CHAPTER ONE
Author’s Note

In September of 2018, I received an email from the director of the Criminal Justice
Department outlining a research assistant position available for University of South Dakota
undergraduate students.

The position entailed aiding Dr. Richard Braunstein in his

research through the Government Research Bureau of the University of South Dakota
(GRB) for the Department of Public Safety.

The Department contracted the GRB to

conduct the third installment of the Department of Public Safety Stakeholder Satisfactio n
Survey. Two earlier installments of the survey had been conducted by the GRB at the
request of the Department of Public Safety (DPS). The purpose to these consecutive
surveys is to gain perspective into the opinions of those parties that use DPS services.
Those parties are referred to as stakeholders or principals throughout this thesis. These
stakeholders also shared their suggestions as to which services require improvement in
delivery as well as new services which DPS might consider developing. By continuing to
repeat the survey over three-year increments, DPS hopes to effectively track changes in
stakeholder satisfaction trends in order to better the quality and relevancy of the services
provided to those stakeholders.
At the time, I felt that this position would be a beneficial experience for me to
develop a more thorough understanding of the progression of a research project. I had
never taken a statistics or research methods class, and I considered myself quite ignorant
of the work associated with data analysis. However, n choosing to apply for this position
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I hoped to create a foundational knowledge from which I could draw on in my future to
better understand research relevant to my career in law.
Originally, my role in this survey was limited to specific tasks assigned by Dr.
Braunstein.

I was to simply complete sets of data analysis which Dr. Braunstein would

then consider and write into the official report. However, my responsibilities quickly
expanded, and Dr. Braunstein allowed me to attempt all of the data analysis and report
writing.

He taught me how to use the data analysis program and interpret the resulting

information with regard to each type of analysis needed for the report. He instructed me
to seek his assistance when I needed clarification and suggestions on correct analysis
procedures. With this in mind, I used the 2015 survey as a guide to craft the 2018 report to
ensure that comparison could be drawn between the information contained in each report.
We chose this method to achieve the goal of recreating comparable measures of satisfactio n
with 2018 data in addition to any other analysis Dr. Braunstein and I felt would further the
breadth of the report. In these capacities I was able to mainly function independently
throughout the process, though I did request Dr. Braunstein’s opinions and approval on
various sections, and he has been heavily involved in the editing process of the report.
After I finished the first draft, Dr. Braunstein and I made necessary edits and
additions to the report. I was only involved in a limited portion of the initial editing process
though. During Dr. Braunstein’s presentation of the report to the South Dakota legisla ture
in Pierre, South Dakota, several inquiries as to additional information were made. These
included additional requests for profiles of negative opinions. Dr. Braunstein asked me to
complete the analysis needed to answer those questions, and I did so near the beginning of
January. Dr. Braunstein added this supplementary report material to the previously edited
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report. The final compilation has since only been edited for appropriate thesis formatting,
grammatic errors, the inclusion of Principal-Agent framework, loss analysis regarding the
samples from each installation of the survey, stronger language in the conclusion to suggest
improvements to the survey in the future, an executive summary, and this author’s note.
This experience, both in developing the survey and creating a thesis from my work,
taught me the real-world applicability of these kinds of research projects. I realized that
these kinds of surveys can easily be misused when not conducted correctly and choosing
not to fully understand the information contained in a report has real-world impacts.
Misuse of the material has the potential to lead to inadequate service delivery to the
stakeholders which DPS is bound to serve. I also realized through conversations with Dr.
Braunstein and in working on the data, that a researcher can easily present data in a way
that supports their own views if they choose.

Data analysis has highly moral

underpinnings, and decisions such as what information to include and omit as well as how
results are presented can impact the overall feeling a reader gets when going over the report.
Dr. Braunstein taught me that we should put forth a sincere, honest effort to present
findings in the most nonbiased representation of the data that we can. Our moral obligatio n
as researchers was to report our findings and interpretations of our findings can be made
later by those parties in a position to do so.
I realize now that lessons such as these were made important to me in a large part
from this experience. High-impact learning opportunities such as this one, are shown to
have various long-term benefits on the careers and skills of those students fortunate enough
to engage in them (Kilgo, Ezell Sheets, & Pascarella, 2015). This research project allowed
me to both develop a writing intensive project grounded in real-world issues as well as
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fully participate in undergraduate research for the duration of a project. The Association
of American Colleges and Universities recognizes both of these elements contained within
my thesis as high-impact learning opportunities (Kuh, O’Donnell, & Reed, 2013).
Participating in undergraduate research opportunities have been shown to produce
“positive effects on critical thinking, need for cognition, and both measures of intercultura l
effectiveness (the MGUDS and openness to diversity/challenge)” (Kilgo et al., 2015), and
these benefits extend to students like myself who wish to pursue a career in non-STEM
fields (Stanford et al., 2017). I can empathize with these conclusions as I often felt while
working on this project that using the data analysis tools at my disposal to find relevant
information contained in the data set was somewhat like a cognitive puzzle.

Some

questions do not have an obvious roadmap to finding an answer, and Dr. Braunstein would
be busy with another student. In those situations, I often was left with my own problemsolving skills to devise what I thought would be the best way to tackle the problem at hand .
Dr. Braunstein would then look over my attempt when he had time.

As the project

progressed, I was able to successfully think through those challenges more often, and
reason my way through the most appropriate analysis method. I gained more confidence in
my abilities to critically reason through those challenges.
After each analysis, I then faced the challenge of turning my newly learned
knowledge into articulate report material. This report is by far the longest piece of writing
I have completed, and I believe that the repeated edits I have made demonstrated to me the
importance of scrutinizing one’s own work. At the end of each editing cycle, I generally
felt that the document must be free from errors, yet walking away from the process for a
period of time and revisiting the edits always showed me new opportunities to condense,
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clarify, and elaborate more concisely. Critiquing my own work with such intensity and
honesty as well as having other do so improved my information literacy. This exercise
continually tested my knowledge of analysis and ability to convey that information in
writing. In comparison to the two statistics classes I took while working on this project, I
know that I have better retained the hands on learning available through this project.
Overall, my involvement in the DPS Stakeholder Satisfaction Survey has been an
invaluable learning opportunity for me.

At the beginning of the survey, I had little

confidence in my abilities to conduct this kind of work. I admit the freedom Dr. Braunstein
gave me to take over a large majority of the report intimidated me, and I doubted whether
I could fulfill the duties he entrusted to me. However, I have learned many times in my
college career that this uncertain position holds enormous opportunity for growth, and I
found that to be true yet again in this instance. This project challenged me in a way that I
had not yet tested myself, but through all of the anxiety and fear that its needs were outside
of my skillset I found that I was able to rise to the occasion. I pushed myself outside of my
comfort zone nestled in legal reasoning and case analysis. I walked into a field of study
that made me uncomfortable and required myself to just give an honest effort to succeed.
Now, a year and almost one hundred pages later, I can say that I am proud of the work I
put in to this thesis.
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CHAPTER TWO
Introduction

This stakeholder satisfaction survey was conducted by the Government Research
Bureau of the University of South Dakota (GRB), for the South Dakota Department of
Public Safety (DPS). The survey measured the attitudes and opinions of stakeholders
toward DPS and affiliated agencies, as well as stakeholder utilization of DPS services. The
primary interest in conducting this research was to evaluate the satisfaction of stakeholders
who rely upon DPS services in the administration of their public safety missions.

A

secondary interest was to examine how familiar these stakeholders were with DPS
programs and services. Additional focus was on demographic factors, such as region of
the state and size of the jurisdiction served, to provide a more complete description of
satisfaction and familiarity rates.
The 2018 survey was third in a series of stakeholder surveys conducted for the DPS
by the GRB. Previous stakeholder satisfaction surveys were conducted in 2015 and 2011.
A noted similarity between 2018, 2015, and 2011 satisfaction surveys was the generally
positive attitudes of DPS stakeholders to the services provided and staff who deliver them.
The trend of improved responses noted in 2015 was, however, reversed in 2018. Where
nearly every category of response improved in 2015 from 2011, 2018 experienced notable
decrease in the frequency of positive responses from 2015 and, in some cases, responses
were lower than their 2011 counterparts.
Participation in the 2018 survey was the lowest of the three survey years. In 2018
the number of respondents was 57 percent of the number of respondents participating in
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2015, and it was 39 percent of those participating in 2011. Still, the unmistakable opinion
of DPS stakeholders was positive in each of the three years this survey was delivered. DPS
stakeholders maintain a high regard for DPS programs, services, and staff. The report that
follows documents these positive stakeholder opinions and, where relevant, profiles
negative responses to allow DPS to consider potential service enhancements to improve
stakeholder satisfaction.

A. Principal Agent Framework

While reading this report, a certain framework of consideration should be kept in
mind to fully appreciate the scope of the report’s impact on the Department of Public
Safety’s offices and the citizens they aim to serve. As a product of democratic structure,
DPS must function within the best interest of the principals it serves. These principa ls
include both the public offices under DPS supervision (e.g. those DPS agencies included
in this survey, a complete list of which can be found in CHAPTER TWO) and the citize ns
of South Dakota. By providing services it was created to oversee, DPS fulfills the agent
role in its relationship with its principals.

In choosing to deploy this survey, DPS is

fulfilling its democratic duty to provide its principals access to their “right to participate”
and “right to express their views on political matters” (Dahl, 1998).
Coupled with the Principal-Agent Model, consideration of these two concepts
builds a framework compelling DPS to engage its principals with the goal of bettering their
ability to serve. This series of surveys is an instrument of service in that they exemplify
an effort to ascertain the approval and dissatisfaction of stakeholders, and these types of
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“tools can serve to ensure alignment [of responsibility and interests]” between principa ls
and agent (Van Slyke, 2007). Inherent in the Model is an imbalance of information or
“information asymmetry,” fueling an opportunity for agents to stray from the expectations
held by the principal (Waterman & Meier, 1998). This existence of an imbalance provides
a space in which the agency can engage in a practice known as “shirking” wherein the
agency tries to “produce outputs at a higher than needed cost” from the relevant principa ls
(Waterman & Meier, 1998). While extensive knowledge can theoretically be used in the
interest of principals, broad discretion and distance from stakeholders “could just as readily
be exploited for self-serving or value-destroying ends” (Mintrom & Luetjens, 2017). In
contrast, as transparency between agency and principals increases, the principals are less
likely to suffer higher cost for the services attained from the agency. In fact, some scholars
increasingly insist that “transparency and the right to know [are] a fundamental human
right” (Bauhr & Grimes, 2014). In the context of this survey, the costs to principals are
failures of DPS to provide adequate and meaningful services to its internal offices, and by
extension the public that funds and compels the Department’s existence.
As a side note, the mechanism for combatting information imbalance

is

accountability, which can be created within a system (Waterman & Meier, 1998). The
agency begins with an advantage through knowledge of its own interworking’s and
obligatory duties (Waterman & Meier, 1998). Here, the Department of Public Safety has
spent the last eight years, beginning with the first survey in 2011, developing this
instrument to facilitate an avenue of accountability with the intent to mitigate the impact
of this inherent imbalance. This survey creates an anonymous line of communication to
diffuse information regarding the efficacy and workability of programs and services
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offered by DPS. This in turn can increase DPS’s accountability as an agent, allowing the
Department to adjust their actions in accordance with the needs of its principals.
Furthermore,

the survey allows

public

office

principals

to communicate

constructive criticisms for improving DPS service delivery through a series of open-ended
questions. A complete list of open-ended questions, and the responses can be found in the
appendices of this report. These questions inquire about the improvements to current
services and suggestions for new services. Including this section in the survey allows DPS
to gain insight into the specific areas which its principals feel require improveme nt.
Allowing those public offices that work closely with the citizens principals is especially
critical to further develop accountability in that it “explicit discussion of policy goals and
the outcomes they are intended to promote” “can greatly increase the likelihood that policy
design efforts will contribute to the creation and enhancement of public value” (Mintrom
& Luetjens, 2017).
At this point, it may be helpful to point out some potentially problematic aspects of
DPS’s principal-agent relationship with both citizens and public offices as previously
mentioned in this introduction.

