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In Harris County, there are more than 60 law enforcement agencies. In general, 

these agencies provide a high level of service to area residents. However, there 

are possible efficiencies and improvements to be found. The funding that supports 

these entities mostly comes from local general funds and, on average, accounts 

for about 30 percent of local government budgets. The sheer number of agencies 

creates multiple overlapping services and duplicative costs. While several existing 

collaborations between local agencies have been successful, this more in-depth look 

at local law enforcement operations lays out possible options for improving service 

and cutting costs.

Background

This report will lay out the landscape of law enforcement 
in Harris County and document existing overlapping ser-
vices. From there it will identify areas where successful 
collaborations have taken place and explore options for 
future collaboration. For each option, it will describe the 
pros and cons. Ultimately, the listed options are a starting 
point for discussions about how to continue to strengthen 
the county’s overall public safety efforts and create a high 
level of service for all residents.

This report is the second in a larger effort by the Kinder 
Institute for Urban Research to address critical issues 
of governance in the Greater Houston area. This work 
began with The Pension Question report that was released 
in 2016 and helped shape the conversation about the 
way forward with that issue. It continues here with an 
examination of local law enforcement agencies and the 
services they provide.

Methodology

This study draws from both quantitative and qualitative 
research. Interviews were conducted with leaders from 
several local police agencies and with relevant elected 
officials. Budgetary analysis and options were laid out 
by TischlerBise, a fiscal and economic planning consul-
tant, and by Kinder Institute researchers. Best practice 
research drawn from examples from across the country 
offers a variety of options that could be pursued locally.

Findings

 ! Together, the Harris County Sheriff’s Office, the 
Harris County Constable Offices, the Houston Police 
Department (HPD), the 29 small city police forces, 
and the more than 20 other law enforcement agencies 
operating in Harris County spend at least $1.6 billion 
per year on law enforcement.

 ! Together, these more than 60 law enforcement 
agencies in the county employ approximately 12,000 
sworn officers.

Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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 ! Relative to the number of people and jobs in the 
county, the number of sworn officers is about half  
that of New York and Chicago—but approximately 
the same as Dallas and Los Angeles.

 ! Houston’s lack of annexation over several decades has 
shifted law enforcement responsibility for a larger 
number of residents to the county and especially the 
sheriff’s office. This shift has likely led to entities 
such as municipal utility districts and homeowners 
associations entering into more service contracts with 
the sheriff’s office and the constable offices.

 ! Harris County’s contract deputy program appears 
to be unique in Texas in its scale and use of on-duty 
officers for contracts. Although the program allows 
individual communities to obtain “boutique” law 
enforcement service, it also raises questions about the 
equitable distribution of law enforcement services.

 ! The Joint Processing Center is an example of 
combining city and county law enforcement resources 
and is estimated to save the city $3 million annually 
once in operation.

 ! The county could save considerable administrative 
expenses by consolidating the patrol services of  
the sheriff’s office and the eight constable offices in 
some way.

 ! The county could also save considerable funds—
perhaps as much as $22 million per year— 
by requiring that contracts cover the full cost of 
sheriff and constable deputies.

 ! Aligning constable/justice of the peace precincts  
with the county commissioner precincts could  
reduce confusion on the part of constituents and 
equalize workloads for both constables and justices  
of the peace.

 ! Smaller cities in the county could save money by 
consolidating some of the 29 separate police forces 
currently in operation, as has been done in the 
Memorial Villages.

 ! Efficiencies could be gained by reforming and/
or consolidating highway patrol and enforcement 
responsibility, currently divided between multiple 
area agencies.

 ! Considerable savings could be obtained by 
consolidating a variety of “back-office” operations 
among all law enforcement agencies, including 
evidence and property rooms, training facilities, 
911 response systems, technology systems and 
procurement processes.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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FIGURE 1 Options Overview

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Number Option Description Affected 
Agencies 

Page 
Number Pros Cons

1 Consolidate Governmental Entities

1-1 
Consolidate City of 
Houston and Harris 
County government

Consolidate city and 
county government along 
with police forces to 
eliminate administrative 
costs and centralize 
services.

