through
Sergeants and two longevity step increases for Lieutenants through
Deputy Chief, with 3-year intervals between these increases as com-
pared to the present 4-year intervals between the scheduled longevity
steps.

Since the last salary increase for District of Columbia policemen and
firemen was enacted in November, 1966, there has been an average
increase of 11.29, in the recruiting rates for police privates by 17 of the
20 other major U.S. cities, and an average increase of 10.79, in
recruiting salaries for fire privates in 18 of those 20 major cities. These
actions have dropped the District of Columbia from 5th to 12th place
among these cities in starting salaries for police privates, and from
5th to 11th place in recruiting salary for fire privates. The salary scale
proposed in H.R. 13980 will restore both of those vitally important
starting salaries to 5th place among those in the 20 largest U.S. cities.

Also, since 1966 the recruiting rates for police privates have in-
creased by an average of 10.79,, and those for fire privates by an
average of 7.99, in the other jurisdictions in the Washington metro-
politan area. The salary scale in this proposed legislation will also
improve the District’s competitive position with respect to these
neighboring communities.

With the incidence of major crime in the District at an all-time high
and increasing steadily each month, and with the Nation’s capital
acquiring a nation-wide reputation of being unsafe for visitors, the
necessity for recruiting and retaining a capable, well-trained police
force in this city cannot be overestimated.
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Today, there are 304 vacancies in the ranks of the Metropolitan
Police force, with an authorized strength of 3,100 men. The force has
not been at full strength since February of 1964. While the number of
vacancies has been reduced somewhat in the past several weeks by the
most arduous recruitment efforts, the force remains dangerously
understaffed.

The problem with respect to recruitment in the Fire Department is
less acute, but is serious nonetheless. I am informed that in recent
years the D.C. Fire Department has been obliged to accept increasing
numbers of recruits who have barely achieved the minimum passing
score on the mental examination for candidates, in order to fill its
vacancies. With firefighting becoming ever more technical in nature,
and with the Department’s in-training becoming more demanding as
a consequence, this poses a serious problem.

I realize that salaries alone do not constitute the sole cause of the
acute problem of recruitment and retention of well-qualified personnel
for these forces. However, I am convinced that the salary schedule
proposed in this bill, particularly as it is weighted in favor of the lower
salary classes, will have a highly salutary effect on this situation. And
in these times when the safety of the citizens of this city, and of its
millions of visitors each year, is in serious jeopardy, then it is incum-
bent on the Congress to provide every possible assistance to the solu-
tion of the problem.

Another provision of this bill would authorize additional compensa-
tion to officers and members of the D.C. Police and Fire Departments,
below the rank of Deputy Chief, who acquire college credits in subjects
which will enhance their value to the organization. A member acquiring
30 semester hours of credit in law enforcement or administration in the
case of a policeman, or in fire science or administration in the case of a
fireman, will receive $600 of additional salary per year, and a member
obtaining 60 semester hours of such credit will be entitled to an
additional $1,200 per year.

H.R. 13980 also includes a ‘‘grandfather clause”, to assure that
certain members of these forces who may be reassigned because of
reorganization within the Departments may not be reduced in salary
as a result of such reassignment.

The Deputy Police Chief presently assigned as Police Executive
Officer has also been assigned as one of the Assistant Chiefs. My bill
would provide this officer $500 of additional compensation per year
as long as he acts in this dual capacity.

Mr. Chairman, the classified employees of the Federal and District
of Columbia governments were granted a salary increase of 4.5%, as
of October 1, 1967. In addition, these employees have been granted a
prospective additional increase to take effect July 1, 1968. It is re-
grettable that time did not permit consideration of increases at that
time for policemen, firemen, and teachers in the District of Columbia.
Now, however, we are properly engaged in the consideration of legis-
lation to compensate these dedicated public servants for this delay.
For this reason, my bill H.R. 13980 would make these salary increases
and other benefits for District of Columbia police and firemen retro-
active to October 1, 1967, which I feel strongly to be necessary in

fairness to these members.
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Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to express my views
on this vital subject, and urge prompt and favorable action on this
measure.

The Chairman pointed out that we will have separate hearings on the
other bills listed on the agenda, including one I cosponsored for the
establishment of a Commissioner of Police.

I notice on the agenda the notation that H.R. 13980, introduced by
me, would increase the pay of police and firemen by 7 percent at a cost
of $3.6 million. I believe this is in error, because the bill I have intro-
duced is similar to the one the Chairman introduced which would
provide an over-all average increase of 8.7 percent at an estimated cost
of $4.4 million per year. It would increase the starting salary for police
and fire privates from $6,700 to $7,500 per year. The maximum salary
for privates would become $10,200, attainable after 16 years of service.
I have no pride of authorship. I am cosponsor of this legislation with
other Members.

I think we are all in accord that it is extremely necessary that we do
whatever is possible to bring the salaries of members of the Police
and Fire Departments of the District of Columbia to a proper level.
Since the last salary increase for District of Columbia policemen and
firemen was enacted in November of 1966, there has been an average
increase of 11.2 percent in the recruiting rates for police privates by
17 of the 20 other major cities of the United States, and we have no
choice but to get on with this task before us and be sure we provide
adequate salaries and incentives for the men to seek these jobs as a
career. ‘

Another provision of this bill would authorize additional compensa-
tion for officers and members of the Police and Fire Departments,
below the rank of Deputy Chief, who acquire college credits in sub-
jects which will enhance their value to the organization. A member
acquiring 30 semester hours of credit in law enforcement or admin-
istration in the case of a policeman, or in fire science or administration
in the case of a fireman, would receive $600 of additional salary per
year, and a member obtaining 60 semester hours of such credit would
be entitled to an additional $1200 per year. We want to do what we
can to help lower the crime rate of this city. It is certainly something
that is within our jurisdiction, and we hope the committee will be
prompt in considering this legislation.

Mr. Wuirener. Thank you very much, Mr. Broyhill. We also have
a prepared statement from Representative Hervey G. Machen of
Maryland, which will be made a part of the record at this point if
there is no objection.

STATEMENT OF HON. HERVEY G. MACHEN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND

Mr. Macuex. Mr. Chairman and members of this distinguished
committee, I am Hervey G. Machen and I represent Maryland’s
Fifth Congressional District. I am testifying on behalf of H.R. 11435
which I introduced on July 13, 1967, to give badly-needed pay raises
to members of the Metropolitan Police Department and the D.C.
Fire Department.
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Tn all respects but one my bill is identical to H.R. 10761 which
was introduced on June 12, 1967, by Chairman McMillan. The differ-
eice between the two bills is the result of a problem that was brought
to my attention by a member of the White House Police force who is
a constituent. In effect, the problem is that the 1966 amendment to
the public salary schedule placed all police privates with 19 years of
service in longevity at lower pay.

In order to correct this inequity, I have offered a slightly different
salary scale in H.R. 11435. What I have done is to eliminate Subclass
(¢) under Class 4 and to combine Subclass (2) and (b) under Class 4,
thus giving fire sergeant, police sergeant and detective sergeant the
same pay under a new Subclass (a), Class 4, and to continue the sepa-
rate classification of ‘“‘police sergeant assigned as motorcycle officer,”
but as Subclass (b) of Class 4 at the same proposed salary.

In working out this solution to the inequity I corresponded with
Chief Layton who suggested that in effect I increase all rates for Class
4, Subclass (a) sergeant so that the maximum rate for private would
not exceed the minimum rate for sergeant. Under my bill, H.R.
11435, the maximum rate for private is $9,780 and the minimum rate
for sergeant is $10,285. This was accomplished by combining Sub-
classes (a) and (b) Class 4 into a single subclass and by applying the
present rates for detective sergeants to both grades.

According to a letter of July 14, 1967, from Chief Layton, this
change in my bill “would not only eliminate any possible inequity
between the rates for sergeants and privates, but would also accom-
plish the goal of this department to eliminate the existing, unjustified
separation of salary rates between police sergeants and detective ser-
geants.” Mr. Chairman, the entire text of Chief Layton’s letter is
attached to my testimony and I request that it be included in the
record of the hearing.

Mr. Chairman, on the overall question of increasing the salaries
for these dedicated public servants, I believe that this legislation
is entirely justified and badly-needed. Certainly the Congress is
trying to do everything in its power to strengthen the front lines
against crime and we must have the forces, and they must be equi-
tably compensated, in order to conquer crime in the District.

By the time the 90th Congress finally closes its doors later this
year it is my hope that we will have enacted a comprehensive package
of anti-crime legislation not only for the District but the nation as
well. The administration has pointed to many proposed programs for
the District as ‘“models.” There is no reason why the District cannot
be a model community in peace and tranquility and in the guarantee
that every citizen can move about as he pleases in complete safety
in mind and body. The Omnibus District Anti-Crime Act is a definite
step in this direction. So will be the enactment of this legislation to
provide equitable salaries for our policemen and firemen who daily
defend our rights against criminals and violence.

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge that this distinguished Com-
mittee give a favorable report to this legislation with a view toward
early passage in the second session of the 90th Congress.
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT,
July 14, 1967.
Hon. Hervey G. MACHEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington. D.C.

Drar CoNGrREssMAN MacuEN: This is in reply to your letter inquiring about
an apparent inequity in the 1966 amendment to the District of Columbia Police
and Firemen’s Salary Act.

It is true that, as indicated in the material accompanying your letter, when the
1966 amendment to our salary schedule placed all police privates with 19 years

service in longevity step 9 at an annual salary of $9,420, it left some police’

sergeants, who also had 19 years service, in service step 2 of sergeant at an annual
rate of $9,315. Therefore, until those sergeants advance to service step 3 (which
they do after two years in service step 2), police privates with approximately the
same years of service as they have will be earning a slightly higher rate of pay. I

would emphasize, however, that this disparity is temporary, as the police privates-

in the $9,420 rate are at their maximum salary rate, whereas the sergeants can
continue to higher service and longevity steps to a maximum rate of $11,015.

In connection with this complaint which you have received, I think that you
will bg interested to know that H.R. 10761, which was introduced June |12, 1967,
will acecentuate this problem even further. That bill will reduce from 19 years [to
16 years the time required for a private to reach his maximum longevity rate,
which is set by that bill at $10,220, and will move into that rate all privates with
16 years or more years service, while your complainant will continue in service
step 2 of sergeant, set in that bill at $10,115, until he has earned additional service
and longevity step increases through time in grade as a sergeant.

Since 1953, when Congress first provided service and longevity step increases for

policemen, we have experienced problems such as this, where, because of various .

attempts to adjust salary rates to correct old inequities, new inequities were
created. One of the major problems with a service step and longevity step salary
system is the not infrequent occurrence of a subordinate earning a higher salary
rate then his superior, even though the superior may have more total government
service. I firmly believe that this problem is going to be with us so long as we con-
tinue to have a salary schedule which provides service and longevity step increases
based on a combination of time in service and time in grade; such inequities can be
completely eradicated only by change to a salary schedule such as that provided
by the military, where longevity step increases are based on total time in service
without regard to time in grade.

I am enclosing a table which indicates, as you requested, the number of ser-
geants now on this department who would be affected by your proposed amend-
ment to the salary sehedule. As we read your proposed amendment, it would
not have a direct effect on any of our privates.

I would personally recommend against a provision such as that proposed in
the attachment to your letter as a correction of this inequity. It has been our
experience that whenever an attempt has been made to correct old inequities
by shifting selected groups about in the salary schedule, the net effect has been
to generate new disparities. Instead, I would suggest to you that a simple solu-
tiow, short of a change to a flat time-in-service longevity system, would be to
increase all rates for the Class 4, Sub-class (a) Sergeant so that the maximum
rate for private would not exceed the minimum rate for sergeant. This could
be done without affecting the relationship between the basic rates for sergeants
and the basic rates for lieutenants by simply combining Sub-class (a) for police
sergeant, and Sub-class (b) for detective sergeant into a single sub-class, apply-
ing the present rates for detective sergeants to both grades. This change would
not only eliminate any possible inequity between the rates for sergeants and
privates, but would also accomplish the goal of this department to-eliminate
the existing, unjustified separation of salary rates between police sergeants and
detective sergeants.

Sincerely yours
’ Joun B. Layron, Chief of Police.
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POLICE PERSONNEL IN CLASS 4
July 14 1967

10 years 13 years 16 years

Sergeants:
Step 1o oo

Step3....

Grand Total_ _ - .o oo . 12 17 a’

Mr. WaiTeNER. We also have a statement from a former member
of this Committee, Honorable Abraham J. Multer, now of the New
York State Supreme Court, which we will make a part of the record
at this point unless there is objection.

STATEMENT OF HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER, JUSTICE, NEW
YORK STATE SUPREME COURT, BROOKLYN, NEW YORK

Mr. Murter. Mr. Chairman I appreciate the opportunity to
submit my views to the Committee concerning an amendment to the
legislation before you to increase the salaries of Policemen and Firemen
in the District of Columbia.

On September 23, 1967, while still serving in this body I introduced
H.R. 13203, which would abolish the rank of detective in the Metro-
politan Police Force and promote detectives to detective sergeants.
On November 9, 1967, Subcommittee #2, which I had the honor to
chair, conducted a public hearing on this bill. The Subcommittee
heard at that time representatives of the detectives directly concerned
in the proposed legislation and the leadership of the Metropolitan
Police Force. We also had the benefit of a report on the bill from the
Commissioner of the District of Columbia and his recommendations.

Mr. Chairman, the results of my investigations into this matter
and my conclusions based upon conversations with the District of
Columbia government, the Metropolitan Police Department and the
men involved, have led to only one course of action: an amendment
to the legislation before you to protect the more than 130 men pres-
ently serving as detectives from the bureaucratic ineptitude of those
who have blindly accepted the recommendations of the International
Association of Chiefs of Police.

What the reorganization of the Police Force proposes to do is
simply lump together all detectives and anyone else on the force
who wishes to become an “investigator’” and put them on the same
footing. Thus the man with fifteen years experience seeking the new
designation (which he does not want anyway, but which he would be

S
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forced to take) is going to compete with the man with two or three
yvears of experience. What has happened to the merit system here?
Where is the principle of fair play? These men have not devoted
their lives to police work only because they get paid for it. They are
dedicated public servants; they take justifiable pride in their work
and the status in society which it affords them. They devote long
hours in overtime—much of it unpaid volunteer overtime—to solving
serious crimes committed in the Nation’s Capital. This is no easy
task; the sharply rising crime rate in Washington does not permait
nine to five workdays for those who must cope with it. In my view
nothing we can do for these men can adequately compensate them
for the tremendous job they are doing against very substantial
odds. But, we can see that they will not have their hard-won status
taken from them. I submit that it is your responsibility as legislators
to see that this does not happen.

Following the hearing which my Subcommittee held on H.R. 13203
I and other Members of this Committee held discussions directed at
arriving at a fair and equitable solution. The administrative officials
involved offered a compromise in Commissioner Washington’s letter
to me of November 30, 1967. A copy of that letter is “attached to
my statement and I ask that it be made a part of the hearing record
at the end of my statement.

As a result of this offer of compromise I would like to suggest the
following amendment to the salary bill which would protect the
present members of the force holding the rank of Detective:

Prorosep New SecrioN To Binr Proviping SALARY INCREASES
FOR OFFICERS AND MEMBERS OoF THE METROPOLITAN PoLIicE FoRrRCE

Sec. —. The Commissioner of the District of Columbia (or his
delegate) may not as a part of any reorganization of the Metropolitan
Police force or through any other administrative action—

(1) change the title of the positions of Detective and Detective
Sergeant in salary classes 3 and 4, respectively, of the salary
schedule contained in section 101 of the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823),

(2) change the job descuptlon or duties of such positions as

in effect on _.____________ or
(3) deny any individual servmgz in the position of Detective
(6] 4 S every opportunity to advance to the position

of Detective Servefmt or transfer such individual without his
consent to any other pOblthIl,
so long as any individual serving in the position of Detective on
_______________ is serving in such position.

Everyone I have qpoken with on this matter is agreed, I believe,
that this language will solve the problem. I am informed that the
District Government will do this 1n any case, but I believe that it
is in the best interests of all concerned il the language is written into
the law.

Thank you.

88-574—68—3
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
W ashington, D.C., November 30, 1967.
Hon. ABraHAM J. MULTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee 2, Commiltee on the District of Columbia,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. MuLtErR: On November 9, 1967 Assistant Corporation Counsel
Thomas F. Moyer and Deputy Police Chief Jerry V. Wilson testified before your
subcommittee on H.R. 13203, a bill “To amend the District of Columbia Police
and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 to abolish the rank of detective in the Metro-
politan Police Force, and to promote persons with such rank to the rank of de-
tective sergeant.” They presented the position of the District Government as set
forth in my letter of November 8, 1967 to the Honorable John L. MecMillan, and
made a part of the hearing record. In that latter, I opposed the bill on the grounds
(1) that there is no basis to automatically promote to the rank of detective ser-
‘geant all of the detectives in the Metropolitan Police force, as provided by the
bill, and (2) that such automatic promotions would compound the present in-
balance of supervisor-subordinate ratio in the Criminal Investigation Division.

At the hearing vou asked Assistant Corporation Counsel Moyer and Deputy
Chief Wilson if the District’s position would be different if the bill were amended
to provide for smaller increases in compensation for the detectives upon their
automatic promotion to the rank of detective sergeant. The total estimated
annual cost of the increases provided by the bill, as presently writter, is $75,000.
If the bill were amended to provide for the smaller increases, the estimated cost
would be $31,000. I attach a chart indicating the breakdown of the increases
under the present bill and those if the bill'were amended to provide for such
smaller increases.

However, a smaller increase in the compensation of the detectives upon their
automatic promotion to the rank of detective sergeant would not obviate the
primary objections of the District Government to this bill; i.e., that there is no
basis for this automatic promotion, by legislation, of detectives to a higher grade.
and such promotions would compound the present imbalance of supervisor-
subordinate ratio in the Criminal Investigation Division. I therefore reiterate my
opposition to the enactment of the bill, regardless of whether it be amended as
has been proposed.

‘As the District witnesses testified during the hearing, the Police Department
does not propose to reduce any of the existing detectives in rank, compensation,
or status, nor does it propose to establish another grade of criminal investigator
which would be equal in rank or compensation to the existing grade of detective.
The Chief’s policy, quoted in my letter of November 8, 1967, includes extending
the opportunity to the existing detective force to take an examination for detective
sergeant in 1969.

The Chief of Police and I are informed that during the hearing you expressed
the view that the District should continue the detective sergeant examinasions
as long as the incumbents remain in the grade of detectives. As Deputy Chief
Wilson testified during the hearing, the 1969 cutoff for detective sergeant exami-
nations was established with the assumption that by the time those registers are
exhausted in 1971, few if any of the incumbent detectives will still be in that
grade. However, this cutoff decision would be subject to review based on the
number of incumbents actually remaining in the detective grade in 1971. Should
the Subcommittee, as an alternative to H.R. 13203, recommend that the optional
opportunity for promotion to detective sergeant be continued in promotional
examinations so long as any incumbent remains in the grade of detective, the
Chief of Police and 1 would have no objection to adopting such a policy.

Sincerely yours,
WaLTEr E. WASHINGTON,
Commissioner of the District of Columbia.
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[Attachment]
H.R. 13203 SCHEDULE

No. in Step From Detective To Detective Increase Cost
Step @ Sergeant Step @

1 $8, 690 1 $9, 485 $795 $4,770
2 $9, 030 1 $9, 485 455 9, 555
3 $9,370 2 9, 825 455 15,470
4 39,710 3 §$10,165 455 23,660

7 $10,050 4 310,505 455 3,
8  $10,390 7 §10,845 455 4,095
9 $10,730 8  §11,185 455 3,640
Subtotal . i . 64,830
10,170
$75, 000
$4,770
, 555
3,910
5,980
920
1,035
920
Subtotal _ e 27,090
Cost of pension increases.._...__. ... ... __________________ T 3,910
Estimated cost. ... L $31, 000

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Chairman, in connection with Mr. Multer’s
statement, may I say that in the past session Mr. Multer’s Subcom-
mittee No. 2 held a hearing on this question of retaining detectives,
in which I and other Members participated, and I request that for the
information of this subcommittee, the earlier hearing be included in
the record of these proceedings. ‘

Mr. WarTenNeR. Unless there is objection, we will make that hear-
ing a part of this record.

(The testimony referred to appears in the appendix hereto, pp. 97-131.)

Mr. WarteNer. Mr. Gude, do you have a statement you would
like to make at this time?

Mr. Gupe. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WaITENER. Mr., Adams.

STATEMENT OF HON. BROCK ADAMS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Mr. Apams. Mr. Chairman, I, also, want to welcome Mr. Wash-
ington.

In prior bills pending before this committee, we have dealt with the
special problem of the recruitment of men at the lower levels of the
Police Department, and at that time we all recognize the problem was
severe. We hope this will be included in a larger package because we
feel this recruitment is very necessary.

Secondly, I hope we will have an opportunity to implement some of
the recommendations made by the International Association of Chiefs
of Police relating to new positions and so on.
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Many of us are extremely pleased and want to take this opportunity
to compliment you, Mr. Washington, and your new Director of Public
Safety, Mr. Murphy, on the steps you are taking to attack the crime
problem. Many of us feel Washington, D.C.is a p%ace where we should
create a model-type Police Department that other Police Departments
in the United States can learn from and copy, and I hope from these
hearings and the later hearings that will be held we will be able to

accomplish this.

STATEMENT OF HON. BASIL WHITENER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, CHAIRMAN

OF SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 4.

Mr. Wrarrener. May I say I appreciate very much the attitude of
the members of the Police and Fire Departments of the District of
Columbia. Last year many of them talked to members of this Commit-
tee about the pay legislation, and we were & little concerned that we
were not able to act upon it at that time. Chairman McMillan and I
assured them that early in this session we would proceed with hearings
and give expeditious consideration to their situation.

Their attitude has been one of dignity. We have not had marches
to the Capitol and picketing and hollering. I, as one member of the
committee, appreciate this attitude and I feel it will pay off in the
long run. We on this Committee have always had a special place in
our affections for members of the Police and Fire Departments, not
only in the field of pay but in the field of working conditions and taking
some of the shackles off the law enforcement people. We have not always
had the fullest cooperation at various levels in some of the efforts we
have made. Notwithstanding that, the police, particularly, who have
been involved more than the Fire Department in these matters, have
been most patient.

We are hoping we have a different attitude now on some of these
matters and that the community will give more support to the men
in uniform who serve their community night and day.

We are delighted to have with us representatives of the District
of Columbia Government, headed by Commissioner Walter K.
Washington. The Deputy Commissioner, Mr. Thomas W. Fletcher,
is with us; also Mr. Patrick V. Murphy, the Director of Public Safety;
our good friend, Deputy Police Chief Wilson; Assistant Fire Chief
William C. Weitzel; John Eaton of the Personnel Office; and Mr.
Thomas F. Moyer of the Office of the Corporation Counsel.

So, Commissioner Washington, if you would come forward and
bring with you as many of these other gentlemen as you would like
to have sitting with you here, we shall hear you.
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STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER E. WASEINGTON, COMMISSIONER
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS
W. FLETCHER, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER ; PATRICK V. MURPHY,
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC SAFETY; JERRY V. WILSON, DEPUTY
CHIEF, METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT FOR CHIEF
JOHN B. LAYTON; WILLIAM C. WEITZEL, ASSISTANT FIRE
CHIEF FOR CHIEF HENRY A. GALOTTA; THOMAS F. MOYER,
ASSISTANT CORPORATION COUNSEL; AND JOHN EATON,
PERSCNNEL OFFICER

Mr. WasaiNgToN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

1 would like to say that Chief Layton is attending a meeting of public
officials from across the Nation at Airlie House or he would be here
this morning; he wanted to come. And Chief Galotta is ill this morning.
He has just gotten out of the hospital and was unable to come.

I want to say, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that
I appreciate so much the reception you have given me. This is my first
appearance before the committee. I have tried to get around and meet
some of you individually and intend to do more of this in line with
Chairman McMillan’s suggestion that I meet with you both in execu-
tive session and otherwise. He is most gracious, and Mr. Nelsen was
also most gracious in having me up to meet some of the members of
the committee on the Republican side.

T want to say to you and assure you that my attitude is one of trying
to do the very best I can for the City of Washington, D.C. Ilove this
city; it has been very good to me and to my family; and I would like
to think I can work in this background so that everyone might have
an opportunity and be able to live safely in the city and on the streets
and that our forces and personnel serving this town can work in dignity
and can work in peace. I know that this is a great objective of this
committee, and I want you to know that it is my full intention to
work as hard as I can to achieve the goals that we talk about in making
this a model city, a city where all people can survive and thrive and
raise their families in decency and that the streets will be peaceful
enough that all can walk on them in dignity. You have my solemn
pledge that this is the basis on which I intend to go after my job and
do my work.

I certainly concur with the statements that have already been
made that our policemen and firemen who are rendering great service
to this city should be given every incentive and that we should make
every possible means available to them to improve the service and to
strengthen the service and strengthen the conditions under which
they labor.

T appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss
the relevant bills which concern proposed salary increases and other
benefits for policemen and firemen in the District of Columbia. There
is an urgent need for an increase in the salaries of policemen and
firernen. ‘

At this time, I ask that there be incorporated in the record of the
hearing the letter of October 10, 1967 from the District of Columbia
Government, transmitting a report on the first three cited bills

including & recommendation that they be amended in their entirety
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by substituting the provisions of the District’s proposed bill, and
that one of such bills as so amended, be enacted in lieu of H.R. 6644
and H.R. 11149. These latter bills were introduced upon the recom-
mendation of the District Government in a letter to the Speaker of
the House dated February 9, 1967.

A recent study completed by the D.C. Personnel Office has empha-
sized the need for a more comprehensive pay adjustment for both
police and firemen, rather than just the modification of the first six
step rates for a Police Private as initially recommended in H.R. 6644
and H.R. 11149.

In addition, I ask that there be incorporated in the record my report
on H.R. 13980, recommending the amendment of H.R. 13980 in its
entirety by substituting the provision of my proposed legislation
(which is an updated version of the District Government’s proposed
legislation accompanying report of October 10, 1967) and that H.R.
13980 as so amended be enacted in lieu of H.R. 10761, H.R. 11278,
H.R. 11435, 13981, H.R. 6644, and H.R. 11149.

Mr. WaiTENER. We will make those items a part of the record at
this point. ’

Mr. WasHiNaToN. Thank you.

. (The reports referred to follow:)

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBI A,
Washington, January 22, 1968.
Hon. Joun L. McMiLLAN, c
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. McMioLan: The Government of the District of Columbia has for
report H.R. 13980, 90th Congress, a bill “To amend the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended, to increase salaries, to
adjust pay alinement, and for other purposes.”

The first section of H.R. 13980 provides for a salary increase for police and
firemen averaging 8.7%, estimated to cost $4.4 million for a full fiscal year. The
remaining sections contain a number of personnel provisions affecting police and
firemen which are discussed in Exhibit A (attached), an analysis of the bill, and
the Distriet Government recommendations.

The District Government recognizes there is urgent need for an increase in the

salaries of policemen and firemen. A study of this need is presented in Exhibit B
(attached). In view of this study, the District is proposing the pay plan and
other personnel provisions for policemen and firemen set forth in a draft bill,
Exhibit C (attached). We therefore recommend that H.R. 13980 be amended in
its entirety by substituting the provisions of the District Government’s proposed
bill, and that H.R. 13980, as so amended, be enacted in lieu of H.R. 10761, H.R.
11278, H.R. 13980, H.R. 6644, or H.R. 11149, the last two of which were intro-
duced upon the recommendation of the Board of Commissioners in its letter of
February 9, 1967, to the Speaker of the House of Representatives.
- The Distriet Government’s proposed bill provides for a salary increase for
policemen and firemen averaging approximately 7%, at an estimated annual cost
of $3.6 million. The District’s proposal also contains several of the provisions now
contained in H.R. 13980, H.R. 6644, and H.R. 11149 and discussed in the
attached analysis and study. In the belief that the passage of H.R. 13980, if
amended as the District of Columbia Government proposes, is vital to the
recruitment and retention of policemen and firemen, we urge its enactment.

The funds required to meet the cost of the District Government’s proposal
for a police and firemen’s pay increase for the last six months of fiscal year 1968
have been reserved in the 1968 District Appropriation Act. However, if H.R.
13980 were enacted with its October 1967 effective date, the cost for fiscal year
1968 would be approximately $3.3 million, for which additional revenues would
be required. In view of other District needs, the Government of the District of
Columbia cannot support an increase of this size at this time and therefore reiter-
ates its recommendation that the attached draft bill be enacted, in lieu of H.R.
13980.
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I have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that, from the standpoint of
the Administration’s program, there is no objection to the submission of this
report to the Congress.

Sincerely yours,
Tuomas W. FLETCHER,
Assistant to the Commissioner,
(For Walter E. Washington, Commissioner).

[Attachments]

ExumBiT A.—A~aLysis or H.R. 13980

H.R. 13980 provides for (1) an increase in salaries; (2) deletion of the scheduled
longevity steps 7, 8, and 9, with retention of three longevity step increases for
Privates through Sergeants and two longevity step increases for Lieutenants
through Deputy Chief, with three years between each such increase; (3) payment
of $500 per annum additional to the pay for the Police Executive Officer who is
assigned as one of the Assistant Chiefs of Police; (4) payment of $600 to any
officer or member below the rank of Deputy Chief in the Police and Fire Depart-
ments who has a minimum of thirty college credit hours in law enforcement or
administration or in fire science or administration respectively, and has served
one year probation; (5) payment of $1,200 to _any officer or member below the
rank of Deputy Chief in the Police and Fire Departments who has 60 or more
college credit hours in law enforcement or administration or in fire science or
administration respectively, and has served one year probation; (6) advancement
of all officers or members except privates to the highest longevity step in their
respective class or subclass upon completion of thirty years of continuous service
in the police force or in the Fire Department; and (7) salary saving provisions
for members of the Police and Fire Departments assigned as Technician I, Tech-
nician II, or Station Clerk, as the ¢ase may be, who may lose such an assignment
only because of the reorganization of the Police or Fire Department. The salary
increases provided by the bill average 8.7% and the estimated cost for a full
fiscal year is $4,400,000.

The District Government concurs in the provisions of H.R. 13980 relating to
the change in longevity step increases, additional pay for the Police Executive
Officer, pay incentive for educational attainment, and salary protection for
Technicians and Station Clerks. However, (1) the additional pay for the Police
Executive Officer should be subject to insurance benefits in addition to retirement
benefits, and (2) rather than to indicate a stated amount of compensation for edu-
cational attainment, the District Government believes it more practical to pro-
vide for administrative application of such compensation through regulatory
issuances according to changes which may oceur in basic salary rates.

The District Government does not consider appropriate the provision in H.R.
13980 concerning the advancement of all officers and members except privates to
the highest longevity step of their respective class or subclass upon completion of
thirty years service. The former Board of Commissioners was strongly opposed
to a similar provision which was considered by the Congress in August 1964 for
Deputy Chiefs and subsequently enacted into law as a provision of P.L. 88-575,
approved September 2, 1964, because of its conflict with the concept of longevity
pay for compensatory recognition of long service in the same clags or grade.
Also, since the basic salary rate is used for retirement pay purposes, this provision
which allows attainment to the top rate in a class or subclass after thirty years
service might encourage early retirement of those officers and members who had
not yet reached the mandatory retirement age. Otherwise such officers and mem-
bers might continue their employment and the Police and Fire Departments
would benefit from their long experience and knowledge. Additionally, no other
salary svstem in the District Government permits an employee to automatically
jump to his top rate because of a long period of service.