The principal-agent relationship in this situation can be

described both simply or with more complexity. Through a simple lens, the principal (a
single agency surveyed) consumes those services provided by DPS (the agent). Therefore,
accountability of DPS should be held by each agency in accordance with its relations hip
with DPS, and no regard should be given to the relationship between it and other agencies.
In this simple analysis, the survey functions as direct feedback from individual principa ls,
though only allows for the consideration of each agency’s relationship with DPS in an
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individual manner. This simple application does not facilitate full consideration of the
obligations DPS has to its multiple principals.
In a more complex application of the model, the survey characterizes relations hips
between multiple agencies and principals (Waterman & Meier, 1998). This more flexib le
application allows for dynamic interaction with more potential for conflict (Waterman &
Meier, 1998). Through this interpretation, multiple agencies receiving services from DPS
can be considered principals with an interest in information balancing. Furthermore, DPS
services are provided through its various offices to citizens, so citizens receiving DPS
services can be seen as principals as well through a trickle-down effect. In seeking to
improve services provided using this survey, there is a high potential to allow citizens to
emerge as the prominent principal which DPS contracts with and is accountable to. One
could argue that the legislature consumes DPS services as well in that this body employs
DPS to provide services for its constituents.
With increasing principals, combatting information asymmetry becomes more and
more challenging, even when the agency seeks transparency as DPS has in response to the
recognition that a “link between transparency and better government institutions has
become conventional wisdom” (Bauhr & Grimes, 2014). The Model recognizes this
challenge by acknowledging that “the existence of multiple principals strongly indicates
not all the principals will agree on goals” sought (Waterman & Meier, 1998). The goals
considered here may range from execution of services to resource allocation by DPS to
specific offices or programs. As one may predict, conflicting goals present a variety of
conflict and cooperation categories, eight of which Waterman and Meier describe in their
article; however, we will only discuss those applicable to the goal conflicts and cooperation
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inherent in the DPS scenario at hand. In both conflict and cooperation, the DPS scenario
presents examples of the default categories, or those most likely to occur within a principa lagent framework. Both can be characterized by an imbalance of information weighing in
the agent’s favor.

If the agent and principal share goals, then there is cooperation

functioning within some balance of information. If the agency and principal do not share
goals, there is conflict functioning in some balance of information.
A state of cooperation with information balance in favor of the agent currently
exists within DPS. In this case, agencies are essentially “delegated a task with a clear goal
and then are simply left alone as long as no major disasters occur” (Waterman & Meier,
1998). This is not to say there is no conflict in the principal-agent relationship here, only
that the goals each party seeks is largely the same. This conclusion is forced to be made in
a general sense due to the multiple relationships between each DPS agency with DPS itself
and with the citizens provided services.

This categorization simply summarizes the

information imbalance present and the overarching goals of providing safety services in an
efficient and fair manner. Within this cooperation case, there is potential for the creation
of an environment allowing “corruption in enforcement” and “little political monitoring of
agents” (Waterman & Meier, 1998).
This discussion shines insight on the difficulties of balancing the interests of
multiple principals as DPS is mandated to do in its role as an agent. In this way, DPS
occupies a complex hierarchical location, requiring it to both act in superiority and
compliance. As an overseeing authority, DPS must ensure it supervises the function of its
public offices; however, as principals those offices also require compliance of DPS to
fulfill their needs. Additionally, the public employs DPS through democratic theory;
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therefore, the Department must ensure it complies with the interests of this principal as
well. In each of these roles, DPS must adapt its functions to the specific principal it serves
while remaining devoted to its obligation to all of its principals, even if that obligation is
authoritative.
By applying this framework, the DPS survey will ideally provide a remedy to
information imbalance through facilitating cooperative information sharing between DPS
and its principals.

This actions aids in developing “the classic policy subsystem” and

“discretion will be granted… as a result of trust” rather than purely from lack of monitor ing
capabilities (Waterman & Meier, 1998).

While this case is an ideal, and complete

reflection of its characteristics is unlikely in any scenario, these three surveys indicate a
step toward shifting the structure of principal-agent relationship inherent between DPS and
its stakeholders toward a reflection of an ideally functioning system.

B. Appropriate Research Practices

This section contains a summary of those survey practices accepted as the most
effective in survey research. The American Association for Public Opinion Research lays
out twelve qualities which survey methodology should demonstrate (“Best Practices for
Survey Research,” 2019.). Quality surveys should…
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Have specific goals.
Consider alternative data beyond a survey.
Select samples that well represent the population to be studied.
Use designs that balance costs with errors.
Take great care in matching question format and wording to the concepts being
measured and the population being studied.
6. Pretest questionnaires and procedures.
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7. Train interviewers carefully on interviewing techniques and the subject matter
of the survey. [interviewers were not used in this survey]
8. Check quality at each stage.
9. Maximize cooperation or response rates within the limits of ethical treatment
of human subjects.
10. Use appropriate statistical analytic and reporting techniques.
11. Develop and fulfill pledges of confidentiality given to respondents.
12. Disclose all methods of the survey to allow for evaluation and replicatio n.
(American Association for Public Opinion Research, 2019)
The goal of this survey is to ascertain the Department of Public Safety’s success in
providing services to its principals.

The Department wishes to track its progression in

providing services, so the survey currently exists in three-year installments with potential
for future installments.

The survey also wishes to solicit stakeholder suggestions for

service delivery improvement and expansion. The Department feels conducting a survey
best assesses the opinions of its principals, and this research method seems most
appropriate for the circumstance.
The sample’s representativeness holds serious concern in this survey. As discussed
in the sample loss assessment contained in the following chapter, the survey sample has
progressively become less representative with each installment. The total agencies reached
in the sample has dropped from twenty-five to eight between 2011 and 2018. Furthermore,
one of those agencies made up near half of the sample size in 2018. In this current survey,
many agencies that responded in 2011 are no longer represented, so any opportunity to
weight responses to mirror a representative sample would still be unsuccessful. This
criterion specifically presents the most concerning challenge to the current survey. Lack of
an adequate sample negatively impacts the credibility of survey’s results.
While no adjustments were conducted on the sample to compensate for the
sample’s lack of representativeness, the report strives to point out this concerning factor
and suggest corrective measures to reduce the uneven response rates. In this report, we
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suggest reverting back to the 2011 sample methods, as they have received the most
participation thus far.

Other collection method options to consider include mailed or

internet-based options, “or a combination of both, giving the participant the option to
choose which method is preferred” (Ponto, 2015, pg 170). This adjustment can be further
enhanced by sending survey announcements preceding the survey form as well as
reminders following the survey (Dillman, 2000).

By examining the practicality of

employing these collection methods, the survey may be able to enjoy increased
participation in future survey installments.
Standards set forth by the American Association of Public Opinion Research also
dictate that questions and format should align with the target populatio n (American
Association for Public Opinion Research, 2019). In this survey, the question format of the
survey has been kept as similar to the original 2011 format as possible. This is largely due
to the ongoing nature of the survey. Models that seek information regarding fluctuation in
opinion should “use the same question wording and to be sensitive to where the question
is asked in the questionnaire to maintain a similar context as when the question was asked
previously” (Bethlehem, 2009). Some sections of the report do suggest adding questions
to the survey format to inquire into new areas which previous surveys have prompted
further examination. For example, the social media section suggests altering the question
asking which method of communication with DPS the stakeholder prefers to include social
media in the response options. Currently, the survey includes no measure to determine if
stakeholders prefer social media to email or traditionally mailed correspondence.
Those participants choosing to share their opinion for this survey do so under the
confidentiality agreement stated as follows:
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The survey is being administered by the GRB to ensure a neutral third-party
collection and analysis of stakeholder responses.
All responses are strictly confidential. Results will be used for the sole purpose of
improving the public safety services in South Dakota. (Please see CHAPTER NINE
of this report)
Researchers have an obligation to uphold this statement and the confidentiality of the
stakeholders sharing their opinions in a manner which “protect the privacy of research
participants and to keep collected information they provide confidential or anonymo us ”
(American Association for Public Opinion Research, 2019). This responsibility has been
questioned in the current survey with regard to the opinion profiles found throughout the
report. These profiles are meant to further understand those demographics which DPS has
not succeeded in providing satisfactory services to in the stakeholders’ opinions.
Concern was raised due to the small population and its concentration within the
state and whether a particularly specific profile might expose the identity of the stakeholder
sharing that information. This concern may justify expanding the confidentiality notice to
further specify that the researchers intend to create opinion profiles.

If included, the

addition should be further elaborated upon to specify the researchers will take every
precaution to ensure that identifying information is not available as a biproduct of those
profiles. Though no identifying factors have been shared through these profiles in prior
surveys, this statement would ensure the intentions outlined in the confidentiality notice
“realistically reflect one's ability” to ensure confidentiality (American Association for
Public Opinion Research, 2019).
As with confidentiality, researchers have an obligation to ensure data analysis and
the report material produced from analysis morally and honestly reports the necessary
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information in a transparent and complete manner (American Association for Public
Opinion Research, 2019). In the current survey, extensive conversations took place
between research assistant and supervisor to ensure adherence to this standard. The
research team strove to remain impartial and factual in the report material created for
presentation to the South Dakota legislature. Survey methods were also included in the
report along with sample assessments to allow for transparency of the limits of the data and
analysis contained in the report due to the sample used for this installment. Additiona lly,
the report was heavily edited and critiqued by outside parties to ensure the researchers did
indeed remain true to their unbiased standards.
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CHAPTER THREE
Research Methods

A. Sampling Methods

A difference between the three survey years existed in the sampling techniques used
in each of the three surveys. In 2011, DPS provided 649 e-mail addresses and another 361
addresses were provided by the Fire Marshal’s Office. The GRB was responsible to recruit
these stakeholders through post card and e-mail solicitations. The result was a sample of
304 respondents from twenty-five different types of public safety agencies. In 2015, DPS
solicited stakeholders internally, resulting in a sample of 209 from eleven different types
of public safety agencies.
In 2018, the GRB was provided with e-mail addresses for Fire Chiefs representing
each fire department in the state by the South Dakota Fire Marshal’s Office. E-mail list
serves for Police Chiefs, County Sheriffs and County Emergency Managers were also used
in 2018 to invite responses.