HPD, HCSO, 
HCCOs 23

Reduce 
overlapping 
services and  
administrative 
costs

Politically 
impossible; 
Large 
bureaucracy 
losses

1-2 Merge HPD and METRO 
PD

Consolidate HPD and 
METRO PD METRO, HPD 24

Reduce 
overlapping 
agencies and  
administrative 
costs

Jurisdictional 
constraints; 
Perception of 
reduced quality 

1-3 Consolidate contiguous, 
smaller police agencies

Create economies of 
scale, while maintaining 
quality of service among 
small contiguous 
municipalities. 

Municipal PDs 25

Reduce 
administrative 
and operations 
costs; 
Economies of 
scale

Jurisdictional 
constraints; 
Perception of 
reduced quality 

2 Consolidate within Governments

2-1
Consolidate or rearrange 
duties between Sheriff and 
Constables

Simplify patrol 
responsibilities by 
consolidating or 
dedicating contracted 
officers completely to their 
contract. 

HCCOs, 
HCSO 25

Reduce cost 
to county 
general funds; 
Simplify patrol 
responsibility

Perception of 
reduced quality; 
Inequitable 
coverage in 
some cases

2-2

Align Constable/Justice of 
the Peace Precincts with 
County Commissioner 
Precincts

Redistrict political 
boundaries of Constable/
JP districts and tie them to 
the commissioner's Pcts, 
for an equitable allocation 
of resources.

HCCOs 28

Reducd 
jurisdictional 
confusion; 
Evenly weighted 
funding

Politically 
difficult; initial 
confusion with 
changes

3 Consolidate Functions

3-1

Shift highway patrol 
responsibility to reduce 
number of involved 
agencies

Improve and streamline 
the enforcement of 
highway patrol in the 
region. 

HCCOs, 
HCSO, 
METRO, HPD

28

Central traffic 
enforcement; 
Remove 
conflicting 
jurisdictions

Perception of 
reduced quality 
of service; Shifts 
costs between 
agencies

3-2
Consolidate overlapping 
functions, especially 
between City and County

Reduce operations and 
administrative costs 
between city and county 
agencies by sharing or 
effectively consolidating 
some functions

All 31

Reduce 
overlapping 
administrative 
and 
maintenance 
costs

Coordination; 
Loss of local 
autonomy 

3-3
Share technology costs 
and systems between 
agencies

Additional functional 
consolidations among 
technology systems to 
increase collaboration in 
the region

All 33

Increase 
communication; 
Financial 
savings

Data security: 
Loss of local 
autonomy
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Like most local governments in the United States, local governments in Houston 

view public safety—and especially law enforcement—as their highest priority. This 

high priority is strongly reflected in local government spending on law enforcement.

Together, Harris County, the City of Houston, 29 smaller 
municipalities, and dozens of smaller political subdivi-
sions in the county such as school districts, spend at least 
$1.6 billion per year on law enforcement activities. The 
vast majority of this spending comes from general tax rev-
enue. Figure 2 shows how that $1.6 billion roughly splits 
out among local agencies. HPD is by far the largest agency 
in terms of spending.

For most local governments, about 30 percent of all local 
general fund revenue is devoted to policing and other pub-
lic safety activities. Overall, the local budgets support more 
than 12,000 sworn police officers and deputies. And all 
agencies continually push for more resources and officers, 
often with strong political support from elected officials.

At the same time, however, there is concern that some law 
enforcement activities may be duplicative, thus increasing 

Introduction

FIGURE 2 Size of Annual Law Enforcement Safety Spending

Notes: 

Houston Police Department spending is 
from the FY2018 City of Houston Budget. 

Smaller Cities spending is the sum 
FY2018 Law Enforcement budget of 
all cities in Harris County with Law 
Enforcement/Police budgets, excluding 
Houston.

Harris County Sheriff’s Office spending 
is from FY2017 County budget and 
excludes county-wide detention and 
medical services. 

Harris County Constables spending is the 
sum of all constable precincts budgets 
from FY2017 County budget. 