The Distriet of Columbia must also oppose the provision of section 7 of H.R.
13980 making the legislation effective on the first day of the first pay period
which begins after the first day of October, 1967. As indicated previously, the
District cannot support a retroactive inerease of this size at this time and there-
fore recommends the substitution of the attached draft bill (Exhibit C).
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.

ExaiBiT B—ST1UDY ON PAY ADJUSTMENTS FOR D.C. PoLicE AND FIREMEN

For purposes of recruitment for and maintenance of police and firefighting
serviees, a study has been made coneerning the need for any pay adjustment and
related benefits. The need for this study was especially emphasized because of the
difficulties being-encountered in the filling of vacancies particularly in the Metro-
politan Police Force and to a lesser extent in the D.C. Fire Department.

POLICY

In order to accomplish a more adequate and meaningful program of crime
prevention and detection, preservation of peace and good crder and protection of
lives and property, it is essential to provide the means whereby the D.C. Govern-
ment is able to attract and retain sufficient qualified reeruits in beth the Police
and Fire:Departments. Accordingly— .

- (1) Rates of pay for police and firemen should be in a favorable competitive

position with the other major cities having over 500,000 population, especially

- . with those cities in the eastern half of the United States which constitute

the primary labor market for recruitment of D.C. police and firemen. In

addition; Washington, D.C., by reason of its national ard international

prominence which places special emphasis on the various community services
required, should rank at least in the top quarter of the other major cities;

(2) Rates of pay for police and firemen should be in reasonable alignment
with rates of pay for classified employees of the Federal and District Govern-
ments, not only on the basis of comparable duties and responsibilities, but
also with due consideration of the hazards inherent in large urban police and
fire activities; and

(3) Rates of pay for police and firemen should be very favorable in relation
to rates of pay for police and firemen in the Washington Metropolitan area.
This is necessary so that the D.C. Government may compete with advan-
tages enjoyed by the surrounding suburban communities such as less travel
time and costs, availability of parking facilities, and lower crime incidence
with less hazardous conditions.

COMPARISON WITH OTHER MAJOR CITIES AND NEARBY COMMUNITIES

Attached exhibits show a comparison of minimum and maximum rates for
Police and Firemen respectively, in the major cities having over 500,000 popula-
tion, and in the nearby communities.

As a result of an average increase of 11.2%, in the recruiting rates for police
privates by 17 of the 20 other major cities, and an average increase of 10.7%, in
the recruiting rates for fire privates by 18 of these 20 major cities since the last
previous study made in mid-1966, Washington, with a recruiting rate of $6,700
approved in November 1966, has dropped in relative standing from 5th to 12th
place for police private and from 5th to 11th place for fire private.

The nearby communities have also increased their rates averaging 10.7% for
police and 7.99, for firemen. The recruiting rates paid police by these communities
either exceed or are within a few hundred dollars of the D.C. Government’s
recruiting rate of $6,700 for policemen. Rates for firemen are somewhat lower than
rates for policemen in Fairfax, Prince Georges, and Montgomery Counties, due
primarily to the manner in which such services heretofore have been accom-
plished; i.e., mainly through volunteer services or fire tax district arrangements.
However, these communities are developing their firefighting activities on a direct
County payroll basis which will in all probability require the establishment of
rates closely paralleling their rates for police services. At the present time, Alex-
andria has the same rate for both police and fire privates, and Fairfax is contem-
plating the same rate for both services; :

CLASSIFICATION ACT EMPLOYEES

Increases for Federal and District employees under the Classification Aet have
recently been enacted by the Congress. The legislation provides for a pay increase
of approximately 119 in three stages for classified employees. The first stage, a
4.59%, increase, was effective in October 1967. The amount of increase is meaning-
ful insofar as police and fire employees are concerned, because it adds substance to
other categories of positions from a more attractive competitive recruitment

viewpoint.
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PRIVATE BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY

Other occupations in the community currently are being paid rates which when
compared to the existing rates for police and firemen pose a more desirable attrac-
tion, especially in view of the qualifications, physical requirements, and hazardous
work conditions present in police and fire occupations. One of these occupations is
that of local bus driver which has a salary rate of $7,000, requiring that a person
have good health, valid driver’s permit, clear police record, be at least 21 and no
older than 45 years of age, have a minimum height of 5'—6” with a maximum of
6'-4”, and proportionate weight.

Also, according to the United States Employment Service, one of the most
consistent sources of employment in the Washington Metropolitan area for a
person with little or no experience is with construction operations. Based on current
prevailing rates published by the United States Department of Labor, following
are some of the typical local construction jobs and their rates of pay:

Occupation Hourly Rate  Annual Rate

Line Construction Groundman._ $3.00 $6, 240
3.125 6, 500
3.175 6,604
Plumbers Helper.___._...... 3.20 6,656
Truck Driver (Medium-Heavy). . - 3.35 6,968
Tile Setters Helper . oo oo e eaen 3.475 7,228

VACANCIES

A crucial problem of recruiting continues in the police and fire services. The
following table shows the trend in vacancies:

1-1-67 2-1-67 3-1-67 4-1-67
POlICe . oo e 307 304 308 317
] £ TN 37 35 41 35
5-1-67 6-1-67 7-1-67 9-29-67
POlCe . - e 313 333 348 376
FI® e e o oo oo e e 34 45 38 28

While the vacancy problem in the Fire Department is not as acute as it is in the
Metropolitan Police force, there is still a need to fully man both forces to carry
out these vital services in the District of Columbia. It is therefore essential that
effective action be taken withrespect to pay and recruiting benefits and tech-
niques so as to enable the District Government to fully staff these forces.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The improved competitive position of the nearby communities due to their
increased rates, comparison to rates for other occupations within the District of
Columbia which have less demanding working conditions and requirements than
do police and firemen, and the lowering of the District’s relative standing with
other major cities in the rates paid police and firemen, fully substantiate a need
to increase the rates for D.C. Government police and fire forces.

Using $7,500 as the entrance salary for police and fire privates as previously
recommended for police privates by the Commissioners on February 9, 1967, to
Congress, a proposed schedule of rates has been developed as a measure to insure
salaries that would both attract and retain qualified personnel. The proposed
increase which averages approximately 79, (costing an estimated $3.6 million
for a full fiscal year) would improve considerably the District’s competitive salary
position both locally and nationally, by assuring the continuation of the District’s
first place ranking with nearby communities, and raising the recruiting salaries
for District police and firemen from 12th to 5th and 1lth to 5th respectively
among the 20 other major cities.
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In addition to the proposed increase, the District also proposes to eliminate the
longevity steps from the salary schedule but retain the principle of longevity step
increases with a reduction of time between three such increases from four to three
years. This would permit a private to reach the maximum salary rate in sixteen
years rather than in nineteen years as is now the case. The same reduction in the
number of years between longevity step increases would apply to all the other
officers and members except the Fire Chief and Police Chief who would not receive
the benefit of any longevity step increase.

For the improvement of both the police and fire services, the District proposes
to provide additional compensation to those officers and members who have served
their first year probationary period and who complete or have completed courses
of ‘study in law enforcement or fire science subjects at an accredited college or
university. The proposed form of compensation would be 8%, of their rate of pay
(i.e., $600 in the case of a private) upon completion of thirty hours of such subjects
and 169, of their rate of pay (i.e., $1,200 in the case of a private) upon completion
of sixty hours of such subjects. The District considers this approach to recognition
of academic attainments to be more feasible than the use of the ‘‘Master Patrol-
man’’ concept as originally recommended by the Crime Commission and which
was included in the proposed bill concerning increase in rates of pay for police
and related recruitment benefits submitted by the Board of Commissioners in
February 1967 for Congressional consideration. This concept, as proposed, is that
a person before being eligible for a rate of pay which is higher than the regular
base pay for a police or fire private, should have at least a year of police or fire-
fighting experience in addition to having the required college credits. Also from a
morale standpoint of the present forces, the District of Columbia believes it
inadvisable to appoint a person as a master patrolman or master firefighter, as the
case may be, without his having gone through a period of basic on-the-job training
and experience. In addition, the provision of added compensation as proposed for
completing thirty credit hours and sixty credit hours provides an incentive to
personnel already on the force to achieve such additional education. Also, the
District believes the objective of attracting persons with more than a high school
education to the police or firefighting forces will be served by having an initial
recruiting rate of $7,500 with the added incentive of $600 or $1,200 additional
salary at the end of the first year of employment.

The Deputy Chief assigned as Police Executive Officer has also been assigned
as one of the Assistant Police Chiefs. In recognition of this dual assignment, the
District of Columbia Government believes that this police officer should receive
an additional rate of compensation in the amount of $500.

The District also proposed to include recruitment inducements as previously
endorsed in the February 1967 proposal introduced as H.R. 6644 and H.R. 11149.
These recruitment inducements include payment of transportation expenses to
prospective police privates to come to the District of Columbia for interviews,
and resettlement cash allowances not to exceed $250 and an initial ninety-day
per diem allowance of $7.50 per day to new appointees who have to move into the
Washington Metropolitan area.

Additionally, the District proposed the repeal of the provision of P.L. 88-575,
approved September 2, 1964, which allows a Deputy Chief to advance to the top
step of his class upon completion of thirty years of service. This provision is a
benefit applying to Deputy Chiefs only. Should it remain, it is the view of the
Departments and Associations and of the members that a similar provision should
apply to all members of the forces. As a matter of principle and sound pay admin-
istration, it is the opinion of the Government of the District of Columbia that
this provision should be deleted from existing law.

And, finally, the District of Columbia proposes an amendment to existing law
relating to the probationary year of police privates. A recent District épurt-
decision interpreted existing law as requiring that a police private must be retained
for the full probationary year unless formal charges are brought against him
before a police trial board. This procedure is inconsistent with that applicable to
probationary firemen and all other District employees, who are subject to dismissal
for unsatisfactory performance at any time during the probationary year. The
requirement that a probationary policéman with unsatisfactory service be retained
for the full probationary year reflects unfavorably on the efficiency and economy
of the Police Department and is not in the best interest of the District Govern-
ment in terms of public safety. A provision is therefore included in the attached
proposed substitute bill to bring dismissal proceedings for probationary policemen
in line with those of all other District employees.
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POLICE MINIMUM SALARY RATES IN NEARBY COMMUNITIES

Pvt. Sgt. Lt. Capt. Asst. or Dep. Chief
Chief
Prince Georges__.__.... $6, 855 $8, 561 $10,026 $10,912 $13, 447 $20, 000
Arlington____ 6,677 8,091 8,902 9,818 10, 546 14,123
Fairfax..._ 6,672 8,118 8,960 10, 344 11,976 14, 556
Montgomery. 6,671 7,724 8,517 10, 355 13,879 15, 302
Alexandria. ....___._.. 6,510 7,910 8,725 10, 100 10, 605 12,280
POLICE MAXIMUM SALARY RATES IN NEARBY COMMUNITIES
Pvt. Sgt. Lt. Capt. Asst. or Dep. Chief
Chief
Prince Georges......__. $9,010 $10,717 $11,797 $13, 861 $16,987 $20, 000
Fairfax____.__ 8,520 10, 860 11,976 13,860 16, 056 19,512
Montgomery__ 8,517 10, 355 A 13,879 18, 60! 20,510
Arlington__ - 8,486 10,317 11,378 12,542 13,458 18,013
Alexandria__..__...... 8,310 10,100 11,140 12,895 13, 540 15,675
FIREFIGHTER MINIMUM SALARY RATES IN NEARBY COMMUNITIES
Pvt. Sgt. Lt Capt. Asst. or Chief
Dep. Chief
Prince Georges.._...... B
Alexandria._... 6,510 L. ... 6,835 7,910 9,160 12,280
Montgomery 1. 6, 353 7,356 8,111 8,943 ... ... 13,879
Arlington_. R 6,344 ... .. 7,342 8,091 9,818 13,458
Fairfax2___.....______. 6,060  eeiin ecmemercace ceiemeeecee aemicaceean 11,976
I Maximum rates paid under the fire tax district arrangement in Montgomery.
2 Contemplating an increase in the near future.
FIREFIGHTER MAXIMUM SALARY RATES IN NEARBY COMMUNITIES
Pvt. Sgt. Lt Capt. Asst. or Dep. Chief
Chief
88, 58] o e ceciiee i cemzccceeea
8,517 9,861 10, 873 11,988 ... ..... 18,602
8,310 ... 8,725 10, 100 11, 695 15,675
8,112 il et s memece—eoenn 16, 056
8,091 ... 9,360 10,317 12, 542 17,160

L Maximum rates paid under the fire tax district arrangement in Montgomery.
2 Contemplating an increase in the near future.
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COMPARISON OF POLICE MINIMUM SALARY RATES FOR TWENTY-ONE CITIES OVER 500,000 POPULATION

Pvt. Sgt. Lt. Capt. Asst. or Chief
Dep. Chief
San FranCisco. . .oooooocoanaaanas $8, 964 $10, 848 $12,684 $14,916 $21,672 $25,752
tos Angeles. .o .oo.ooooo.. 8,124 10,104 11,904 14,040 21,792 29, 484
New York ._____ . .. ... 7,932 9,344 10,479 12,608 20,470 25,478
San Diego. - vo e 7,764 8,988 10, 140 11,448 15,348 19, 596
D.C.proposed_. ... ..o 7,500 9,575 11,200 . 13,340 18, 165 23, 500
(RanK) oo (5) (O] 3) 3 ®) ()]
Detroit. oo 7,424 9,857 10,840 ______.___ 21,059 25,303
Seattle___. 7,380 8,280 9,360 9,996 12,000 , 996
Milwaukee.. . 7,200 9, 045 9,763 10,263 14, 857 18,638
Cincinnati_ 6, 966 8,774 9,436 11,452 12,999 17,000
Cleveland___.._______________._... 6,840 8,586 9,390 10,992 13,518 15,876
Chicago. .. .. .. ... 6,792 8,244 9, 540 10, 524 22,128 30,000
Baltimore2 ... . .. ... _.... 6,780 9, 552 11,110 12,840 16, 000 25,000
D.C.present._.__ ... 6,700 8,975 10,710 12, 852 17,671 22,491
(Rank) (12) ® & @) ®) (O]

Philadelphia_.___....._..__...__... 6, 395 7,137 7,555 8,268 11,789 22,000
St. Louis. ... 6,370 8,840 9, 800 10, 500 14, 800 19, 000
New Orleans. 6, 000 6,960 7,920 9,180 13,188 15,276
Pittsburgh._. 5,963 7,718 8,302 9,153 , 14,023
Houston. .. R 5,946 6,684 , 248 7,932 11,004 19,

Dailas._ 5,904 7,296 8,004 9,048 11,265 17,000
Buffalo. 5,85 .. _______ 6,870 7,750 13, 19,000
Boston_.._ 5,772 6,708 7,696 8,684 11,500 13,000
San Antonio_ ... 4,992 6,408 7,080 7,872 9, 000 10,944

1 Contemplating increases for afl ranks above Private.
2To be effective 9/1/67.

COMPARISON OF POLICE MAXIMUM SALARY RATES FOR TWENTY-ONE CITIES OVER 500,000 POPULATION
(EXCLUDING LONGEVITY RATES

Pvt. Sgt. Lt Capt. Asst. or Chief
Dep. Chief
San Francisco....______...._....... $9, 564 $10, 848 $12,684 $14,916 $21,672 $25, 752
Los Angeles.. 9, 564 11,280 , 284 15,672 24,324 29,434
San Diego._. 9,432 10, 824 12,324 13,920 18,660 23,832
New York . ______ . ... 9,383 9, 899 11,313 15,553 20,470 25,478
D.C.proposed . ... 9, 000 10,475 12,484 14,945 19,770 25,105
(Rank)_.__. ... ) (6) 3) 3) (6) (6)
Milwaukee . _._...._..___..___._.. 8,700 9,793 10,623 11,760 17,828 22,285
Baltimore 2. ____ ... . . _._..._.._ 8,640 10, 560 12,240 14, 160 16, 000 25,000
D.C.present. .. . o_ooeoeiin 8,400 9,995 11,994 14, 457 19, 276 24,096
(121119 S, o (6) [€)] (O] (6) (O]

Detroit .. ... .. ... 8,335 9,857 10,880 ... ... 21,059 25,303
Chicago_._ 8,316 10, 020 11,604 12,780 3 39,000
Cleveland. 8,244 , 01 9,852 11,490 14, 045 17,232
Seattle.___ 8,040 9,000 9,720 10, 500 13,248 18,
Cincinnati 7,921 9,031 10, 055 12,073 13,608 19,
St. Louis._ L4l 8, 840 , 800 10, 500 . 19, 000
Buffalo___ 7,285 ... .. 8,590 9, 550 13,000 9, 000
Boston..__ 7,280 8,476 9,775 11,024 11,500 13,000
Pittsburgh 6,900 7,718 8,302 9,153 11,096 14,023
Philadelphia 6,879 7,701 8, 488 10,138 14, 489 22,000
New Orleans. . 6,720 7,920 8,880 10, 380 16, 848 19, 500
Houston.__ 6,708 7,596 8,400 9,3 12, 804 20, 148
Dallas__. 6, 156 7,296 8,004 9,048 11,265 17,000
San Antonio_________.__._ ... 5,820 6,408 7,030 7,872 9,000 14,664

1 Contemplating increases for all ranks above Private.
270 be effective 9/1/67.
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COMPARISON OF FIRE FIGHTER MINIMUM SALARY RATES FOR TWENTY-ONE CITIES OVER 500,000 POPULATION

Pvt. Sgt. Lt Capt. Asst. or Chief
Dep. Chief
San Francisto ... c.ooeoiuneunan $8,964 . .. _ $11,124 $12,684 $21,672 $25,752
Los Angeles. . 8,124 $10, 104 11,280 11,904 21,792 29,484
New York ! 7,932 ... 10,313 11,773 18,513 22,483
i 7,572 8,352 L..o....... 9,204 15, 348 19, 596
7, ?(5)()) 9, %g 11,( %00 13,( 1111;0 18,( }_)()55 2%,3?00
7,424 9,047 9, 857 10, 840 18,261 21,059
7,380 ... 8,280 9,480 14, 496 18,996
R 6,966 8,774 9,436 12,999 17, 000
Cleveland.. 6,840 _ 8,586 9,390 12, 180 15,876
Chicago._ . 6,792 . 8,246 9, 540 15,540 18, 888
Bajtimore 2. ... eoaieoaia 6,780 ..._...... 9, 652 11,110 14,215 21,600
D.C.present . .. eoioiciiiioan 6, 700 8,975 10,710 12,852 17,671 22,491
(Rank)... .. (43)) 3) (63} ) [€)]
Milwaukee. ... o..oooooiaiioo. 6,669 " _......... 7,517 8,188 14, 857 18,638
Philadelphia____.__.____._._._._._. 6, 395 7,137 7,555 11,789 18, 000
St. Louis...... 6,271 _iil. L. 7,238 10,130 14,201
New Orleans. 6, 000 7,080 7,740 13,188 15,276
Pittsburgh__. 5,963 , 530 7,907 11,096 14,023
Houston 5,940 _ 7,044 7,716 9,984 10,416
Dallas___. 5,904 _ 7,296 8,004 9,660 18,620
Buffalo_. 5,825 . 6,665 7,025 12,000 19, 000
Boston_.__........_. 5,772 ... 6,708 7,696 9,204 14,300
San Antonio 4,800 6,048 6,432 8,712 10, 944

1 Contemplating increases for all ranks above Private,
2 To be effective 9/1/67.

COMPARISON OF FIREFIGHTER MAXIMUM SALARY RATES FOR TWENTY-ONE CITIES OVER 500,000 POPULATION
(EXCLUDING LONGEVITY RATES)

Pvt. Sgt. Lt. Capt. Asst. or Chief
Dep. Chief
San Franeisco_. .. ... $9,564 ___. .. ... $11,124 $12,684 $21,672 $25, 752
Los Angeles__ . 9, 564 $11,280 12,576 13,284 24,324 29,484
New York 2 o el 9,383 ______.... 11,030 12,576 20,532 22,483
San Diego. ... ... 9,204 10,140 ... 11,172 18,660 23,832
D.C. proposed._ . ._..o.o._.oo._. 9, 000 10,475 12,484 14,945 19,770 25,105
(Rank)..ooooo %) @) 2) ) (O] (€]
Baltimore2 . _.____ ... ___.... 8,640 ... . ... 10, 560 12,240 18,143 21, 000
D.C.present. ... .. _..oo... 8,400 9,995 11,994 14,457 19,276 24,096
Rank). ... . ® 2) 1 O] 3)
Detroit .o 8,335 9,047 9, 857 10, 840 18,261 21,059
Chicago. 8,316 _.__...... 10, 020 11,604 18,888 22,966
Cleveland 8,244 ____. ... 9, 012 10,512 13, 866 17,232
Seattle.... .- 8,080 _____ ... 9,000 9,900 15,996 18,996
Cincinnati_ . 7,921 ..o . .. 9,091 10, 056 , 608 19, 000
Milwaukee. _ . 7,841 . 8,937 , 768 ,828 22,285
St. Louis cen- 7,503 L.l Lol 9,200 12, 893 18,090
Buffalo__ .. . 7,285 ... 8,245 8,825 12,000 19,000
BOSON. ool 7,280 ... 8,476 9,776 11,756 14,300
Pittsburgh__._. ... ... 6,900 _____.__.. 7,530 7,907 11,096 14,023
Philadelphia_... .. .. ....__. 6,879 ._........ 7,701 8,488 14,489 18, 000
New Orleans - 6,720 .. ___..._. 7,980 8,760 16, 848 19, 500
Houston.__ . 6,684 . ____..__ 7,596 8,400 11,340 19,848
Dallas__ . _ .- 6,156 .. ... ,296 8,004 9,660 18,620
San Antonio-_____ ... 5,424 5,676 6,048 6,432 8,712 14,664

1 Contemplating increases for all ranks above Private,
2 To be effective 9/1/67.
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ExHisir C

A BILL To amend the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, as amended, to increase
) salaries, to adjust pay alignment, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That section 101 of the District of Columbia

Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 (D.C. Code, sec. 4-823) is amended to

read as follows:

“SEc. 101. The annual rates of basic compensation of the officers and members
of the Metropolitan Police force and the Fire Department of the District of
Columbia shall be fixed in accordance with the following schedule of rates:

“‘SALARY SCHEDULE

Service Step
“‘Salary class and title
1 2 3 4 5 6
Class 1:
Subelass (a)- e n-co e $7,500 §7,800 §$3,100 38,400  $8,700 $9, 000
Fire Private.
Police Private.
Subclass (b). oo oot 7,790 8,090 8,390 8,690 8,990 9,290
Private assigned as:
Technician 1.
Plainclothesman.
SubClass (€)oo aicmiaeeae 8,080 8,380 8,680 8,980 9,280 9, 580
Private assigned as:
Technician 11,
Station clerk.
Motorcycle officer.
Class 2:
Subclass (a).. . 8,700 9, 000 9,300
Subcfl._qss (b). 8,990 9,290 9, 590
ire
Subclass (c) 9,280 9, 580 9, 830
Fire |
Class 3: :
Assistant marine engineer.........coceeveeaas 9,250 9, 590 9,890 10,180 ... eeeeoo.
Assistant pilot.
Detective.
Class 4:
Subclass (@)ool 9,575 9,875 10,175 10,475 ____._.. ...
Fire sergeant.
Police sergeant.
Subelass (b). ... ... 10,085 10,385 10,685 10,985 ... ... .cccoo..
Detective sergeant.
Subelass (€)oo 10,155 10,455 10,755 11,055 ___.___. ..c..oo..
Police sergeant assigned as motorcycle
officer,
Class5.___. o am e 11,200 11,628 12,056 12,484 ____._.. ...
Fire lieutenant.
Police lieutenant
s 6 12,270 12,698 13,126 13,554 _. ... ... occeee.--
7 13,340 13,875 14,410 14,945 _______. _. ...
Fire captain.
Police captain.
Class 8__ __ .. eiiiiiiiiis 15,490 16,025 16,560 17,095 __._.... ... ...
Battalion fire chief.
Police [nspector.
Class 9:
Subelass (@)oo oo e 18,165 18,700 19,235 19,770 _____... .-
Deputy fire chief.
Deputy chief of police.
Subclass (b)._ oo 19,236 19,771 20,306 20,841 _.__._.. ...oo_.--
Assistant fire chief.
Assistant chief of police.
Cogu'r)anding officer of the White House
olice.
Commanding officer of the U.S. Park Police
Class 10 . e 23,500 24,035 24,570 25,105 __._.... oceee.oo

Sec. 2. The rates of basic compensation of officers and members to whom the
amendment made by section 1 of this Act applies shall be adjusted as follows:

(1) Except as otherwise hereinafter provided in this section, each officer

and member receiving basic compensation immediately prior to the effective

date of this Act at one of the scheduled service rates of a class or subclass in
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the salary schedule in section 101 of the District of Columbia Police and
Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 shall receive a rate of basic compensation at the
corresponding rate in effect on and after the effective date of this Act.

(2) Each private receiving basic compensation at service step 6 in any
subelass in elass 1, immediately prior to the effective date of this Act, and
who has completed a minimum of ten years of continuous service as a private,
including service in the Armed Forces of the United States, but excluding
any period of time determined not to have been satisfactory service shall,
in addition to receiving the corresponding rate provided for service step 6
by section 1 of this Act, receive a step increase (to be known as a longevity
step increase) in an amount equivalent to the amount of increment between
the service step rates provided by section 1 of this Act for his subclass in
class 1: Provided, That any active service which each such private has rendered
in excess of the ten years of continuous service will be credited to him for the
next longevity step increase under the provisions of section 401 of the District
of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958.

(3) Each private receiving basic compensation immediately prior to the
effective date of this Act at scheduled longevity step 7, longevity step 8,
or longevity step 9 in any subclass of class 1, as the case may be, of the
District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, shall receive a
rate of basic compensation comprised of the rate provided for service step 6
in the respective subclasses in class 1, by section 1 of this Act, plus an amount
derived for his longevity step by the application of a step increase for each
of the three longevity steps in an amount equivalent to the rate of salary
increment between the service steps in class 1 as provided by section 1 of
this Act: Provided, That each such private serving in longevity step 7 or
longevity step 8 of class 1, as the case may be, immediately prior to the
effective date of this Act, and who completes thirteen years or sixteen years
of continuous service as a private, including service in the Armed Forces
of the United States, but excluding any period of time determined not to
have been satisfactory service, shall receive additionally a step increase
(to be known as a longevity step increase) upon completion of the thirteen-
year period and also upon completion of the sixteen-year period in an amount
e~uivalent to the amount of increment between the service step rates pro-
vided by section 1 of this Act for his subclass in class 1: Provided further,
That any active service which each such private has rendered in excess of
thirteen but less than sixteen years of continuous service will be credited
to him for the next longevity step increase under provisions of section 401
of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958.

(4) Each officer or member receiving basic compensation immediately prior
to the effective date of this Act at scheduled longevity step 7, longevity step 8,
or longevity step 9, as the case may be, in classes 2 through 4, respectively, of
the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, shall receive
a rate of basic compensation comprised of the rate provided for service step
4 in the respective classes 2 through 4 by section 1 of this Aet, plus an amount
derived for his longevity step by application of a step increase for each of the
three longevity steps in an amount equivalent to the rate of salary increment
between the service step rate in the respective classes 2 through 4 as provided
by section 1 of this Act: Provided, That each officer or member serving in a
maximum scheduled service step, longevity step 7, or longevity step 8, as
the case may be, in classes 2 through 4, respectively, of the District of Colum-
bia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, shall receive additionally a
longevity step increase if he has completed one hundred and fifty six calendar
weeks of continuous active serviee, including service in the Armed Forces of
the United States but excluding any period of time determined not to have
been satisfactory service, in the step in which he was serving immediately
prior to the effective date of this Act: Provided further, That any active service
which each such officer or member has rendered in excess of the one hundred
and fifty six calendar weeks of active service in the maximum service step,
longevity step 7, or longevity step 8, as the case may be, in which he was
serving immediately prior to the effective date of this Act will be credited to
him for the next longevity step increase under the provisions of section 401
of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958.

(5) Each officer or member receiving basic compensation immediately
prior to the effective date of this Act at scheduled longevity step 7 or longevity
step 8, as the case may be, in classes 5 through 9, respectively, of the District
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of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, shall receive a rate of
basic compensation comprised of the rate provided for service step 4 in the
respective classes 5 through 9, by section 1 of this Aect plus an amount derived
for his-lengevity step by application of a step increase for each of the two
longevity steps in an amount equivalent to the rate of salary increment be-
tween the service step rates in the respective classes 5 through 9 as provided
by section 1 of this Act: Provided, That each officer or member serving in a
maximum scheduled service step or longevity step 7, as the case may be, as
heretofore included in classes 5 through 9, respectively, of the District of
Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958, shall receive additionally
a longevity step increase if he has completed one hundred and fifty-six
calendar weeks of continuous active service, including service in the Armed
Forces of the United States, but excluding any period of time determined not
to have been satisfactory service, in the step in which he was serving im-
mediately prior to the effective date of this Act: Provided furiher, That any
active service which each such officer or member has rendered in excess of
the one hundred and fifty-six calendar weeks of active service in the maximum
service step or longevity step 7, as the case may be, in which he was serving
immediately prior to the effective date of this Act will be credited to him for
for next longevity step increase under the provisions of section 401 of the
Distriet of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Aet of 1958.

(6) The officer assigned as Police Executive Officer and who is receiving
basic compensation as such immediately prior to the effective date of this
Act at the scheduled longevity step 8, class 9, subeclass (b), shall receive a
corresponding rate of basic compensation as an Assistant Chief of Police
as established by section 1 of this Act and as provided for other officers and
members in longevity step 8 of class 9, subeclass (b), by subsection (5) of
this section and such officer shall receive $500 per annum additionally so
long as he is assigned in the dual capacity of Police Executive Officer and
Assistant Police Chief. Such additional amount of compensation is to be
included in any basic computation for retirement purposes under the Police-
men and Firemen’s Retirement and Disability Aet (D.C. Code, title 4, chapter
5) and for the purpose of determining the amount of insurance for which

- an individual is eligible under title 5, chapter 87, United States Code: Pro-
vided, That upon termination of the services of such officer, the provisions
of this paragraph are not to be applied to any other officer or member assigned
as Assistant Chief of Police.

Sec. 3. Each officer or member in class 1 through class 8 who has completed one
year of probation and who has completed or completes courses of study in law
enforcement or fire science subjects as the case may be at an accredited college or
university, shall receive additional compensation subject to the kind of law en-
forcement or fire science subjects, the number of semester hours of study required,
and amount of such additional compensation to be paid as determined and em-
bodied in regulations adopted and promulgated by the District of Columbia

Council in the case of the Metropolitan Police Department and the District of

Columbia Fire Department, the Secretary of the Interior in the case of the United

States Park -Police force, and the Secretary of the Treasury in the case of the White

House Police force: Provided, That the said Council and the said Seeretaries shall

standardize such requirements and compensation to be paid to the fullest extent
possible for the respective police forces and the District of Columbia Fire De-
partment.