The result in 2018 was a sample of 120 public safety

stakeholders from eight different types of public safety agencies. A full summary of the
resulting sample compared to 2011 and 2015 can be found in Table 3.1. This 2018 sample
contain only 57 percent of the respondents in 2015 and 39 percent of the total respondents
in 2011. The 2018 sample organized by agency type is provided in the following table
(Table 3.2).
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Table 3.1: Overall Respondent Rates by Year

Total Valid Agency Type Reponses
Missing Cases
Total
Agencies Represented

2018

2015

2011

120
9
129
8

209
0
209
11

276
28
304
25

Table 3.2: 2018 Respondent Types
Number of Cases

Percent of Cases

12
17
1
57
27
6
9
129

9.3
13.2
0.8
44.2
20.9
4.7
7
100

Police Department
County Sheriff's Office
University Police/Public Safety
Fire Department
County Emergency Manager
Other (Hospital, Municipality, SDDOT)
Missing
Total

It is important to note that the 2018 survey sample includes far fewer agencies than
either of the previous surveys as demonstrated in Tables 3.3 and 3.4. This reality led us to
feel the need to develop a loss analysis to identify which agencies are no longer represented
in the survey. Those agencies which were previously specifically targeted (agency was
listed as a non-other response option) and no longer represented in the sample included
Tribal Police, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Division of Criminal Investigation, Emergency Medical
Services, or State’s Attorney. All but EMS were unincluded following the 2011 survey.

Additionally, those agencies represented through the Other category have decreased from
fifteen in 2011, to five in 2015, to only three in 2018. While many of these Other agencies
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characterize one or two responses, in 2011 the Department of Corrections, Game Fish and
Parks, and Search and Rescue all had between three and nine respondents from those
agencies. In future surveys, more intentional sampling targeting these past participating
agencies may help increase participation as they have previously demonstrated a
willingness to share their opinions regarding DPS services.
Five agencies have been consistently represented through each of the three surveys;
Police Departments, County Sheriff's Office, University Police/Public Safety, Fire Departments,
and County Emergency Managers. University Police/Public Safety has only had one respondent
for each survey, so we will focus on the other three agencies in examining participation fluctuation.
Police Departments, County Sheriff’s Offices, and County Emergency Managers represented
similar proportions of the 2011 and 2015 sample sizes. Police Departments and County Sherriff’s
Offices were between six and eight percent less represented in the 2018 sample, whereas County
Emergency Managers increased their proportion of the sample size by approximately seven percent.
Fire Departments present a unique case, as they have increased in proportion of the sample
size from 8.8 percent in 2011, to 33.5 percent in 2015, and then 44.2 percent in 2018. This is
significant to note as Fire Departments are consistently noted in the negative opinion profiles
contained in the following report. Given that Fire Departments made up near half the sample size,
and even distribution of their opinion through the satisfaction categories would result in their
overrepresentation in negative profiles given that they made up a large proportion of the sample
size. It is important to note keep this fact in mind while reading this report. Furthermore, these
trends in samples draw indicate a need for alternative sampling methods. The declining

participation rates of DPS stakeholders and disproportionate representation from 2011
through 2018 suggests a direct solicitation from the GRB, as employed in 2011, may be
the most productive sampling design.
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Table 3.3: 2015 Respondent Types

Police Department
County Sheriff's Office
University Police/Public Safety
Fire Department
County Emergency Manager
Emergency Medical Services
Other Agency
Department of Corrections
Highway Safety
National Guard
Local Government
Municipal Government
Not Specified
Total

Number of Cases

Percent of Cases

Change in 2018

32
44
1
70
29
26

15.3
21.1
0.5
33.5
13.9
12.4

- 6.0 %
- 7.9 %
+ 0.3 %
+ 10.7 %
+ 7.0 %
N/A

1
1
1
1
1
2
209

0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
1.0
100

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

*N/A indicates the agency was not represented in the 2018 survey.
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N/A

Table 3.4: 2011 Respondent Types
Number of
Cases

Percent of
Cases

Change in
2018

Police Department
County Sheriff's Office
University Police/Public Safety
Fire Department
County Emergency Manager
Tribal Police
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Division of Criminal Investigation
Emergency Medical Services
State’s Attorney
Other Agency

44
47
1
27
41
2
1
26
37
16

14.5
15.5
0.3
8.8
13.5
0.7
0.3
8.6
12.2
5.3

- 5.2 %
- 2.3 %
+ 0.5 %
+ 35.4 %
+ 7.4 %
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Department of Corrections
AAA
Private Contractor with DPS
Federal Government
State Government
Local Government
V.A. Police
State LE
Gaming Commission
Finance Office
Game, Fish and Parks
Search and Rescue
Health Care
Public Safety Answering Points
Department of Environment and
Natural Resources
Not Specified
Missing Cases
Total

9
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
6
1
1
1

3.0
0.3
0.7
0.7
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
1.0
2.0
0.3
0.3
0.3

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

2
28

0.7
9.2

N/A

304

100

*N/A indicates the agency was not represented in the 2018 survey.
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B. Methods of Data Analysis

The dominate approach in the 2018 analysis of stakeholder opinions was to
replicate the 2011 and 2015 DPS stakeholder surveys completed by the GRB. All but a
very small number of survey questions were included on each of the 2011, 2015, and 2018
satisfaction surveys.

This provided the opportunity to compare 2011, 2015 and 2018

findings and identify resulting trends.
Descriptive statistics were used to evaluate responses from stakeholders in 2018, as
well as in comparisons with 2011 and 2015 surveys.

Measures of central tendency,

including an analysis of means and standard deviation were used to assess the variation in
stakeholder opinions. Cross tabulation was used to describe trends in survey responses and
correlation analysis to assess relationships among measures used for all three survey years.
Throughout the report, the reader will find references to the mean and mode of
responses to questions about satisfaction and familiarity. The mean (average) and mode
(most common response) were measured using a 5-point scale. Variables measuring
services and programs were valued five (5) for ‘excellent’ to one (1) for ‘very poor.’ The
same scale was used for agreement questions, where five (5) represented ‘very strong
agreement’ and one (1) represented ‘very strong disagreement.’ Therefore, the higher the
mean or modal value, the stronger the stakeholder satisfaction.
Finally, content analysis was used for survey questions involving open-ended
responses. In several instances, respondents were asked to share their thoughts on the
utilization of DPS services. The research used cluster analysis to provide summaries of
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open-ended response types, the frequency of those response types and examples of
paradigmatic statements for each cluster or type identified.

23

CHAPTER FOUR
Opinions About the Department of Public Safety

A. General Satisfaction with DPS Service

Stakeholder responses regarding the overall quality of DPS services in 2018 were
positive.

Combined satisfaction (‘good’ and ‘excellent’ responses) totaled 82 percent,

indicating the majority of stakeholders were satisfied with the services they received and/or
felt DPS provided a high level of service (see Figure 4.1 below). In the negative spectrum,
‘very poor’ and ‘poor’ responses made up only five percent of responses. Comparing 2018
stakeholder satisfaction with that of 2015, we found that overall combined positive
satisfaction has decreased by eight percent from the 90 percent reported in 2015. This
resulted from a six percent increase in fair responses and two percent increase in ‘poor/very
poor’ responses.
Figure 4.1: Overall Quality of DPS Services
Very Poor
1%

Poor
4%
Fair
13%

Excellent
22%

Good
60%
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In order to look more closely at the responses to overall quality of DPS services,
we analyzed the measure by agency types. First, Figure 4.2 below focuses on positive
response ratings from each of five types of agency respondents to the 2018 survey
(Police, Sheriffs, Fire Service, County Emergency Managers and Others). Figure 4.2 also
shows how positive responses to the question of the overall quality of DPS services in
2018 varied with the 2011 and 2015 surveys. We discovered that quality ratings
decreased for most agency types between 2015 and 2018. Although declines from 2015
levels were present, positive ratings in 2018 remained higher than levels observed in
2011. County Sheriffs were the only agency that was an exception to this finding, but the
decrease in 2018 from 2011 responses was minimal. Still, this lower 2018 outcome was
not expected because County Sheriffs had experienced the largest improvement in
positive responses between 2011 and 2015. Police Departments was the only agency
type that saw increases in the frequency of positive response from 2015 to 2018, which is
a continuing trend for police agencies from 2011.
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Figure 4.2: Positive Quality Ratings by Agency
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Figure 4.3: Negative and Neutral Quality Ratings by Agency
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Though not shown in Figure 4.3, the agency type with the largest negative approval
rating was ‘Other’. The ‘Other’ agencies who held negative or neutral opinions of DPS
quality of service included stakeholders from hospital, municipality, and SDDOT. Police
Departments were the only agency type that reported consistently more positive responses;
including trends in both negative and positive responses.
In sum, overall approval ratings experienced a general decrease in 2018 from the
more positive responses in 2015. The combined percentage of ‘poor’ and ‘very poor’
responses increased by three percent, while ‘excellent’ and ‘good’ responses dropped
eight percent. ‘Fair’ responses, 3 on a five-point scale, nearly doubled; increasing from
seven percent in 2015 to thirteen percent in 2018.
An analysis of means and standard deviations helped us gain more insight on these
trends. Again, the mean is the average response and the standard deviatio n measures the
degree of spread or variation of the responses. The mean or average rating of overall
quality of DPS services in 2018 was 3.98, which could be viewed as an 80 percent approval
rating.

The standard deviation for the distribution of responses to the overall quality

question in 2018 was 0.785. One way to look at this is that rather than a normal bell curve,
the distribution of responses here had steep upward step on the positive side of the mean.
This was because 60 percent of stakeholders responded that overall quality was ‘good’ (see
Figure 4.4 below).
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Figure 4.4: Histogram of ‘Overall Quality of DPS Services’

Further inquiry into the correlation between overall quality and jurisdiction size
indicated these factors had a an extremely weak negative correlation of -0.005. This
correlation was not statistically significant (p=.963). The same was true for the correlation
of overall quality and region served. Here, the correlation of 0.021 was also not statistica lly
significant (p=0.851), suggesting an extremely weak relationship between the overall
quality rating and region served by DPS stakeholder.
The cross tabulation of jurisdiction size and overall quality ratings confirmed what
we observed in the correlation analysis.

As we found above, and in the 2015 survey,

opinions about the overall quality of DPS services were evenly distributed among
jurisdiction sizes and region served. Nothing of note came from this analysis, largely
because of statistical impact of having a large frequency of “good” responses to this
question of stakeholder satisfaction.
To narrow in on a more precise measure of quality, we combined the values of all
the responses to questions regarding the effectiveness of DPS services and staff. From
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this, we created a ‘satisfaction index’ to more narrowly examine stakeholder opinions.
The new index variable was made from the sum of the following question responses:
•

DPS provides services that contribute to my agency's effectiveness.

•

I am familiar with the procedures used to request DPS involvement with
emergency management activities.

•

There are adequate personnel at DPS to manage service or support requests.

•

I find DPS personnel to be knowledgeable and capable when interacting with
them.

•

The personnel at DPS are courteous and responsive to my needs.

•

DPS is thorough and proactive in its interactions with my agency.

It was expected that the indexing (or combining) of these individual variables into a single
measure would create more variation in respondent opinions of DPS services than we
observed from the analysis of the overall satisfaction question described above.