Specialized Agencies spending is the 
sum of FY2018 police and security 
budgets for school districts with 
standalone police agencies and the 
FY2018 Law Enforcement budget for 
METRO.

Throughout this report budget years were 
the most current information at time of 
research for each entity.

INTRODUCTION
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the cost. In Harris County alone, there are more than 60 
separate law enforcement agencies, including not just the 
Houston Police Department (HPD) and the Harris County 
Sheriff’s Office, but eight Harris County Constable 
Offices, 29 smaller-city police departments, and special-
ized police forces for METRO, educational institutions 
and other agencies. HPD, the sheriff and the constables 
sometimes patrol overlapping areas.

The possibility of consolidating at least some law enforce-
ment services is not new—and, indeed, some services 
have been successfully consolidated in the past. Separate 
airport and parks forces were merged into HPD many 
years ago. The Joint Processing Center, which will open 
this year, is an example of city-county cooperation on law 
enforcement, consolidating intake of all individuals from 
the city and county law enforcement agencies. In addition, 
a wide range of cooperative arrangements and collabora-
tions exist. Examples include local participation in federal 
task forces such as the Urban Areas Security Initiative 
which coordinates response and preparation to homeland 
security threats, and the Crisis Intervention Response 
Team, through which officers from both HPD and the 
sheriff’s office work with mental health professionals to 
intervene in situations where mental health care may be 
more effective than arrest.

Many other possible efforts at consolidation and cooper-
ation are discussed from time to time. The recent long-
term financial plan for the City of Houston, prepared by 
PFM Group, proposed that the city consider merging 
the Metropolitan Transit Authority’s police department 
(METRO Police) into HPD, as happened with airport 
and parks in the past. The city and county still maintain 
separate crime labs and many law enforcement agen-
cies maintain separate evidence rooms, even within the 
Harris County law enforcement structure. The question 
of whether the sheriff and the eight constables provide 
duplicative services often arises.

However, there are considerable challenges to further 
consolidation and cooperation. Many constituencies ben-
efit from the current situation even if it is duplicative—not 
just the individual law enforcement agencies themselves, 
but others as well. Many homeowner associations and 
residents of municipal utility districts, for example, bene-
fit from contracts with the sheriff and the constables, even 
though this creates equity of coverage issues.

Furthermore, as in any government bureaucracy, a variety 
of other considerations makes serious discussion of con-
solidation and collaboration difficult. Different pension 
systems and different organizational cultures are huge 
barriers to moves toward more efficiency. In addition, pol-
itics can play a role. Elected officials are often hesitant to 
alter law enforcement arrangements for fear they will be 
blamed if services decline. Moreover, several law enforce-
ment positions within Harris County are elected positions.

This report seeks to:

 ! Lay out the landscape of law enforcement in Harris 
County and document existing overlapping services;

 ! Identify areas where successful collaborations have 
taken place;

 ! Identify possible future options for collaboration or 
consolidation; and

 ! Describe the pros and cons of these possible options.

This report provides facts about the budgets and duties of 
Harris County law enforcement agencies and also identifies 
lessons learned from consolidation and cooperation among 
law enforcement agencies in other cities and metropolitan 
areas around the nation where applicable. Despite the dif-
ferent local contexts, the examples contribute to a discus-
sion on how other communities solved issues similar to 
those faced by law enforcement agencies in Harris County.

There are four key areas where overlaps exist and possi-
ble interventions may make sense:

 ! Patrol units

 ! Shared facilities and services

 ! Highway monitoring and enforcement

 ! Technology and data systems

It is not our intent to recommend an overhaul of the law 
enforcement system, but rather to provide information for 
those interested in seeking greater collaboration, efficien-
cy and cost-savings in that system.

INTRODUCTION
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While there are more than 60 agencies total, this deeper look focuses on 

the largest entities—the Houston Police Department, the Harris County 

Sheriff’s Office, the eight Harris County Constable Offices, the Metropolitan Transit 

Authority police department, and the Houston Independent School District police 

department—with a general overview of other school district police departments. A 

cumulative overview of other smaller city departments is also included. The section 

ends with an overview of the more apparent overlapping services in the region.