Sec. 4. (a) The Commissioner of the District of Columbia is authorized, under
regulations prescribed by the District of Columbia Council, to—

- (1) pay or reimburse an individual, as provided for civilian officers and
employees by title 5, chapter 57, subchapter 1, United States Code, for the
expenses of fravel, including per diem in lieu of subsistence expenses, in
traveling between his home or place of business and the District of Columbia,
for the purpose of ascertaining whether he is qualified for appointment to the
position of private in the Metropolitan Police force;

(2) pay to a person newly appointed as a private in the Metropolitan

Police force, who is required to relocate his place of residence in order to

come within the area of residence for such employees prescribed by the

Council, in addition to any other payments authorized by law—

(i) A cash resettlement allowance not to exceed $250, and

(i) A per diem allowance not to exceed $7.50 per day for a period
not to exceed ninety days beginning with the date of his appointment:
Provided, That allowances authorized by this subsection shall not be
allowed unless the person selected shall agree in writing to remain a
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member of the Metropolitan Police force for twenty-four months follow-
ing his appointment unless separated for a reason which is (1) beyond
his control and (2) which is acceptable to the Commissioner. In case of
violation of sueh agreement, any moneys expended by the District of
Columbia on the allowances authorized by this subsection shall be
recoverable from the individual concerned as a debt.

(b) Unobligated balances of applicable current appropriations are hereby
made available to carry out the purpose of this section.

Sec. 5. (a) Section 401(a2) of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s
Salary Act of 1958 is amended to read as follows:

“Swe. 401. (a) In recognition of long and faithful serviee, each officer and mem-
ber, except the Chief of Police and Fire Chief, shall receive an additional step
increase (to be known as a longevity step increase) beyond the maximum scheduled
service step rate for the subclass in which he is serving, or for the class in which
he is serving if there are no subclasses in his class for each one hundred and
fifty-six calendar weeks of continuous service completed by him following the
effective date of this subsection at such maximum rate or at a rate in excess
thereof, without change to a higher class, subject to all of the following conditions:

“(1) No officer or member shall receive more than one longevity step
increase for any one hundred and fifty-six calendar weeks of continuous
service, and in order to be eligible therefor he shall have a current perform-
ance rating of ‘satisfactory’ or better.

“(2) Not more than three successive longevity step increases may be
granted to any officer or member in classes 1 through 4, nor more than two
successive longevity step increases may be granted to any officer or member
in classes 5 through 9.

(3) Each longevity step increase shall be equal to one step increase of the
elass or subelass in which the officer or member is serving.

“(4) Each longevity step increase shall begin on the first day of the first
pay period following completion of each one hundred and fifty-six weeks.”

SEc. 6. Section 105 of Public Law 88-575, approved September 2, 1964 (78
Stat. 882) is repealed.

Sec. 7. The paragraph relating to the probationary period for police privates
under the heading “Metropolitan Police’” in the first section of the Act entitled
“‘An Aect making appropriations to provide for the expenses of the government of
the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred
and nineteen; and for other purposes”’, approved August 31, 1918 (40 Stat. 938,
D.C. Code, sec. 4-105), is amended to read as follows:

“No person shall receive a permanent appointment who has not served the
required probationary period, but the service during probation shall be
deemed to.be service in the uniformed force if succeeded by a permanent
appointment, and as such shall be included and counted in determining
eligibility for advancement, promotion, retirement, and pension in accordance
with existing law. If at any time during the period of probation, the conduct
or capaeity of the probationer is detcrmined by the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia, or his designated agent, to be unsatisfactory, the pro-
bationer shall be separated from the service after advance written notifica~
tion of the reasons for and the effective date of the separation. The retention
of the probationer in the service after satisfactory completion of the proba-
tionary period shall be equivalent to a permanent appointment therein.”

Suc. 8. (a) Retroactive compensation or salary shall be paid by reason of this
Act only in the case of an individual in the service of the District of Columbia
government or of the United States (including service in the Armed Forces of the
United States) on the date of enactment of this Act, except that such retroactive
compensation or salary shall be paid (1) to an officer or member of the Metropoli-
tan Police foree, the Fire Department of the Dxstrict of Columbia, the United
States Park Police force, or the White House Police force, who retired during the
period beginning on the first day of the first pay period which begins on or after
December 31, 1967, and ending on the date of enactment of this Act, for services
rendered during such period, and (2) in accordance with the provisions of sub-
chapter 8 of chapter 55 of title 5, United States Code (relating to settlement of
aceounts of deceased employees), for services rendered during the period beginning
on the first day of the first pay period which begins on or after D'ecember 31, 1967,
and ending on the date of enactment of this Aet, by an officer or member who dies
during such period. : .

88-574——68——+4
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(b) For the purposes of this section, service in the Armed Forces of the United
States, in the case of an individual relieved from training and service in the
Armed Forces of the United States or discharged from hospitalization following
such training and services, shall include the period provided by law for the manda-
tory restoration of such individual to a position in or under the Federal Govern-
ment or the municipal government of the District of Columbia.

Sec. 9. For the purpose of determining the amount of insuranee for which an
officer or member is eligible under the provisions of chapter 87 of title 5, United
States Code (relating to government employees group life insurance), all changes
in rates of compensation or salary which result from the enactment of this title
shall be held and considered to be effective as of the date of enactment of this Act.

Suc. 10. This Act shall take effect on the first day of the first pay period begin-
ning on or after December 31, 1967.

GOVERNMENT OF THE DisTrIcT OF COLUMBIA,
Washington, January 22, 1968.
Hon. Joun L. McMiLLaN,
Chairman, Commaitee on the District of Columbia,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DearR MR. McMirLan: The Government of the District of Columbia has for
report H.R. 13981, a bill “To authorize the District of Columbia government to
pay travel expenses, per diem to persons traveling between their home or place
of business to the District of Columbia to ascertain whether he is qualified for
appointment to the Metropolitan Police Department, and for other purposes.”’

The bill provides recruitment inducements for the Metropolitan Police force
substantially similar to those recommended by the former Board of Commissioners
in its letter of February 9, 1967 to the Speaker of the House of Representatives
and incorporated in H.R. 6644 and H.R. 11149. These recruitment inducements
were also recommended by the Board of Commissioners in its October 10, 1967
report to you on H.R. 10761, H.R. 11278, and H.R. 11435. The District of
Columbia Government reiterates the view that these inducements would be a
valuable aid in filling the vacancies on the Metropolitan Police force.

While it is believed that a salary increase will facilitate the recruitment of
applicants for the Metropolitan Police force, there is also a definite need to pro-
vide additional recruitment incentives to strengthen the District’s ability to
obtain more qualified applicants. Even though definite emphasis is placed on
recruiting locally, the shortage of qualified police applicants in the District of
Columbia and the National Capital Region requires recruiting efforts beyond these
areas. In addition to attractive salaries, applicants are interested in compensation
for their expenses and such extra expenditures as may be required in accepting
employment as a police private in the District.

Accordingly, the following recruitment inducements provided in the bill can
be expected to aid in eliminating the present large number (304) of police vacancies:

1. The payment of transportation expenses to applicants who are requested
to travel to Washington, D.C. in order that certain determinations as to their
suitability and qualifications for appointment can be made. The estimated annual
cost to the District for these expenses is $25,000.

2. A resettlement cash allowance (not to exceed $250) and a 90-day per diem
allowance (not to exceed $7.50 per day) for newly-appointed privates who are
required to relocate their place of residence. Such allowances would be subject
to an agreement by the newly-appointed private to remain in the police service for
a per(ilod of two years, with a refund required if he left the service within such

eriod.
P It would be necessary to establish regulations for the entitlement of resettle-
ment allowances. Dependent on the District’s ability or inability to recruit qual-
ified policemen, it may be necessary to revise these regulations, but initially they
would provide that—

A. Payment of the resettlement cash allowance will be made on the basis
of $250 for a married appointee, or $100 for an unmarried appointee, to
provide for extra expenses incurred in relocating his place of residence. To
be eligible for such resettlement allowance, the appointee at the time of
appointment must live outside the limits of the area prescribed by the Dis-
trict of Columbia Council pursuant to statute, presently the territory within
a radius of twenty-one miles from the United States Capitol Building, and
be required to move into the prescribed area. The estimated annual cost
to the District for these allowances is $35,000.
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B. The per diem allowance of $7.50 per day will be limited to 30 days
for unmarried policemen, and for married policemen will be limited to such
time as is required to relocate his family, but not in excess of 60 days, sub-
ject to change based on difficulty of recruiting, as indicated above. The
estimated annual cost for these allowances is $67,000.

Federal Government agencies such as the Tennessee Valley Authority, the
Atomic Energy Commission, and the Veterans Administration, have authority
to pay preemployment interview expenses. In a report on H.R. 9020, 89th Con-
gress, in June, 1965, concerning the payment of preemployment interviews
expenses of applicants for positions in the Federal Government, the United States
Civil Service Commission pointed out the need for payment of interview expenses
in order to compete with private industry. Also, in the report it was stated that it
has been the experience of Federal employers in recent years that inability to pay
these expenses was a governing factor in numerous declination of job offers.

A report issued March, 1962 by the Civil Service Commission on ‘“Moving
Expenses of Federal Employees’” pointed out some of the “above normal’ living
or extra expenses incurred as the result of relocating. These extra expenses were
incurred by reason of requirements such as food and lodging of an employee while
maintaining his family at the old location; house-hunting visits to new locations;
temporary housing at the new location; return trips to the old place of residence
for visiting and moving employee’s family; closing of the old residence and open-
ing the new permanent home, including forced sales, increases in rent, home pay-
ments, need for purchasing new household furnishings, and similar other needs.
The study showed that analysis of over 5,000 responses indicated that four out
of five employees lost money on their move. The average loss, counting only
expenses considered necessary and reasonable for such moves, was $558. (With the
$250 resettlement allowance plus the $7.50 per diem allowance not to exceed 60
days for a married policeman, the District could pay a maximum of $700.)
Heaviest losses were from closing costs on sale of old home, closing costs on new
home, above normal cost for employees reporting to new jobs ahead of their
families, and cost of temporary quarters for the family.

A study of industry practice in 1964 by the American Management Association
confirmed earlier studies by the National Industrial Conference Board and others
that the great majority of businesses having specific policies on transfer expenses
(generally the larger firms) do everything possible to ease the burden on employees
who are asked to move. Practically all underwrite temporary living expenses and
make allowances for assistance in disposing of homes and in meeting other
relocation expenses.

For the foregoing reasons, the Government of the District of Columbia strongly
urges the enactment of H.R. 13981 in order to make available for the use of the
District the Metropolitan Police recruitment inducements provided by the bill.

I have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that from the standpoint, of
the Administration’s program, there is no objection to the submission of this
report to the Congress.

Sincerely yours,

TuaoMmas W. FLETCHER,
Assistant to the Commaissioner,
(For Walter E. Washington, Commissioner).

Mr. Warrener. H.R. 13980 is a bill introduced by Mr. Broyhill on
November 13, 1967?

Mr. WasminagToN. November 13, yes.

Mr. Wartener. That is the one I believe Mr. Broyhill mentioned
a while ago and said there was some error?

Mr. Brovuirr. No, not an error in the bill. I stated that in the
agenda of the hearing there was an error as to what was included in
the bill. The agenda states that my bill would increase the pay of
police and firemen by an average of 7 percent, and I believe it would
increase the pay by 8.7 percent. Is that your understanding, Mr.
Commissioner?

Mr. WASHINGTON. Yes.

Mr. Warrexer. You may proceed, Commissioner Washington.
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SuMMARY OF BILLS

Mr. WasaIiNgToN. In an analysis of these bills, Mr. Chairman, I
would like to submit the following statement: H.R. 10761, H.R.
11278, H.R. 11435, and H.R. 13980 provide for (1) a salary increase
for police and firemen averaging 8.7 percent estimated to cost $4.1
million, excluding vacancies for a full fiscal year, with H.R. 11435
combining all Sergeants including Detective Sergeants in one sub-
class rather than in separate subclasses as provided by H.R. 10761,
H.R. 11278, and H.R. 13980; (2) deletion of the scheduled longevity
steps 7, 8, and 9, with retention of three longevity step increases for
Privates through Sergeants and two longevity step increases for
Lieutenants through Deputy Chief, with three years between each
such increase; (3) payment of $500 per annum additional to the Police
Executive Officer who is assigned as one of the Assistant Chiefs of
Police; (4) payment of $600 to any officer or member below the rank
of Deputy Chief in the Police Department who has a minimum of
thirty college credit hours and has served one year probation (H.R.
13980 includes somewhat similar provision covering both Police and
Fire and designates the need for credit hours in law enforcement of
administration for police and fire science or administration for firemen) ;
(5) payment of $1200 to any officer or member below the rank of
Deputy Chief in the Police Department who has 60 or more college
credit hours and has served one year probation (H.R. 13980 includes
both Police and Fire in same manner as for 30 credit hour provision);
(6) advancement of all officers or members except privates to the
highest longevity step in their respective class or subclass upon com-
pletion of thirty years of continuous service in the police force or in
the Fire Department; and. (7) H.R. 13980 only provides for salary
saving provisions for members of the Police and Fire Departments
assigned as Technician I, Technician II, or Station Clerk, as the case
may be, who may lose such an assignment only because of the re-
organization of the Police or Fire Department. H.R. 13981 provides
only for police recruitment inducements covering pay for pre-employ-
ment interview expenses, relocation allowances not to exceed $250
and per diem allowance not to exceed $7.50 up to 90 days.

RECOMMENDATIONS

I concur in the provisions of these bills relating to the change in
longevity step increases, additional pay for the Police Executive
Officer, pay incentive principle for educational attainment for both
police and fire, and salary protection for Technicians and Station
Clerks. However, (1) the additional pay for the Police Executive
Officer should be subject to insurance benefits in addition to retire-
ment benefits, and (2) rather than indicate a stated amount of com-
pensation for educational attainment, I believe it more practical to
provide for administrative application of such compensation through
re%ulatory issuances accordin% to changes which may occur in basic
salary rates, and changes in law enforcement and fire fighting tech-
nology.

I d%’ not consider appropriate the provision in these bills concern-
ing the advancement of all officers and members except privates to
the highest longevity step of their respective class or subclass upon
completion of thirty years service. The District Government was
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strongly opposed to a similar provision which was considered by the
Congress in August 1964 for Deputy Chiefs and subsequently enacted
into law as a provision of P.L. 88-575, approved September 2, 1964,
because of the inequities which it created and because of its conflict
with the concept of longevity pay for compensatory recognition of
long service in the same class or grade. Also, since the basic salary
rate is used for retirement pay purposes, this provision which allows
attainment of the top rate in a class or subclass after thirty years
service might encourage early retirement of those officers and members
who had not yet reached the mandatory retirement age.

And with our present problems, I might say parenthetically, with
recruitment, we certainly want to keep the officers who have reached
this kind of service.

Otherwise such officers and members might continue their employ-
ment and the Police and Fire Departments would benefit from their
long experience and knowledge. Additionally, no other salary system
in the District Government permits an employee to automatically
jump to his top rate because of a long period of service.

Although I recognize there is an urgent need for an increase in the
salaries of police and firemen, and for some of the benefits as provided
by these bills, I cannot support the pay schedule provided therein
nor the 30-year service advancement that I have just discussed. In
addition to those provisions of these bills with which I concur with
certain modifications, there is also need to include recruitment in-
centives similar to those provided in H.R. 13981. At this time I
would like to comment on the need for legislation as well as the Dis-
trict’s proposed bill which is recommended to be substituted for the
provisions of these bills. ‘

NEED FOR LEGISLATION—VACANCIES

The need for this proposed legislation is critical because of the
difficulties being encountered in the filling of vacancies particularly
in the Metropolitan Police force. The President has charged the Dis-
trict Government with responsibility for making the streets of Wash-
ington free of crime. In order to meet this responsibility, it is essential
that the police force be at full strength and manned with the best
qualified personnel available. As of January 18, 1968, the Metro-
politan Police Force had 308 vacancies as compared to 307 vacancies
on January 1, 1967. Also, the D.C. Fire Department has averaged 33
vacancies since January 1, 1967, with 39 vacancies as of January 18,
1968. While the vacancy problem in the Fire Department is not as
acute as it is in the Metropolitan Police Force, there is still a critical
need to fully man both forces to carry out these vital services in the
District of Columbia. It is therefore essential that effective action be
taken with respect to pay and recruiting benefits and techniques so
as to enable the District Government to fully staff these forces.

The District’s proposed bill is designed to meet this need by includ-
ing a pay adjustment and recruitment incentives, as well as other
benefits to increase the quality and effectiveness of the Police and Fire
Departments.

In addition to the vacancies, statistics show that major crime in the
District of Columbia increased 34.3 percent during period from Janu-
ary through September 1967 as compared to same period during 1966,
with the national trend increase being 16 percent during same period.
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And T might say, Mr. Chairman, that we are going to work very hard
on that problem. In 1966 the District of Columbia ranked 3rd highest
in number of crime offenses among sixteen cities with a population of
500,000 to 1,000,000. The number of fire alarms in the District of
Columbia has also increased approximately 19 percent in 1967 as
compared to the same period of time in 1966.

The District, in its recruitment efforts, continues its vigorous
efforts to recruit for the vacancies in the police and fire forces. We
now have, I might say, two recruitment mobiles on the streets of the
city in order to enhance recruitment. Continued contacts are also
being made in the District of Columbia and nearby community high
schools, colleges, citizens and other private groups, federal agencies
and other similar sources. Also cooperation of the Department of
Defense has been obtained for visiting military bases and early dis-
charge of servicemen for police recruitment purposes. We will have
another group out very shortly at seven more of the bases and it is
hoped that we will come very close, within the next 30 or 40 days, to
coming to full strength. Advertisements and posters- have been
placed in metropolitan area newspapers, periodicals, buses, post
offices and other available public facilities, together with spot an-
nouncements on radio and television. In addition the U.S. Civil
Service Commission holds examinations in the District on the 2nd
and 4th Saturday and on the 1st Thursday night of each month for
the benefit of any walk-ins. Since October, 1967, a mobile recruiting
unit has been used in various locations in the District. I mentioned
that. We now have another one. Recruiting teams are also utilized in
visiting other cities in the eastern and middle states. During the
period January 1, 1967 through January 15, 1968 these efforts have
resulted in the appointment of 272 policemen out of a total in excess
of 1200 applicants who passed the written examination.

The recruitment program for the Fire Department is essentially
conducted similar to that for the Police Department except that
recruiting teams to other cities are not used. During Fiscal Year
1967, 83 firemen were appointed out of 357 originally certified as
beiug eligible.

Despite these recruiting efforts and number of appointments made,
the vacancies continue to exist and, as in the case of the police depart-
ment, the high number of vacancies has not decreased.

CompETITION WiTH OTEER CITIES

In making a comparison with other major cities and nearby com-
munities, the study of pay adjustment needs indicated that as a result
of an average increase of 11.2 percent in the recruiting rates for police
privates by 17 of the 20 other cities having over 500,000 population,
and an average increase of 10.7 percent in the recruiting rates for fire
privates by 18 of these 20 major cities since the last previous study
made in mid-1966, Washington, with a recruiting rate of $6,700 ap-
proved in November, 1966, has dropped in relative standing from 5th
to 12th place for police private and from 5th to 11th place for fire

rivate.
P Also, the study showed that the nearby communities have increased
their rates averaging 10.7 percent for police and 7.9 percent for firemen.
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The recruiting rates paid police by these communities either exceed
or are within a few hundred dollars of the D.C. Government’s recruit-
ing rate of $6,700 for policemen. Rates for firemen are somewhat lower
than rates for policemen in Prince Georges and Montgomery Counties,
due primarily to the manner in which such services heretofore have
been accomplished; for example, mainly through volunteer services or
fire tax district arrangements. However, these communities are de-
veloping their fire fighting activities on a direct County payroll basis
which will in all probability require the establishment of rates closely
paralleling their rates for police services. At the present time, Alexan-
dria and Fairfax have the same rates for both police and fire privates.

CrassIFICATION AcT EMPLOYEES

Increases to be given in three stages for federal and District
employees under the Classification Act have been approved by
Congress. The first stage, a 4.5 percent increase was made effective
retroactive to the beginning of the first pay period beginning on or
after October 1 for our Police and Firemen. If we can do this for our
Classified Service employees it would appear to me that we should
leave our police and firemen in the same position.

T would strongly urge that this be considered.

The second and third stages would become effective in 1968 and
1969 respectively, with increases given according to the salary
comparability mneeds of the Federal Government with private
enterprise.

The amount of increase is meaningful insofar as police and fire
employees are concerned, because it adds substance to other categories
of positions from a more attractive competitive recruitment viewpoint.

PrivaTE BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY

Other occupations in the community currently are being paid rates
which when compared to the existing rates for police and firemen pose
a more desirable attraction, especially in view of the qualification and
physical requirements, hazardous and other work conditions as are
present in police and fire occupations. Exemples are: Bus Driver,
$7,000; Construction Laborer, $6,500; Plumber Helper, $6,656; Truck
Driver, $6,968; and Tile Setter Helper, $7,728.

Pay ProprosAL

The improved competitive position of the nearby communities due
to their increased rates, comparison to rates for other occupations
within the District of Columbia which have less demanding working
conditions and requirements than do police and firemen, and the
lowering of the District’s relative standing with other major cities in
the rates paid police and firemen, fully substantiate a need to increase
the rates for D.C. Government police and fire forces.

Using $7,500 as the entrance salary for police and fire privates as
previously recommended for police privates by the District Govern-
ment on February 9, 1967, to Congress, a proposed schedule of rates
has been developed as a measure to insure salaries that would both
attract and retain qualified personnel.
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The proposed increase which averages approximately 7 percent
(costing an estimated $3.3 million excluding vacancies for a full fiscal
year) would improve considerably the District’s competitive salary
position both locally and nationally, by assuring the continuation of
the District’s first place ranking with nearby communities, and raising
the recruiting salaries for District police and firemen from 12th to 5th
and 11th to 5th respectively among the 20 other major cities.

Comparison of the recruiting and maximum rates for police and fire
privates with other major cities and nearby communities is shown in
Charts A through F provided to the Committee members.

(The charts follow:)

Chart A

COMPARISON OF POLICE PRIVATE MINIMUM SALARY RATES

CITIES OVER 500,000 POPULATION

San Francisco
Los Angeles
New York

San Diego
D.C. PROPOSED
Detroit
Seattle
Milwaukee
: Cincinnati
Cleveland
Chicago
Baltimore*
D.C. PRESENT
Philadelphia
St. Louis

New Orleans
Pittsburgh
Houston
Dallas

Buffalo
Boston

San Antonio

*Effective 9/1/67

$5,000 $6,000 $7,000 $8,000 $9.000
1 1 Ll L] 1

8964

;3124
Bl 57932
il 57764

oiawr-an (Rank 5th place)r.ew.a.er.ar-.o¥d $7500
7424
el $7380
B $7200

B 56966

— EYY.PU

wlll 56792

el 6730

prmmmnnyRank 12th place)mdil$6700

il 56395

Ml 46370

———— $ 60 00

——— $59 63
—$ 59 4 6
e—$ 5 9 0 4
r———— 582 5
oe—— 5772

el 4992
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Chart B

COMPARISON OF POLICE PRIVATE MAXIMUM SALARY RATES
EXCLUDING LONGEVITY RATES-CITIES OVER 500, 000 POPULATION

$6.000 $7,000 $8,000 $9.000 $10,000
I 1 I | i

San Francisco

A $9564

Los Angeles $9564
San Diego IR 59432
New York o EER 59383

D.C., PROPOSED [w.aw.aw(Rank 5th place)w.ew.ev.ow.ovw.or.ero%d $9000

Milwaukee : SEl $8700

Baltimore* B 58640

D.C. PRESENT fwmmmmmn(Rank 7th place)msmmmarunenniti} $8400
Detroit MR $3335
Ml $8316
ol 53244

Chicago

Cleveland

Seattle i 58040

Cincinnati B 57921

St. Louis B $7410
‘Buffalo B ;7285
B8 $7280
[a———, 6900
s me—l 56879
New Orleans AR $6720
Houston | E—— - EYY AT
Dallas e 5 615 6

San Antonio e 5 5 82 0

Boston

Pittsburgh

Philadelphia

*Effective 9/1/67
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Chart C

COMPARISON OF FIRE PRIVATE MINIMUM SALARY RATES

CITIES OVER 500,000 POPULATION

San Francisco
Los Angeles
New York

San Diego

D.C. PROPOSED
Detroit

Seattle
Cincinnati
Cleveland

Chicago

: . Baltimore*

*D,C. PRESENT

Milwaukee
Philadelphia
St. Louis
New Orleans
Pittsburgh
Houston
Dallas
Buifalo
Boston

San Antonio

| “Effective 9/1/67

$5.000 $6.000 37,000
1 i I

$8,000 $9,000
1 1

sl 5 89 6 4

Bl 58124

ol 57932

Ml $7572

aaw.am(Rank 5th place) .er.er.ererald$7500
B 57424

7380

;6966

B 56840

Bl $6792

il 6780
i (Rank 11th pl’ace)un“l“$6700
M 56669

R 55395

M $6271

f————1 $ 60 0 0
I——— $ 59 6 3

roame———— $ 5940
—r——— 5 9 04
e — 58 2.5
———— 577 2

el 54800

8/1/67
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Chart D

COMPARISON OF FIRE PRIVATE MAXIMUM SALARY RATES
EXCLUDING LONGEVITY RATES -CITIES OVER 500,000 POPULATION

$6,000 37,000 $8,000 $9, 000 510,000

| 1 1 1 1
San Francisco B 59564

| L.os Angeles B 59564

New York B $9383

A, San Diego N $9204

D,C. PROPOSED |w.awew(Rank 5th place)_"'."’lj $9000

Baltimore®* J 53640

D.C, PRESENT psmsinani(Rank 6th place)ssmsmunnnnnill) $8400

Detroit Jl $58335

R Chicago 58316

[l Cleveland Sl 8244

Seattle B $3040

Cincinnati g 57921

Milwaukee Bl 57341

® St Louis 57593

@ Butfalo R 57285
# Boston M 57280
® rittsburgh e smeac— 6 5 0 0

: Fhiladelphia e sm—alBE 6879

) New Orleans el 5 6 7 2.0

o Houston | F—— - RT3 :2

g Dallas sl $615 6

#8521 Antonic bl 542 4

fective 9/1/67

8/1/61



56

Chart £

COMPARISON OF POLICE PRIVATE SALARY RATES WITH NEARBY COMMUNITIES

D.C.. PROPOSED

Prince Georges ol $6853

D,.C. PRESENT Ji $6700

Arlington Bl $6677

Fairfax M 56672

Montgomery : R $7005

Alexandria, S8 $6510

MAXIMUM (Excluding Longevity Rates)
$6,000 $7.000 $8,000 .__$9_ 000
I 1 LI 1

Prince Georges i JR 9010

D,C, PROPOSED s P $9000

Fairfax . M 58520

f Montgomery =il $85L3

Arlington . o 58486

D.C. PRESENT R $8400

Alexandria ol $8310

8/1/67
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Chart ¥

COMPARISON OF FIRE PRIVATE SALARY RATES WITH NEARBY COMMUNITIES

MINIMUM

D. C. PROPOSED

D.C. PRESENT

Prince Georges

Alexandria

Montgomery

| Arlington

Fairfax

$5.000
L

$6.000 $7..000 s2. 000
1 1 1

o’ $7500

1t $6700

R 6527

JBN $6510

= 56353

B 6344

Jmm $6672

MAXIMUM Excluding Longevity Rates

D,.C. PROPOSED
Prince Georges
Montgomery
D.C. PRESENT
Alexandria
Fairfax

Arlington

Mr. Wasmiveron. In addition to the proposed increase, it is pro-
posed to eliminate the longevity steps from the salary schedule with

retention of the principle of longevity step increases. However, it is
proposed to reduce the time between such increases from four to three
years. This would permit a private to reach the maximum salary rate
in sixteen years rather than in nineteen years as is now the case. The
same reduction in the number of years between longevity step increases
would apply to all the other officers and members except the Fire
Chief and Police Chief who would not receive the benefit of any

il 58581

L8R $8517

ik $8400

aEg $8310

Bl $0520

= $8091

8/1/67

longevity step increase. Proposed Recruitment Benefits:
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REcCrRUITMENT INCENTIVES

I also propose to include recruitment inducements as previously
endorsed by the District Government in the proposed legislation
introduced as H.R. 6644 and H. R. 11149. While it is believed that
the salary increase as discussed will facilitate the recruitment of apphi-
cants for the Metropolitan Police Force, there is also a definite need
to provide additional recruitment incentives to strengthen the
District’s ability to obtain more qualified applicants.

Even though definite emphasis is placed on recruiting locally, the
shortage of qualified police applicants in the District of Columbia and
the N ationa(} Capital Region requires recruiting efforts beyond these
areas. In addition to attractive salaries, applicants are interested in
compensation for their expenses and extra expenditures as may be
required in accepting employment as a police private in the District.

I would say here parenthetically that it would appear to me that
in other categories of employment we recognize this as a perfectly
valid position, and for the police and firemen I certainly believe that
we should close all the gaps that might even suggest that we have
less than the best for our police and fire forces.

Accordingly, the following recruitment inducements are proposed
in conjunction with recruitment salary increases to aid in eliminating
the large number of police vacancies:

1. The payment of transportation expenses to applicants who are
requested to travel to Washington, D.C. in order that certain deter-
minations as to their suitability and qualifications for appointment
can be made. The estimated annual cost to the District for these
expenses is $25,000.

2. A resettlement cash allowance (not to exceed $250) and a 90-day
per diem allowance (not to exceed $7.50 per day) for newly appointed
privates who are required to relocate their place of residence. Such
allowances would be subject to an agreement by the newly appointed
private to remain in the police service for a period of two years, with
a refund required if he left the service within such period.

It would be necessary to establish regulations for the entitlement of
resettl yment allowances. Dependent on the District’s ability or in-
ability to recruit qualified policemen, it may be necessary to revise
these regulations, but initially they would provide that:

1. Payment of the resettlement cash allowance will be made on the
basis of $250 for a married appointee, or $100 for an unmarried
appointee, to provide for extra expenses incurred in relocating his
place of residence. To be eligible for such resettlement allowance, the
appointee at the time of appointment must live outside the limits of the
area prescribed by the District Government, which is presently the
territory within a radius of 21 miles from the United States Capitol
Building, and be required to move into the prescribed area. The
estimated annual cost to the District for these allowances is $35,000.

2. The per diem allowance of $7.50 per day will be limited to 30
days for unmarried policemen, and for married policemen will be
limited to such time as is required to relocate his family, but not in
excess of 60 days, subject to change based on difficulty of recruiting,
as previously indicated. The estimated annual cost for these allowances
is $67,000.
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PrRECEDENTS

Federal Government agencies such as the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Veterans Adminis-
tration, have authority to pay pre-employment interview expenses. In
a report on H. R. 9020, 89th Congress, in June, 1965, concerning the
payment of pre-employment interview expenses of applicants for
positions in the Federal Government, and in a report dated February
6, 1967 to the President of the Senateon the same subject, the U.S.
Civil Service Commission pointed out the need for payment of inter-

‘view expenses in order to compete with private industry. Also, in

the report it was stated that it has been the experience of Federal
employers in recent years that inability to pay these expenses was a
governing factor in numerous declinations of job offers.