In

addition, it was expected that the satisfaction index would be more normally distributed
than the general measure. These expectations were supported by the data. Table 4.1 below
presents the comparison of the two summary

variables measuring

general DPS

performance.
Table 4.1: Measures of DPS Overall Performance
Overall Quality
Percent / N

Satisfaction Index
Percent / N

4.9% / 4

27.6% / 55

Moderate Rating

13.4% / 11

44.2% / 88

High Rating

81.8% / 67

28.1% / 56

Low Rating
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Using the satisfaction index in correlation analysis

was more productive.

Jurisdiction size was moderately correlated with the satisfaction index, with a positive
correlation value of 0.292 and was statistically significant (p<0.01).

This positive

correlation showed that larger jurisdictions had a moderately higher satisfaction rating of
DPS services than smaller jurisdictions.

It also showed that the greater variation in

responses measured by the satisfaction index proved to be a more reliable approach to
examining stakeholder satisfaction by jurisdiction.
Though we continued to use the satisfaction index to evaluate other stakeholder
responses, they were not all statistically significant. Region of the state, for instance, was
not significantly correlated with the satisfaction index. We did, however, find a statistica lly
significant correlation between the frequency of use of DPS services and the satisfactio n
index (0.273; p<.001). This positive correlation value showed that higher frequency of use
was moderately correlated with the satisfaction index.

The correlation was, however,

weaker than we found in the 2015 survey, when the correlation was 0.304. Though weaker
in 2018, DPS can enjoy the fact that satisfaction rates increased as stakeholders used their
services more frequently.
Considering the satisfaction of specific agency types (Table 4.2 below), we found
Police Departments had a notable shift toward more positive satisfaction ratings.

This

improvement from the 2015 survey results, however, requires a qualification. In 2018,
Police Departments had less than half as many respondents than 2015 survey.
Fire Departments had a comparatively low indexed satisfaction rating for DPS
services, with 46.6 percent scoring ‘low’ on the indexed satisfaction scale. The mixed
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results among fire service respondents was similar to 2015 and 2011, suggesting a
consistent lack of uniform satisfaction among fire department respondents.

Univers ity

police was the only other agency type with a majority or plurality of responses in the low
rating area, though only one UPD agency respondent participated in the 2018 survey.

Table 4.2: DPS Satisfaction Index Rating by Agency Type

Low
Moderate
High
Totals

Police
Dept.

County
Sheriff’s
Office

Fire
Dept.

University
Police/Public
Safety

1
8.30%
5
41.70%
6
50.00%

4
23.50%
7
41.20%
6
35.30%

26
46.60%
18
32.10%
12
21.40%

1
100%
0
0%
0
0%

12
100%

17
100%

56
100%

1
100%

Office of
Other
Emergency
Manageme
nt
5
2
18.50%
33.30%
9
2
33.30%
33.30%
13
2
48.10%
33.30%
27
100%

6
100%

Looking more closely at respondents with low indexed satisfaction with DPS
services, we created a profile that demonstrated a majority of those with low indexed
satisfaction were from Fire Departments (66%). County Emergency Managers made up
the next largest low responding agency (12.8%). These respondents tended to serve smaller
jurisdictions, with 52.5 percent serving populations of 2,500 or less. Another 20 percent
served populations between 2,500 and 5,000. The Southeast region of the state made up
45 percent of low satisfaction responses.
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B. Familiarity with DPS Services

The majority of respondents in the 2018 survey were familiar with and frequently
used DPS services. Combined, the respondents who both agreed and strongly agreed that
they were familiar with and frequent used DPS services totaled 66% (see Figure 4.5 below).
This combined value was six percent less than observed in the 2015 survey. Similarly, the
2018 survey observed slightly higher percentages of those not familiar with DPS services,
though in total the overall familiarity and use percentages among 2018 respondents was
good. The mode of 4 (agree) and mean of 3.66 shows that most used DPS services in the
years preceding the 2018 survey. The standard deviation of .846 shows, again, a somewhat
flattened distribution around the mean of 3.66.

Figure 4.5: Familiar with and Frequency Use DPS Services
Strongly
Disagree
1%

Disagree
10%

Strongly Agree
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Neither Agree
nor Disagree
23%
Agree
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The second familiarity question included in the survey prompted stakeholders to
indicate whether they were familiar with the procedures used to request DPS involve me nt
with emergency management activities (Figure 4.6 below). The distribution of responses
to this question were generally similar to those of the overall familiarity question, though
there was some movement out of the modal value of ‘agree’ and into disagree and strongly
agree responses. Still, 64 percent of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that they
were familiar with the procedures, resulting in a mean of 3.64 that was nearly identical to
the overall familiarity mean of 3.66 described above. Where this distribution of responses
was not similar to the above general familiarity and use question was in the area of standard
deviation (1.002), resulting in a larger spread of responses throughout the five potential
responses. Here, the familiarity with procedures had more ‘strongly agree,’ ‘disagree’ and
‘strongly disagree’ responses than the general question, as well as fewer ‘agree’ and
‘neither agree nor disagree responses.’ This may be an area to focus on for improve me nt
going forward, as we previously found increased interaction with DPS services correlates
to improved indexed satisfaction with DPS.
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Figure 4.6: Familiar with Procedures to Request DPS Involvement
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As one would expect, the frequency of use of DPS services was positive ly
correlated with stakeholder familiarity with procedures to request DPS involvement. The
correlation value of 0.353 with a statistical significance (p< .001) indicates a clear
relationship between use and procedure familiarity, where familiarity with procedures goes
up as frequency of use increases. Table 4.3 below shows that respondents who used DPS
services eleven or more times per year had 22.5 percent more high familiarity responses
than the category of respondents who used DPS services between one and ten times per
year. Furthermore, the responses of those stakeholders who used DPS services eleven or
more times per year tended to concentrate in high familiarity opinions.
Only 6 of the 98 respondents reported using DPS services eleven or more times a
year and not being highly familiar with DPS procedures. A profile of these six respondents
showed an even distribution between Police Departments, Fire Departments, and County
Emergency Managers. Three of these stakeholders resided in a jurisdiction of 10,000 and
20,000. Two were from jurisdictions of fewer than 2,500.
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Table 4.3: Relationship between Procedure Familiarity and Frequency of Use
1-10 Times Per Year

11 or More Times Per year

Low Familiarity
w/ DPS Procedures

5
10.20%

3
6.10%

Moderate Familiarity
w/ DPS Procedures

12
24.50%

3
6.10%

High Familiarity
w/ DPS Procedures

32
65.30%

43
87.80%

49

49

Total

The correlation between use of DPS services and this familiarity measure was
moderate (0.353) and statistically significant (p<.05), suggesting once more that as use of
DPS services increased so too did familiarity.

Looking further at low use and low

familiarity respondents, we found Fire Departments made up 70.8 percent of low
familiarity respondents. The Southeast region accounted for 33.3 percent of low familiar ity
and low use responses. The Northeast and Northwest each made up 16.7 percent of this
profile.

In considering jurisdiction size, while the 2015 survey found only a weak

correlation between jurisdiction size and the familiarity index, 2018 found a strong (0.500)
and statistically significant correlation (p<.05). This correlation is further illustrated in the
profile of low use low familiarity respondents.

Jurisdictions with fewer than 2,500

represented most of these respondents (75%).

Another 16.7 percent were from
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jurisdictions of 2,500 to 5,000. This shows that smaller jurisdictions tend to demonstrate
less use of and familiarity with DPS services.
A familiarity index allowed an even closer examination of the type of agencies
familiar with DPS services.

It is noteworthy that this index showed consistent

improvement in 2018 from previous values in 2015. The good news in 2018 is that
familiarity seems to be improving with time. Here, we found County Emergency Managers
reported the highest proportion of indexed familiarity while Fire Departments were lowest
on this scale. County Emergency Managers were reported the highest familiarity in both
2015 and 2018 surveys, while Sheriff’s Offices, Police and Fire Departments all slipped
just a bit in their ranking of familiarity from 2015. The ‘Other’ agency type experienced
an increase if familiarity ranking from 2015 (see Table 4.4 below).

Table 4.4: Familiarity Index Agency Statistics

County Emergency Manager
Other
County Sheriff's Office
Police Department
Fire Department
Total Familiarity

2018 Mean

2015 Mean

8.26
7.71
7.47
7.29
6.66
7.297

7.24
5.50
7.04
6.25
6.23
7.601

C. DPS Contributions to Agency Effectiveness

In general, stakeholders held high opinions of DPS contributions to their agency’s
effectiveness (see Figure 4.7 below). Respondents reported a combined 66 percent of
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positive (agree and strongly agree) responses. Conversely, eight percent reported negative
responses (disagree or strongly disagree). Here, it is important to note that this finding
does not necessarily indicate that stakeholders felt DPS involvement hindered their
effectiveness. The moderate category, neither agree nor disagree, constituted a 25 percent
of respondent opinions. The mean response was 3.68 with a standard deviation of 0.756.
Figure 4.7: DPS Services Enhance Effectiveness
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The 2018 responses showed an 11 percent decrease in positive responses from the 77
percent combined positive responses in 2015. Additionally, while 2018’s survey found a
slightly lower mean response value than the 2015 survey, 2018 was characterized by a
smaller standard deviation than 2015, indicating 2018’s responses were less variable than
responses shared in 2015.
In profiling respondents with negative views on DPS’s contribution to their
agency’s effectiveness, we found all of the stakeholders who made up ‘disagree’ and
‘strongly disagree responses’ in this category were from Fire Departments. This agency
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was also the only agency reporting strongly agree opinions as well. Here we should note
that in 2015 a portion of the negative opinions were made up of respondents in EMS
agencies which were not included in the 2018 survey. Jurisdiction size has a moderate
positive correlation (0.263; p=.004) with effectiveness, and eight of the eleven respondents
who though DPS did not contribute to their agency’s effectiveness residing in jurisdictio ns
with fewer than 5,000. This is a more concentrated response than that which we observed
in 2015.
The survey respondents who strongly disagreed that DPS contributes to the
effectiveness of their agency were from two Fire Departments. One of these respondents
reported using DPS services regularly (11-15 time per year), while the other reported no
use in the last three years.
The high use respondent reported working for an agency that served more than
20,000 community members in the Southwest region of the state. This respondent did
not provide any responses to open ended questions to indicate suggestions to improve
DPS services, and they did not indicate a willingness to be contacted for further input.
This stakeholder had worked with the Fire Marshall, Highway Patrol, the Office of
Emergency Management, and Homeland Security in the last three years; however, they
strongly disagreed that DPS personnel provided knowledge, capability, courteousness,
and responsiveness. More, negative perceptions were indicated by this stakeholder to all
performance measures of the offices they worked with. The one positive response from
this stakeholder was in regard to improvements made to the web-based reporting system,
although they also indicated that their department used an alternative reporting method.
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The second stakeholder who strongly disagreed that DPS contributes to the
effectiveness of their agency indicated no use of DPS services in the past three years and
served a jurisdiction of 2,500 to 5,000 in the Northeast. This respondent shared three
comments to the open-ended question about improving DPS services and indicated a
willingness to be contacted through e-mail (wallgreg@live.com) for additional feedback.
The respondents open-ended responses were:
1. “Improve interaction between agencies they are working with!”
2. “Make it fair to everyone and not so political, it seems only a few chosen
agencies are aware or have access to money”
3. “Be more available to rural areas”
This respondent also indicated fair Highway Patrol professionalism, partnership with
their agency, and accident investigation. They indicated a willingness to utilize Highway
Patrol Services again in the future. This respondent provided poor responses to each of
the following OEM programs Training and Exercise, State and Local Agreement, Public
Assistance, Mitigation, and Hazardous Materials Emergency Preparedness.