Law enforcement effort is often expressed in one of two 
ways: either in terms of the amount of money the agency 
spends per resident within their jurisdiction or by the 
number of officers per 1,000 residents. While each of 
these are useful measures, neither account for the fact 
that many people live in one jurisdiction but spend a 
large amount of time working in another jurisdiction. For 
example, only a few thousand people live in downtown 
Houston, but 150,000 people work there, many of whom 
live outside of the city limits. When they are at work 
downtown they are served by HPD, but when they return 
home they are not. To properly account for the population 
that HPD and other departments serve and the amount 
of money they devote to those services, throughout this 
report we compare the number of sworn officers within 
a police department to the total number of residents plus 
jobs within that jurisdiction. Including the number of jobs 
alongside the population living within the jurisdiction 
allows for the capturing of work populations and better 
accounts for the total efforts of an agency.

This ratio of officers to population plus jobs also makes 
comparing departments of different sizes, with different 
budgets, far less complicated. In Figure 3, the officers 
per 1,000 population plus jobs and the budget per over-
all population plus jobs numbers offer a good point of 
comparison between local agencies. The figures for small 

cities and school district police departments are average 
numbers across several departments. The numbers for 
the sheriff’s office in the table below reflect only the resi-
dents and jobs within unincorporated Harris County. (See 
Appendix A for a larger breakdown. See also supporting 
document prepared by TischlerBise for in-depth compari-
son of the major law enforcement agencies budgets).

The officer to population-plus-jobs ratios and the spend-
ing to population-plus-jobs rates shown in Figure 3 align 
with the overall size and budgets of the departments, with 
one exception—the small cities. Several small cities are 
devoting a huge amount of resources to their departments 
compared to other agencies. On average, the smaller cities 
have higher ratios for both spending and officers than the 
sheriff and about on par with HPD. The high-resourced 
small cities have far greater ratios than the other depart-
ments in the county (See Appendix D). The ability to make 
this greater level of investment, and provide a high level of 
service, is one reason many smaller cities maintain their 
own police forces.

Outside of the small cities, HPD and the sheriff’s office 
devote far more money and officers to their jurisdic-
tions than the constable offices and specialized smaller 
agencies. There is a fair amount of difference within the 
constable offices, where some smaller precincts such as 

Local Context

LOCAL CONTEXT
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Precinct 6, offer higher ratios of both spending and offi-
cers than their peer precincts.

While the staffing levels for individual agencies are often 
contentious issues, the 11 major law enforcement agencies in 
Harris County (HPD, sheriff, the eight constable offices, and 
METRO Police) and the agencies from the other small cities 
collectively employ 10,900 sworn officers. This translates 
to an estimated overall county rate of 1.6 officers per 1,000 
population-plus-jobs, which is similar to the combined 
officer-to-population-plus-jobs rates of the Dallas Police 

Department and Dallas County Sheriff and the Los Angeles 
Police Department and Los Angeles County Sheriff.

We can use Figure 4 and the officer-to-population-plus-jobs 
ratios drawn from FBI 2016 Uniform Crime Reporting 
Data, to compare HPD and the sheriff to peer agencies.

Here, HPD lags behind other large cities. Two of the 
nation’s largest cities—New York and Chicago—have offi-
cer-to-population-plus-jobs ratios more than double that 
of HPD. Los Angeles and Dallas, which are more similar 

FIGURE 3 Major Agencies—Budget and Sworn Personnel

Agency Population + Jobs Budget Budget/ population 
+ jobs FTE (sworn officers) FTE Officers / 1,000 