A report issued March, 1962 by the Civil Service Commission on
“Moving Expenses of Federal Employees” pointed out some of the
“above normal” living or extra expenses incurred as the result of
relocating. These extra expenses were incurred by reason of require-
ments such as food and lodging of an employee while maintaining his
family at the old location; house-hunting visits to new locations;
temporary housing at the new location; return trips to the old place
of residence for visiting and moving employee’s family; closing of the
old residence and opening the new permanent home, including forced
sales, increases in rent, home payments, need for purchasing new
household furnishings, and similar other needs.

The study showed that analysis of over 5,000 responses indicated
that four out of five employees lost money on their move. The average
loss, counting only expenses considered necessary and reasonable for
such moves, was $538. (With the $250 resettlement allowance plus
the $7.50 per diem allowance not to exceed 60 days for a married
{)oliceman, the District could pay a maximum of $700.) Heaviest
osses were from closing costs on sale of old home, closing costs on
new home, above normal cost for employees reporting to new jobs
ahead of their families, and cost of temporary quarters for the family.

A study of industry practice in 1964 by the American Management
Association confirmed earlier studies by the National Management
Association confirmed earlier studies by the National Industrial
Conference Board and others that the great majority of businesses
having specific policies on transfer expenses (generally the larger
firms) do everything possible to ease the burden on employees who
are asked to move. Practically all underwrite temporary living ex-
penses and make allowances for assistance in disposing of homes and
in meeting other relocation expenses.

PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS

For the improvement of both the police and fire services, it is
proposed to provide additional compensation to those officers and
members who have served their first year probationary period and
who complete or have completed courses of study in law enforcement
or fire science and administration subjects at an accredited college
or university. In the interest of facilitating the application of the
latest technological advances and techniques in police and firefighting
operations, it is proposed to meet such need by the issuance of regula-
tions regarding the subjects required and the amount of compensation.
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It might be well parenthetically to point out to Congressman Nelsen
that even now in the new technical college (Washington Technical
Institute) we are in the process of working out some training courses
for both police and firemen that would be an integral part of the
curriculum of the new college. There has been a great deal of interest
in this development in recent days. Initially the proposed form of
compensation could be 8 per cent of their rate of pay (i.e., $600 in
the case of a private) upon completion of thirty hours of such subjects
and 16 per cent of their rate of pay (i.e., $1,200 in the case of a private)
upon completion of sixty hours of such subjects. This approach to
recognition of academic attainments is believed to be more feasible
than the use of the “Master Patrolman” concept as originally recom-
mended by the Crime Commission and which was included in the
proposed bills (i.e. H.R. 6644 and H.R. 11149) concerning increase
in rates of pay for police and related recruitment benefits submitted
in February 1967 for Congressional consideration. The concept,
as now proposed, is that a person before being eligible for a rate of
pay which is higher than the regular base pay for a police or fire
private, should have at least a year of police or firefighting experience
in addition to having the required college credits. Also from a morale
standpoint of the present forces, it is believed inadvisable to appoint
a person as a master patrolman or master firefichter, as the case
may be, without his having gone through a period of basic on-the-
job training and experience. In addition, the provision of added com-
pensation for completing thirty credit hours and sixty credit hours
provides an incentive to personnel already on the force to achieve
such additional education. Also, the objective of attracting persons
with more than a high school education to the police or firefighting
forces will be served by having an initial recruiting rate of $7,500
with the added incentive of $600 or $1,200 additional salary at the
end of the first year of employment.

Assistants CHIEFS oF PoLICE

The rank of Assistant Chief of Police is proposed to permit appro-
priate recognition and compensation of those officers who report
directly to the Chief of Police and have been assigned responsibility
for a major function under the reorganization of the Metropolitan
Police Department, such an Assistant Chief for Field Operations,
Assistant Chief for Administrative Services, Assistant Chief for Tech-
nical Services, or Assistant Chief for Inspectional Services. The
present rank of ‘“Deputy Chief assigned as the Police Executive
Officer” is proposed to be eliminated because the officer who had been
serving in this category has been also assigned as one of the Assistant
Chiefs of Police. In recognition of this dual assignment, I propose
that this police officer receive an additional rate of compensation in
the amount of $500.

DELETION OF 30-YEAR ADVANCEMENT PROVISION

Additionally, it is proposed to repeal the provision of P.L. 88-575
approved September 2, 1964, which allows a Deputy Chief to advance
to the top step of his class upon completion of thirty years of Service
in the department. This provision is a benefit applying to Deputy
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Chiefs only. As a matter of principle which I discussed earlier in my
comments regarding the 30-year advancement provision for all officers
and members and in the interest of sound }iay administration, this
provision should be deleted from the present legislation.

REVISION OF PROBATIONARY PERIOD REQUIREMENT

It is proposed to amend the existing law relating to the probationary
year of police privates. A recent District Court decision interpreted
existing faw as requiring that a police private must be retained for the
full probationary year unless formal charges are brought against him
before a police trial board. This procedure is inconsistent with the
applicable to probationary firemen and all other District, employees
who are subject to dismissal for unsatisfactory performance at any
time during the probationary year. The requirement that a proba-
tionary policeman with unsatisfactory service be retained for the full
probationary year reflects unfavorably on the efficiency and economy
of the Police Department and is not in the best interest of the District
Government in terms of public safety. A provision is therefore included
in the proposed substitute bill to bring dismissal proceedings for
probationary policemen in line with those of all other District em-
ployees.

EstimatEDp CosT OF LEGISLATION

COST AND FUNDING

The estirhated cost for the proposed pay raise is $3.3 million ex-
cluding vacancies, on a full year basis. However, I propose that the
proposed pay increase be effective retroactively to the first day of
the pay period which began on December 31, 1967—and I might
point out that this varies from the earlier urging which I now reinstate
that this retroactive feature be made to become effective on October 1.

The problem that I have here is that the appro%riated funds that
are already allocated for this increase provide for a December 31 date.
I am urging upon this Committee consideration of the October 1,
1967, date to conform it with that of the Classified Pay Bill.

Therefore, the additional cost of the balance of Fiscal Year 1968
will be approximately $1.6 million. The funds required for Fiscal
Year 1968 to finance these pay raises have been reserved in the appro-
priation action for Fiscal Year 1968. The fiscal year 1969 Budget
makes provision for these proposed pay increases.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have with me
technicians that can deal with any question that you might wish to
ask, and I would be glad to make myself available at this time for
any comments. I appreciate your patience in hearing us out.

Mr. WarTeENER. Thank you very much, Commissioner Washing-
ton. Mr. McMillan.

Mr. McMiuran. Commissioner, I want to congratulate you on
your forthright and concise statement. You can rest assured that
your suggestions will be given every consideration by this committee.

Mr. WasaiNnegToN. Thank you.

Mr. McMiuran. I would like to ask a question. You suggest that
this legislation be made effective December 31st, 1967.

88--574—68—5
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- Mr. Wasningron. This I think was contained in the provision
of the. appropriation bill. I think that is how it got in there on the
Senate side.

Mr. McMiLLaN. But .you want it retroactive to October 1, the
same as the classified employees.

Mr. WasaingToN. That is what I was urging.

Mr. McMiLuan. Do you have a person here who is in charge of the
Police Recruiting Service?

Mr. WasHINGTON. Most of our recruiting is done through the Office
of Deputy Chief Wilson who is here.

Mr. McMirLaN. Chief Wilson, maybe you can enlighten the Com-

mittee as to just what troubles you are encountering in trying to
riacr;Jit' for the Metropolitan Police force. Is it pay, or is it something
else? -
-~ Mr. WiLson. Mr. Chairman, we have not been able to determine
a real cause of the difficulty in recruiting. It is something that occurs
across the country. Police departments across the country have an
extreme difficulty in recruiting and have had for the past five or six
years at least. In fact, they have had some recruiting difficulties since
World War I1.

It has been particularly acute in the last five or six years. The
studies generally show that most Police Departments have difficulty
and run about ten per cent vacancies. This is the trend across the
nation in all of the large cities. We are suffering along with the rest.
As we go out and send recruiting teams out into the field, we run into
recruiting teams from New York City, Los Angeles, Oakland. They
actually send teams from as far away as Oakland, California, to recruit
in this area, because there is an extreme shortage of people who are
willing to work the hours and do the job of a police officer.

Mr. McMiLLan. I do not think the hours are too bad because when
I came to Congress the police worked 70 hours a week.

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes, sir, but in those days the tradesmen worked
60 hours a week. It is quite true, there has been a great deal of im-
provement in the working conditions largely as the result of the efforts
of this committee since I have come here. Still there has been a great
improvement in the working conditions of everyone and this is the
thing we have to compete with.

Mr. McMiroan. What we want to find out is just why we cannot
recruit people here. My file is full of letters from men who have quit
the Metropolitan police during the past ten years. Not once have they
stated they resigned on account of salary. I am in favor of this salary
bill and I think the starting salary should be more than $7500. But we
realize, and I am sure you do, that money is not going to cure all the
trouble unless you support recruits and present members of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Police. You remember when we held these hearings
last year as to why we could not get recruits or why policemen left
for other jobs, that people who testified stated that the main trouble
was that they did not have the backing of the top level people in
the District of Columbia or the District of Columbia government.
I want to know if that is being corrected.

T am sure Commissioner Washington will do everything he can to
correct the situation, but he has not been there long enough to find
out all the problems confronting the Police Department. I think you
have been there long enough to give us this information.
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Mr. WiLson. Mr. Chairman, I cannot say we have ever lacked back-
ing at the top. I will say that since Commissioner Washington has been
appointed he has done a great deal to stimulate support. He has done a
great deal to get support from all levels of Government for us. I do not
mean by this to imply there was a lack of support before, because I
cannot say that there was. However, he has received support direct
from the President in our recruiting efforts to help us with military
recruiting,

Commissioner Washington met, as you probably know, with Police
officers of the city at the request of the Policemen’s Association, and
pledged his support to them. I think we have every indication that we
are getting full support from Commissioner Washington.

Mr. McMruran. There was one instance that was well advertised
throughout the country when we had a carnival here a few years ago.
We had a so-called little riot. I think you remember it.

Mr., Winson. Yes, sir.

Mr. McMiunan. There were eight policemen injured and T under-
stand not one person was arrested. No one was convicted. Just recently
a man was arrested and placed in a paddy wagon and he kicked the
paddy wagon to pieces. Some of the policemen were brought before the
trial board. Those things are not very conducive to young men who
would like to join the force. They must have protection from those
higher up.

Mr. WiLsox. Mr. Chairman, these are problems of being a police
officer in_a big city these years. We have to approach it and look at
it and take a professional view of it and accept it as a part of the job.
I do not know that we have had, as I can recall, any police officer who
has been dismissed from our Department as a result of anything that
even appeared to be an unfounded complaint by police officers. As
you know, your committee found as a result of Mr. Harney’s report
that complaints against police officers do concern the officers, and the
Department tries to show that it supports them. The only thing that
we can do in these cases is to stress that we are supporting the men
and are working with them and ask that they take a professional
view of the fact that complaints made by citizens have to be examined
and considered on their merits.

Mr. McMiruan. I have checked the 11th Precinct.

Are you giving Captain Davis full support? I understand he is
trying to do a real good job in that precinet. Is the Police Department
giving him full support from the top to the bottom?

Mr. WiLson. Absolutely, sir. We have given Captain Davis full
support, and we have had full support from the Mayor with respect
to matters in the 11th Precinct.

Mr. McMinnan. How can hoodlums rock the whole police station
and throw bottles at the station, and these people were not even
arrested?

Mr. Wizson. I could not testify on that, Mr. Chairman. T was
not at the scene, and I have not really studied the report fully enough
to testify precisely what took place there.

Mr. McMrran. T hope we can get together, and I hope someone
connected with the Police Department can give the police some pro-
tection, from privates all the way up. We cannot expect men to join
the Metropolitan Police force and get hit and heads busted open with
no one to protect them.
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There has been a tendency for several years to give the criminal
more protection than the policeman who Is t 7ing to carry out the
duties which are imposed upon him. I am for the Police Department.
I want to give them all the protection they need, and I think they
should be furnished with proper guns to protect themselves. I do not
know whether you will solve crime with some of the new methods or
not, but if we let it be known to a criminal that if he broke the laws
of the Nation’s Capital he would be met with a bullet we would stop
some of this crime.

Mr. Wisson. Mr. Chairman, I agree with you that we must give
our police officers on the street support at a.]f levels of government.
T would testify again that every indication I have seen, and I think
every officer [ have heard speak to the subject has indicated that he
thinks Mayor Washington is doing that—he is giving us his support
and he is getting support.

Mr. McMinzan. He is just beginning. He will need the help of
everyone concerned. I think it is best to bring this out right now. I
don’t think anyone objects to the District of Columbia spending
money for proper. police protection.

“Mr. WiLson. I have never known this committee to be penurious
when it came to spending money for supporting police services in thi
city. .
K/Ir. McMiLLan. 1 think the evidence proves that the city must
be a little soft here, or people like Gregory and Rap Brown and every
other type of criminal would not come to Washington to make their
home. We must not make it too comfortable for these people. I want
to bring these statements out while we have you all here before us. I
feel Mr. Murphy is just beginning, and he may have some ideas and
would like to say something on this subject.

Mr. MurprY. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to
comment on the matter which you have raised. I do not think any

olice department can be effective unless the individual police officer
as the strong conviction that he is supported. I think strong leadership
is an essential ingredient of any large police department.

In order to bring to every man in the Department the feeling that
he will be strongly supported from the Mayor’s level and from my
level and from the level of the Chief of Police, we have begun to
look into this whole matter of supervision, this whole matter of
leadership at the precinct level and the District level as well as at the
headquarters level.

I think, Mr. Chairman, that is the kind of problem we must work at
every day. We cannot assume that the morale of a police officer will be
good, even with a salary increase. We must understand that society
imposes upon a police officer one of the most difficult tasks that are
imposed upon any public servant. He is the man we expect to be out
on the front line, facing the criminal, facing the violent person, facing
the disturbed individual. I think that that because he faces this
difficult task, and because he represents the law in doing it, he must be
a mature, calm, flexible individual. I think day after day we must
work at the problem of convincing him that we are suplp))orting him.
At the same time he will lose a case in court on occasion because he is
not an attorney. Mr. Hoover has demonstrated with the Federal
Bureau of Investigation for these many years the great value of having
well-educated men in the enforcement positions, even attorneys as
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special agents. A police officer without the benefit of all that legal
training will on occasion have a case loss in court. I think he must be
mature enough and we must help him to understand it is no reflection
upon him. But I agree with you, Mr. Chairman, that we must, and I
pledge to you as my responsibility, I will do all I can to give that
support. ,

Mr. McMiLnan. I certainly agree with your statement. I think if
we expect to keep the police we already have, we must give them some
assurance that they have the backing of the top level.

Mr. MurprHY. Yes, sir.

Mr. McMinran. If necessary, they should explain some of their
actions to the men on the beat. I think there has been a time when
there was not enough communication between the top level and the
low levels in the department.

Mr. Murery. I think that is a very serious problem, Mr. Chairman,
and we are working on it. ;

Mr. McMiLraN. I am certainly looking forward to seeing great
improvements along that line in the Nation’s Capital.

Mr. Murpnay. Thank you, sir.

Mr. McMiLran. I certainly agree with you that there is no other
city we can compare Washington with in the United States. We have
more than 100 embassies here, we have the Congress, we have the
Supreme Court, we have the White House, and we have seven or eight
million visitors to the Capitol every year. There is no other police
department in the world that has to meet that type of service. For that
reason you have to be selective in your recruitment. Just anybody will
not fill the requirement for the Nation’s Capital police problem. That
is all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WairENER. While we are discussing this problem of support of
the police on the beat, recently I had a visit from some of the wives of
our police officers who gave detailed report upon what they construed
to be abuse of police officers by at least one member of the Judiciary
in the community. Of course, we know that a judge is appointed for a
fixed term of years.

I suppose there is not much you can do about it. What do you
propose as an answer to that if the allegation be true?

Mr. Murruy. I propose, Mr. Chairman——

Mr. WaiTeNgr. Their statement, if true, presented a rather ugly
picture of judicial abuse of police officers.

Mr. Murpry. Mr. Chairman, I think it is my responsibility to
indicate to every officer in this Police Department that I will stand
behind him. That is my firm resolve.

Mr. WaiTENER. But you are not a judge.

Mr. Murpny. I realize that, sir, and I realize that what I can do
about a judge mistreating a police officer, if any judge should do that,
is quite limited. But within the limits of what would be appropriate
for me to do, sir, as far as a public statement might be concerned, or
my reassuring that officer of my support of him, I will do that. I
intend to do 1t. :

Mr. Waitener. If you make the public statement too strong, the
judge will have you down there for contempt of court.

Mr. Murpay. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the dangerous territory
which one could tread in commenting upon the actions of ‘a member of
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the Judiciary. I intended to imply that I would do what is appropriate
for me. I realize there is a line beyond which it would not be appro-
priate for me to act.

Mr. Wartener. I am not going to give you legal advice but I
would hate to have a conference with you down in the lock-up.

Mr. MurpaY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. WaITENER. Mr. Nelsen. ,

Mr. NEeLsEN. Dealing with your recruitment problems, several weeks
ago the Montgomery County Council moved to permit policemen
from other jurisdictions to join the force without a reduction in pay.
This is obviously competition for recruitment, is it not?

Mr. MurpaY. Yes, sir.

Mr. NeLsEN. Is there anything in your planning for the future that

would adopt a similar pattern for the District of Columbia?
- Mr. Mureny. 1 would like to have the opportunity to review that
whole area, Congressman. We do not have specific proposals prepared
at this time. T think we should attempt to be competitive. I think we
should study the possibility of giving credit for police experience in
another jurisdiction to a man who would transfer to the Metropolitan
Police Department. Unfortunately, I do not have a specific proposal
in mind now but will study it.

Mr. Neusen. How many vacancies do you now have in the Police
Department?

Mr. Murruy. There are slightly less than 300.

Mr. WiLson. 295.

Mr. FLErcHER. Let us point out, if I may, that we have already
signed up 96 who will be coming on board from the military with the
biggest number by the first of March and some all the way into the
first of July.

Mr. NeLseEn. In the Fire Departinent how many vacancies?

Mr. WerrzeL. Thirty-eight.

Mr. NeLsen. It has come to my attention that in one of the pro-
posals before us, sergeants on the police force would be hurt as far as
pay rates are concerned in that they would be getting less than they
are getting now if the schedule is changed, and less than the maxi-
mum rate for privates. Can anybody clear that up for me?

Mr. EatoN. Mr. Chairman, as I understand the problem that is
probably going to be discussed later by the Associations, it involves
a reduction in the time of service for the privates from 19 years to 16
years. They figured out in some cases that a sergeant who was
promoted five years ago, would now be receiving less under the new
schedule than he would have received had he remained a private. I
think it is around $15 less. But we must consider also that he has been

etting more as a sergeant than he would have received as a private.
hhat is something we would hope to look at in the next go-around on
the pay.

NPI’.yNELSEN. I hope if there is any inequity as to salary that
recommendations wiﬁ) be made to correct it.

Mr. Dowpy. If the gentleman would yield, I understand this
inequity exists under present law. .

Mr. Earon. I imagine there is. Any time you make a change it
seems there are some small inequities that occur.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you.
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Mr. NeLseN. I have one more question. How many separations
from the police and fire forces were there in 1967? Is this contained
in your report, Mr. Washington?

Mr. WasuINGTON. Yes, sir, it is in the schedule.

Mr. FLercHER. The turn-over rate is 12 percent. That is on the
police force. It is about five percent in the Fire Department.

Mr. NewsEN. Mr. Chairman, I just want to mention to Mr. Wash-
ington that I appreciated his opening statement and that I wish him
well in his new responsibility. I believe all of us are hopeful that this
can be the model city. Recalling the testimony of Chief Layton at
past hearings, it seems to me that one of the problems that the Police
Department finds itself confronted with is Court-imposed restrictions
that appear to retard law enforcement. Court rulings are something,
of course, which we can do little about, but this Committee and the
Government of the District of Columbia must give the police all the
backing and moral support they need so that they can do the job.
I wish you well in your responsibility.

I have no more questions.

Mr. WasaingToN. Thank you. I certainly will follow that course.

Mr. Wairener. Mr. Dowdy.

Mr. Dowpy. On the question of separations from the force, you said
12 percent for the police, and that would be 360 last year.

Mr. FueTcHER. Yes, sir, that includes retirement and voluntary
separation.

Mr. Dowpy. How many of those were voluntary separations?

Mr. WiLson. For fiscal 1967, which I have readily available, we
had 149 resignations, 149 retirements, 24 transfers to the White
House, and 14 various minor reasons, military leave and died.

Mr. Dowpy. 149 retirements on account of age, fourteen died, or
otherwise.

Mr. Wrinson. Yes, sir.

Mr. Dowpy. And 24 transferred to the White House. 149 just quit.

Mr. WiLson. Yes, sir. '

Mr. Dowpy. Can you give me any indication of those 149 who just
quit? Do you have a breakdown of why they quit?

Mr. Winson. We get various reasons. Of course, you will under-
stand that we have to accept the reason that the man gives; 104 of
those went to other employment, 54 went to other police departments;
four went to the fire department; seven went to other District agencies;
five to the Federal Government; four to enter the armed services;
thirty for various associated other appointments; eleven quit to return
to their home state or to move to another state; seven resigned for the
good of the service. They resigned rather than being dismissed.

Mr. Dowpy. You requested seven to resign?

Mr. WiLson. Yes, sir. Twenty-seven went for miscellaneous
reasons, seven for education, three for family reasons, two for fiscal
reasons, seven for personal reasons, two gave no reasons and seven to
start their own business, which is a total of 27.

I can supply this for the committee record if you like. We have had
this for a number of years.

Mr. Dowpy. We will be glad to have that for the record.

(The material referred to follows:)
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RESIGNATIONS FROM THE FORCE AND REASONS GIVEN

Fiscal year

Reason given by officer
1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967

For other employement:

In another police department__._____________ 6 4 4 3 7 8 17 19 25 54
In D.C. Fire' Department___________________. ) 1 6 1 3 3 4
As civilian'in this department___._____.______ R
In other District agency....__. cee e 1 1 4 2

In a Federal agency___.
To enter armed forces__....___.
Unspecified other employment__.___________.

Subtotal el

For Geographic reasons:
To return to home state

For change of climate.__ .-
Unhappiness in this city__ ... _..________

Subtotal . __ .

For good of service:
Unsuited for police work. ... ...
While under suspension_..____
Best interest of department. ..

Subtotal . ... .

Miscellaneous reasons:
To complete education.__ ... ..__.___..__...
To enter religious order
For family reasons....
For physical reasons__.__..___... R
Because of financial difficulties. - - e
Personal reasons__.____________. - 1 3 1 11 24 37 15 26

3 7

No reasons given___. - 4 6 3 10 9 10 1 2
To start own business. . N, U 9 5 7
Subtotal .__ .. 10 22 25 20 42 46 62 36 48 27

Total resignations. ... o oiaeiaioo 54 71 75 78 141 113 141 112 141 149

Source: Metropolitan Police Department.

Mr. Dowpy. You stated in your statement, Commissioner Wash-
ington, that 272 policemen were appointed during the last seven
months period. There were 1200 who passed the written examination
and apparently qualified, and yet you have a deficiency in your force
of 295. Do you know why there were only 272 employed out of 1200
who were qualified when you needed 300 more?

Mr. WasHINGTON. We can give you that. It has been a matter of
great concern to me. In our recruiting we found the same thing with
regard to the written examination, on a walk-in basis.

Some of them have taken their physical and have not passed or
have not shown interest beyond that, but I think the Chief can
probably pinpoint from that number exactly what happened.

Mr. WiLson. I can’t pinpoint it, Mr. Washington, but I can give
you some light on it. '

This is for calendar year 1966, but it will be approximately the same.
There were 991 who were certificated and passed the written exami-
nation. 208 failed to reply to an invitation to be considered for
employment after they had taken the examination. 131 declined
employment. 339 were rejected by the Board of Surgeons. 125 were
not selected, which is to say they had criminal records or poor employ-
ment records. Ten were unable to be located and 215 out of that 991
were appointed. So we lose about a third for physical reasons and
approximately two-thirds are being lost for miscellaneous reasons.
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Apparently they take the examination and then decide they don’t
‘want the job.

Mr. FLeErcHER. May I add to that, one of the things we have asked
is to go back through the records and find out why people who wanted
to be policemen were rejected. Particularly on the written examination
or physical requirements. That is, can we bring them back? The mere
fact t};lat they have applied for the job is a big step as far as we are
concerned. If we can rescue them and bring them back in, it is a ver
important step for us to take and we are in the process of going bacl};
through all of those rejected to see if we can retrieve them and bring
them in as policemen.

Mr. Dowpy. I probably misunderstood the Commissioner’s state-
ment. I knew of the record of reported trouble you had in recruitment
and I took the Commissioner’s statement to be there were 1200 quali-
fied but evidently that was just on the written test.

Mr., WasHINGTON. Just on the written, yes, sir.

Mr. Dowpy. I am glad to have that cleared up.

Now on the question of morale, it came to me through investiga-
tions my committee conducted last fall, something about an officer
named Johnson in the 11th precinet that Captain Davis had over
there, and it appeared he was trying to bring some law and order to
that precinct. It appeared he had been harassed to such an extent
that he went to the hospital with ulcers. I would like to have some
explanation of that. If a man is trying to do a job and the people in
business over there appreciate what he is trying to do, why he should
suffer'such harassment. I don’t know what it is from, but I would like
to have some comment about it.

Mr. MurpraY. Congressman, from what I know of the record of the
individual concerned, I don’t know that ulcers developed as a result
of the experience of the officer in the 11th precinet. I would have to
review his entire medical history and his department record.

Officer Johnson had a very difficult assignment in the 11th
precinct

Mr. Dowpy. I understand there were difficulties and I was wonder-
ing, when he tried to do a good job, why he wasn’t given support.

Mr. Mureay. Well, sir, I think as we analyze these situations
frequently we find there are two sides to the issue. There is the diffi-
culty of the assighment, and the medical condition in the case of
Officer Johnson I cannot testify to at this point. It just brings me back
to the statement I made earlier about how difficult the task of a police
officer 1s. He is frequently called upon to exercise judgment and to
mfgintain his calm in a way that is very difficult, even for a police
officer.

That matter is still under investigation and the Mayor, I know,
will make a complete report of the results of that investigation and
take whatever action is appropriate.

Mr. Dowpvy. I have read reports of what goes on here and there are
other things that come to my attention. When you refer to a person
keeping his calm, we wonder whether you mean if he is firm he has
lost his “calm’. I think in dealing with criminals you have to be firm.

Mr, MurprY. Yes, sir, I agree with you. My many years of police
experience tell me that a police officer can be calm and be firm at the
same time. 1 think police officers are human beings and they occasion-
ally find it difficult to carry out the delicate tasks that are imposed
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upon them. They must function within the law. The amount of force
they may use under any circumstances is defined in the law. They may
not use more force than is necessary. That is frequently an extremely
difficult judgment for a police officer to make and if he makes anferror
in judgment, no matter how slight, there is frequently a great deal of
publicity about that. Unfortunately sometimes the total picture is
distorted. - Day after day in this city police officers are doing an
excellent job. They are making excellent arrests. We don’t hear as
much about that as the one case in which the force used may have
been excessive, or the force may have been entirely appropriate, but
some citizen complains that the officer used excessive force. Frequently
there is a flurry of publicity about that incident.

I have been reviewing investigations where a thorough investiga-
tion indicates that the officer’s action was perfectly proper. There
frequently is not. publicity when we find that the officer did his job
well. If there has been a complaint that he did not do his job well,
there tends to be publicity. v

Mr. Dowpy. I was a prosecutor for a number of years. I realize
sometimes hindsight is better than foresight. When an officer is
accused of using excessive force, you have to put yourself in his
shoes at the time to determine how it appeared to him at the time,
rather than using hindsight to determine what he sould have done.

Mr. Murpay. Congressman, I have been a police officer. I served
as a patrolman. I did patrol duty and I have made arrests.

Mr. Dowpy. I understand that, but when you are talking about the
complaints brought against an officer now, do you put yourself in
his shoes? .

Mr. MurpaY. Yes, I do. Having been in those shoes myself at one
point, I appreciate how difficult 1t is for them and I try to be as
sympathetic and reasonable as possible.

Mr. Dowpy. You give him the same consideration as you would
to a complainant?

Mr. MurprY. I am sorry, sir—

Mr. Dowpy. You give him the same benefit when charges are
brought against him as you would a defendant who comes before you
for i;lstance, who claims self-defense in a murder case or an assault
case’

Mr. Murpay. I try to give him the benefit. Of course, at the same
time a police officer 1s a public officer. I think all of us would agree
we want high standards. We have high standards and we must impose
upon a police officer higher standards than the community will
impose upon itself.

Mr. Dowpy. I don’t know whether you were misquoted, but I
would like your comment on this news item. The statement was that
you }fl'elt a police officer should be a social worker rather than a thief
catcher.

Mr. Mureay. Congressman, it is my view that a police officer
spends about ninety per cent of his time in preventing crime and in
keeping the peace In a manner that does not require his resorting to
the criminal justice process. What few studies we have available tell
us that a patrol officer uses the criminal justice process in perhaps less
than ten per cent of the cases which he handles.

For instance, the police officer who is dispatched to a family fight
situation will frequently restore order to that situation without making
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an arrest, and much of the time of a patrol officer is spent in preventing
crime and maintaining the peace in a manner that does not involve
making arrests.

Of course, a police officer is not a social worker and I do not claim
that what was reported in the press is an accurate report of my state-
ment, but he does, as a matter of fact—a good police officer—he
prevents crime.

Mr. Dowpy. That is the reason we have laws, to prevent crime.
We have penal statutes to punish, and that is to prevent crime, and
the reason we have officers on the street is to have a show of author-
ity so that people know that it is our intention to enforce the law.
That has been my theory all the time. As far as family squabbles are
concerned, it is better to get them threshed out because when you
get to court there will be nobody to testify anyway.

Mr. MurpaY. Yes, sir. Congressman, a police officer has very broad
discretion. Every police officer has great power. That is why 1t seems
to me we have this desperate need for upgrading the police service;
not only in this city, but in this entire nation.

Unfortunately, in the past quarter century, the relative position of
the police officer in our society has declined.

Mr. Dowpy. Isn’t that because he hasn’t had the backing of his
superiors and the courts have been taking out after him rather than
trying to enforce laws against crime?

Mr. Murpay. Well, Congressman, with all due respect, I think
there is a factor there, but I think we have failed to upgrade our police.

I wholeheartedly agree with the National Crime Commission’s
recommendation that police officers should have higher education.

I think Mr. Hoover has demonstrated this with the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. When he took it over many years ago, he determined
to upgrade the Federal Bureau of Investigation and he has made it a
truly professional law enforcement organization. It is one of the few
in the United States. I think the police administrators of this nation
are anxious to upgrade their police departments, to provide more
education and to provide incentives for education.

Mr. Dowpy. Isn’t there something else about the F.B.I.?
All the F.B.1. agents know that Hoover is behind them. I sometimes
wonder if our policemen know that their superiors are behind them, or
even think they are behind them. Isn’t there a distinction there?

Mr. Mureny. Congressman, as I said earlier, I took this position
to stand behind every police officer in this city who does his job. That
is my pledge to you, that I will do that. I think the Mayor knows that
I have said I want to stay in this position only so long as I can do my
job in that way. I have accepted this appointment because the Mayor
gave me his assurance that he was behind me completely in supporting
and providing the leadership for the policemen in this city who needed
so much in this important year, and I pledge to you I will give what-
ever support I can.