D. DPS Personnel Performance

Overall, stakeholder satisfaction regarding DPS personnel in 2018 was positive
with all mean values falling between 3.46 and 3.80 across the three personnel performance
questions posed in the survey. Although the questions involving knowledge, capability,
courteousness, and responsiveness were included in the satisfaction index, it is helpful to
break out responses for those questions here. The lowest mean value was observed for
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‘adequate personnel at DPS.’ In 2015, 7.9 percent of respondents did not feel there were
adequate personnel resources at DPS to manage services or support requests. In 2018 the
percent of negative responses in this area increased to 11.2 percent. Similarly, the positive
response rate in this area was 57.4 percent in 2015 but only 48 percent in 2018.
A similar trend was observed in the areas of ‘I find DPS personnel to be
knowledgeable and capable,’ where 77.7 percent of respondents agreed that DPS personnel
were knowledgeable and capable in 2015, compared to only 66.3 percent in 2018. This
trend continued in the area of ‘Personnel at DPS are courteous and responsive to my needs.’
In sum, the cohort of respondents in 2018 were less satisfied with DPS staffing levels,
personnel capacity, and responsiveness than previous survey respondent groups. A profile
of respondents with negative opinions about the adequacy of DPS staff to manage service
or support requests revealed that Fire Departments (61.5%) had the most concern. Unlike
other profiles completed for the 2018 respondents, we did not find a jurisdictio na l
concentration of those respondents with personnel adequacy concerns. This was in contrast
to 2011 findings that showed larger jurisdictions were more often concerned in this area of
DPS performance in 2015 reporting smaller jurisdictions had the greatest concern. Here,
in 2018, responses were evenly spread across jurisdictional sizes.
As with other profiles, the Southeast region reported the highest percentage of
negative views. The Central and Northeast regions were the only two with lower levels
of concern for DPS personnel in 2018. The region with the greatest increase in negative
views were found in the Northwest and Southeast regions, see Table 4.5 below.
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Table 4.5: Comparing Personnel Concerns, 2011-2018
2018 Concerned
About Adequacy
of DPS Staff
45.20%
17.70%
37.10%
14.50%
40.30%
16.10%
14.50%
12.90%
1.60%
9.70%
11.30%
62.90%
9.70%

2015 Concerned
About Adequacy
of DPS Staff
45.30%
18.60%
37.10%
15.10%
34.90%
9.30%
14.00%
22.10%
4.70%
18.60%
14.00%
40.70%

2011 Concerned
About Adequacy
of DPS Staff
28.80%
12.20%
59.00%
16.40%
31.40%
8.60%
12.10%
24.30%
7.10%
15.70%
16.40%
12.90%

Fewer than 2500
2,500-5,000
More than 5,000
Northeast
Southeast
Northwest
Southwest
Central
Entire State
Police Department
Sheriff Office
Fire Department
County Emergency
4.70%
14.30%
Manager
*These calculations include those respondents with negative and neutral concerns only.

E. Profile of Stakeholders not Using DPS Services

Thirty-one stakeholders indicated they had not used DPS services in the past three
years. Just over 90 percent of these stakeholders resided in jurisdictions of fewer than
5,000. Just under 50 percent served the Southeast region of the state and a large majority
were from Fire Departments. Twenty-four Fire Departments made up 77.4 percent of the
responses in this profile. There were three stakeholders from Police Departments in this
group, and one each from County Sheriffs and County Emergency Managers. Two were
from unknown agency types.
Looking more closely at this group, of the thirty-one respondents who reported not
using DPS services in the past three years, only three also responded that they had not
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used any of the affiliated agencies of the DPS. In all, 27 of the 31 stakeholders
considered here responded ‘yes’ to at least one of the following prompts:
•

Have you had exposure
three years?
Have you had exposure
the past three years?
Have you had exposure
years?
Have you had exposure
(OEM) in the past three

•
•
•

to, or worked with, the Fire Marshal's Office in the past
to, or worked with, the Office of Homeland Security in
to, or worked with, the Highway Patrol in the past three
to, or worked with, the Office of Emergency Management
years?

The three respondents who indicated no exposure or use came from Fire Departments.
All three served jurisdictions of fewer than 5,000 community members in the Southeast
region of the state. Some of the remaining 27 respondents offered suggestions regarding
additional services or improvements that could enhance stakeholder satisfaction. Those
open-ended responses are included in the following tables:
Table 4.6: Comments on Improvements to Web Based Reporting System
Comment
Number

Comment/Suggestion

1

Easier to fill out when you have more than 1 department responding. Mutual and
automatic aid calls 3-4 different departments.

2

Put more causes for fires and more room for mutual aid department

3

The entire system is designed for urban communities. There are no, I repeat, no
place to report agricultural equipment as it should be reported not just one generic
category. When you are referring to half million dollar equipment it could get a
little more specific. I found it interesting that grass vital to grazing cattle has no
value also. Ask the rancher who has to buy hay to feed cattle after a range fire if it
has value.

4

You decide. I'm sure whatever you do, we will have to figure it out and be lost for
a while.

5

The category used don't pertain to the type of calls we have
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Table 4.7: Comments on Highway Patrol Services
Comment
Number
1

Comment/Suggestion
drug enforcement

2

More patrolmen

3

They help alright when use them

4

traffic Incident scene investigation; vehicle occupant fatality investigation

5

Some of the officers need to do a full investigation before siting for certain
circumstances/ medical conditions could be a reason for some incidents

Table 4.8: Comments on Improvements to Highway Patrol Services
Comment
Number

Comment/Suggestion

1

Officers need to want to help local fire depts., instead of showing up with
"attitude".

2

People skills and working with other agencies better. We are both there to do
the same job.

3

Stop offering financial incentives to certified officers to leave their departments.
All departments are struggling to recruit and retain qualified officers. Just
because they have more money available than smaller departments, doesn't mean
they should tilt the table in their favor.

4

Make Drug dog more available

5

We deal only with the badlands unit. They are an A+ unit but they are stretched
very thin and depend very much on local law enforcement to cover until they
can get there. They simply do the best they can with what they have.

6

Communication and assistance

7

In the last 10years they promised to have a drug recognition program for first
responders several troopers have said they would get something going but we
have not had anyone make the effort yet

8

Improve interaction between agencies they are working with!
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Table 4.9: Comments on Why Not Use Highway Patrol Services Again
Comment
Number
1

Comment/Suggestion
Do not see them in our part of the state. Have called asking for assistance with
public functions well in advance with no commitment or response.

Table 4.10: Comments on Additional Homeland Security Services
Comment
Number
1

Comment/Suggestion
If there are new programs need to familiarize first responders of these programs

Table 4.11: Comments on Improvements to Homeland Security Services
Comment
Number
1

Comment/Suggestion
Fusion center what is it

Table 4.12: Comments on Additional OEM Services
Comment
Number
1

Comment/Suggestion
Be more available to rural areas

Table 4.13: Comments on Improvements to OEM Grants
Comment
Number
1

Comment/Suggestion
Make it fair to everyone and not so political, it seems only a few chosen agencies
are aware or have access to money
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Table 4.14: Comments on Reason for Not Participating in Fire Schools
Comment
Number
1

Comment/Suggestion
Age of Firefighters - not interested

2

Volunteer fire dept. Many of our firemen are farm and ranchers who cannot get the
time away from running business at home.

3

2 New members planning to attend next year.

F. Opinions on Whether DPS is Doing an Outstanding Job of Providing Services to
the State of South Dakota

Notwithstanding the increase of concern for DPS staffing levels and responsive ness
among some respondents, a majority of respondents in 2018 believed DPS was doing an
outstanding job of providing services in South Dakota. In 2018, 60 percent of respondents
either agreed or strongly agreed that DPS was doing an outstanding job providing services
to South Dakota. In 2015, this percentage was 73 percent, marking a 13 percent decline in
the opinion of DPS’s overall job satisfaction, see Table 4.15.

Table 4.15: DPS is Doing an Outstanding Job Providing Services
2015
Responses

2018
Responses

Change from
2015 to 2018

Low Rating

4.0%

6.0%

+2%

Moderate
Rating

23.0%

33.0%

+10%

High Rating

73.0%

60.0%

-13%

*Values rounded to the nearest whole percent
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CHAPTER FIVE
Opinions About Affiliated Agencies

This section considers respondent opinions on individual bureaus under the DPS
umbrella.

Questions here were provided by affiliated agencies to capture data most

relevant to their needs.

A: Fire Marshal’s Office

According to 2018 stakeholders, a variety of agency types made requests for fire
investigations.

As one would expect, Fire Departments initiated a majority of these

requests (50.0%), followed by County Emergency Managers (22.4%) and Sheriff’s Offices
(15.5%).
Table 5.1: Agencies Requesting Fire Investigation

Agency
Police Department
County Sheriff’s Office
Fire Department
County Emergency
Manager
Other
Total

2018
Number of
Responses
6
9
29
13

2015
Number of
Responses
9
18
45
11

2018
Percent
10.3%
15.5%
50.0%
22.4%

2015
Percent
10.3%
20.7%
51.7%
12.6%

1
58

2
85

1.7%
100%

2.3%
100%

Of those who requested investigations, an overwhelming majority indicated that the
response time by a Deputy Fire Marshal to address their concern was positive (88%), as
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shown in Figure 4.1 below. We observed more than 40 percent ‘excellent’ responses, and
no respondents indicated a ‘very poor’ response time. However, there was a three percent
rise in ‘poor’ responses from 2018 to 2015. In 2015, no respondents indicated either ‘poor’
or ‘very poor’ response times. Likewise, ‘fair’ responses increased by two percent in 2018.
While the ‘excellent’ responses did decrease between, 2015 and 2018, they are still greater
than 2011 which reported 37 percent excellent responses. Overall, of the stakeholders who
requested fire investigations services from DPS, the majority felt they received services in
adequate time and felt DPS performed strongly in this area.

Figure 5.1: Response Time for Requests to Investigate a Fire

Poor
3%

Fair
9%
Excellent
41%

Good
47%

When assessing respondent use of South Dakota Web-Based Reporting System to
report fires, we found an increase in the number of stakeholders who chose to use this
service as compared to 2015. Curiously, however, the increase from 52 percent to 61
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percent use of this system in 2018 was still below the 71 percent reported use in 2011.
Much of the gap between 2018 and the previous high found in 2011 is likely a factor of the
use of ‘another program,’ as noted in table 5.2 below. Unfortunately, the survey did not
ask respondents using another program to specify what program(s) they are using and so
this is an area to consider updating in the 2021 satisfaction survey.