population + jobs

Houston Police 
Department  4,222,901  $ 865,739,146  $ 205.01  5,119  1.21 

Harris County 
Sheriff's Office  2,323,253  $ 223,721,301  $ 96.30  2,540  1.09 

Harris County 
Constable Pct. 1  1,779,046  $ 37,088,316  $ 20.85  287  0.16 

Harris County 
Constable Pct. 2  627,868  $ 8,002,648  $ 12.75  68  0.11 

Harris County 
Constable Pct. 3  473,172  $ 15,183,378  $ 32.09  134  0.28 

Harris County 
Constable Pct. 4  1,336,524  $ 44,718,438  $ 33.46  487  0.36 

Harris County 
Constable Pct. 5  1,945,382  $ 41,831,727  $ 21.50  353  0.18 

Harris County 
Constable Pct. 6  161,604  $ 9,122,581  $ 56.45  83  0.51 

Harris County 
Constable Pct. 7  485,220  $ 12,425,189  $ 25.61  104  0.21 

Harris County 
Constable Pct. 8  362,532  $ 7,978,176  $ 22.01  66  0.18 

Smaller Cities 
Combined  1,209,092  $ 238,304,379  $ 197.09  1,540  1.27 

School Districts 
Combined  908,152  $ 87,394,574  $ 96.23  703  0.98 

METRO Police 
Department  7,280,986  $ 26,240,235  $ 3.60  191  0.03 

 7,280,986  $ 1,617,750,088  $ 222.19  11,675  1.60 

Notes:

Population + Jobs estimate is from 2018 population and job total from H-GAC Regional Growth Forecast TAZ Population and employment estimates1.

HCSO population + Jobs estimate includes only unincorporated Harris County.

HCSO Budget is from FY2017 County budget and excludes county-wide detention and medical services.

HCCO Budgets are from FY2017 County budget.

METRO PD Budget is from FY2018 METRO budget.

FTE (sworn Officers) includes all Full-Time Equivalency sworn police officers. Agencies generally have additional volunteer reserve officers.

HPD Employment and Budget numbers are from FY2018 COH Budget2.

HCSO Employment numbers are from 2016 FBI UCR Police Employee (LEOKA) report3.

HCCO Employment numbers were provided by Harris County Budget Management Department. HCCO departments generally employ an additional 20-30 volunteer reserve officers. 

LOCAL CONTEXT
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to Houston in their geographic context, have similar offi-
cer-to-population-plus-jobs ratios, though Houston lags 
behind both those cities. In fact, with a reduction in offi-
cers since 2016, HPD’s rate has declined to 1.21 officers per 
1,000 population-plus-jobs today. However, when looking 
at trends in crime rates, the difference has not appeared 
to matter. Despite Houston’s declining sworn officer pool, 
the city’s overall crime rate has been on the decline for 
several decades.4

Looking at the Harris County Sheriff’s Office and parallel 
agencies in the home counties of the major city compar-
isons, the sheriff is even with or above most peers in its 
officer-to-population-plus-jobs ratios. The county num-

bers in Figure 4 are drawn by subtracting the major city’s 
population-plus-jobs number from the county’s overall 
number. While not a perfect proxy given the existence of 
many smaller municipalities within each county, it pro-
vides a starting point for comparison.

The Los Angeles County Sheriff is a bit of an outlier 
given its significantly larger sworn officer force. The Los 
Angeles County Sheriff is so large because the office con-
tracts with many of the county’s smaller municipalities 
to provide basic police service. Los Angeles County and 
Harris County similarly are responsible for a large popu-
lation living in unincorporated areas though Los Angeles 
County has far more municipalities than Harris County. 
Given these similarities, it makes sense that Harris 
County’s sheriff officer to population-plus-jobs rate is 
the second highest and is larger than both that of Dallas 
County and Cook County. The lower rates for both Dallas 
and Cook counties are likely shaped by the fact that there 
is little that is unincorporated in either county.

Houston Police Department

Empowered by state law and local code, the Houston 
Police Department acts as the primary law enforcement 
agency for the City of Houston.5 HPD is responsible for 
general law enforcement duties inside the City of Houston 
and performs other duties as directed by city govern-
ment. The agency operates 51 divisions/offices under eight 
commands and five civilian departments across the more 
than 600 square miles of the city. HPD is the largest police 
force in the region and has the largest budget.

HPD’s annual budget was $865 million for FY18—slight-
ly more than a third of Houston’s general fund budget. 
About 92 percent of HPD’s budget comes from the city’s 
general fund. (See TischlerBise supporting document.)