Mr. Dowpy. If you get the policemen here in the District of Co-
lumbia to believe that you are behind them rather than that you will
support the rabble-rousers, or give them some trouble, you will have
much better morale in the police department. That is my opinion.

Mr. Murpay. I assure you my position on law and order is clear.
We will provide law and order in this city to the best of our ability and
we will make it clear to anyone who thinks otherwise that we are
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determined to have peace in this city. I assure you that we will do all
we possibly can, Congressman.

Mr. WarreENEr. Mr. Broyhill?

Mr. BroyuiLL., Mr. Commissioner, I am very happy to get your
recommendations to make this measure retroactive. I think we have
provided that in H.R. 13980, and in some of the other bills as well.

I join with my colleagues in commending you for a very thorough,
complete, and comprehensive statement.

In the classified employees’ salary increase hearings last year that
you refer to in your statement, not only was the increase of 4.5 percent
made retroactive to last October 1st, but there is another increase
provided to take effect next July. Those two alone—and that doesn’t
include the third increase that we provided for, I think, to take effect
in April of 1969— will provide a total increase of perhaps 9 percent.

Now, I wonder if we are keeping the police and fire departments in
line with what the classified and postal employees are receiving?

Mr. WasningTon. I think we had an increase in 1957.

Mr. Eton. It was 9.9 percent I think, and I believe the classified
government was somewhat less than that.

Mr. BrovuiLL. Could you repeat that?

Mr. Eron. The last increase for police and fire was 9.9 per cent, as
I recall it, which was several percentage points higher than the classi-
fied government personnel received at that time. It is true the first
stage and the next of two stages of the civilian pay bill exceed what we
are asking for here. Of course, we probably plan to come back with
another pay increase at another time.

Mr. WasHiNgToN. I wouldn’t want to stop at that answer though,
Mr. Congressman. I think we would hope, in the police and fire area,
for continued study of this matter. The 8.2 is one that we felt, based
on the prior increase, brought them up to a position, and I wouldn’t
think that we ought to remain static. If we are talking about keeping
a force in competition with other forces and giving them the best
opportunity and working conditions, I would think we would study
this just as the federal is being studied. I would not be averse to
further consideration in terms o% increase.

Mr. BrovruiLr. I know you have budgetary problems, Mr. Com-
missioner.

Mr. WasuiNngToN. We do, sir, annually.

Mr. Brovainr. I know you have difficulty raising revenue, and I
will help you all T can within certain boundaries. However, don’t
go too far in too many different directions. I don’t think we can escape
the necessity of providing proper compensation for the police and
fire departments. When we talk about comparison with other cities,
the Chairman of the Full Committee, Mr. McMillan, made mention
of the fact that this is the Nation’s Capital; we have so many tourists
coming here; and the government agencies are here, the judicial and
legislative branches. I mnotice that even with the recommendation
in your chart, we would only bring the District of- Columbia back
from 12th place to 5th place among the largest U.S. cities. It seems
to me we should set our sights a little higher than that, because this
is an exceptional area, there being only one like it in the world. 1f
we want the best, we will have to pay for it. I urge that you consider
fifth place as just not completely satisfactory. :
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Mr. WasHINGTON. I am just delighted, Mr. Congressman, to hear
you say that. I think in bringing this up to fifth place we thought we
were doing pretty good for this year with budgetary limitations, but
I have no intention of staying at number five in anything. I would like
to be number one, even if it brings us into a budgetary problem.

I think in view of what you have said and what the Chairman
observed, it gave me a little perspective in terms of some of the needs
and some of the requirements here that maybe we haven’t taken the
best look at, the hardest look at, in terms of the embassies and the
policemen. This is the only place in the nation the policemen have this
problem. It is the only place in the nation where they have nine mil-
lion visitors coming in from all over the country, and they have to be
courteous to these people who come in to see the nation’s capital.
There are requirements that go beyond what one individual would be
doing in maybe Tom’s home in San Diego, or something like that.

It seems to me the perspective I get is that the members of this
committee are concerned about this and want to put us in the highest,
and best competitive position.

Mr. BroyHiLL. Your statement is so complete that I don’t know
that I see all the specific differences between your recommendations
and those in the pending bills. I note that you recommend the same
increase for recruits. I am sure it would be helpful to all of us if someone
on the staff could provide a chart showing a comparison of these various
salary scales in the bills before us and those you recommend, so that
we can see at which point in the scales we differ.

Mr. Wasninaron. We have a scale if you wish it. The comparison
is more a comparison of the proposals. It does break it out in money
and per cent. This may not be as adequate as you wish in detail,
but we would be very happy to furnish that to you.

Mr. Broyrirn., I am sure the committee would like to have that
for our guidance when we go into executive session.

Mr. Wasningron. We can bring this closer to your requirements.
This was a rather general analysis of the bills with relation to the
proposal. (See comparison chart, pp. 2-5.)

Mr. BroymirL. Another matter on which you placed considerable
emphasis was that of travel allowance and other incentives for new
recruits to move in here from other areas.

In my conversation with Mr. Murphy the other day, I asked about
the present residence requirement for D.C. policemen and firemen.
This has been a matter of controversy, Mr. Commissioner, since
before you came here, some people in both parties have recommended
that all city employees be required to live in the District of Columbia.
The Police Department, as I understand, has for a period of years,
imposed a maximum distance that D.C. policemen may live from the
Capitol building, in order to be properly available in times of
emergency.

We know that the metropolitan area has gotten larger. We know
that developments are being constructed much further out from the
city, mainly because of the cost of land and the cost of construction.
For this reason, many people are being required to move out 25 and
30 miles from the city just because they can’t get housing within
their income, closer in.
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I am wondering, in light of that change in the cost of housing, plus
the fact that hopefully, if we ever get the Three Sisters Bridge and a
few other things straightened out, we will have better communica-
tions and transportation facilities within the entire metropolitan
area, whether Mr. Murphy or the Commissioner or someone couldn’t
consider easing this restriction and extending that boundary some-
what. I have heard that several members of the Police Department
have wanted to move out further, mainly for economic reasons, so
they could have a home with a little more land. They have felt they
could live more within their incomes if they could move out a little
further. I think there is justification for this.

I have heard that in effect you have had to lower the entrance
qualifications for candidates for the Fire Department in recent years.
Is that correct?

Mr. Weirzer. No, sir. We have a proposal to lower the height to
five foot seven. That is the only qualification we have recommended
lowering.

Mr. Broyumyr. You haven’t actually lowered the mental require-
‘ments for the Police or Fire Department, although in the latter you
have been obliged to accept candidates of marginal qualifications on
the mental examination?

Mr. WerrzeL. No, sir.

Mr. WiLsoN. We have lowered the height requirement, and lowered
the sight requirement from a flat 20-20 to a 23—40 corrected. We have
been working with the Civil Service Commission to determine whether
the mental test that is now given is truly effective in selecting good
police officers, but no decision has been made on that at this time.

Mr. BrovaiLL. Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to belabor this point
concerning the problems the police are having in the precincts, but I
think the overwhelming majority of our civilized society recognizes
that they must support the police. I don’t think there is any question
that everybody in the District Government fully recognizes that
problem. T hope the phrase “support your police” doesn’t become
just a cliche, with no real meaning.

I am not the expert that you are, Mr. Murphy, but I have heard
that it has become something of a vogue nowadays, on the part of
some people, to challenge the policeman’s authority and to see just
how far they can push law enforcement officials.

We have nationally known figures, as you well know, who do not
hesitate to appear on nationwide television and make the threat that
they will come to Washington and foment mass civil disobedience.
Again, this is a challenge to the endurance of law enforcement officials.

I think that somewhere along the line we are going to have to go a
lit%le ’further than just to draw up a phrase, “support your local
police”.

I noticed some of the people in this audience turned their heads a
little when Mr. McMillan said something about the police officers
shooting people. .

Nobody is advocating that. I am sure Mr. McMillan isn’t. But it is
a fact that today we have reckless disregard for the constitutional
rights of the citizen. The police chief in Miami, Walter Headley, has
employed what some people might consider severe tactics, but he has
unshackled the arms of his city’s police force, and the record shows that
crime there has been reduced by fifty per cent as a result. And I
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haven’t heard charges of anyone’s constitutional rights being violated
or of improper police brutality as a result, though such accusations
may be forthcoming. It just seems that somewhere along the line we
are going to have to let the policeman have a little more leeway, or at
least let the criminal element feel that that policeman has more
authority.

I have suggested that, rather than dragging out these so-called
demonstrators who block the halls of the Justice Department and the
Pentagon and even the Capitol, for that matter, with perhaps four or
five policemen dragging out one individual demonstrator, there are
certain better ways to make that demonstrator move, without doing
him bodily harm. You can grab him in a certain place in a certain way
so that he will not only move, but the next one won'’t try to sit there.

Now, I repeat for emphasis, Mr. Murphy, that I don’t think any of
us has to choose sides as to who is for constitutional rights and who
isn’t, or who is against genuine police brutality and who isn’t. [
challenge anyone to be more concerned about these matters than I
would be, but I think this side of the picture has been overplayed,
and if we will let our policemen know that they are not going to be
yanked before a police trial board, and be ridiculed and criticized
whenever they try to protect themselves in their precincts, and let
some of these offenders know they can’t get by with such tactics, that
will do more to reduce crime here in the District than anything else.

Mr. Whitener mentioned one of the judges a moment ago. I don’t
know why he didn’t mention the name, but the name I heard was that
of Judge Alexander. One of the other judges in the District of Columbia
told me he is an ill man, that he is actually sick.

Now, the question is, what can we do about it? I think it is ridicu-
lous to have a person sitting on the bench who only adds more to the
burdens of the law enforcement officials. If there is no other way of
getting rid of that type of person, than perhaps we could start im-
peachment proceedings. This might have a stabilizing influence on
the judiciary, as well as on the criminal element.

I don’t know of any other measure that will be as effective. All these
other methods have proved to be ineffective, because we still have
these law-breakers down in the precincts who feel that their chances
of evading punishment are pretty good. But if the steps along the
way, to the court and the appeals and so forth, are made not so easy,
then perhaps they might not want to take so many such trips.

The President mentioned the other night his wish to hire a hundred
new district attorneys. I don’t think there is any question but what
that would be most helpful. In fact, another of the judges in the
District of Columbia suggested just that to me; not only more district
attorneys, but higher salaries so that the city can get better qualified
prosecutors. In many instances, the criminal element is coming
before the courts with highly paid, experienced attorneys, and just a
law school graduate is prosecuting for the people. This is another
step that I think could help reduce this terrible problem of crime in
in the District.

In the past, the Police Department has always enjoyed good public
relations here. Just recently, however, we have heard about bad
public relations, or poor community relations. I think a little more
meaningful ‘support for the Police Department, which would restore
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such relations, would be worth a great deal more than a couple of
extra percentage points in these proposed salary scales.

Mr. WaiTeNER. Mr. Fuqua.

Mr. FuqQua. Mr. Washington, we certainly thank you and your:
:;[)eople for coming down this morning and supporting this legislation.

certainly support it, too.

I have one question. On page 2 of both Mr. Broyhill’s bill and
Mr. McMillan’s bill, you will note that there is a $340 increment
between steps in classes 1 through 4, privates through sergeants.
There is a $300 increment in your bill for the same service steps,.
classes 1 through 4. Then for lieutenants and engineers, in classes.
5 and 6, the increment between steps jumps to $428, and then for
captains and inspectors, deputy chiefs, and so forth, to $535.

Could you explain the reason for these differences? I notice from
the bottom to the top there is about $200 difference in the increment..
We have been urged to approve major increases in the lower echelons
and not in the higher echelons, I thought, in order to induce recruits.
to sign up.

Mr. Eton. I believe this is a bill introduced by Mr. Broyhill.

Mr. Fuqua. One is H.R. 10761 and the other bill is H.R. 13980.
These are the two bills I have looked at so far.

Mr. Eton. The bills now before the committee are not the District
Government bills. We have submitted our own proposal, which is a
draft bill, which we are asking be put in

Mr. Fuqua. Did your bill contain these same type increment steps?

Mr. Murruy. No, sir, we have a $300 increase——

Mr. WizsoN. They do increase at the higher rates, though. Of
course, this is in line with the Qualification Act pay scale, and, as you
glo into the higher rates, you get some percentage and some money
also.

Mr. Fuqua. Is there a percentage that brings this increment up?

Mr. WiLson. It isn’t a flat percentage, but this same arrangement
is found in all salary structures, I think, that at the higher rates the
step increases are higher. The same procedures are followed in the
Classified Act bill, for example. The rates in GS-1, the step increases,
are smaller than they are at GS—15. I don’t have the bill with me so I
couldn’t tell you precisely what they are, but this is a standard
procedure.

Mr. Fuqua. The point I was making is, the emphasis for increase
in pay is for recruits and in the lower ranks. You haven’t had any
problems with mass resignations of sergeants, lieutenants and cap-
tains, have you?

Mr. WiLsoN. No, sir; but there is the problem of maintaining some
comparability in those ranks with similar people in the classified
bill and in fact the bill does give a substantially larger percentage
increase in the lower rates than in the upper rates. The percentage
increase is higher in the lower rates. For example, the beginning rate
of a private will increase by $700, or 11 percent. In the upper rates.
it gets down to around two and three per cent. The increase from the
current rate to the proposed rate, I am speaking of.

Mr. Fuqua. With regard to the examinations of recruits, as I
understand, if they make a grade of 50, they are automatically
given a grade of 70. Is that correct? )
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Mr. Winson. This is the procedure, this is standard procedure,
with all Civil Service examinations; it is not something peculiar with
ours.

Our examinations that have been given by the Civil Service for the
Police Department and the Fire Department since 1948 have been:
examinations with 80 questions, and the passing grade is established
at 40 questions being correct which, if you take it as a flat percentage,
it is 50 per cent. But you must recognize that a Civil Service examina-
tion is not exactly like an examination which you take in school
to see how much you have learned from the course, but it is an exami-
nation to see what you know; but also to establish registers and in
order to establish registers you must necessarily put questions much
harder than you necessarily—you have to have some questions in
there that some people can’t answer. Otherwise—this isn’t a problem
with us now because we can take all that we can get, but otherwise
when you get into periods where you have to select between appli-
cants, if everybody can make a hundred—if you write an examina-
tion that people can make a hundred on, then you will have no
register.

The fact that 40 is selected or 30 is selected is not necessarily indica--
tive of a low mentality required. You could conceivably write the:
examination so hard that a passing of ten questions would be indicative:
of a higher mentality than another examination that you would write:
where you would require one hundred questions to be right. It is true:
40 questions out of 80 is transmuted as an average of 70 per cent.

Mr. Fuqua. I want to commend you for the incentive for further
schooling. I think this is very good.

When an officer decides to take advantage of this provision, on
whose time will he be going to school? Will this be on his own time, or-
considered duty time?

Mr. Winson. We have and have had since 1956 a college education
program within the Department. Since about 1961 the Department
has been paying most of the cost of the courses. We have an arrange--
ment with American University where we pay all tuition except $10.
They pay $10 for the three credit hour course and they must buy their-
books. They go on their own time.

The courses are arranged with these classes. We have them arranged.
so that there is a night session and a day session during each week so.
that men working in changing shifts can always attend class without.
interference with their work schedules, but it 1s off duty education.

Mr. Fuqua. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WaITENER. Mr. Gude?

Mr. Gupe. I have nothing but admiration for the police whom:
I have observed, both in the District of Columbia and in my own
Montgomery County. If we are going to have an adequate force with.
the necessary professional competence that will do justice to those:
who are in the forefront of this fight against crime, we must have a
pay and recruitment program similar to what has been outlined here..

Mr. Murphy, I have had no doubt but what you have been fully-
behind our police force and giving them your full support and not
just words. We certainly wish you well in what you are doing.

With regard to recruitment, you said the recruitment pattern here:
in Washington was the same, and you have talked with people in:

88-574—68——6
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other metropolitan areas in the same type of work with regard to
the recruitment and so on.

Mr. WiLson. Recruitment is a problem in all larger cities.

I believe Chicago recently did fill their vacancies by lowering their
height standards and lowering their age requirements, but the pattern
across the country has been that large city police departments have
been unable to fill their vacancies for many years now. The National
Crime Commission found an average vacancy rate of ten per cent
across the country. Nation’s Business, I believe, conducted a sur-
vey and determined the same thing. There are severe difficulties in
recruiting high caliber police officers for large city police work and
this is true across the nation. This committee held hearings last year
on the problems of recruiting in the District of Columbia and on the

roblems of men leaving the District of Columbia and Mr. Harney,
% believe, reported he found the same problems that we have in Los
Angeles, in Minneapolis, and in other cities across the nation. All
have a problem recruiting men and keeping them.
g Mr. Gupe. This ten per cent figure is pretty much of a national
gure?

Mr. WiLson. This was a national figure. That is about a year old,
as I recall.

Mr. Gupe. Isn’t it true in comparing the District of Columbia to
other metropolitan areas that here, because of the District Line, you
are dealing with an inner city, whereas elsewhere you include suburbs
and therefore, as with other statistics, they do not show a true rela-
tionship?

In other words, you could have another city that would be the
same size of Washington where the so-called city boundary might
run out into Fairfax County?

Mr. Winson. You find that in some cities, particularly the Texas
cities, I believe. There the city boundaries take in substantially all
of the metropolitan area, but there isn’t too much that is unusual in

‘this. Philadelphia is a fairly small city within & large metropolitan

area, so I believe San Diego and Los Angeles also are—it isn’t unusual

“for the city to be a fairly small core.

As T say, with the exception of Texas, where there seems to be a
tendency to have only as little as one or two per cent of the standard
metropolitan statistical area located outside the city boundaries.

Boston, for example, is almost the same as we are. St. Louis has
almost precisely the same problems as we have. These are all cities
of around eight hundred thousand with metropolitan areas in the
neighborhood of one and a half to two million.

Mr. Gupe. Is there thought being given to giving credit for college
hours beyond 60 hours? Has this been thought of? You have two
incentives in here; one for 30 hours and one for 60 hours. Is there
some thought about going beyond that in this area?

Mr. MurpHY. In some departments. They are giving credit up to
the bachelor’s degree and beyond. A very limited number. It is princi-
pally on the west coast.

Mr. Gupe. Thank you very much.

Mr. McMrrian. Since the retirement age is 64, what would be
wrong with recruiting up to age 34? That would give a man 30 years
of service.
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Mr. WinsoN. Mr. Chairman, we find, to begin with, there are very
few officers who stay to 64. Most begin retiring about fifty years of age.

Mr. McMinnan. I have had people come to me trying to get a
waiver for one year past the age. Would it add anything to your
problem if the age limit were increased to 34 years?

Mr. WiLson. We consider it would add to the problem of retirement.
V}fe have difficulty now with most not serving much past 50 years
of age.

Mgr. McMinnan. A number of them retire after 20 years’ service?

Mr. WiLson. Yes, if they are 50 years of age. And, of course, we
did move the age from 29 to 30, and we do not see where we would
pick up enough men to pay for the earlier loss of other men by raising
the age another year or so. If we could raise it to 40 or 42 to get men
who have retired from the military, that might be advantageous, but
as it stands now we find most of our men retiring at age 50 or shortly
thereafter.

Mr. Wartener. Mr. Commissioner and gentlemen, we appreciate
your being with us and your comments on the many items. We have
been talking about community relations. I wonder sometimes about
public relations. I mention this since you are now in the leadership
of the District Government. I often wonder what would happen if
instead of our sending a man to the moon they were sending a man
down here and before he got here the only information he had as to
where he was coming, to the Nation’s Capital, was newspaper stories
and stories by public officials about the Nation’s Capital. In most
places, especially down my way, the average citizen would defend the
public schools of his community even if he had a little reservation
about it. He would defend his local institutions of higher education;
he would defend his Police Department and his city government and
all the facets that go to make up his community.

But here, if one had no other information than the statements made
by community leaders and sometimes by public officials, one would
think Washington had the worst highway system in the world, the
worst people in the world, the worst schools in the world, the most
run-down school buildings and public buildings, and so on. Nothing
you read about Washington is good. I would like to see somebody
sometime brag on the Nation’s Capital, because I happen to be proud
of it. Down my way, as a result of this bad publicity about the City
of Washington, D.C., if you talk to a young lady about coming here
to work she gets all excited about it, but after she goes home and talks
to her parents about it, the next day she comes back and says, “My
parents won’t let me go there because it is such a horrible place.”

I don’t think it is so terrible as the press and other media picture it.
I don’t think Congress is as bad in its relationship to the District of
Columbia as folks imply here in the public media. I would hope that
somewhere along the line under this new administration—and I want
to say to you, Mr. Commissioner, that I think you have done a good
job of taking a sound position on the condition of the District of
Columbia—I1 would like to see all of us start talking about positive
things.

Ifgwe had only one of the thousands of things you have in the
District of Columbia in my State, it would be on every map published
by the State as a place that you ought to see when you are in North
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Carolina. Yet one would get the impression here that there is nothing:
in the District but chaos, disorder, neglect by public officials toward:
your institutions. It shocks me to see this attitude of complete nega--
tivism about everything that is done here in the City of Washington. I

don’t know where you have been, but I guarantee in some of the meet--

ings you have attended there have been some, maybe many, people-
who have stood up and spoken with this approach: that Congress is so-
cruel to the District of Columbia, that the needs of the people are:
disregarded, that the new Commissioner is hard-headed about the-
vital needs of the community.

Of course, I have not lived in a lot of places, but I have been in a
lot of places around the world, and I have not been any place where
this general sentiment prevails as it does in the District of Columbia.
I wonder, if we worked together, if we could not get one editorial
favorable to the Nation’s Capital.

Mr. WasHiNgToN. It is so close to me——

Mr. WHITENER. You love this city or you would not be here. You
said that earlier. The whole Nation loves it.

Mr. WasHinagTon. [ think you have struck a note that is so signifi-
cant and that is, we have not done enough to tell about the good things.
and to display them and talk enough about them and put them on the
signboards. The one thing I have tried to do since I have been back is.
to capture an entire positive attitude of optimism about our town. It is
not only a psychology but an optimism to show the needs and what we
are doing, trying to get people to work in unity and harmony so we can
do many things. But we are doing many things. We are meeting with
the department heads. We want them to spend more time telling the
people about the positive things we are doing and not only the things.
that are always blown up. Most departments have not told their story
completely. As an example, hardly anyone realizes the number of’
programs going on in welfare. We ought to be talking so people will
understand. Of course there is room for additions and many other

- things, but I think people have to get a totally optimistic point of view
about their own home town. This is the place we want to raise our
children, and we ought to be thinking about it in those terms. I salute
you {(f)r that observation because I certainly intend to work on it
myself.

Mr. WaiTeNER. Chief Wilson comes from my home county, and if’
you were down there with him he would show you the new high school,.
and he would show you Belmont Abbey College and Sacred Heart
College, and he would not tell you Belmont Abbey College is a bad.
college because the monks many years ago made the bricks with their-
own hands. He wouldn’t say, “Look at that old building.”” He would
say, ‘It is one of the finest {uﬂdings in the country, built by hand by
dedicated men.” And he wouldn’t run down our schools. He would be
proud of the new high school, but he wouldn’t run down our other
schools. Here, with all your fine new school buildings, you never read
anything in the paper except about one or two that are old and run
down. Certainly we want to do something about the old and run down
buildings, but let us not talk all the time about our deficiencies.

Maybe you and I together can get our press and other news media:
on another tack for a while and make these folks proud of Washington.
If you kept telling me I lived in the worst community in the world



81

:and was not doing well economically or otherwise, I might do some-
thing foolish. Take a man throwing a rock through a public housing
project window, or a child throwing rocks through school windows.
Instead of saying this is the worst place in the world, if you said it
was the finest place in the world, these people might become proud
.of the city and not do these things. I think those who look at the
local situation from the outside find that a lot of things you hear
about are not true. We have the best police force I know of, but to
read about it in the paper you would think a bunch of animals was
running around in police uniforms.

I had some other questions, but I know you want to go on. One
question I would like to ask is on the pay raise based on educational
attainment. That is a flat figure regardless of the rank of the officer,
is it not? In other words, a Captain of Police would get $600 or not
over $1200 in any event. I am talking about educational attainment.

Mr. Winson. In the Commissioners’ bill, the figure is not estab-
lished, it would be established by regulation, but our information is
the preliminary feeling is it would be a flat figure and would go through
the rank of Inspector.

Mr. WaITENER. Say an Inspector made more money than a pri-
vate. He would get the same number of dollars for educational attain-
ment as a private?

Mr. WasHinGgTOoN. Our proposal is a flat figure.

Mr. WarTENER. Well, of course you cannot talk beyond your tour
of duty, but if you had the regulatory power you would have a flat fee
for men of all ranks for this educational attainment?

Mr. WasmingTon. That is what we proposed.

Mr. Warrener. Mr. Fletcher, you made a statement a while ago
by which I hope you did not mean to imply you would lower the
standards in your recruitment program?

Mr. FLercuer. No, raise the applicants but not lower the stand-
ards. We want to see what we can do to give them the education they
need or, if it is a physical problem, to get them to build themselves up
physically. We would raise the applicants but not lower the standards.

Mr. WarreENner. We have made an exhaustive study of that, and
I think our specialists came to the conclusion it would be disastrous to
lower the standards.

Any other questions?

We want to thank you again and wish you well. This is your first
appearance, I think, before any House committee of the Congress?

Mr. WasuiNeron. It is my first appearance and I want to thank
you for receiving us.

Mr. WarrENER. You have made an auspicious beginning. You
made a very splendid statement, and I commend you and your
associates.

Mr. Wasrinaron. Thank you, sir.

Mr. WmitenNEr. We want to work with you.

Mr., WasaingToN. Thank you.

Mr. Wartener. We will now recess until Tuesday of next week at
10 o’clock.

(Thereupon, at 12:30 p.m. the subcommittee recessed until Tuesday,
January 30, 1968, at 10 a.m.)







POLICE AND FIREMEN PAY INCREASE

TUESDAY, JANUARY 30, 1968

HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcoMMITTEE No. 4 OF THE
ComMITTEE ON THE DisTricT oF COLUMBIA,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m. in Room 1310
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Basil I.. Whitener (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Whitener, Dowdy, Sisk, Fuqua, Nelsen,
Harsha, Broyhill, and Gude.

Also present: James T. Clark, Clerk; Hayden S. Garber, Counsel;
Sara Watson, Assistant Counsel; Donald Tubridy, Minority Clerk;
and Leonard O. Hilder, Investigator. ’

Myr. Whitener. The subcommittee will come to order.

We will continue the hearings which were begun on Tuesday,
January 23, on legislation relating to the pay of the Police and Fire
Departments.

I understand we have with us representatives of the White House
Police and the United States Park Police. Perhaps they could come up
together and we will start with the White House Police, Major G. E.
Lanier, Chief, and Sergeant Carl W. Drechsler.

STATEMENT OF SERGEANT CARL W. DRECHSLER, WHITE HOUSE
POLICE

Sergeant DreEcasLER. Major Lanier is not here. I understand he
is teaching in a school.

My name is Carl W, Drechsler. T am a Sergeant of the White House
Police Force, and I am here to express my personal opinion concerning
the inequities in the Sergeants’ schedule, Class 4, of Representative
MecMillan’s pay bill, H.R. 10761.

In brief, the proposed pay bill will give a rookie sergeant with 10
years the same pay as a sergeant with 20 years’ service. This is includ-
ing one year and 11 months in the rank of sergeant. Also, it would give
a rookie sergeant with 13 years’ service $340 more than the sergeant
with 20 years’ service. This is including the one year and 11 months’
service in rank, also.

In addition, a private promoted to sergeant after 16 years of service
would draw a salary $680 more than the sergeant with 20 years’
service, with one year and 11 months in rank. Furthermore, the pri-
vate with 16 years’ service would draw a salary of $105 more than the
sergeant with 20 years, with one year and 11 months in rank.

(83)
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In my opinion, the following amendment should be added to.the
bill in order to correct these inequities. Insert on page 5, after line 4,
ithe following:

Mr. HarsgA. Do you have that in writing?

Sergeant DRECHSLER. Yes.

Mr. Harsaa. May we have copies of it?

Sergeant DRECHSLER. Yes, sir. “Each sergeant in Step 1, 2, or 3
in Class 4 upon completion of a minimum of 16 years of continuous
service, including service in the Armed Forces of the United States
but excluding any period of time determined not to have been sat-
isfactory service, shall be advanced to Step 4 and receive the ap-
propriate scheduled rate of basic compensation for such step in which
he 1s serving. Each sergeant in Steps 1 and 2 in Class 4 upon com-
pleting & minimum of 13 years of continuous service, including
:service in the Armed Forces of the United States but not including
any period of time determined not to have been satisfactory service,
shall be advanced to Step 3 and receive the appropriate scheduled
rate of basic compensation for such step in which he is serving. Each
ssergeant in Step 1 in Class 4 upon completing a minimum of 10 years
of continuous service, including service in the Armed Forces of the
United States but excluding any period of time determined not to
have been satisfactory service, shall be advanced to Step 2 and
teceive the appropriate scheduled rate of basic compensation for
such step in which he is serving.”

If this is done, it will take care of the overlaps in the private making
sergeant in a shorter period of time. This occurs through lowering
the number of years that a private becomes top pay.

At the present time under the 19-year bill, I am right now drawing
$105 less than I would be if I were broke to a private. I am drawing
$9315 at the present time as my basic salary. I would be drawing
$9420 if T were a private at top pay.

Mr. WaiTENER. As I understand it, the bill, H.R. 11435, introduced
by Mr. Machen, takes care of the situation that you have referred
to here, is that correct?

Sergeant DrEcrsLER. ] am just familiar with Mr. McMillan’s bill.
1 think Mr. Machen’s bill raises the sergeant’s salary up a grade, but
it does not take care of the inequities that exist in the sergeants’
ranks. In other words, there is a sergeant rank today at the White
House who is drawing $680 more than I am, and he has less time in
service and less time as a sergeant than I have.

Mr. Waitener. How much longer do you have in service?

Sergeant DrEcHsLER. 1 have more time than he has in service. I
have more time in police service and more time as a sergeant than
he has, and he is drawing $680 more than I because of this inequity,
because he had his 19 years when he made sergeant, and I was 6
months away from it. I made it before him.

‘Mr. WaiTENER. Mr. Nelsen.

Mr. NeLsen. No questions.

Mr. WrHITENER. Mr. Dowdy.

Mr. Dowpy. No questions.

Mr. Waitener. Mr. Sisk.

Mr. Sisx. No questions.

Mr. Warrener. All right, Chief Lange, you may proceed.
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STATEMENT OF WALTER W. LANGE, CHIEF, U.S. PARK POLICE

Mr. Lange. Mr. Chairman, my name is Walter W. Lange, Chief
of the U.S. Park Police. I have brief comments.

Inasmuch as the Police Department Salary Act of 1958, as amended,
affects principally the personnel of the District of Columbia Govern-
ment, we defer to the views of the District of Columbia as expressed
by the Mayor in his testimony before the committee, that one of the
identical bills, H.R. 10761, H.R. 11278, or H.R. 11435, 90th Congress,
be enacted.

Under the Commissioners’ proposed bill we estimate that the annual
cost of the salary increase for U.S. Park Policemen would be $275,000,
of which $180,000 would be chargeable to the National Park Service
payroll and $95,000 chargeable to the District of Columbia payroll
under existing budgetary procedures.