Table 5.2: Use of Web-Based Reporting System
2018

2015

2011

Yes

61%

52%

71%

No

23%

39%

19%

Another Program

16%

9%

10%

Stakeholders continue to feel the web-based reporting system could be more user
friendly. Respondents were divided as to whether previous efforts to improve the webbased reporting system improved fire reporting processes, with 55 percent responding yes
and 45 percent responding no. The majority of stakeholders using the web-based reporting
system (61.6%) felt further improvements were needed to improve its user friendliness,
which was higher than the 56.5 percent who felt that improvements were needed in 2015.
In their open-ended comments, seventeen stakeholders shared suggestions to improve the
current web-based reporting system. Six of comments relating to ease of use indicated the
format of the reporting system was difficult to navigate or took more time to complete than
the stakeholder felt was necessary. One comment expressed concern regarding the need to
report to several entities, including DPS, and indicated a need to reduce the time required
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for an agency to report the same incident multiple times.

Reducing the informa tio n

reporting required for mutual aid agencies and including a search feature to select codes
were suggested to reduce time commitments.

Another stakeholder indicated that

distributing updated user guides would facilitate greater satisfaction in using the web-based
reporting system.
Other areas of concern focused on the breadth of options within reporting
categories.

For example, two comments indicated that the area available to indicate

responding mutual aid department was not large enough to fully report the informa tio n
required of the agency. Two stakeholders felt more causes of fire options should be added.
One respondent offered the following feedback:
“The entire system is designed for urban communities. There are no, I repeat, no
place to report agricultural equipment as it should be reported not just one generic
category. When you are referring to half million dollar equipment it could get a
little more specific. I found it interesting that grass vital to grazing cattle has no
value also. Ask the rancher who has to buy hay to feed cattle after a range fire if it
has value.”
Most Fire Departments (82.1%) indicated participation in a state or district fire
training program over the past five years. This rate was similar to that observed in 2015
(83%). While respondents reported positive assessments of the Fire Marshal’s Office
training programs in 2018, the mean values for each of these programs were down from
2015 (see Table 4.3 below). In 2018, the highest rated program was the Firefighter training
program with a mean of 4.14 in 2018. This was the highest rated program in 2015 as well.
The lowest rated training program in 2018 offered by DPS was the Rescue Technic ia n
training with mean of 3.83, see Table 5.3 below.
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Table 5.3: 2018 Satisfaction with Fire Marshal Training Programs

Firefighter

Fire
Officer

Driver /
Operator

Fire
Instructor

Rescue
Technician

59

34

40

37

29

Mean

4.14

3.88

3.98

3.86

3.83

Mode

4

4

4

4

4

0.819

0.913

0.920

0.822

0.966

Number of
Responses

Std.
Deviation

B: Highway Patrol

The first measure of stakeholder satisfaction with Highway Patrol services
examined opinions of professionalism of the highway patrol, which has a mean of 4.35
(std. dev. 0.863). Overall, 85.7 percent of respondents reported positive opinions of
highway patrol professionalism (see Figure 5.2 below), although this is a decrease from
the 94 percent reported in both 2011 and 2015. While the combined percent decreased,
those stakeholders who responded ‘excellent’ is still greater than the 48 percent ‘excelle nt’
responses in 2011. It seems that the ‘good’ category has experienced a shift in responses
down into the ‘fair’ and ‘poor’ assessments of quality, as ‘very poor’ responses are
consistent at one percent.
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Figure 5.2: Professionalism of Highway Patrol

Poor
3%

Very Poor
1%

Fair
10%

Excellent
54%

Good
32%

Satisfaction with agency partnerships with Highway Patrol Command Staff had a
combined positive rating of 82 percent (see Figure 5.3 below) with a mean value of 4.14.
In the past two surveys, this area of assessment has been characterized by less positive
ratings than seen in the assessment of agency professionalism. Still, as we noted above for
agency professionalism, the trend is stable. We observed a 3.4 percent decrease in the
percentage of ‘excellent’ and ‘good’ responses reported in 2015 and a return to the 2011
level of 82.6 percent positive responses reported in 2011. The dip in positive responses in
2018 was function of more frequent ‘fair’ and ‘poor’ responses, which were 5 percent
higher than observed in 2015. In summarizing the partnership measure over the three
surveys, the trend has been a slight decline in 2018 from 2015 and a return to close to same
results as 2011.
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Figure 5.3: Partnerships between Agencies and Highway Patrol Command Staff

Poor
3%
Fair
15%

Excellent
35%

Good
47%

The rankings of individual Highway Patrol Services from 2015 to 2018 changed
very little with four of the ten service areas assessed maintaining their prior ranking (see
Table 5.6 below). Four services moved up or down only one place and the Aircraft Patrol
Unit moved up two spots from a ranking of 9th to 7th place. The largest improved raking
was the Drug Recognition Expert (DRE) Services, which increased from the 10 th slot in
2011, to the 5th slot in 2015 and then the 4th highest rated service in 2018. The Motor
Carrier Enforcement Services experienced the largest downward shift - from 7th to 9th .
DUI Enforcement and Accident Investigation both continue to occupy the number one
and two slots from 2011, while State Radio Dispatch Services remained in the number
ten slot.
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Table 5.4: Highway Patrol Services

DUI Enforcement
Accident Investigation
SWAT Team
Drug Recognition Expert
(DRE) Services
Fusion Center
Criminal Interdiction
Aircraft Patrol Unit
Police Service Dog Unit
Motor Carrier Enforcement
Services
State Radio Dispatch
Services

Number
of
Responses
69
90
40
53

2018
Mean
4.35
4.34
4.30
4.21

Std.
Deviation
.590
.639
.648
.717

2018
Rank
1
2
3
4

2015
Rank
2
1
3
5

2011
Rank
2
1
4
10

61
64
37
48
55

4.20
4.16
4.14
4.10
4.04

.726
.648
.631
.857
.744

5
6
7
8
9

4
6
9
8
7

6
3
5
7
8

77

3.99

.910

10

10

9

Negative and neutral opinions of the State Radio Dispatch Services came most frequently
from Fire Departments (44.4 % of negative/neutral assessments), which was consistent
with other profiles developed in this report. The County Sherriff’s Office made up another
22.2 percent of these negative responses.

There was an even distribution of negative

responses from the different jurisdiction sizes and the Southeast region made up the largest
concentration of negative and neutral responses in this profile.
Stakeholders were able to share suggestions to improve the services offered by
Highway Patrol. Several trends were present in the open-ended responses from stakeholder
available in Appendix B of this report. The first trend included twelve comments noting
communication, collaboration, and relationship concerns between highway patrol and
other departments. Here the focus tended to be on need for higher levels of professiona lis m
and information sharing. Ten comments suggested that highway patrol could better serve
their jurisdictions if they had more officers on staff. The last noticeable trend was need for
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increased training; however, the topics which stakeholders felt should be addressed by
these trainings varied. Positive relations or professionalism training as well as unifor m
training practices across the state were two specific areas of concern indicated in
stakeholder responses. Individual feedback unrelated to these trends included a comment
about financial incentives for certified officers to leave their departments:
“Stop offering financial incentives to certified officers to leave their departments.
All departments are struggling to recruit and retain qualified officers. Just because
they have more money available than smaller departments, doesn't mean they
should tilt the table in their favor.”
Another focused on communications technology:
“Since the scanners were removed from HP cars their only choice is digital. The
local HP needs to be able to at least hear, if not talk to the local LE. An HP showing
up hot to the scene when Life Flight has already departed shows they were not able
to hear local radio traffic which in most cases is analog radio.”
A final individual comment related to public safety concerns resulting from highway patrol
officer practices:
“I know they are most likely going to an accident when they go through my town
with lights and siren, but going the speed they are going with children playing along
the highway scares the heck out of me. Kids are curious and want to see the lights
and hear the sirens so they run to the edge of the street to see what is going on. As
a 25 plus year first responder I have seen the kids along the street when we go by
with the fire trucks and ambulance, and it is constantly reinforced to slow down
with kids around. Take a life to save a life doesn't fit in my understanding of public
safety.”
Stakeholders were also able to comment regarding new or additional services they
would like to see implemented through highway patrol. A large portion of comments made
in this section suggested improvements in areas of services already offered by highwa y
patrol (i.e., increased manpower and canine units, investigation practices, increased
presence in certain jurisdictions, increased training and more focus on DARE programs).
Individual comments about new services included the introduction of drones, improved
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access to geographical mapping software, and school liaisons.

A complete list of

comments can be found in Appendix C of this report.

C: Office of Homeland Security

Stakeholders responded with an 83.6 percent positive rating of the quality of service
provided by Homeland Security in 2018 (see Figure 5.4 below). While positive comments
decreased 9.4 percent from 2015, they remained higher than the 80 percent positive
comments noted in 2011. Similarly, while negative ratings increased two percent from
zero percent in 2015, they remain lower than the four percent reported in 2011. Here, the
mean was 4.19 and a standard deviation was .743, suggesting a positive assessment with
relatively little variation. This is illustrated by the absence of any ‘very poor’ assessments,
as observed in previous years.

Figure 5.4: Quality of Service from Homeland Security
Poor
2%

Fair
15%
Excellent
37%
Good
46%
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This survey also sought to assess awareness, opinions, and use of the Fusion Center.
A large majority of respondents (77.1%) indicated they were aware of the South Dakota
Fusion Center. This marked a two percent increase from 2015, although stakeholders
reported submitting or receiving intelligence from the Fusion Center five percent less than
in 2015. This means that although they are more aware of the Center, they use its services
less often.

This is interesting considering we found a statistically significant (p<.001)

strong correlation of .560 between Fusion Center use and awareness, suggesting use and
awareness tend to increase together.
Another large majority (71.7%) of respondents felt that the weekly intellige nce
bulletin provided by Homeland Security was relevant and useful.

This was an increase

from the 67.9 percent of combined positive responses in 2015. All respondents who felt
the Fusion Center intelligence bulletin was not helpful were not from law enforceme nt
agencies, as was the case in 2015. Of those respondents who did not find the bulletin
relevant and useful, seven were from Fire Departments, seven were County Emergenc y
Managers, and one was from an ‘Other’ categorized agency.
Thirteen stakeholders offered comments regarding opportunities to improve
Homeland Security services. These comments, available in Appendix D of this report,
focused on improving communication, agency relations, and the simplification of the
current grant process.
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D: Office of Emergency Management (OEM)

Stakeholder satisfaction with services provided by the Office of Emergenc y
Management (OEM) decreased in 2018. Through past stakeholder satisfaction surveys,
the Office of Emergency Management has traditionally been rated lower than other DPS
affiliates and this continued in 2018. In most OEM areas, the percentage of positive
responses fell below both 2015 and 2011 levels (see Table 5.7 below). Public assistance
was the only OEM area to receive more positive response in 2018 than 2015, though it fell
short of its 2011 totals by 2.6 percent. Two areas; (1) Training and Exercise and (2)
Hazardous Materials Emergency Preparedness, had more positive responses than 2011,
through positive responses for both were higher in 2015.