FIGURE 5

FIGURE 4

UCR Police Employee (2016)  
Law Enforcement Officer per 1,000 
Population-plus-jobs Rates for  
Major Cities and Counties

Agency Population + 
Jobs

FTE Sworn 
Officers

FTE Officers 
/ 1,000 Total 
Population + 

Jobs

Chicago PD  4,004,831  11,954  2.98 

Cook County 
Sheriff  3,714,832  1,800  0.48 

Dallas PD  1,899,948  3,279  1.73 

Dallas County 
Sheriff  1,832,506  423  0.23 

Houston PD  4,135,032  5,182  1.25 

Harris County 
Sheriff  2,925,595  2,540  0.87 

Los Angeles 
PD  5,822,754  9,850  1.69 

Los Angeles 
County Sheriff  8,943,720  9,316  1.04 

New York PD  12,453,578  36,228  2.91 

Notes: 

Population-plus-jobs estimates for non-Houston cities and counties come from 2016 ACS estimate for 
population and employment. 

Houston and Harris County estimates use H-GAC regional population growth estimates for 2016, which provide 
a more robust depiction than ACS population and employment estimates. 

County estimates are operationalized by subtracting the major city (Chicago for Cook, Dallas for Dallas, 
Houston for Harris, and Los Angeles for Los Angeles County).

County Sheriff estimates are not directly comparable because of the differences in unincorporated land area, for 
example, there is little unincorporated land for the Sheriff to patrol in Cook and Dallas counties. Additionally, Los 
Angeles County provides substantial contract officers to several municipalities.

LOCAL CONTEXT

Houston Police Department—  
Primary Operations Budget

FY2018 HPD Primary Operations Budget: 
$827,310,800

Division Budget

Chief’s command  $ 30,038,739 

Field Operations  $ 456,682,196 

Investigative and  
Support Operations  $ 340,589,865 

https://kinder.rice.edu/sites/g/files/bxs1676/f/downloads/Law%20Enforcement%20Task%201%20Memo_06.29.18_final%20%28002%29.pdf
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As Figure 3 showed, HPD spent $205.01 per popula-
tion-plus-jobs for the 4.2 million people and jobs within 
the city in 2018. This is by far the largest amount of any 
large local law enforcement agency—more than doubling 
the dollar per population-plus-jobs amount that the sher-
iff devotes to police services (excluding corrections costs).

HPD’s organizational structure can be broken down into 
three main operation areas—Chief’s Command, Field 
Operations, and Investigative and Support Operations. 
Field Operations ($456.7 million) and Investigative and 
Support Operations, which houses the city’s jail oper-
ations ($340.6 million), account for 93 percent of HPD’s 
overall budget. Figure 6 lays out this organization.

The Chief’s Command consists primarily of civilian and 
administrative staff that operate essential support opera-

tions and reports to the Office of the Chief of Police. This 
area consists of administrative support offices includ-
ing the chief’s office, budget and finance, public affairs, 
internal affairs, inspections, legal services, crime analysis, 
planning and command center.

Field Operations is in charge of the more visible front-end 
law enforcement duties, including homeland security and 
three regional patrol commands as well as the civilian-op-
erated Office of Planning. HPD patrols all highways and 
interstates within the city of Houston, excluding toll roads 
and High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, which are 
managed by other entities.

The Investigative and Support Operations command is in 
charge of specialized back-end operations, including crim-
inal investigations, special investigations, organizational 

FIGURE 6 HPD Organization Chart
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development and support services commands, as well as 
the civilian-operated Office of Technology Services.

As one of the two largest law enforcement agencies in the 
county, HPD is tasked with a wide variety of responsibili-
ties. Accommodating new or shifting responsibilities can 
be a challenge given ongoing concerns about the declining 
size of HPD’s police force. The topic of bringing on addi-
tional police units for HPD has been a political issue for a 
number of years and the below average number of sworn 
officers to population is usually cited in these debates.6

Harris County Sheriff’s Office

The Harris County Sheriff’s Office patrols in unincorpo-
rated areas, though officers have jurisdiction throughout 
the county, and also operates the county jail system and 
provides security for the county court system. The elected 
Sheriff is a requirement of the Texas Constitution.