I understand that the Interior Department is working on its com-
ments and will submit them to the committee directly from the
Legislative Office.

Mr. Waitener. Have you any men in your department who are
faced with the problem that Sergeant Drechsler faces?

Mr. Lange. Of course, we come under the same pay bill, but I
have not particularly studied it from the viewpoint he expressed.
I have not heard any comment from our people along that line.

Mr. Warrener. Mr. Nelsen.

Mr. NeLsen. No questions.

Mr. Waitener. Mr. Dowdy.

Mr. Dowpy. No questions.

Mr. WaiteNER. Mr. Sisk.

Mr. Sisk. No questions.

Sergeant DrEcusLER. Could I add here that I was testifying on
my own, and I do not represent the Police Association or the White
House Police.

Mr. WarreNner. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We have with
us Inspector John L. Sullivan, Chairman of the Legislative Committee
of the District of Columbia Policemen’s Association.

STATEMENT OF JOHN L. SULLIVAN, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE
COMMITTEE, D.C. POLICEMEN'S ASSOCIATION; ACCOMPANIED
BY SERGEANT CARL W. BEATTY, PRESIDENT; WILLIAM J
FINZEL, MEMBER, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE; AND ROYCE L.
GIVENS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

Mr. SurLLivaN. Mr. Chairman, for the record, my name is John L.
Sullivan. I am a retired Police Inspector with about 26 years-plus
service in the Metropolitan Police Department.

First I would like to introduce the new President of the Policemen’s
Association, on my immediate right, Carl W. Beatty; Mr. William J.
Finzel, who is a member of the Legislative Committee; and, of course,
my good friend, Royce L. Givens, the Executive Secretary.

My name is John L. Sullivan, Chairman, Legislative Committee of
the Policemen’s Association of the District of Columbia. I am retired
from the Metropolitan Police Department with the rank of Inspector.

We cannot support H.R. 6644, H.R. 11149, H.R. 11278, and H.R.
11435.
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in a speech in Nassau County, declared: “Citizen support means a refusal to
tolerate lawlessness in any form. We all know the fear of the sudden attack in the
streets. But crime is also the billion dollar industry of narcotics and gambling and
prostitution . . . we require not simply citizen support but participation .
citizens can begin to take on the actual patroling of their neighborhoods. Citizen
patrols have worked in far more dangerous communities: in Crown Heights, the
‘Maccabee’ patrols have substantially cut down violent crime; volunteer police
in East Flatbush, Tampa, Florida, and elsewhere have prevented violence.” I
submit Senator Kennedy’s speech and other items and ask that they be included
in the hearing record, and we request your help in establishing such citizen
patrols here.
Respectfully yours,
Joun R. IMMER, President.

FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS

© or THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, !

{ January 16, 1968.

Re: New Ideas to Reduce Crime in D.C.

Mr. Patrick V. MurprHY,

Director, D.C. Public Safety Municipal Building, Room 5080, 300 Indiana Avenue
N.W., Washington, D.C

Dear Mz, MurprY: Senator Robert F. Kennedy and the New Mayor of
Gary, Indiana, Richard G. Hatcher, have made some suggestions for reduecing
crime which I request your comment upon.

The January 12 issue of LIFE Magazine reports that Mayor Hatcher gave
marching orders to gansters and racists. “There are those who are no longer wel-
come in Gary’ he said. Here in Washington Stokeley Carmichael is welcomed with
open arms, even though Negro clergymen and others have become increasingly
outspoken and disturbed, by leaders in the District Government itself. At the
same time there has been no similar expression on your part that “There are
those who are no longer welcome in Washington” directed to criminals and this is
a great pity. Why not?

1 am sending you herewith a brilliant speecy by Senator Robert Kennedy
which I commend to you for your most serious consideration, in which he says,
quite rightly that “Citizen support means a refusal to tolerate lawlessness, in
any form. We all know the fear of the sudden attack in the streets. But crime is
also the billion dollar industry of narcotics and gambling and prostitution . . . we
require not simply citizen support but participation . . . citizens can begin
to take on the actual patroling of their neighborhoods. Citizen patrols have worked
in far more dangerous communities: in Crown Heights, the ‘Maccabee’ patrols
substantially cut down violenit crime; volunteer police in East Flatbush, Tampa,
Florida, and eclsewhere have prevented violence.”

There has been a 300% increase in crime in the District since the Eisenhower
year of 1957; despite the adoption of the new Crime Bill by Congress and its
signing into law by the President there has been no ‘“‘get tough with criminals’
statement by you, you have not made them feel “unwelcome’: When are you
going to speak out like Mayor Hatcher has? Furthermore, I request you to take
immediate action to act on Senator Kennedy’s recommendation for citizen patrols
in such high crime precinets as the 10th and 13th Police Precinets. I will give you
my complete support in these steps. The high incidence of erime was No. 1lon a
Poll taken by the famed pollster Louis Harris here in the District under the spon-
sorship of the Washington Post. When do you plan to get tough with criminals,
as suggested by Senator Kennedy and Mayor Hatcher?

Sincerely yours
’ Joun R. IMMER, President.

(GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
Washington, D.C., January 24, 1968.
Mzr. JouN R. IMMER,
President, Federation of Citizens Associations of the District of Columbia,
1638 19th Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20009

DeAR Mg. Tmmer: Thank you for your letter of January 16, 1968, with which
a copy of Senator Robert F. Kennedy’s address to the Nassau County Crime
Council was enclosed.

I appreciate receiving the copy of Senator Kennedy’s address. It points out so
many of the root causes of crime which our affluent society must eliminate if erime
is to be brought under reasonable control.
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Your offer of complete support for citizen patrols in the 10th and 13th precinets
is encouraging and commendable. On December 1st Mayor Walter E. Washington
announced as one of the 21 points of his erime control program (developed with
Chief of Police John B. Layton) the expansion of the Police Reserve Corps. By
copy of this letter I am directing Acting Chief of Police Howard Covell to person-
ally, or through a Deputy Chief of Police, communicate with you concerning the
agsistance you have so generously offered.

Sinecerely,
Parrick V. Murray,
Director of Public Safety.

FEDERATION O0F CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS
orF THE DistricT or COLUMBIA,
December 21, 1967,
In re: $8,000 Grant to Julius W, Hobson
The Rt. Rev. WiLLiam F. CREIGHTON,
Bishop of Washington, Washington Cathedral, Washington, D.C.

Dear Brsaop: CreErgaTON: I am writing to request that you recommend a
$20,000 Church grant to Dr. Carl F. Hansen’s suit in the Courts to obtain simple
justice.

The $8,000 grant to Julius W. IHobson is- completely without justification, and,
from my discussion with a number of Episcopal clergy, has been strongly objected
to by Negro as well as White Clergy and parishioners in the Episcopal Church.

It seems to me that the Episcopal Church must support the moderates in our
city instead of the Black and White Militants. The moderates, representing 95
percent of the people in the District, have been deserted by the Episcopal Church
which has gone seeking the support of the extremist elements whom it has aided
and abetted in their extremism.

Father Wendt now seeks to obsolve himself of any connection with the tough
young gang of hoodlums who raped a defenseless woman in a basement which he
wag instrumental in providing, just as he has provided a meeting place and a
restrum for F. Rap Brown.

THe Rev. Malcolm Marshall, Rector of St. Margaret’s Episcopal Chureh at
Connecticut and Bancroft Place is working with one Arthur I. Waskow, Secretary
of thle Adams-Morgan Community Council, and financing and aiding that Council
in any number of ways. Waskow is a lcading figure in the new left, according to the
New York Times, which is controlled by Black Militants. e, Waskow, a leading
figure in the Institute for Policy Studies, is working closely with Stokely Car-
michael and other militants. He is, according to the Washington Post Potomac
Magazine of November 12, a leader in the Resist the Draft Movement (his picture
appears on page 32). The national Catholic publication, “The Wanderer’’ of Au-
gusti31, 1967 had a major 3-column article on Waskow’s nefarious activities. This
man is.far more dangerous than Julius W. Hobson, yet the Rev. Malcolm Marshall
has for years financed the Adams-Morgan Community Council which is filled with
Black Militants. On July 26 this year William Raspberry reported that rumors
(Washington Post, July 26) were circulated in the Adams-Morgan area and outside
it which were ‘‘started deliberately ... and are coldly calculated to set the town
afire’’. The Adams-Morgan Community Council’s Black and White militants
circulated those rumors and, only when the Police intervened, was this dangerous
situation brought under control. Why doesn’t the Rev. Malcolm Marshall support
the Black and White Moderates in the Adams-Morgan-Cardozo area? Why
doesn’t Father Wendt do the same? Are they trying to get the ecity’s inner city
ghetto burned down?

Sincerely,
Joun R. ImMER, President.
ce: Rev. Malcolm Marshall
Rev. William A. Beal
Members of Congress Press-Radio-TV
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- Kanorama CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, INCORPORATED,
THE WESTMORELAND,
2122 California St., NW., Washington, D.C. 20008, January 22, 1968.

Honorable Joun L. McMiLLaN, -
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. CHAIRMAN: Our members strongly support the police pay raise bills
-_~being considered by your Committee. We consider police as essential to a peaceful
*"-and ordered society, and the charges of “police brutality’’ are baseless, and those

who make these charges are mendacious.

- 'We request the support of the House District Committee to take the following

" additional steps to reduce crime: (1) make criminals know they are not welcome

<" in the Nation’s Capital. So far, no one has spoken out in this way, warning

criminals to move on, including Members of Congress. Yet LIFE Magazine
(Jan. 12, 1968) reported that the new Mayor of Gary, Indiana, a grandson of a
slave, warned criminals ‘“There are those who are no longer welcome in Gary”.
Bravo for Mayor R. G. Hatcher. It is significant that no one in the new District
Government has had the courage to speak out in this fashion. Instead, highly
placed members of the City Council rushed to embrace Stokely Carmichael when
he returned here. In city after city, Negro moderates are rising to protest the
Federal coddling of Black Militants, extremists, and criminals. Here, too, Negro
ministers, the Washington Urban League, and other Negro groups have spoken
out, and moved against Stokely Carmichael—but not our new Mayor and City
Council, who are -dominated by the White House.

(2) Urge Congress to immediately move to set up citizen patrols to take care
" to-protect Congress and District citizens from criminals and marches. Help bus
~‘and ‘taxi drivers, and law-abiding citizens Negro and White. There is _broad
support even in the Congress for citizen patrols; for instance, Senator Robert
F. Kennedy recently told a New York audience: “we need full citizen support
for the police departments of our nation . . . . citizen support means a ref
to tolerate lawlessness in any form . . . . the reporting of crimes to the police . . ..
citizens can begin to take on the actual patroling of their neighobrhoods. Citizen
patrols have worked in far more dangerous communities: in Crown Heights, the
‘Maccabee’ patrols substantially cut down violent crime; volunteer police in
East Flatbush, Tampa, Florida, and elsewhere have prevented violence.” We
need all the help Congress can give, not only to protect law-abiding citizens but
the Congress as well. President Johnson has said “The safety and security of its
citizens is-the first duty of government’. We are delighted he signed the crime
bill, but then he proceeded to dilute-its application in the District of Columbia—
the Nation’s Capital—immediately. Not a single criminal has left town, and
citizens are constantly struck down, murdered, raped, criminally assaulted, most
often by repeaters with long records, or coddled juveniles. Help! Help! Help!

Respectfully yours,
Mrs. JEweLL B. SairH, President.

Mr. WaITENER. Are there any other witnesses who desire to be
heard? If not, thank you very much for your presence. The sub-
committee will meet at some subsequent time in executive session to
comie to a conclusion on the pay legislation, as such.

- (Whereupon, at 10:50 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned.)
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POLICE DETECTIVES

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 1967

Houst or REPRESENTATIVES,
CoumirTeEE ON THE DistricT oF COLUMBIA,
SuscommiTTEE No. 2,
Washington, D.C.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, in Room 1210, Longworth
House Office Building, at 10:00 a.m., Hon. Abraham J. Multer
(Chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Multer (Chairman of the Subcommittee),
Dowdy and Winn.

Also Present: James T. Clark, Clerk; Hayden S. Garber, Counsel;
Sara Watson, Assistant Counsel, and Leonard O. Hilder, Investigator.

Mr. Monter. The committee will please be in order.

We have met this morning to consider H.R. 13203, a bill to amend
the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 to
abolish the rank of detective in the Metropolitan Police force, and to
promote persons with such rank to the rank of detective sergeant.

Without objection, H.R. 13203 will appear in the record at this
point.

(H.R. 13203 follows:)

(H.R. 13203, 90th Cong., 1st Sess., by Mr. Multer, on Sept. 28, 1967)

A Bill To amend the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 to abolish the rank of
detoctive in the Metropolitan Police foree, and to promote persons with such rank to the rank of detective
sergeant.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America n Congress assembled, That the salary schedule contained in section 101
of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 (D.C. Code,
sec. 4-823) is amended by striking out ‘“Detective” where it appears under
“Class 8”7 in the column entitled “Salary class and title”.

Suc. 2. Each officer and member who, immediately prior to the effective date
of the amendment made by this Act, was in salary class 3, as a detective, shall,
on such effective date be placed in and receive basic compensation at a scheduled
rate in salary class 4, subclass (b) with the title of detective sergeant as follows:

From— To—
Detective, salary class 3: Detective sergeant, salary class 4,
subelass (b):
Service steps land 2. .. ___ Service step 1.
Service step 3. . e Service step 2.
Service step 4. . oo Service step 3.
Longevity step 7_ - .__ Service step 4.
Longevity step 8- - ... Longevity step 7.
Longevity step 9o o .. Longevity step 8.

In computing the time served by each officer or member so assigned from detective
to detective sergeant on the effective date of the amendment made by this Act
for purposes of advancement to the next higher scheduled service step or longevity
step as provided in section 303 or 401, as the case may be, of the District of Co-
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lumbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 such time shall commence as of
the effective date of the amendment made by this Act.

Smc. 3. The amendment made by the first seetion of this Act shall take effect
on the fg’st day of the first pay period beginning after the date of the enactment
of this -Act.

Mr. Murrer. We will alse-place in the record & communication
from the District of Columbia Commissioner, Walter E. Washington,
addressed to the Honorable John L. McMillan, Chairman of the
‘Committee, dated November 8, 1967.

(The report referred to follows:)

GOVERNMENT OF THE DiISsTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
Washington, November 8, 1967,
The Honorable JouN L. McMiLLaN,
Chairman, Commitiee on the District of Columbia,
United Statés. House of Representaiives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear ‘MR. McMmrnan: I have for report H.R. 13203, 90th Congress, a bill
“To amend the District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1958 to
abolish the rank of detective in the Metropolitan Police force, and to promote
persons with such rank to the rank of detective sergeants.”

I believe H.R. 13203 to be unnecessary and without apparent justification,
since, from a sound pay administration standpoint, there is no basis, through the
legislative process, to automatically promote to the rank of Detective Sergeant
all of the detectives in the Metropolitan Police force, 138 in number.

The President’s Commission on Crime has endorsed the recommendation of the
International Association of Chiefs of Police that the supervigory ranks in the
Criminal Investigation Division should be reduced rather than be increased, as
would result from the enactment of H.R. 13203. In order that the objective ex-
pressed in the report of the Association may be accomplished in an orderly manner,
the Chief of Police has adopted the following policy: .

“ 1. -Members -of the department who held the grade of detective on the clos-
ing day for filing for the 1967 promotional examination, may file for ‘“De-
tective to Detective Sergeant’’ or for ‘‘Detective to Uniform Sergeant.”

2. Once the detective files his application, his decision is irrevocable.

3. There will be one written examination for promotion to sergeant, which
will include material applicable to investigative procedures as well as to
supervisory techniques.

4. After the examination has been graded and the necessary adjustments

have been made in the test scores to secure the desired number of eligibles,
separate registers will be established for uniform sergeant and for detective
sergeant.
5. The detective sergeant register will consist of those detectives who file
application: for promotion to detective sergeant and who qualify on the
wri;olten examination. Separate adjustments in the test scores will not be
made.

6. Promotees will be selected from the detective sergeant register to fill
vacancies which oceur because of promotion or separation of incumbent
detective sergeants who have not elected to convert to uniform sergeant duty.

7. The same procedure as above will be followed for the 1969 promotional
examination.

8. After the register established from the 1969 examination for promotion
to Detective Sergeant has expired, this procedure will terminate and there

" will be no further promotions to the grade of Detective Sergeant.

9. No further promotions to the grade of Detective will be made after the
current register expires.

The passage .of this proposed legislation would further compound the present
inbalance of supervisor-subordinate ratio in the Criminal Investigation Division.
1 therefore strongly recommend against the enactment of H.R. 13203.

I have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that, from the standpoint of
the Administration’s program, there is no objection to the submission of this
report to the Congress.

Sineerely yours,

(8) Warter E. WaSHINGTON
Walter E. Washington,
Commissioner of the District of Columbia.
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Mr. Murrer. We will proceed first with the witnesses we have sub-
poenaed this morning. It is not usual to subpoena witnesses to attend
our hearings, but in consultation with the chairman of the full com-
mittee we thought we should not ask members of the Police Depart-
ment to volunteer any testimony because of the situation that neces-
sarily exists here, where they might be put in a position of taking a
public position contrary to that of some of their superiors. Therefore,
we issued subpoenas to them requiring their attendance. When they
do testify, we anticipate they will testify fully and freely without
reservation, and we expect that their superiors will not find fault with
them for expressing their views as American citizens as well as mem-
bers of the Department. ‘ '

I am quite sure I speak for the Commissioner of the District and
for Chief Layton and all of the other superior officers in the Police
Department that there will be no reprisalg because any witness may
disagree with what is the so-called policy of either the District Com-
missioner or of the superior officers in the Department,

In order to expedite the hearings, I will call those detectives who
were subpoenaed and ask them to take seats at the witness table.
They are George M. Dunphy, Harold H. Burwell, Robert P. King,
George R. Wilson and Ronald M. Banta.

STATEMENTS OF DETECTIVES GEORGE M. DUNPHY, ROBBERY
SQUAD; HAROLD H. BURWELL, ROBBERY SQUAD; ROBERT P.
KING, ROBBERY SQUAD; GEORGE R. WILSON, ROBBERY SQUAD;
AND RONALD M. BANTA, HOMICIDE SQUAD ‘

Mr. Duxeny. Mr. Chairman, approximately ten months ago the
Metropolitan Police Department stated that due to the recommenda-
tions of the International Chiefs of Police, the President’s Crime
Commission, that we were going to be placed into a reorganization
program. Since that time reorganization has started to be implemented
and in fact will be; the entire Department will be reorganized.

We first discovered what was happening when we read the report
that was presented to the President from the International Chiefs of
Police. In these recommendations the rank of detective of the Metro-
politan Police Department was to be abolished ; in its place was a new
rank to be created, the rank of investigator. The investigator will be
an appointed position to the Detective Bureau by the Police Depart-
ment. This investigator could come from any of the ranks. He will be
a private and then he will be placed in plamnclothes in the Criminal
Investigation Division or any of the other investigative divisions
of the Detective Bureau and he could be a man with one, two or three
years on the Police Department.

The men presently holding the rank of detective who range any-
where from ten to twenty-five years on the Metropolitan Police
Department, who have passed Civil Service promotional examinations,
some of whom have passed two promotional examinations to obtain
this rank, will be known as investigators and placed in the same cate-
gory of investigators, in the same category as anybody else appointed
to this position.

We felt at this time that this act right here was depriving us of our
status.

88-574—68—-8



102

“To become a detective of the Metropolitan Police Department,
you serve in a capacity as a_plainclothesman which is an appointed
position by the Department. Until you are appointed to this position of
plainclothesman, you are not eligible to take an examination for
detective. After you attain the plainclothes rank, you are then eligible
to take this test, which we have done. We have passed this examina-
tion; we waited out a Civil Service promotional list, and then we weie
promoted. Now we are to be placed back in the category of an in-
vestigator with any prophet who may meet the qualification.

Gentlemen, back in 1962 the set-up of the Detective Bureau of the
Metropolitan Police Department was such that there was a plain-
clothesman who was appointed by the Police Department. There was
a detective. He took a Civil Service examination. There was a precinct
detective who took a Civil Service examination and then there was a
detective sergeant and he took & Civil Service examination.

On the uniform side at the time was the rank of corporal—Civil
Service examination—and sergeant—Civil Service examination.

Under Public Law 87-882, which was a pay bill for the Metropolitan
Police Department, the rank of precinct detective was abolished.
Some of these men had passed two promotional examinations and all
of whom had passed at least one. They were put back to the rank of
detective. Also in this bill the corporal who had passed one examina-
tion was upgraded to the rank of sergeant. Every one of them. Some
of whom had only been a corporal for two or three weeks prior to the
enactment of that 1962 bill.

At this time all of these men gained compensation. This was a pay
bill that this was done in.

Then the reorganization comes of the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment in 1967 to extend through ’68, and will take some years to be
implemented on the Metropolitan Police Department. At this time
they eliminate or abolish the rank of detective and we are now to be
called investigators. Many efforts were made on our part to communi-
cate with the Chief’s office at this time to find out where we actually
stood in this new program of the Police Department. The original
recommendations of the International Chiefs of Police stated that
these detectives who were in the new investigative rank every so many
years would be looked at; they would be surveyed and then the lowest
twenty per cent of these men would be placed back in uniform and
then new men would replace them.

They found out that through an act of Congress that we detectives
had been promoted through a Civil Service promotional examination
and then they couldn’t do this to us without departmental trial board
action. So the recommendations were revised to fit our situation.
After these efforts to contact the Chief’s office, the only response we
received from the Chief’s office was that “We are not taking any
money away from you people.”

From the outset of this, money is not the problem with us. If this
could have been done without money, we would have taken it without
monev. We are not interested in money. The raise will be somewhere in
the vicinity of $400 or maybe a few dollars more than that. This is
not going fo buy a Cadillac for me and it is not going to send my kids
to college. We are interested in our status and our future. There are
approximately 138 detectives at the present time. These men have
over 1300 years of police service on the Metropolitan Police Depart-
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ment: Under an administrative pencil stroke they are placing us back
in the position of an investigator. They will take a new police officer—
who may be qualified; I am not saying he won’t be qizalified—and place
him in an investigator’s role, the same as it took me these 15 years to
obtain through a promotional examination. We: are not asking for
anything that the Department. hasn’t set its precedent on before,
when they abolished the rank of corporal. = -

They also tell us that we haven’t taken a supervisory test. Well,

gentlemen, the examination I took for detective had approximately
-160 questions on it. The private who took a test for uniform sergeant
the same day I took my detective’s examination, the questions were
verbatim, excepting maybe five or ten questions; the same examina-
tion, v y ,
The examination that I was forced to take three Saturdays ago for
detective sergeant, the uniformed men and some detectives who may
have taken it for sergeant because they felt this was the only way they
were going to be promoted, was a verbatim test; the same test. In fact,
the title of that examination was “Sergeant and Detective Sergeant.”
So there should be no question as to who are supervisors and who are
not supervisors. :

The Chief’s office. then, after many months of deliberation—not
with us—said, “I will extend to you an opportunity to take a detective
sergeant’s examination” and he said, “I will do that for two years, this
October and the October of 1969. Therefore, I am affording you an
opportunity to become a detective sergeant.’’

Well, gentlemen, if you read the International Chiefs’ of Police
recommendations, this Criminal Investigation Division which we are
all a part of calls for 34 detective sergeants. There are presently 91
Now, this figure may be 93, 92. I could pass this examination just
took in October. I could pass it two years in October, wind up first on
the list both times and never be promoted. ‘

All the Chief has said to this is that “I will fill the vacancies.”

Well, under reorganization this contradicts the Reorganization Plan
and the Chief has said that this department will be reorganized. This
process has started.

I feel—I mean the 138 detectives—feel that after trying to talk
with the Chief about this problem—and the response we got was,
approximately two or three months ago, a meeting was called at
Police Headquarters for all the detectives. It was done in two parts;
one in the morning, one in the afternoon. We responded and in the
meeting I went to 1n the morning there were 72-some-odd detectives
present. Deputy Chief Wilson was there. A civilian, Mr. Glenn
Murphy, was there, and he was a representative of my Chief of
Police because this was a Police Department meeting. There were no
civilians from anywhere there other than he. He spoke to us on behalf
of the Chief to try and explain to us what the recommendations were
of the International Chiefs of Police. We asked him very pertinent
questions, we thought. We asked Deputy Chief Wilson if this was
done for the corporals in 1962 why shouldn’t it be done for these
detectives at this time.

The answer we got then was that that was another administration
and that we have nothing to do with that administration.

This was said on the floor of the Detective Bureau squad room.

Then the civilian got up there, Mr. Glenn Murphy, and we asked
him questions about this and how the original recommendations of
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the Tnternational Chiefs of Police had been changed pertaining to
detectives because of our Civil Service status. He stood there in front
of 72 men and said, “If you don’t hit the pitching to the Trial Board.”
Now, I will explain what that remark meant to people who don’t
understand. It meant, ‘“If you don’t come up to our qualifications or
our standards, it can be arranged to send you to a Trial Board and
your rank can be taken away from you.” There is no other way to
interpret that remark. :

. This was the cooperation, or the feeling of our department toward

us. We had nowhere to turn, due to Departmental orders, Commis-
sioners’ orders—and I don’t mean to imply that we detectives would

do it any other way. We had nowhere to go, so we went to Congress.

We said that what we want is our day in court, what we are having
right now, and I want to extend the appreciation of all the detectives
of the Police Department right now for this opportunity, Mr. Chair-

man.
© We asked to be heard at a hearing, that our problems could be aired.

If you gentlemen here in Congress say we are wrong, that will be it.
What we want is our opportunity and we are here.

I want to read a chapter from the Metropolitan Police Department
Manual; one paragraph. It is on page 99, Chapter 23:

Duties for officers detailed for the prevention and detection of crime.

. This is from the current Manual of the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment:

Section 1. There shall be assigned to the Detective Bureau for special service in
the prevention and detection of crime such member or privates as may be directed
by the Major and Superintendent of Police and authorized by law and privates
so assigned, upon approval by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia
receive such additional compensation as may be provided for by law for privates
5o assigned and during the period of such assignment shall be designated as detee-
tive sergeants and in all matters relating to their duties in connection with such
assignment shall be obeyed and respected as sergeants.

And from the United States Code, Title 4, Section 110:

“Detail of privates for detective work,” the Code says:

The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are hereby authorized to detail
from time to time from the privates of the Police Force such number of privates

as may be in their judgment necessary for special service in the detection and
prevention of crime and while sérving in such capacity they shall have the rank of

sergeants of the foree.

That was February 28th that was enacted in 1901 and it is still in
effect as of this minute. :

Gentlemen, I don’t see how anybody can say we are not entitled to
what we are asking for. We are not asking to be made the Chief of
Police. We are not asking for a thousand dollar raise. We are asking
that our status not be taken away from us with the stroke of an ad-
ministrative pencil.

Thank you.
Mr. MoLTER. Do any of you other gentlemen want to add to that?

Mr. BurweLL. Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, ladies
and gentlemen: A

I think that my fellow worker, Detective Dunphy, has expressed
my sentiments very well. The only thing that I can add is that I think
that I would be a representative of the former precinct detectives.
T would like to say there are a few more left and they have asked
that their former grade be mentioned at the hearing.
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- T would like to say that I was assigned as a detective in 1954. I was
promoted to the rank of probational detective, which was later changed
to detective in 1957. I took a Civil Service examination and success<
fully passed the examination in 1959 and was promoted to the rank
of precinct detective. :

In 1962 the rank of precinct detective was abolished, as detective
Dunphy stated, and the men were integrated into one rank of “detec-
tive.” The former probational detectives who were then classified ‘as
detectives, and then precinct detectives, were inade into one grade
and at that time a comparable rank, which was the rank of corporal,
was upgraded to the rank of sergeant. s

I think Detective Dunphy has covered the rest of it very well:
I have worked with him from the very beginning all the way through
and I think he has expressed my sentiments very well. I thank you
very much for the opportunity to be heard.. .= - : ‘

-~ Mr. Muwnrer. :Detective King, do you want to add anything?

- Mr. Kmvg. T don’t believe so, Mr. Chairman. 1 think these two
gentlemen have covered it completely. o :

- Mr. Murter. Mr. Wilson? %

Mr. WiLsoN. Same sentiments, sir.

Mr. MurteR. Detective Banta? . o ‘

Mr. BaxTa. No, Mr. Chairman. I think Detective Dunphy has done
a complete and eloquent job. '

Mr. Murter. Do I understand this does not involve any attempt to
legislate a pay increase? - ‘

Mr. Dunpay. Under this bill there will be an increase in pay and it
will be somewhere in the vicinity of $400 to $450 a man. We found out
when the bill was being written that it would be almost impossible to
write it any other way legally. ‘

Mr. MurTer. When a police officer is first appointed or assigned to
the detective post, before taking an examination, is that appointment
revocable at the will of the Department?

Mr. Dunery. Yes, sir. In other words, in the plainclothesman rank,
where these men are given $250 for a clothing allowance, this can be
taken back from them at the will of the Department at any time.

Mr. Murrer. Up until the time he takes and passes a Civil Service
examination and gets a permanent appointment, may his assignment
be changed and may he be reasigned as a uniform officer?

Mr. Dunpnuy. No, sir, not under the present set-up.

Mr. MuLTER. Once the man passes the Civil Service examination
and gets his appointment, is there any way of taking any of his pay
away by change of title?

Mr. Duneay. No, sir, not unless this preliminary action is sent to a
Trial Board and upon conviction at a Trial Board and if the findings of
the Trial Board are upheld by the Commissioner, then it can be done.

Mr. MuLter. If a man is subjected to charges and trial and dis-
ciplinary action as a result of the trial, there is nothing in this bill to
interfere with that procedure?

Mr. Duneny. No, sir.

Mr. WinN. Does the Department still have the rank of probationary
detective?

Mr. Dunpuy. No, sir.

Mr. Winw~. Has it been abolished by the reorganization?

Mzr. DunerY. The probation detectives were abolished a number of
years ago when the rank of detective was created.
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- Back as far as 1959 the words ‘‘probation detective’’—that rank or
status was changed and at that time it was changed—the first man
was a plainclothesman, then came a detective, then came a precinct
detective and ‘then detective sergeant, which were all Civil Service
examinations.

That is when the detective bureau was placed under Civil Service

ratings, at that time.
* Then in 1962 the rank of precinct detective was abolished and all
that was left in the Detective Bureau at that time was the appointed
rank of plainclothesman for just a clothing allowance and then there
was the rank of detective. Ail the men who were precinct detectives,
we believe, were put back a step to detective. This was a Civil Service
examination. Then there was another examination for detective
sergeant at that time. -

Now, again under the reorganization, they are doing the same thing
to the detective bureau again. They are taking the detective and
placing him back as an investigator. The investigator is going to be an
appointed position by the Department, the Chief or the Chief of
Detectives, who will ask for the man and then he will finally be ap-
proved of by the Chief and it can be anybody. He could be a man with
one year on the street. A

‘Mr. Winn. He doesn’t have to be permanent rank?

Mr. Dunpay. All he has to be is a member of the Metropolitan
Police Department.

Mr. Winn. He would have to be a member of the Police Depart-
ment and come somewhere from the ranks?

Mr. DunperY. Yes, sir.

‘Mr. Winn. He couldn’t be recruited from-the outside?