Table 5.5: Positive Ratings of OEM Programs
2018
Percent of
Cases
Good or
Excellent
66.3

2015
Percent of
Cases
Good or
Excellent
78.5

2011
Percent of
Cases
Good or
Excellent
80.2

Percent
Change
from
2015 to
2018
-12.2

Percent
Change
from
2011 to
2018
-13.9

66.7

83.5

69.3

-16.8

-2.6

National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP)
Training and Exercise

53.8

79.2

56.6

-25.4

-2.8

69.0

74.8

63.7

-5.8

5.3

Citizen Corps

46.6

63.2

53.6

-16.6

-7.0

Hazardous Materials
Emergency Preparedness
Public Assistance

75.3

75.8

62.8

-0.5

12.5

68.1

67.1

70.7

1.0

-2.6

State and Local
Agreement
Mitigation
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In 2018, Hazardous Materials Emergency Preparedness was the top ranked OEM program,
followed by Training and Exercise (ranked #2), and Public Assistance (ranked #3). Citizen
Corps was ranked last in both 2015 and 2018 surveys.
Stakeholder respondents offered comments on areas of improvement for OEM,
including the grant application process and the distribution of grants. Other comments
focused on the demand for increased training opportunities and enhancing support for those
in remote areas of the state. A complete list detailing each of these areas can be found in
Chapter Seven of this document in Appendix F.
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CHAPTER SIX
Use of Social Media

There was a 12 percent increase in the percentage of DPS stakeholders reporting
use of social media to access DPS information. Still, a majority of stakeholders (61%) did
not report using social media to access DPS information (See figure 6.1).

Figure 6.1: Use of DPS Social Media

Yes
39%
No
61%

In terms of the content shared through DPS social media platforms, 93.2 percent of
stakeholders felt the information met their needs and expectations. This is slightly lower
than the 95.8 percent that reported satisfaction with social media content in 2015. Both the
Fire Marshal and Highway Patrol social media accounts had extremely high satisfact io n
ratings regarding the content shared with above 97 percent of stakeholders responding
positively in both cases. The Office of Emergency Management social media account
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received a lower 84.2 percent satisfaction, though a majority of respondents felt OEM
social media met their needs and expectations.
There were few stakeholder comments about information shared through social
media. What was shared, however, requested greater relevance and variety of content from
DPS and affiliated social media accounts. Two comments noted concern for how other
agencies are represented in social media accounts. In particular, the comments point to
conflict in the way the Highway Patrol frames incidents when presented on social media.
Regardless of any conflicts, which tend to come up frequently in the general social media
universe, it is clear that DPS stakeholders continue to value e-mail as a form of informa tio n
dissemination.
As in 2015, the overwhelming majority of respondents indicated they prefer emails
to web-based or regular mail (See Figure 6.2 below).

Figure 6.2: The Most Effective Way to Receive Information

DPS website feature
5%
Mail
6%

E-mail
89%
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This does not mean, however, that e-mail is a preferred to social media as a means for
sharing information. Currently, there is no single measure of preference between these two
approaches. In future surveys, it may be beneficial to add a single question on preference
for social media, e-mail and other forms of information dissemination. This may help DPS
better understand the preferences of stakeholders in this area
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CHAPTER SEVEN
Conclusions

A. Limits of Survey

All of the conclusions drawn from this survey material should only be considered
within the scope of severe limitations set by the sample from which they are calculated.
The introduction of this report includes an analysis of loss regarding those agencies which
were represented in 2011 and have since been less represented or disappeared from the
sample in the 2015 and 2018 surveys. The 2018 survey sample has dwindled to a small
portion of the representation it once included. Now, few agencies’ opinions were collected,
and of those that were, some have concerningly low numbers of participating individua ls.
This decrease in representativeness should be concerning to those reading this report, and
the results expressed within should be carefully considered within the limitations the
sample presents.
With these sample characteristics in mind, the Department of Public Safety must
make a decision regarding the structure of future surveys. For future installments of this
survey to accurately increase understanding of stakeholder opinions, DPS must commit to
greater investment in sampling methods. Persistent decline in the diversity of agencies
represented in the survey sample has crippled the relevancy of its conclusions. If
participation continues on the same trend as presented in these three installments future
surveys will only waste those resources allocated toward its completion; thereby violating
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the responsibility DPS has to its principals to be aware of their interests in order to serve
them effectively.
This is not to say that continuing these survey installments would constitute an
irresponsible decision by DPS. Rather, this thesis establishes the importance of such
surveys in developing an accountable relationship between principals and agents .
However, failing to devote resources needed to successfully recruit a representative sample
can only result in a survey with no meaningful generalizability. Without correct effort for
developing more effective sampling, the survey will only serve as a smokescreen of
accountability. DPS will become increasingly distanced from its principals with a guise of
understood responsibility held together by unrepresentative surveys.
This undesirable situation can be avoided by reimplementing those sampling
techniques used in the 2011 survey installment. These techniques have had the most
success of the three sampling techniques used in these surveys, so it is the most evidence
supported technique previously used. Additionally, weight should be given toward those
agencies who have disappeared from the sample in more recent surveys as identified in the
loss analysis. Finally, in the interest of furthering transparency, the results of these surveys
should be made available to principals (both those who do and do not choose to participate
in sampling). These individuals and groups have a previously established, vested interest
in the performance of the Department of Public Safety and the ways in which it serves its
stakeholders. When conducted correctly and published for principal use, this survey
continues to hold potential to increase transparency and accountability between DPS and
its principals.
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B. Discussion of Results

The 2018 DPS stakeholder satisfaction

survey demonstrated

that overall

satisfaction with DPS and affiliated services is high. Although satisfaction seemed lowest
in smaller and more remote jurisdictions throughout the state, the overall perception of
DPS and its affiliate agencies in 2018 affirms what was observed as generally good marks
from 2015 and 2011.
Within the context of a generally good assessment, it was clearly the case that DPS
stakeholders reported less satisfaction in 2018 than they reported in 2015. Specifica lly,
strategic planning efforts should include a focus on meeting the needs of rural Fire
Departments and Sheriff’s Offices. These two areas, followed by OEM in remote areas,
seemed to have the lowest satisfaction in 2018. It is less clear, whether the sampling
method employed in 2018 negatively impacted results, which attenuates any conclusio n
drawn from the analysis of the 2018 sample data.
Still, the decline in stakeholder opinions from their 2015 levels should compel DPS
to develop a strategy to return to, or surpass previous, satisfaction rates.

With the

completion of these three surveys, DPS has demonstrated a commitment to the satisfactio n
of both its stakeholders as well as the satisfaction of its other principals. These surveys
provide the information DPS needs to begin improving its obligatory duty as a public
department bound to uphold the interests of its principals, and they confirm DPS’s
commitment to its responsibilities in a democratic society.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
Appendices

APPENDIX A: Ideas for improvements to the Web-Based Reporting System.
Comment
Number

Comment

1

ability to type words where you need select a code - to narrow it down by
key words

2

Easier to fill out when you have more than 1 department responding.
Mutual and automatic aid calls 3-4 different departments.

3

Ensure everyone has an updated guide to using the system.

4

entering the date and times

5

internet speed

6

It is to complicated and comber some

7

Mapping. Also unless you are a large department the use of the seconds in
response and reporting times does not have a great bearing on the small
departments.

8

No sure

9

Nothing in general, but it makes sense to keep improving.

10

Put more causes for fires and more room for mutual aid department

11

Simple format

12

The call to the duty officer after hours need to go to the duty officer with
not questions for the caller.

13

The category used don't pertain to the type of calls we have
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14

The entire system is designed for urban communities. There are no, I
repeat, no place to report agricultural equipment as it should be reported
not just one generic category. When you are referring to half million dollar
equipment it could get a little more specific. I found it interesting that
grass vital to grazing cattle has no value also. Ask the rancher who has to
buy hay to feed cattle after a range fire if it has value.

15

Way too much info required to submit some of the reports. If we are a
mutual aid agency to a structure fire then we should not have to go through
all the steps that the department who actually had the fire needs to go
through.

16

We use a comprehensive Fire Department Management software package
for tracking training, staff, equipment, maintenance, service testing as well
as fire reporting. It is capable of exporting data to the fire marshals office
as an email attachment, but the required reporting of SD Wildland Fires
Reports to SDWFS requires duplication of efforts and work and our
volunteer time is limited, something needs to change in that respect.

17

You decide. I'm sure whatever you do, we will have to figure it out and be
lost for awhile.
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APPENDIX B: Ideas to improve South Dakota Highway Patrol
Comment Comment
Number
1
2

3
4
5

6

7
8

9
10

11
12
13
14

15
16

Communication and assistance
Communication with local agencies between vehicles. Since the scanners
were removed from HP cars their only choice is digital. The local HP
needs to be able to at least hear, if not talk to the local LE. An HP showing
up hot to the scene when Life Flight has already departed shows they were
not able to hear local radio traffic which in most cases it analog radio.
Communications with Sheriff office when incidents and training occur and
being involved and incorporate departments to assist
HP's are a valuable resource, but I would like to interact with them more to
assist them and our department.
I know they are most likely going to an accident when they go through my
town with lights and siren, but going the speed they are going with children
playing along the highway scares the heck out of me. Kids are curious and
want to see the lights and hear the siren so they run to the edge of the street
to see what is going on. As a 25 plus year first responder I have see the
kids along the street when we go by with the fire trucks and ambulance,
and it is constantly reinforced to slow down with kids around. Take a life
to save a life doesn't fit in my understanding of public safety.
I work with emergency management. I had some Highway Patrol officers
come to the school to do active shooter presentations. They were great to
work with and very accommodating and flexible.
Improve interaction between agencies they are working with!
In the last 10years they promised to have a drug recognition program for
first responders several troopers have said they would get something going
but we have not had anyone make the effort yet
Make Drug dog more available
Manpower is always an area that could use improvement. In our area we
are seeing more and more traffic related issues, as well as an increase in
narcotic movement on the major roads.
More officers
More officers in the area
More troopers available for assistance (accidents). Wait time for a trooper
sometimes is over 1 hour
More troopers available in the Southern Hills area. State Radio having
better knowledge of there responsible areas outside of Rapid City. Use of
ICS on incidents. Use of traffic safety vests on accident scenes. The locals
wear them why can't state resources
Officers need to want to help local fire depts., instead of showing up with
"attitude".
Our interactions with the HP have been excellent on scene.
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17
18
19

20

21

22

23

24
25
26
27
28
29

People skills and working with other agencies better. We are both there to
do the same job
Probably understaffed given the geographical size of South Dakota.
Some of the highway patrolmen are very impersonal, they do not seek to
build relationships or keep them. They often act like they are better or
higher quality then local officers. We have received complaints about their
driving while not in emergency mode. Some of them who are instructors
lack ethics by allowing students to pass who actually do not qualify to
pass.
Stop offering financial incentives to certified officers to leave their
departments. All departments are struggling to recruit and retain qualified
officers. Just because they have more money available than smaller
departments, doesn't mean they should tilt the table in their favor.
Training - we get a lot of younger deputies and they don't all seem to have
the same level of training. We are a fire department that protects a lot of
interstate territory. We get very different levels of cooperation and
assistance based on which of the patrol shows up.
Used to know all the Troopers in the squad. Now only 1 or 2 who live in
the area will work our county. I thought that getting out to know all the
department's in one's squad area was a good practice.
We deal only with the badlands unit. They are an A+ unit but they are
stretched very thin and depend very much on local law enforcement to
cover until they can get there. They simply do the best they can with what
they have.
We need more Patrol officers.
When asked State Radio always
Need a officer that is closer to my area other then ninety miles away I have
had to wait a 1 1/2 for a HP
need more Drug dogs
work with/ build relationships with Fire
I have a very good working relationship with the Highway Patrol and have
no suggestions at this time
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APPENDIX C: Recommendations for new/additional Highway Patrol services
Comment
Number
1
2
3
4
5

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

15

16
17

Comment
A K9 in Glacial Lakes Squad.
DRONES.
drug enforcement
Increased enforcement in high traffic areas
Interpersonal Communications Training. Incident Command: Troopers
and Sargents do not meld into local events, they do their own thing, the
way they want to and without regard for local chains of command.
Local EVOC training courses.
Maybe more staffing.
More dogs would be good.
More help with the Dare program
More patrolmen
Provide a liaison officer to each district or department.
Sadly enough the Patrol in only allowed in our area when invited by the
tribe which is unacceptable in my book.
school interaction
Some of the officers need to do a full investigation before siting for
certain circumstances/ medical conditions could be a reason for some
incidents
State HP needs to provide a program to the HP's, in-car, such as INSIGHT
MAPPING that uses local 911 mapping data so that they can use that
mapping to locate specific addresses and GPS coordinates on an in-car
map. We had an HP trying to help us find an accident in the woods and
he couldn't hear our radio traffic and didn't have the mapping and he was
still roaming around in the woods when we were leaving with the patient.
NOT his fault - he has not been provided the tools necessary to do his job
efficiently. Local first responders have more tools than HP's. They get
HLS grant funds and that helps buy tools, HP's are always the last ones to
get these types of tools.
traffic Incident scene investigation; vehicle occupant fatality investigation
Always are professional, knowledgeable, and willing to lend a hand when
requested. I couldn't ask for any more.

18

They help alright when use them

19

none they are busy enough for the amount of road officers that they have
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APPENDIX D: Ideas to improve Homeland Security
Comment
Number
1

Comment
better explanations on process that is only used once a year

2

communication

3
4

Communications seems lacking from Homeland Security
educating fire depts. the need and importance of HLS and emergency
management SLA's

5

Fusion center what is it

6

8

Grant awards to counties and cities need to have a smother process
Grant funding needs to be distributed or awarded in a manner that is more
equitable. Currently, the majority of funding goes to law enforcement
agencies. In other parts of the country, fire agencies receive equal
consideration.
I believe it could be more robust. Some of their functions are performed
by OEM staff, but those staff are not part of HLS. This has created tension
when questions arise and OEM staff claim not to be doing HLS functions,
yet they show up to do compliance, monitoring and other HLS grant
functions. OEM could afford to give a couple of bodies to HLS who then
could properly support HLS functions with county EM's.

9

More staff and local training

7

10
11
12

One to one contact from HS and Local OEM
The issues with HLS are not our State office but the red tape and rules
they have to deal with.
We used to have a lot more interaction with the director then we do now.
We would see previous directors at several different events / occasions. I
see the governor more then I have seen the director.

13

Everything is good.

14

Totally satisfied

15

I believe they do a good job.
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APPENDIX E: Recommendations for new/additional Homeland Security services
Comment
Number
1

2

3
4
5
6
7

8

9

Comment
Education of grant application processes to local response agencies. Not
everyone is not a computer expert and questions continually arise on how
to apply, what is needed and how the process works.
I really think we should have a statewide active shooter program.
Somewhere we call request a presentation, workshop or drill for schools,
government building, office buildings, etc. Unfortunately I see this as our
biggest HLS threat.
If there are new programs need to familiarize first responders of these
programs
local training
More guidance on security protocols in operations and communications in
local government.
Provide more funding to support fire agencies ability to support the goals
of national resiliency.
Regional communication during an event, example: a HS event in a
neighboring county HS need to keep us informed on how the event is
going and it's effects on our area.
So much appears to be geared toward "high profile" events while there are
day to day events which we all need to know about, and while the Fusion
Center provides information, we don't really see much directly from HLS.
Totally satisfied
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APPENDIX F: Recommendations for Office of Emergency Management
Comment
Number
1

2
3

Comment on:
What improvements could the Office of Emergency Management
make to its grant administration?
Current improvement and input sessions held by current Department Head
Tina Titze have been excellent and show that the SLA Grant program is
important to her and the OEM staff. Providing equity to small and large
counties and those in between, is important. The largest counties should
not get an unfair portion of the grant funds just because they have a larger
population and the smaller counties should not be left out.
Grants are always confusing

8

I think that any grant request that effects local and state response should
have priority over a request that has just a local impact.
I would like to see a state EM position created to help local EM's assess
areas in their region that grant funding would make the biggest impact.
It’s a fairly onerous process, but not sure that can be mitigated as the
federal process is also onerous
local level officials need more training on what to do and what their duties
are
Make it fair to everyone and not so political, it seems only a few chosen
agencies are aware or have access to money
More funding should be made available to fire agencies

9

more input from; locals

10

More local training in the different fields to elected officials and residents
affected by an event.
Now that the leadership has changed, I believe it is better. The assistant
director needs to go because of his "winner take all" attitude and lack of
understanding of the challenges faced by small agencies in meeting his
requirements (not those in the SLA or statute). He makes it difficult.
open it up to more use full items for small counties

4
5
6
7

11

12
13

14

Staff needs to have practical experience i the area they are trying to
administer. They need to realize the impact their actions or decisions have
on local and field personnel in respect to time, expense and response. I
feel they are not deeply knowledgeable in their field and not aware of what
the local agencies go through to fulfill their requirements and requests.
OEM personnel need to get out of their offices and visit local agencies to
get a taste of the working end of the program.
Stream line the forms.

15

Stream line the SLA process. Too much paperwork.
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16

17
18

19
20

There seem to be some irregularities in how the SLA gets funded based on
personal relationships between the EM and the primary staff at OEM. There
is a definite lack of transparency requiring EM's to seek information from
federal sources or state budget records. Changes to the SLA were poorly
handled and designed to allow a few favored counties which are already
well funded to expand their EM program staff at the expense of counties
who truly need the funds. There appears to have been a shift in funds over
the years away from the county and towards the state which has led to a
staff that appears to be equal to at least 50% of the total number of EM's in
the counties. They like to say counties should take care of problems
themselves and incidents are local while consolidating resources at the state
level.
Training exercises including active shooter simulations
Very difficult because of the differences in counties and the requirements
given to them from above. It might be nice if the amount of objectives
were based on how much money you get a year. Not sure that is possible
but it seems reasonable.
We have a separate OEM at the County level that may be more efficient at
answering these questions.
Work with Homeland Security to make process easier to send out
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Comment
Number

1

2

Comments on:
What improvements could the Office of Emergency
Management make to its disaster response procedures and
protocols?
A few more planned exercises / scenarios that bring a multi-agency
response to the table. It's always good to practice with the agencies that
you could potentially be working with during a major incident.
Change the IMAT back to what it was when it first started. Neighbor
helping neighbor in their skill set and not forcing more training on them
that they do not want to utilize.

3
4

Trim the staff. Employ a more effective IMAT coordinator.
Easier method for counties to get an all hazards response.

5

Field availability beyond the Regional Coordinator.
IMAT program is lacking personnel due to membership requirements and
lack of use of the people that are on the team. When deployed they seem
to become watchdogs for the state vs true helpers for the local agencies.
Increase regional training events.
It used to be that someone from OEM would stop by and visit. We had
Jim Ward who was awesome, then Kindell was good but since he left, we
just don't see or get calls anymore. Not really a partnership anymore.
Local OEM seems to be focused on satisfying federal requirements and
there are few hands on drills to assess the level of preparedness. To be
better prepared there needs to be much more interaction with fire and EMS
agencies, particularly with the very small rural agencies. They need
assistance the most and often are a low priority.
Improve interaction with local government to ensure that emergency plans
are workable, are practiced and can be truly useful in case of a real
disaster.

6

7
8

9

10

11

more active scenario trainings

12

15

More exercises with local and state responders
More help with FEMA in getting help and adding some muscle to disasters
OEM could have more organic resources to bring to the party since they
have the funding that counties do not. They could also build an IMAT
team out of their staff that is fully funded and deployable no expense to the
counties.
Regional response teams to help smaller county EM staff positions

16

They have always been willing to help and ready to help when needed

13
14
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Comment
Number

Comment on:
Based on your knowledge of the Office of Emergency Management,
what additional services would you recommend OEM provide?

1

Be more available to rural areas

2

Better regional communications.

3

6

Communications seems lacking. The greatest majority of emergency
responders in this state are volunteer, many of them very capable and very
professional and very interested in obtaining training and improving the
level of service they offer. Nearly all training opportunities hosted by
OEM are scheduled during the week. This works fine for career
emergency responders who are being paid to attend, but does not work for
the greatest majority of volunteer emergency responders who cannot afford
to take time off of work and generally attend training over the weekends or
at least Fri-Sun only having to take one day off work. Our volunteer
emergency responders time is very valuable, its offensive to ask them to
take time off work and impact family budgets to attend professional
development training that they are already volunteering for. Its un-realistic
and offensive. OEM needs a reality check wake up call
Good hands on assistance with applying for grants. Local office lets us
know about them, however; no strong effort to procure grants for fire
agencies.
helping Fire Depts with localized training opportunities and guidance,
most dept's are volunteer with officers not taking necessary time to
implement quality training
Local Office (county not State) needs to communicate better.

7

Local training or training using the internet to cut down on travel.

8

More oversight of regional coordinators in who they interact with local
agencies and not just the emergency manager. Its is nice to get to know
someone before disaster strikes.
More training opportunities both hands on and sit down style seminars.

4

5

9
10

Recommended fewer objectives on the SLA and I believe that has been
taken seriously. Take a look at the needs of each county vs everyone
treated as if everyone needs to do the same on SLA. Remember, OEM is
only providing reimbursement for 50% of the 100% EM. The county also
pays 50% and they don't have any input other than what the EM provides,
to approve or disapprove the way the SLA is written. As a county
commissioner I should be asking "What do I get other that the items in the
SLA for my counties contribution?" "Even though I realize those items
are very important to the safety of my county, we as commissioners have
items that affect the safety of our citizens related to EM that might need
attention." We should not be penalized if the EM does more than just SLA
items."
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11

12

13

They have discussed a contract of a statewide inventory control system
based on Salamander. This would be a usable platform that some of the
EMPG money might be well advised to utilize. I would also like to see
them develop a mobile command post capability to reduce the number of
similar setups needed at the county level. There seems to be two staffs
within OEM. One is a new staff that uses OEM as a stepping stone to pay
raises in other departments and has little EM knowledge. the other is a
legacy staff hanging in for retirement and trying not to make waves that
could cost them that career end security. Few have a background or
education in EM or at least that is the way it seems.
They need to be more knowledgeable in the areas they administer, be more
responsive to the concerns of local agencies and just plain get out of their
offices and into the field to learn and grow. You can't take an employee
from a bank or non-emergency agency and make them an OEM employee
without some level of "real" experience.
Training in local areas instead of Pierre. Travel time and expense is
critical for county budgets. Less Pierre staff and more field staff to assist
local entities with education of elected officials, appointed officials and
how the process works for paperwork submission on disasters.
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APPENDIX G: 2018 Department of Public Safety Stakeholder Survey
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80
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82
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