Mr. Dunpeuy. No, sir, he has to be a police officer.

‘Mr. Winn. You mentioned your attempts to meet with the Chief
and you finally sat down with a Glenn Murphy.

Mr. DunpaY. Yes. :

.- Mr. Winn. Did he say he was representing the Chief?

« Mr. Dunpry. No. He was there. This was a Police Department
meeting held at Police Headquarters and the only one I could see
who was in that room who wasn’t a police officer was this gentleman.
.- Now, to the best of my knowledge as to his position, I know he is
employed by the:International Chiefs of Police. What his exact. title
is with the Police Department, whether he is a liaison officer, I don’t
know. I couldn’t give you the exact title of Mr. Murphy, but I believe
Deputy Chief Wilson will be able to. - : :

Mr. WinN. You haven’t checked to see who this man was?.

- Mr. Dunpry. -We knew he was a representative of the International

Chiefs of Police. . : - S ,

- Mr. Banta. Mr. Glenn Murphy is a consultant on the staff of

the International Association of Chiefs of Police. He also acts as an

adjunct professor for American University teachers, some of the
olice administration courses for American University at Metropolitan

E’olice Headquarters.

Mr. WinN. Do you know then for sure that he had the authority
to speak for the Chief?

Mr. Dunpay. The conclusion I drew from that meeting was that
this was a meeting called by the Office of the Chief of Police. I re-
sponded to it and I expected the Chief of Police to respond to it, but he
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didn’t and in his stead there was someone there who we were told
would explain to us what the reorganization was about, pertaining
to the detectives.

Mr. Win~. But you don’t know for sure that he had the authority

to actually speak. He might have been invited there to explain, but
you don’t know that he had the authority to make a statement?

Mr. Duneny. I didn’t mean to imply that, sir, that this statement
was the Chief’s feelings.

When I thought I implied at that time was that he made this state-
ment, but he had been asked to come there to explain to us what they
were doing to us, by the Chief. He couldn’t have been there any
other way.

Mr. Winn. I am still a little hazy on how you get to be a detective.

Will you explain that to me again? '

Mr. Duneay. At the present time under the present setup, prior
to reorganization, they take men out of the uniformed force who
they seem to believe—when I say ‘“‘they,” I mean the Police Depart-
ment—have the qualifications to do investigative-type work. These
men are placed in plainclothes. Now, this is something I omitted, and
I shouldn’t have, the first time. These men sometimes—and I speak
from experience because I did it for two years—work in plainclothes
without compensation. None whatsoever.

Mr. Winn. For their clothing?

Mr. Duneny. For their clothing.

There is an order in the Police Department that says that any man
working in such capacity for a sixty-day period shall receive this
compensation. I am not sure whether it is sixty days or ninety days,
but there is a time limit put on it. How the Department gets around
this—and T did this for two years and I could bring in all these dates
in—1I have failed to do that. They take you out of this position for
one day and put you back in uniform and a letter is written through
the Chief taking you out of this capacity as plainclothesman and then
another letter is written the same month or the day after asking that
you be put back in.

I did this for over two years, trying to become a plainclothesman.
Finally, after two years, I was appointed by the Police Department as
a plainclothesman. This procedure is happening right now on this
Police. Department. There are men who are working in plainclothes
doing detectives’ work, doing detective sergeants’ work, .drawing
assignments on the.same cases that I draw in the robbery squad,
being responsible for the detection and the presentation of any facts
in United States District Court in all felony cases who are receiving
no compensation whatsoever and yet the Department once a month
writes—or should be doing it. Now, in a lot of cases they don’t do it
and the men could force, so to speak, a showdown over this, but they
don’t do it; they want to get into this rank.

In my case this letter was written and they are on file in my jacket—
a copy of every one of them—at the Metropolitan Police Department.

After my two years—it was a little more than two years of this
letter writing, one day a month I put a uniform on and then was made
a plainclothesman.

Mr. WinN. Excuse me for interrupting, but you are getting into
some personal

Mr. Duneny. I am speaking of the policy matter.
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b %\/Ir. WinN. But you have made another point that you didn’t
efore.

~ Right now under the Reorganization Plan—because that is what
we are talking about—+to be a detective, you become a plainclothesman
from the ranks, from the uniform ranks?

Mr. Duneay. No, sir. Under the reorganization you will be ap-
pointed as an investigator, period, under the reorganization plan or
program.

" Mr. MurtEr. You have to be a member of the uniformed force
before being named an investigator? -

Mr. DunprY. You have to be a Metropolitan Police officer.

Mr. MurteR. You can’t take a man from the outside and give
him an appointiment in the first instance as an investigator? -

Mr. Dunery. No, sir. '

" Mr. MuctEr. When a man is taken out of the uniformed force
andis made an investigator, he then continues as such by appointment?
- Mr. Duneay. Yes, sir. - S

“ Mr. MurTeR. How long must he serve as a plainclothesman before
he can take the Civil Service examination? ' '

Mr. Duxray. At the present time I believe you have to be in grade
one year. In other words, you have to be an investigator—well, under
the reorganization—let me say this to you, sir: Under the reorganiza-
tion there will be no more detective sergeants; there will be no more
detective lieutenants; there will be no more detective captains. There
will be sergeants of police, lieutenants of police, captains of police. A
lateral movement as the International Chiefs of Police call it. And the
only qualifications you will have to fulfill is, once—if you are in the
investigator role, if you are appointed to this position, you will take a
test for sergeant of police.

" Now, all you will have to do, or the only qualification at that time
will be that you will have to be in this capacity a year.

One thing I omitted, for a uniformed man or any police officer to
take any promotional examination, upon being appointed to the
Metropolitan Police Department, he has to be in grade three years.
So if a man, after one year of being appointed to the Police Depart-
ment, is made an investigator, he wouldn’t be eligible to take a test
for sergeant of police for two more years. But if he has been on three
years and he is' made an investigator, he would be eligible to take his
examination for sergeant of police.

‘Mr. Murter. That is under the present reorganization plan?

Mr. Duneuy. Right.

Mr. MurTer. When you mean first joined the force, you joined as
uniformed officers?

Mr. Dunruy. Yes, sir.

Mr. Murrer. After serving as uniformed officers, you were ap-
pointed as plainclothesmen?

Mr. DunprY. Yes, sir. .

Mr. Murter. Then you were given an opportunity to take a Civil
Service examination?

Mr. DunpraY. Yes.

Mr. Murrer. To qualify as plainclothesmen?

Mr. Dunpay. As detectives. oo

Mr. MurreEr. And only those men who passed the examination
could then be appointed?
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Mr. Dunray. Yes, sir. :

Mr. Murrer. Then after you were appointed detectives, having
passed the qualifying examination, you were then entitled to take
promotional examinations?

Mr. Dunpry. Yes, sir.

Mr. MuLteEr. And only those men who passed the promotional
examinations were entitled to be promoted?

Mr. Dunxery. Yes, sir.

Mr. Murter. And that continued until the reorganization plan?

Mzr. DunpaY. Yes, sir.

Mr. Murrer. Now, under the reorganization plan your opportunity
is being limited to take those promotional examinations, is that right?

Mr. DunerY. Yes, sir. Other than the one other incident I referred
to where the Chief finally—and this was only—I think it was perhaps
a month prior to the examination; it might have been two, where he
said he would extend to us the opportunity to take two detective
sergeants’ examinations, one this year—which was three weeks ago—
and one in 1969. But what I also made very clear at that time was that
under the reorganization in the Criminal Investigation Division it calls
for a total of 34 detective sergeants. There are 91 right now. There will
be no vacancies. How could there be when we are 40 over staff right
now under reorganization?

One other point, sir, I think I had better make right now. The duties
of a detective and a detective sergeant—right now I am a detective;
my partner is a detective sergeant in the Robbery Squad. He draws
assignments as I draw them. We are both responsible for each other’s
assignments. We both work jointly on these assignments. In our squad
we handle nothing but armed hold-ups. In the Homicide Squad they
are responsible for their duties, which is the investigation of homicides.
Detectives, plainclothesmen and detective sergeants at the present
time are doing the same work. We perform the same duties. Our re-
sponsibilities are identical and have been under the present set-up prior
to reorganization. A detective sergeant at the present time is not
required by the Metropolitan Police Department to have any more
qualifications or to perform any other duties than I and the 140 detec-
tives are also responsible for. We do the same identical work.

This point I though I should make at this time so there would be
no doubt about what our actual work, or assignments, are.

Mr. Winn. Is there not & manual that describes the duties of the
detective sergeant and the regular detective?

Mr. DunprY. Yes, sir. :

Mr. Winn. Is there a manual telling what each classification
should do?

Mr. Dunenay. Yes, sir. I read to you a chapter from the Police
Department Manual. It very clearly states what we are. The Manual
calls me a sergeant of police. The manual says that when I respond
to the scene of an armed hold-up that I shall be in charge at that
time.

The United States Code, which I also read, calls me a sergeant of
police and T shall be respected as such.

Mr. WinN. There is no difference at all spelled out in that Manual?

Mr. Dunery. No, sir. If you would like, I could bring this up to
you and let you read it.
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Mr. Winn. It doesn’t seem the job specifications are spelled out; if
there are no differentials in the book, if sounds like the differential
must be political. '

Mr. Dunery. The differential is administrative. They decided
many years ago there would be certain ranks in the Detective Bureau
and when I read the changes in our ranks through the years, these
were administrative things. The men had no say whatsoever when the
Department made these changes. The Department thought when they
made these changes they were for the betterment of the Police Depart-
ment and they probably were. Otherwise they wouldn’t have been done.

I'believe through the years administrative changes have changed
the titles of the men doing this work but it has not changed their job
or the work they had to perform.

Mr. Winn. If you took a Civil Service examination to go to detec-
tive sergeant, and all of those taking it passed it—I don’t know what
the percentage in the past has been, but then who makes the decision
as to who are going to be the detective sergeants and who aren’t? Is it
based .on the examination or is it based on someone’s own integrity
and idea on how you qualify and what your background is?

Mr. Du~eny. That is almost what it amounts to.

‘Under the former set-up by the Police Department—it has been
changed this year—this last examination which is under the reor-
ganization has been changed. But formerly we would take a—first you
would get what they called an efficiency mark from the Police De-
partment. This was prior to the examination. Then you would take the
examination. Then they would take your examination mark and put it
on'a piece of paper two times. They would take your efficiency mark
and put it on a paper three times. They would add up the figure and
divide by five and that would be your final mark and this is how a list
would come about and they would promote off this list from the top to
the bottom. o T e v o

Now, under reorganization this has been changed. Now you take
the examination first, and from my understanding—and this is being
done very quietly. No oné seems to put it down in a general order
or & memorandum order—after the examination sometime, either this
week or next week, after the Civil Service Commission has a list of the
men who pass this examination, the list of the names of these men will
be supplied to the Police Department. Not their marks, just the
names. These men are eligible. This is an eligibility list. Then the
Department is going to give you a suitability rating. I am not too
clear as to how they are going to do this. I understand we are to be
interviewed, but through some administrative function we will get a
suitability rating and then a list will be created. This is how it is
going to be done this year with the suitability rating or efficiency
rating; then the test was to be used in the promoting of men. These
men were to be promoted whenever there was a vacancy. In other
words, if a detective sergeant retired, they would take the first man
off the top of the list to fill his vacancy. If a captain retired, they
would replace him with a lieutenant on the lieutenants’ list. The
sergeant who took the test for lieutenant would replace that lieutenant
and so on down the line.

What I say is that since our department is being reorganized—the
Chief has said it will be implemented—and the Criminal Investigation
Division called for 34 detective sergeants, and there are 91 right now,
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I don’t see how I am going to be promoted. If I pass that examination
and if I come out No. 1 on that examination, how will there ever be a
vacancy for me? :

Mr. Wixn. There are 34 at the present time? :

Mr. Dunpry. There are 91, give or take one or two. We ]ust had a
promotion a number of days ago.

Mr. Winn. They are trying to fill 34 spots.

Mr. Duneuy. There are 91 detective sergeants filling the vacancies
of 91. Reorganization says there shall be but 34. The Department then
says that through attrition, through retirement, through new organiza-
tions -within the Department these men will be disseminated. 1 could
be first on that list and never be promoted. But I took that examina-
tion because I believe—I had an opportunity to take the uniformed
sergeants test or this one. Now, I believed this: I took the detective
sergeants’ examination. I will tell you right now I took that test. Even
though T feel if I come out No. 1 on it, I won’t be promoted from it.
Bu}‘i I took it because I believe we are rlght in this, that we are morally
rignt.

ng Winn. If a man joins the force today as a uniformed ofﬁcer
when, if ever, will he get to take the examlnatlon to qualify as
detective or mvestlgator‘?

Mr. Dunrry. He won’t have to. He will be appomted to that.

Mr. Winn., Without examination?

Mr. Duneay. Without examination. It will not be a Civil Service-
rated job any more with the Police Department. It will be an appointed
one.

Mr. Winn. Assume he is appointed 1nvest10"ator after service as a
uniformed officer for a year. When, if ever, can he take the examina-
tion for detective sergeant?

Mr. Dunery. He wouldn’t be able to because there will be no more
detective sergeants. He will be able to, after three years of service on
the Metropolitan Police Department, take a test for sergeant of police.

During this examination that we just took there was no examina-
tion given for detective. The rank has been abolished.

Mr. Murter. Take the case of the man who has been on the force
for three years. He then takes the examlnatlon for uniformed sergeant.

Mr. Dunpeuy. Sergeant of police.

Mr. Murrer. Am I to-understand correctly that after you men
have been in the service now as detectlves, after you have taken the
examination twice, you then can’t compete with these other fellows
for sergeant of police?

Mr. Dunery. Oh, yes, sir. The Chief extended us that opportunity
of taking the test for sergeant of police on this last examination.

Mr. MurTter. You ]uSt said you took it twice?

Mr. Dunpuy. For detective sergeant.

Mr. Murrer. What is meant by taking the examination two suc-
cessive times?

Mr. Duxery. What the Chief said in the memorandum order was
that apparently he saw there were some inadequacies in this reorga-
nization. He felt that we deserved to have two more opportunities to
take the test for detective sergeant. Then there would not be a test
for detective sergeant after this point.

Mr. Murrer. Then there would only be tests for sergeant of police?

Mr. Duneay. After that time. After 1969.
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Mr. MurTer. Then you take that examination together with any-
body else who has been on the force for three years?

Mr. DunpHY. Yes, sir. I took the same verbatim test with every
private who has three years service, three Saturdays ago.

Mr. Murter. That will be the situation in the future too?

Mr. Dunpuy. Yes, sir.

One other point that I want to make is this one: Under reorganiza-
tion and the lateral movement that they claim is a better thing
for the Police Department—every officer should be able to do a
number of jobs and not be so specialized—it will take that man
with three years on in the Police Department and he passed this
examination three Saturdays ago and he gets on the Civil Service list.
This man becomes No. 1 on this list.

Now, this is something that could bappen. When he is promoted it
will be at the direction of the Chief of Police as to where he is placed,
and under reorganization this man can be placed into the Detective
Bureau or the Criminal Investigation Division, and if so assigned,
this man could be my supervisor. An it can happen under the re-
organization.

Mr. Murter. How many years of service have you had?

Mr. Dunpry. I have 15 years on the street in this city and two in
the service for a total of 17 years on the Metropolitan Police De-
partment.

Mr. Murrer. How many as a detective?

.- Mr. Duxpry. I have been a detective seven years.

Mr. MuLTER. And a man on the force only three years under this
reorganization plan can be named as your supervisor?

Mrt. Dunpeuy. Could be. Very possibly it could happen.

Mr. MurtER. I suppose the same would apply to each of the other
men.

Mr. Dunpeny. Yes.

Mr. MuLTER. And to the other 138 men in the same position
you are?

Mr. Duneny. Yes, sir.

Mr. WinN. May I ask a question about salaries?

As I understand, the members of the Department who now hold
the grade of detective may file for this examination either from
detective to detective sergeant or from detective to uniform sergeant.

Mr. DuneHY. Yes.

Mr. Winn. What is the difference, roughly speaking, in the pay,
do you know, between the detective sergeant and the uniform sergeant?

Mr. Dunpry. There is a difference in pay at the present time and
T would rather have Mr. Sullivan say. He-could give you the exact
figures and I would not want to quote the wrong ones at this time.
There is a difference in this but I see what point you are making right
now.

This is another point that the Police Department or the Adminis-
tration has brought up. They said that we are not taking any money
away from you and you are making more money than that man with
three years on the force. We know this. )

You have a secretary in your office who has been there 15 years
and you bring in a new secretary who is just as capable and does the
same work, but that girl there with 15 years better be making more
money than she is. So money is not the issue here. We know we are
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making more money. I should be making more money than a man
with three years on the Police Department. I have spent 15 years on
the street in this city. Every one of these police officers sitting here
today, these detectives, some have 25 years on the Police Department,
some have 12. :

Mr. Winn. I understand you are talking about seniority, but T am
talking about actual money. ,

If any of these other gentlemen, for instance—and I guess it is their
prerogative—decided to make a request to take the examination from
detective to uniform sergeant, if they decided to go that way, would
they be making less money than if they decided to go for the detectiv
sergeant? ,

Mr. Dunpry. No, sir. : y

‘Mr. WinN. The category of detective sergeant or uniform sergeant
are basically the same? . . Co

Mr. Dunpay. Yes. P

‘What would determine whose salary is higher would depend how
long they were on the Police Department. We have longevity. steps
and in-service steps, and as your in-grade you get these things auto-
matically. So the total salary might be different, but for the one pro-
motion you would get a certain amount. ,

Mr. Winn. If you went from detective to uniferm sergeant with
your 15 years’ experience, would you make less money than you would
going from detective to detective sergeant, with your 15 years’
experience? : o

Mr. Dunery. No, sir; I would not'make less money. .

Mr. Winn. I can see offhand that they may have a money problem.
If it is $450 a year difference, Mr. Chairman, and 138 men involved,
T do not know where they would have any hidden fund to come up
with the money.

Although you say it is not what you are getting at and I see what you
are talking about, it could be a problem of where they would get the
funds. I am thinking out loud now but I think this may be where in
their thinking they would have to come out of left field with $450 for
approximately 138 of you, which they probably have not planned on.
We would have to talk to the budget people about that.

I have no other questions.

Mr. MuLter. As I understand it, under the reorganization plan
there will no longer be a detective sergeant or uniform sergeant and
there will merely be the title of sergeant of police.

Mr. DunprY. Yes, sir, -

Mr. MurLtEr. And the sergeant of police may be either assigned in
uniform or.in plainclothes? o

Mr. Duxeuy. Yes, sir. If he is promoted off this last promotional
examination, it will be at the discretion of the Chief of Police as to
his assignment. e

Mr. Murter. In other words, in the future it will be entirely up to
the people in charge of the Police Department to determine which
sergeant will serve in uniform and which will not? oo

Mr. Dunery. Yes, sir. ‘ o

Mr. MuLTER. As it has been up to the reorganization, you men who
were detective sergeants were not assigned to serve as uniform
sergeants? ' o
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Mr. Dunpry. No, sir; we were ineligible to take tests for the uni-
form branch. When you took a test for detective you took for detective
sergeant; if you were sergeant, you took a test for lieutenant and so
on up to the rank of captain. A

Mr. MurTer. That was the situation when you went into service?

Mr. Dunery. Right. o

Mr. Murter. Now if you want to be a sergeant, you will have to
take a chance as to whebl{er you will serve in uniform or not, as your
superior may decide?

Mr. Dunpay. Yes. ,

Mr. MurteR. In other words, under the reorganization plan, once
you decide to file the application, that decision is irrevocable, and if
you pass the examination you are subject to appointment at the will
of your superior under the title of sergeant of police in or out of
uniform. Once you have decided to change your present status, you
can no longer be a plainclothes sergeant detective, you are subject to
the will of your superior whether you serve in or out of uniform?

Mr. Dunery. Yes, sir.

Mr. Murtsr. Despite the fact up to this time when you took the
examination and qualified, you determined you wanted to be in
plainclothes?

Mr. DunpHY. Yes, sir.

Mr. MurteEr. Thank you, gentlemen. v o

Our next witness will be Mr. John L. Sullivan, former Inspector of
Metropolitan Washington Police Department. A

Will you identify yourself, sir?

STATEMENT OF JOHN L. SULLIVAN (FORMER INSPECTOR, METRO-
POLITAN . WASHINGTON POLICE DEPARTMENT), CHAIRMAN,
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, POLICEMEN’S ASSOCIATION OF
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, ACCOMPANIED BY LT. SAMUEL
W. STICKLEY, PRESIDENT. .

Mr. Svrrivan. Yes, sir. ) ‘ .

- My name is John L. Sullivan. I am retired Inspector of the Metro-
politan Police Department and I am Chairman of the Legislative
Committee of the Policemen’s Association of the District of Columbia,
which includes the Metropolitan, the Park Police and the White
House Police. L o ' ,

On my right is the President of the Policemen’s Association,
Lieutenant Samuel Stickley.-

Mr. Chairman, for the record, I am appearing here today in support
of H.R. 13203, a bill introduced by Congressman Multer to abolish
the rank of detective in the Metropolitan Police Force, and to promote
persons in such rank to the rank of detective sergeant. »

At a regular meeting of the Policemen’s Association of the District
of Columbia, the Legislative Committee was directed to petition the
Congress for legislation as set forth in the title of H.R. 13203. The
reason for this bill is that as a result of the reorganization of the
Maetropolitan Police Force, as recommended in a report by the Inter-
national Association of Chiefs of Police, it was recommended that
certain ranks be phased out. The rank of detective is to be phased
out.




115

The elimination of the rank of detective and promotion of those in
that rank to the rank of detective sergeant does not set a precedent.
I call to the Committee’s attention Public Law 87-882, approved
October 24, 1962, wherein the rank of corporal was abolished and
those in the rank of corporal were made sergeants. In the same law
the rank of precinct detective was abolished and all those in the rank
of detective and precinct detective were combined.

Those detectives being redesignated as detective sergeants would
not be eligible to take an examination for promotion to lieutenant as
they must serve two years in grade before being eligible to take the
promotional examination for lieutenant. A promotional exam was held
in October this year, therefore, it would be four years before they
would be in competition with the present detective sergeants for pro-
motion to lieutenant, or the uniform sergeant, as the case may be.

I am informed that the estimated cost of this bill would be approx-
imately $72,000 under the present pay scale.

We respectfully urge that the committee report favorably on H.R.
13203. ‘

We feel that the upgrading of these men would do much to retain
experienced policemen on the force.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee for the
privilege of appearing here today and expressing the views of the
Policemen’s Association of the District of Columbia. ,

I would like to add, Mr. Chairman, that as it now stands in the pro-
motional system, the men in the Criminal Investigation Division have
to take four promotions to reach the rank of captain, whereas in the
uniform set-up they only take three examinations to reach captain.
All of these men that sat here and testified today were under my com-
mand no later than last year. T know them to all be dedicated police-
men. Their desire is to remain in plainclothes. Whether our Depart-
ment yields to the total reorganization as it was suggested is a question
yet to be determined.

It is my humble opinion that we will always need, and there will
always be a need for plainclothesmen, detectives in the Police
Department. One only has to look to the crime clearance of last month
in robberies alone, which were a pitiful 16 percent. One can understand
that this is demoralizing and it is certainly a morale killer for a man
who has put many years in plainclothes, when he could have gone the
other route, to all of a sudden find himself on the same basis with a
new private to take an examination for promotion. Therefore, I
strongly urge you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, to
vote this bill out favorably.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Murrer. Did your Association take any action on this matter?

Mr. Surrivan. Yes, we did. We listened to the members from the
Detective Division who came to the Association. We also had meetings
with the Chief of Police. The Chief of Police stated that he would
allow the two examinations that had been previously testified to, one
this year and one in 1969, that he would make no {ess than 80 this
year and 70 two years hence.

This is well and good enough, but if we go into the reorganization of
the Police Department where it says that within five years we will
accomplish this phasing out of 35 or 34 detective sergeants, whatever
the number may be, I do not see how it could be possible to say these
men would have a fair chance in promotion under the detective set-up.
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T am just convinced we are going to continue to have need of a de-
tective bureau because in my humble opinion it is a must if we are
going to ever alleviate this ever-increasing crime rate in the District of
Columbia, because when we start destroying the precincts, as recom-
mended in some of this report, and we start turning the criminal in-
vestigation over to uniformed men who have many other assignments,
it is quite obvious it is not going to work. And someone, in my opinion,
is dreaming.

We are going to need a Detective Bureau, Mr. Chairman, and we are
going to need a larger Detective Bureau than we have and we need a
competent Detective Bureau, we need one where the morale is
boosted to its highest so they can perform a function and make the
city streets safe for the citizens of the District of Columbia.

1 certainly urge you as strongly as I can to pass this bill.

Mr. MuLTER. My question about the Association was intended to
ask whether or not there had been a meeting of the members approving
your stand.

Mr. SuLLivaN. Yes. We had a meeting with the Association, and
the Association supported H.R. 13203 at one of our regular meetings.
There were other meetings, Mr. Chairman, in which we tried to put
this bill on to the pay bill that is pending, thinking it would be the
best way to expedite it, but the vote of the Association was it would
be two separate bills.

There was a question asked as to how we will pay for this four or
500, whatever it 1s a man. We are understaffed approximately 370 men.
So you have vacancies for 370 men we have not been able to fill. So
there is a little place you can pick up the extra dollars to promote
these men without any violation of the spending of the money as
appropriated by Congress as we spend it for the tax days, as we call
them, which is for overtime days the men are working today.

So it is not a real hard problem to find the money. The question is,
we want this morale of our investigators kept up, we want our Detec-
tive Bureau to stay intact with whatever is reasonable under the
Chief’s direction. But, better than that, we want to retain these very
fine men we have inthe Detective Division and if we do not do this
when they get their time they are going to immediately leave the
Police Department and look for other jobs.

Mr. MuLTER. Am I right in saying previously, when a man joined
the force and then decided he would like to be a detective or inves-
tigator in plainclothes, call it what you will, this was a matter of his
choice but he could not be so assigned unless he was appointed?

Mr. SurLivaN. It is not a matter of his choice today.

Mr. MuLtEr. Previously, a uniform officer could not be compelled
to be a detective or investigator; it was up-to him to accept it or not?

Mr. Svrnivan. That is correct.

Mr. Murrer. Now the concept is being changed as far as a sergeant
is concerned. The detective or investigator in plainclothes is going to
take the sergeant’s exam and once he passes that and qualifies, he will
then have to take the appointment that is given to him either in
uniform or in plainclothes.

Mr. SurLivan. He has no choice.

Mr. Murter. Thank you.

Are there any questions?
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Thank you very much.
Mr. SurtivaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Murter. Our next witness is Deputy Chief Wilson.

STATEMENT OF JERRY V. WILSON, DEPUTY CHIEF, METROPOLI-
TAN POLICE DEPARTMENT, ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS E.
MOYER, ASSISTANT CORPORATION COUNSEL

Deputy Chief WiLson. Mr. Moyer is of course representing the
Commissioners, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Moygegr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present the Commis-
sioners’ view and Deputy Wilson will be available.

Mr. Muvrrer. Identify yourself for the record.

Mr. Moyer. Mr. Chairman, my name is Thomas F. Moyer. I am
Assistant Corporation Counsel and I am here to present the view of
the District of Columbia Government on this bill. ‘

Mr. Murrer. And the gentleman with you is?

Deputy Chief WiLson. Deputy Chief Jerry V. Wilson, Director of
Planning and Development for the Metropolitan Police Department,
representing Chief Layton.

Mr. MuLTER. We have placed in the record at our opening, the
letter from Mayor Washington, dated November 8, 1967, addressed to
Chairman McMillan. You may add anything you please, sir.

Mr. MovEr. I would like to quote briefly from the letter in order to
bring out the view of the District Government on this bill.

Commissioner Washington states:

1 believe H.R. 13203 to be unnecessary and without apparent justification since
from a sound administration standpoint, there is no basis through the legislative
process to automatically promote to the rank of detective sergeant all of the
detectives in the Metropolitan Police Force, 138 in number.

The -President’s Commission on Crime has endorsed the recommendation of
the International Association of Chiefs of Police that the supervisor ranks in the
Criminal Investigations Division should be reduced rather than increased, as
would result from the enactment of H.R. 13203. In order that the objective
expressed in the report of the Association may be accomplished in an orderly
manner, the Chief of Police has adopted the following policy—

And then the next page sets out the policy which the Chief has
adopted as was discussed by the detectives here, taking detective
sergeant examinations over a period of time.

Then the Commissioner finishes with:

The passage of this proposed legislation would further compound the present
imbalance of superior-subordinate ratio in the Criminal Investigation Division.
1 therefore strongly recommend against enactment of H.R. 13203.

Then the Commissioner states he has been advised by the Bureau
of the Budget that from the standpoint of the Administration program
there is no objection to the submission of this report.

Basically, that is the District Government’s position on the bill.

Mr. MuLTER. As long as it expresses the District_Government’s
position, that is the desire of the Chief of the Police Department, is
1t not? ,

Deputy Chief Wison. That is correct. If you like, I can explain
some the background of this. o

As was noted earlier, the bill is essentially an outgrowth of findings
and recommendations of the International Association of Chiefs of
Police. The ICP in their findings and recommendations regarding the

88-574—68——19
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Department, found that there is a disproportionately higher ratio of
detective sergeants to subordinate ranks in the ranks of the Depart-
ment. They found a ratio of one to three, which is an extremely high
ratio. They found further there was no substantial justification in
terms of work performed, and this was pointed out here, or in terms of
qualifications required for the higher pay that is given to detective
sergeants over uniform sergeants or that is given for detective over
patrolmen.

They recommended essentially that the Department eliminate the
straight detective branch, specifically the detective rank of captain,
and that the individuals who are currently in the grade of detective
be continued in that grade for a period of five years, and that there-
after they be reduced to the grade of patrolmen unless they have
achieved the higher education requirements which would qualify
them for additional compensation also recommended by the ICP for
educational advance.

Chief Liayton, as he reviewed this recommendation, and as he said
many times, is in favor of most of the recommendations of the ICP
but not all, and this is one with which he did not agree. He agrees with
the ultimate goal of the ICP, but from the standpoint of the practical-
ity, he did not see it as practical to reduce people who have long
years of service and who have achieved upper ranks and grades under
departmental policies, and he saw no fairness basically in reducing
these people arbitrarily or even after a period of five years. So he
adopted a policy that he would continue those individuals in the rank
of detective sergeant so long as they are with the Department until
they are either promoted or have retired, and that he would continue
those people who are in the grade of detective until they are promoted
to a higher rank or have retired. L

We did have meetings first with the Counsel of the Policemen’s
Association, who represented to the Chief that this was causing some
dissatisfaction among detective personnel and we then advised him
of the policy, and had this April meeting referred to earlier with the
detectives to get down to the crux of what their complaint was.

The thing we found as the predominant view was that they felt
they had entered the detective grade, and all of them, not all but
most of them had taken the exam and had achieved the grade of de-
tective through examination, and at least many of them expressed
the view they did not want to become uniform sergeants. They felt
they should be permitted to continue as detective sergeants since they
had entered a system which did at least impose one additional exami-
nation over the uniform route and they did not feel it was fair to
require them to convert at this late date to the uniform route.

So in response to this complaint, the Chief agreed that we would
continue the grade of detective, and this is pointed out in the Com-
missioners’ recommendation, and it was published to the force in a
memorandum of June 26 that he would continue those people who are
detective sergeants as detective sergeants until that rank is eliminated
through attrition, but further, that he would continue for this exami-
nation which was just held and for the examination which will be held
in 1969 to hold an examination for detective sergeant, which those
personnel in the grade of detective could apply for, and would continue
to make promotion to the grade of detective sergeant as vacancies
occurred m that grade.
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And we have tried to encourage detective sergeants to convert to
uniform positions where they are willing. He took the position he would
not force them to convert but that those who have been willing could
convert to uniform assignments. I think we now have something on
the order of six who converted to uniform assignments, but any who
had remained in detective sergeant grade would be replaced by per-
sonnel selected from the detective sergeants registers established
through this examination and the 1969 examination, and this is a
detective sergeant examination that can only be taken by personnel
in the grade of detective, that he would continue this through the
1969 exam which would continue the register through 1971 and there-
after, he would continue people in the grade of detective sergeant and
in the grade of detective in their respective grades until the grades
have been eliminated through attrition.

The policy with regard to new investigative personnel is that they
will be assigned to plainclothes grades and to a plainclothes compen-
sation and will have to compete for a uniform sergeant rank if they
want. to be promoted further. This would not apply, however, to the
detectives.

I would interject that in the examination held last month 56 of
these personnel in the grade of detective applied for examination for
detective sergeant, 26 applied for examination to uniform sergeant,
and the remainder did not apply for examination.

In summary then, the Department’s position is that we will con-
tinue the grades of detective sergeant and detective until they are
eliminated through attrition, that those individuals in the grade of
detective are now being amply compensated for the work they per-
form and for the past promotional examination achievements, and
H.R. 13203 is therefore unnecessary and would in essence give the
detectives a salary increase for which there is no substantial
justification.

Aside from that, I would like to comment on a few points that were
made in Mr. Murphy’s statement because they did seem to get the
committee’s attention. The meeting held in April was held essentially
at the request of the detectives who wanted an explanation of what
was going to happen to them. The meeting was conducted by Deputy
Chief Hartnett, who is Chief of Detectives, myself and Mr. Murphy.

Mr. Murphy’s function there—and I thought this was absoluteﬂr
explained—was to explain to the detectives the viewpoint by which
the ICP had arrived at its recommendations. Beyond this it was my
%urpose there to explain to the detectives the policy of the Chief of

olice. I do not recall this statement attributed to Mr. Murphy. I am
not going to deny it was said because I do not know. I was present
during the entire thing.

I will point out the session lasted for about three hours. They were
not lecture sessions, but were interchange sessions, discussion sessions.
So whatever he said in this regard is not a policy of the Chief that
anyone is going to be taken before the Trial Board for arguing against
these policies. I do not recall the statement.

Anyhow, if he said individuals who do not produce work may be
taken to the Trial Board, this is true, but beyond that I am not going
to defend it except to say I want you to understand the way in the
context of three-hour discussion sessions, with three people, with some
50 people who were opposed to our position.
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Mr. Murrer. Chief Layton and you both agree there should be no
reprisals taken against any of these men because they differ with your
views or what you are doing in the reorganization?

Deputy Chief WiLson. No, sir. It is certainly not with respect to

the point before this committee.
* If they disagree with reorganization, this is something else. But in
terms of this, no, sir. There certainly will be no reprisals from the De-
partment because they have made representations of their positions to
the committee.

Mr. Winn. Were you at the meeting?

Deputy Chief WiLson. Yes, sir.

Mr. Winn. Do you not represent the police?

Deputy Chief WiLson. Yes, sir; I do. I was the representative of
the Chief of Police at that meeting.

Mr. Murrer. The meeting was called by the Chief?

Deputy Chief Wirson. The meeting was called at the direction of
the Chief. There were two sessions because the detectives worked
separate shifts, two sessions in one day, and at the sessions were the
Chief of Detectives, myself representing the Chief, Mr. Murphy who
was there for the purpose of explaining ICP rationale for their recom-
mendations, not as a direct representative of the Chief.

Beyond that, as I say, I do not recall the statement attributed to
him, but I am not in a position to deny it because they were three-hour
sessions and a great deal of discussion was off-the-cuff, so' I am not in
position to defend what he may or may not have said. '

I think this is ba,sicallgf the point. The citation of the statute that
was put into the record regarding detectives being sergeants is a
citation which refers to the grade of detective sergeant, not to all
detectives exclusively.

There is a long history of the way in which various detective ranks
were established and I will be glad to put it in, but I do not think it is
necessary.

Mr. MurLter. Before we leave that point, I have no reason to doubt
the law is exactly as read to us. If that is so, how can you by reor-
ganization of the Department violate that statute?

Is it not necessary that you come to the Congress and get that law
changed before you can by a reorganization plan give up or change
that position?

‘Deputy Chief WiLson. Positively. That statute which was read
pertains to the existing grade of detective sergeant which we will have
to change in the Police and Firemen’s Salary Act in order to eventually
eliminate it. We do not propose to eliminate it so long as the present
incumbents or those detectives who achieve that grade remain with the
]%epart(linent. It is true we will eventually need to have that law
changed. ,

' M% MuLtER. Does that finish your statement, sir?

Deputy Chief WiLson. Yes, sir.

Mr. MoLrer. Is it not true when these men joined the force, these
138 men, and then accepted the assignment of detective, they at that
time had the right to believe that they could continue in the Police
Department and gradually move on up the ladder of promotion, re-
maining in the detective force rather than the uniform force?

Deputy Chief WiLson. That is correct, that is the reason for the
Chief’s policy of continuing the detective-sergeant examination for

two more times.
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Mr. MuLter. Why do you limit it? Why do you say it will go on
only for two years, they will never have an opportunity again to
continue in the plainclothes division of the Department; thereafter,
if they participate in examinations for sergeants of police, they must
then give up the right to remain in plainclothes.

hDeputy Chief Winson. It would continue for four years and after
that.

Mr. MuLTER. Whether four or ten years, what right have you now
to say to these men, whether it be four or five years or any other time,
after that expiration of time you will have to give up your right to
remain in the plainclothes division of the Department, investigative
or detective of whatever you please, thereafter you will take a com-
petitive examination and if you pass it you are going to have to take
our assignment either in uniform or otherwise?

Deputy Chief Winsox. Yes, sir; this is so.

Mr. Murrer. What right do you have to make that change?

Deputy Chief Wirson. The purpose of selecting four years is that
we assume that within four years the grade will be largely eliminated
through attrition. We do not know this and of course continuation
beyond that is subject to further discussion when we see what has
happened in the ensuing four years.

Mr. MurTer. What do you think will happen at the end of four
years. How many of these 138 men in the force of detectives will still
be on the force four years from now?

Deputy Chief Winson. I would expect four years from now, Mr.
Chairman, that most of them will either have achieved the grade of
detective sergeant or of sergeant for four years have expired. Half of
them approximately have elected to compete for uniform sergeant and
are very likely to be promoted if they qualified on the example and
the other half I expect have a very good opportunity of being pro-
moted, assuming they pass the exam.

Mr. Murrter. If that is so, why do you need the limitation? If only
five or ten are left, why take the opportunity from them to remain
in the detective or investigative division and competing in the examina-
tion? Why, whether it be 5, 10 or 15 men remaining four years from
now, still just detectives, why should you take away from them the
richt to compete for the position of sergeant but remaining in the
plainclothes division?

Deputy Chief WiLson. This was a decision which the Chief made,
Mr. Chairman, on the assumptiou that most of them or all of them
will be gone within four years. If they are not I will think we will
examine the position again. We do not want to announce, as it were,
we were going to continue the position indefinitely.

Mr. MuLter. 1 have discussed this at length with Chief Layton off
the record, and I respect him as a very valuable and valiant Chief of
Police, and with all due deference to him, I say this most respectfully,
I understand his views but I disagree with him in this particular case.
As a legislator I am compelled to say I think it is unjust and unfair to
these men to do what you are doing here. As a lawyer I think what
you are trying to do here is illegal.

I do not think you have or he has any right to say to these men,
who in effect had a contract when they entered the service that they
can remain in the Detective Investigative Plainclothes Division of
the Department and move up the ladder, that now you are taking
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this away from them. I do not think you have any right to do that. I
do not think you should do it as 4 matter of good public relations or as
a matter of morale in the Department.

As to future men coming in, make any regulations the Department

‘thinks is going to be fair to the men, but as to those already in the
service, I think you are duty-bound to continue to give them the
rights that were theirs when they entered the service, rather than now
changing the rules in the middle of the game. I do not think it is fair
to these fellows, whether there are going to be five or only one left
four years from now. I do not think that limitation should be placed
on this. That is my personal view. I have not discussed it with the
other members of the committee. '

Mr. Winn. Getting a little further on this, you said you thought
there would be this attrition and phasing out based on the number of
detectives that took the two types of examinations and some that did
not take éither one who probably do not know what they want to do.

Deputy Chief Wirson. Yes. '

Mr. Winn. I can’t figure out yet how you are going to be able, if
58 men took the examination say and 40 of them passed the examina-
tion, to then go on their other merits to fill 34 positions.

Deputy Chief WiLson. You are referring to the 34. We do not
EI'OPOSG to reduce the number to 34, Mr. Winn. The 34 recommended

y the ICP. We do not propose to reduce the numbers of detective
sergeants to 34 at this point. We have pointed this out in the memo-
randum to the force.

. Mr. Winn. We have been led to believe there were 91 or 92 men
trying for 34 spots. Am I wrong on that? - : '

Deputy Chief Wirsow. The point that was being conveyed errone-
ously was there are some 91 detective sergeants now. The ICP has
recommended there be only 34 sergeants in the Criminal Invéstigation
]iivis(i}(ig;. ‘The Chief of Police has not adopted this recommendation of
the . ’

Mr. Winn. Have these men been told that?

Deputy Chief WiLson. Yes, sir.

Mr. Winn. There are more spots than the 34?

_ Deputy Chief Wirson. This was issued in the memorandum of
June 26 which was issued to the Department. I believe it is also
reflected in the letter of Mr. Washington. The memorandum pointed
out:’ ' :

The promotees will be selected from the detective sergeant register to fill
vacancies which occur because of promotion or separation of incumbent detective
sergeants who have not elected to convert to uniform sergeant duty.

We have only five who have elected to convert and see no likelihood
a large number are going to elect to convert. .

We did have a meeting with the Policemen’s Association which
Mr. Sullivan referred to, asking that we negotiate a minimum of
detective sergeants, which the Chief was willing to do. We have not
had a further meeting to define the precise number, but he has assured
them there will continue to be made promotions to the grade of
detective sergeant, that he is not going to reduce to the number of 34
recommendgg by ICP at this point. .

Mr. Winn. So if these 56 men pass the test and meet the require-
ments, they could all be detective sergeants?
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~ Deputy Chief WiLson. Yes, sir. In the normal course of events,
approximately 20 detective sergeants are made from each two-year
register. It is the normal course of events. It is not 100 percent.

Mr. Winn. I understand that.

What do you do with the rest of them? -

Deputy Chief Wirson. The rest would have to compete on the 1969
examination which would continue for another two years.

Mr. Wixn. They would have another chance later on?

Deputy Chief Winson. Through 1971 they would have a chance,

es, SIr.
Y Mr. Murrer. Mr. Dowdy?

Mr. Dowpy. If I understand correctly, 58 detectives took the
examination to compete for detective sergeant, 56.

Deputy Chief WiLson. 56.

Mr. Dowpy. And in a two-year period you would expect 40 of them
to become detective sergeants?

Deputy Chief WiLson. I would expect 20 in the normal course in
a two-year period. -

Mzr. Dowpy. You have 91 detective sergeants now. Did I under-
stand you to say any of those that converted to uniform sergeants that
would eliminate one, you would not refill that?

Deputy Chief Wirson. We would refill that with the uniform
sergeant.

Mr. Dowpy. So that would be less than 91?

Deputy Chief WiLson. Yes, sir.

Mr. Dowpy. If one of the 91 is promoted to—what is the next step?

. Deputy Chief Wirson. Lieutenant. R
* Mr. Dowpy. Would that leave a vacancy?

Deputy Chief Winson. Yes, sir. :

Mr. Dowpy. Then one of these detectives could come in and fill
that, or if one retired or died?

Deputy Chief Wirson. Yes, sir.

Mr. Dowpy. Detectives are what you call those on your robbery
squad -and homicide squad and what other squads?

Deputy Chief WiLson. The auto squad, the pawn squad, all of the
detectives in the Criminal Investigation Division squads at the De-
partment, as do the precincts. We still have general assignment detec-
tives working from under the Criminal Division but who are assigned
essentially to precinet work, and all of them have a mixture of detective
sergeants, detective and plainclothesmen with compensation and plain-
clothesmen without compensation.

Mr. Dowpy. Do I understand—I have not studied the proposal for
reorganization as well as I should to intelligently ask questions. Is it
the intention to do away with plainclothes services?

Deputy Chief WiLson. No, sir. The recommendation for the re-
organization was to eliminate the four grades as it is of detectives—
detective sergeants, detectives, plainclothesmen with compensation
and plainclothesmen without compensation, or who have a position
designated investigation or who do all of this investigative work and
who would receive a clothing allowance rather than a promotion in
rank or grade.

This is the proposal of the ICP because we are confined to what
the current status provides, and because of the other practicalities of
the situation, Chief Layton has adopted the position of continuing
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the detective sergeant or detectives so long as there are present incum-
bents with us and to use the grade of plainclothesmen with compensa-
tion for the basic investigative function.

Above the basic investigator the ICP proposed that sergeant be
used and there be no distinction between uniform and detective ser-
geants, but the sergeants be assigned as supervisors of investigators.

Mr. Dowpy. The assigned sergeant would be a uniform man?

Deputy Chief WiLson. He might or might not be. He could very
well be, and I would anticipate because this is what happens with most
specialties—ordinarily, for example, in traffic most of the traffic
division sergeants are men who were privates in traffic division and
most of the sergeants in criminal investigations would certainly be
men who had been investigators. It naturally follows that you use a
man in a specialty who has experience in that, although there is a
possibility of lateral movement.

Mr. Dowpy. I was disturbed a little while ago about whether you
were going to assign a man to be an investigator for a while and then
into something else for a while. It would seem to me that you would
want specialists in the field. An assignment to the robbery squad,
would it be permanent or temporary? '

Deputy Chief WiLson. It 1s not necessarily permanent. The
detective squad often moves from one specialty into another. Exposure
to many various specialties sometimes.

Mr. Dowpy. That is all.

Mr. MurreEr. What is the thinking behind the change of title from
detective to investigator?

Deputy Chief WiLson. This was a recommendation of the ICP,
and frankly, I am not certain what their particular reason was and
I am not certain that the Police Department especially likes it. I think
we will cooperate with the plainclothesmen titlewise in the statute at
the present time. It is a different title. I suspect their thinking was it
differentiates between what we have now and what they were pro-
posing we would have.

Mr. MuLTER. As a career officer in the Police Department, do you
not think, that the word ‘““detective’’ carries with it alfot more meaning
and distinction than the word “investigator’?

Are you not downgrading the detective in changing the title to
investigator?

Deputy Chief Wirson. I would have to agree with that, Mr. Chair-
man. I want to make clear we do not propose to change the title. I
would have to say that my personal preference is for the title of
detective over that of investigator.

Mr. Murrer. What is the thinking behind the compulsion of a
detective to make an irrevocable choice as to whether or not he is
goinig to be a uniform sergeant or a detective sergeant?

Deputy Chief WiLson. In order to establish registers from the
examination, we have to let him make a choice.

Mr. Murrer. Why make it irrevocable? Why can he not change his
mind a year hence and say “I made a mistake. I would rather be a
detective sergeant than a uniform sergeant’?

Deputy Chief WiLson. Because then we would not bhave any
reasonable method of converting him over to the registers. What
would very likely happen is that he would elect one or the other and
then as he saw more rapid movement in one of the promotion systems
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than the other, he might want to convert. This would make it very
impractical to administer in terms of fairness to everyone else having
registered. ( ‘

Mr. Murrer. Unless I misunderstood the witnesses thus far, there
is no difference between the function of a uniform sergeant and a
detective sergeant.

Deputy Chief WiLson. That is correct.

Mr. Murrer. Then why not have one register and let the man have
the choice? Instead of saying you take this examination under the
title of uniform sergeant or under the title of detective sergeant, and
that is it, why not give one examination for all the men, and let them
have the choice?

Deputy Chief WiLson. We proposed initially to have the one ex-
amination, but many of the detectives objected on the ground that
they wanted to be able to compete for further promotion and be as-
sured that they would remain in the detective field. This was the
purpose of having a separation of the registers so that a detective—
and many of them I suspect and in fact it is indicated, many of them
apparenﬁ’y at least are willing to move into the uniform field. But the
addition of a register for detective sergeant this time and the next
time was to accommodate the detectives who indicated they wanted
to be able to compete for promotion without having to move into the
uniform field. '

Mr. MuLTER. One other question along the same line.

As I understand, you are now going to abolish the detective sergeant
and uniform sergeant, and under your reorganization plan all you are
going to have is sergeant of police. Is that right?

Deputy Chief WiLson. Eventually, after the incumbent detectives
are gone. :

Mr. Murter. Then you will just have a sergeant of police?

Deputy Chief Wison. After the detective sergeant incumbents
have all left us through attrition.

Mr. Murter. Do you not think that your recruitment program
would move along more successfully and you would get more men if
you give them a choice, if they would know when they join the force
they can go into the detective division of the Department and stay
in that until they have reached the top, rather than be submitted to
the ch(;ice of their superior officers as to whether they will be in uniform
or not?

Deputy Chief WiLsox. We do not permit them, you understand, to
come into the force making this choice. I suppose there are a number of
individuals we could attract if we would guarantee them we would
leave them in the detective field, but this is not a highly practical
method of getting men because the men we need are really those in
the uniform branch. We do not have any shortage of men now who are
willing to move into plainclothes, but we do have a shortage, a great
shortage, of men in the uniform branch.

Mr. Murrer. The figures you referred to as being in the detective
sergeant rank are not reflected at all in Mr. Washington’s letter of
November 8.

I sgggest you give us that directive and let us make it a part of the
record.

Deputy Chief Wirson. The number of men taking the examination?
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~‘Mr. Murrer. The number of men in this category. You stated
what you were going to do with the 34 figure that has not yet been
determined on. That is the July 26 memorandum.

Deputy Chief WiLson. I will submit it for the record.

(The information follows:)

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT,
June 26, 1967.
MEMORANDUM

Subject: Action by the Chief of Police on recommendation relative to detective
promotion of the Ad Hoc Committee Established to Review the Promotional
Procedures of the Metropolitan Police Department.

To the Force:

In a memorandum dated February 13, 1967, this department published for
information of members of the force the major recommendations of the ad hoc
committee which was established by the Chief of Police for the purpose of making
a complete study and review of the promotional procedures of the Metropolitan
Police Department. The primary purpose of that publication was to apprise those
officers and members of the department whom the recommendations would affect
of the proposed changes before establishing a final policy on adoption or rejection
of major proposed changes.

Since the publication of that memorandum, the most consistently voiced com-
plaint has been against the recommendation ‘“That separate promotional examina-
tions for detective ranks be eliminated.” The strongest complaints in this respect
have been voiced by personnel currently in the grade of detective who strenuously
object to being required to compete for promotion to sergeant from the uniform
sergeant register. These objections have persisted despite the fact that 176 addi-
tional uniform sergeant positions have been requested and are likely to be approved
in the 1968 budget for promotions to be made from the register going into effect
in 1968 and that, therefore, logical estimates indicate that all eligibles on that
register stand an excellent chance of being promoted.

In order to insure that personnel in the grade of detective were aware of the
increased promotional opportunities in the uniform rank, to explain to them the
policies of the department regarding promotional opportunities for personnel in
that grade, as well as to obtain the basic reasoning behind their objections to the
proposed promotional plan, on April 21, 1967, officials of the department con-
ducted discussion sessions with all personnel then in the grade of detective to
explain the policies of the department relating to promotions for those personnel.

During those sessions, it became obvious that the personnel in the grade of
detective held two strong, somewhat :contradictory views regarding the proposed
promotional plan. On the one hand, a few of the detectives argued that, for
various reasons, all personnel presently in the grade of detective should be auto-
matically promoted to the rank of uniform sergeant. On the other hand, the pre-
dominately expressed view was that personnel currently in the grade of detective
do not really want to be uniform sergeants at all, that this is the reason they.
chose the detective promotion system (with its extra promotional examination)
in the first place, and they they should be permitted to continue to compete
within a separate detective system for promotion to the rank of detective sergeant.

“Upon consideration of the various comments of the.detectives, as reported to
me, it seemed that there is significant merit in the position of those personnel
that, because they had entered the detective promotion system (with its extra
examination) in the belief that this action would permit them to compete for
promotion to detective sergeant rather than to uniform sergeant, the department
has an implied obligation to make a reasonable effort to make it possible for
them to continue towards achievement of their stated goal of being able to. con-
tinue as investigators even after promotion to the rank of sergeant. For this
reason, I directed the Ad Hoc Committee on Promotional Procedures to restudy
the proposal for elimination of separate promotional examinations for detective
ranks, taking into consideration the views expressed at the discussion sessions,
and to submit an alternative proposal. As a result of the committee recommenda-
tions, I have adopted the following policies relating to promotions to and from
the grade of detective:
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1. Members of the department who hold the grade of detective on the
closing day for filing for the 1967 promotional examination, may file for
“Detective to Detective Sergeant’” or for “Detective to Uniform Sergeant.”

2. Once the detective files his application, his decision is irrevocable.

3. There will be one written examination for promotion to sergeant, which
will include material applicable to investigative procedures as well .as to
supervisory techniques.

4. After the examination has been graded and the necessary adjustments
have been made in the test scores to secure the desired number of eligibles,
separate registers will be established for uniform sergeant and for detective
sergeant.

5. The detective sergeant register will consist of those detectives who file
application for promotion to detective sergeant and who qualify on the
written examination. Separate adjustments in the test scores will not be made.

6. Promotees will be selected from the detective sergeant register to fill
vacancies which occur because of promotion or separation of incumbent
detective sergeants who have not elected to convert to uniform sergeant duty.

7. The same procedure as above will be followed for the 1969 promotional
examination.

8. After the register established from the 1969 examination for promotion
to Detective Sergeant has expired, this procedure will terminate and there
will be no further promotions to the grade of Detective Sergeant.

9. No further promotions to the grade of Detective will be made after the
current register expires.

JouN B. LayTon,
Chief of Police.
Index Subjects:
Detective promotions, policies re
Examinations, promotional, policy re detectives
Promotional examinations, policy re detectives

Mr. Winn. I would like to ask one more question.

From my understanding earlier in the hearings the duties, according
to your manual, of the detective sergeant and the regular or plain-
clothes detective are spelled out exactly the same. Is this true that
there is no differential?

Deputy Chief Winson. This is substantially correct. The manual of
our Department was written in 1948, the Department submitted a
revision in 1957 to the Corporation Counsel which has never been
fully approved. So our manual is in many respects out of date. But in
terms of realities, it is correct that the duties of the detective sergeant
and the detective and plainclothesman do not substantially differ.

1}\1/11'. Winn. The only difference in reality then is the pay;is that
right? ‘ : :
Deputy Chief Wison. It is pay, that is correct, with some minor
exeeptions.” < ‘ S o

Mr. Wixn. My suggestion would be maybe you ought to update
the manual while you are reorganizing everything else. :

Deputy Chief Wirson. We are seeking to do that.

Mr. Murrer. Is there a way we can give these men the right to
move up the ladder in the service as far as title is concerned without
giving them any immediate increase in compensation and let them earn
that in accordance with the longevity rules that prevail in connection
with pay?

In other words, as I understand the bill as we now have it, if we
pass this it will cost about $72,000 a year for increases in pay that
will become effective on the date this law becomes effective, and these
detectives become detective sergeants.

Is there a way of handling this so that we preserve their right to
increase of pay in accordance with the annual increments, and so forth,
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and that seniority may call for, but give them the title without the
increased pay? In other words, without mandating an increase in pay?

“Mr. Mover. You mean the title of detective they now have or
detective sergeant? :

Mr. MuLTER. Assuming we pass H.R. 13203, moving these men to
detective sergeant without giving them the increased pay that is
apparently mandated by the bill; can we do that?

Deputy Chief WiLson. If you change the title by statute. Right
off-hand, I am not certain how it would affect their possibilities for
future promotion. This would mean to be promoted they would still
compete for lieutenant. It is certainly possible I suppose to amend the
exisfing statute to call people in the grade of detective sergeant class 2
or class 3. '

" Mr. Murter. Is that not what was done when they promoted the
COIBOI'&]S to sergeants? o :
eputy Chief Witson. In that case there was a general adjustment.
“ Mr. Chairman, they were actually promoted to the grade of sergeant.
.. Mr. MuULTER. Witl{ pay increases?

Deputy Chief Wirson. With the pay increase. It was involved in a
total pay change at the time. So I am not certain whether they got a
substantial increase over what they would have gotten otherwise
anyhow. My recollection is generally they did not. They got about the
same increase they would have gotten as corporals.

Mr. Murter. Would the District Government or the Police De-
partment object to the bill being passed if it did not carry with it the
mandate of increased pay and provided merely for the change of title?
. Mr. MovEr. So these detectives would have the same fitle as the
existing detective sergeants?

Mr. MULTER. Yes, :

Mr. Mover. Mr. Chairman, would there by any differentiation
between these detectives and the existing detective sergeants other
than the pay that they would have other than the pay, that they
would have one designation and the other detective sergeant another
such as class 1 or class 2?

- Mr. Muvrer, I assume the designation would be the same, there
would be one class of detective sergeant. I do not think you would
want to create another class of detective sergeant.

- Deputy Chief WiLsoN. There are difficulties in that because the
grades are not the same. The increase for most of them is $455. There
are five or six who would get $700 some-odd, but most would get $455
in the bill. But to place them in the existing class of detective sergeant,
since there are differentiations between the two rates, I am not certain
how you could do it. There are only seven specific steps within the
grade of detective sergeant in which a person can be pﬁwed. I think
to place a detective into that you either have to give him a decrease
or an increase.

Mr. MurtER. Look at page 2, of the bill. Is there any difference in
pay in detective salary class 3, step 9 and detective sergeant salary
class 4 in step 8, or any one of those steps? In other words, the highest
s%ep in salary class 3 is higher than any steps of detective sergeant in
class 4.

Deputy Chief WiLson. Step 3 of a detective, Mr. Chairman, is
lower than any of the steps of the detective sergeant, but to move to
detective service step 4 of detective is $9,710 per annum, and so
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with service step 4 you would either have to place him as a detective
sergeant. in service step 2, which is $9,852, which would be a slight
increase, or place him in service step 1 which is $9,480 and would be a
decrease. As it is' now as the bill is written, it would place him in
service step 3 at $10,165. :

Mr. MuLter. Can we revise that scale between lines 4 and 5 on
page 2 so as to make these men detective sergeants, take them from
one service step of detective and placing them in salary class 4 at
approximately the same salary scale?

Deputy Chief Wrison. Yes, sir; if you place service step 3, for
example, of detective into service step 1 of detective sergeant, that
would be an increase of only $115, for example, as compare to the bill,
which would give $455. I suspect the same would apply if you reduce
detective step 4 into detective sergeant, step 2. This would only be
$115. So it would be possible.

Mr. MuLTeR. Will you submit to us a new scale which would show
the approximate equivalent with dollars and cents set forth?

Deputy Chief WiLson. Yes, sir.

Mr NI};J’LTER. And also submit to us both the views of the Depart-
ment and the District government as to whether or not you can go
along with this bill is we do that. ‘

Deputy Chief WrLson. Yes, sir.

Mr., MurLrer. Making only the change in title and so we do not
make any substantial increase of salary, keeping it as close to the pres-
ent salary as possible, and let them continue to earn their increments as
time goes on.

Deputy Chief WiLson. I will submit that, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. In connection with that, you might let us know how
many detectives you have in steps 1 and 2. I believe those are the two
steps that may give us trouble.

Deputy Chief WiLson. There are very few in step 1 and step 2. 1
will give you the population of each step.

Mr. Dowpy. I have one other question. Is the main purpose of this
bill to make detectives eligible to take the examination for ieutenant?
Is that the main purpose of this bill?

Mr. Murter. No. The main purpose of the bill is to continue these
men in their right to become detective sergeants and to at least, as T
see it, also eliminate the requirement that they give up their choice
between remaining as a detective and being switched to uniforms.

In other words, under the reorganization plan, as I understand it,
it would be at the discretion of the Chief of Police or his deputy in
charge of personnel, whoever it may be, as to whether these men,
once they become sergeants of police, would be assigned to uniform or
plainclothes.

" Mr. Dowpy. It seems to me under this set-up that has been taken
care of for at least four years.

But the comment I made, this would be one effect, it would make
them eligible to take examinations for lieutenant.

Deputy Chief WiLson. Yes, sir.

Mr. Mover. I would like to point out one thing.

The problem of moving all the detectives up to the rank of detective
sergeant is that the force has a bigger problem in eventually reducing
the rank of detective sergeant to the number the International Asso-
ciation of Chiefs of Police and the present Crime Commission have
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recommended, that the rank of detective sergeant eventually be re-
duced to something like 34 men. If this large number of detectives is
promoted: to the rank of detective sergeant, then of course if the force
wants to phase out the detective sergeant rank, this will take a great
many more years than is now anticipated with the present number of
men in the detective sergeant grade. ' B '

Mr. Mornrer. I might have misunderstood the Deputy Chief. I
thought there was no intention of following that recommendation of
phasing out to 34. :

Deputy Chief Wirson. Not at this point, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Muvrrer. And reducing the number of detective sergeants.

Deputy Sergeant WirLson. Only through the eventual process of
attrition. :

Mr. Mover. The point is with their large number of extra men,
attrition would be a lot longer.

Mr. Winn. You still have the possibility, though, that some of
these men might not want to go on to detective sergeant; they might
still want to switch over to uniform sergeant? ‘ .

Dledputy‘ Chief WiLson. Yes, sir. I suspect there are a number who
would. :

Mr. Murrer. Once these men qualify by examination and appoint-
ment as sergeants of police, will they all then be entitled to take the
lieutenant examination? '

Deputy Chief WiLson. Yes, sir.

Mr. Murrsr. That completes our hearing this morning.

Thank you very much.

We will stand in recess subject to the call of the Chair.

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the subcommittee was recessed
subject to call of the Chair.)

FepErATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS
oF THE District oF CoLUMBIA,
January 31, 1968.
Hon. Jounx L. McMiLLan,
Congress of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: The Federation of Citizens Associations. wishes to
reiterate its endorsement of the former Multer bill (H.R. 13203)
and now H. R. 14809.

As you know, a recommendation from the President’s Crime
Commission makes this bill necessary, and we feel this is no time to
experiment with, or phase out, any of the men of the Metropolitan
Police Department.

In this terror-stricken city, with its lawlessness and crime and
where the criminal is favored, lets not say to 130 dedicated detectives
who have spent 10 to 20 years in that specialized work, “You go back
to the end of the line and compete with the recruits.’”” Rather, Mr.
Chairman, and members of the committee, we urge you, and re-
spectfully request that you approve H.R. 14809.

Sincerely,
Livuian P. Howarp
Mrs. Ernest W. Howard,
Chairman, Police and Fire Committee,
Federation of Citizens Associations.
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