The sheriff is the second-largest law enforcement agency 
in the county with an overall budget of $502.4 million in 
FY17. Expenditures are split approximately 45 percent 
($223.7 million) for patrol and administration and 55 
percent ($278.7 million) for detention and medical. (See 
TischlerBise supporting document).

When accounting for patrol and administrative costs, 
the sheriff devotes $93.97 per population-and-jobs for the 
2,380,705 residents and jobs in unincorporated Harris 
County. Combining patrol, detention and medical bud-
gets, that rate rises to $135.15 per population-and-jobs, still 
well below the HPD rate. (See Figure 3)

The sheriff has approximately half as many sworn officers 
as HPD (2,540 compared to 5,119) and slightly more than 
half as many total employees as HPD (3,385 compared 
with 6,296). However, the unincorporated area for which 

the sheriff’s office is responsible has a larger square area 
and approximately the same population as Houston.7

Indeed, as the Houston annexation system has stalled 
over the past 20 years, the sheriff has taken on much more 
patrol responsibility.

The city has not completed any major annexations since 
the late 1990s, but growth in Harris County has contin-
ued unabated. Since 2000, the Houston has added some 
300,000 people (a 14 percent increase), increasing from 
about 1.9 million to 2.2 million in 2017. However, unincor-
porated Harris County added nearly one million people (a 
50 percent increase), going from about one million to just 
under two million people.8

Of course, most jobs in Harris County are located inside 
the city limits, thus increasing the policing burden in the 
city above the sheer population numbers. As Figure 3 sug-
gests above, there are some 1.8 million jobs in Houston but 
only 485,000 or so in unincorporated Harris County.

Like HPD, the sheriff’s office is heavily dependent on the 
county general fund. The general fund supports 77.2 per-
cent of the patrol division budget (most of the rest comes 
from contract deputies) and 96.5 percent of the detention 
and medical budget for the sheriff. Overall, the sheriff’s 
budget accounted for 18.4 percent of Harris County’s gen-
eral fund in FY17.

The sheriff’s organizational structure is broken down 
into three commands: Executive, Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice commands (see Figure 8).

The executive command, similar to the chief’s command 
with HPD, oversees all administrative duties and support 
operations. It also directs diversion programs and inter-
nal affairs.

The law enforcement command is composed of all the 
general law enforcement and law enforcement support 
operations, including patrol, homeland security, criminal 
investigations, crime analysis and training, and communi-
cation and technology bureaus. The sheriff is responsible 
for patrolling the highways and interstates within Harris 
County that are outside of municipal boundaries. They do 
not patrol tollways.

FIGURE 7

Harris County Sheriff Office— 
Budget Overview

FY2017 Sheriff's Total Budget: $502,408,444

Division Budget

Patrol and Administration  $ 223,721,301 

Detention  $ 210,258,032 

Medical  $ 68,429,111 

LOCAL CONTEXT

The criminal justice command, the largest command 
of the Sheriff’s Office, operates the Harris County Jail 
System. Detention and medical services are each a part 
of the Criminal Justice Command in the sheriff’s budget. 
The command oversees the four operating county jails 
that house over 8,700 inmates and handles the adminis-
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13Collaborations and Overlapping Services in Harris County Law Enforcement

trative duties associated with the criminal justice system 
including managing the courts and prisoner transporta-
tion. This command also oversees all medical and health 
services within the criminal justice system.

The sheriff has law enforcement responsibilities include 
urban unincorporated areas, homeland security and identi-
ty theft. Significantly, the sheriff does not typically patrol in 
areas within municipal boundaries, deferring instead to the 
local municipal police, including HPD. Ultimately, though, 
the sheriff has the authority to operate in any part of Harris 
County, including inside city limits, as the office does in the 
vicinity of the downtown Houston jails and justice center.

Harris County Constables

Like the elected sheriff, elected constables are also re-
quired by the Texas Constitution. Harris County has eight 
elected constables, the maximum number permitted for 
one county under the state constitution. Under Texas 
statute, constables act as process servers for justice of the 

peace courts and provide security for those courts, whose 
precincts coincide with those of the constables.

However, constables may also provide law enforcement 
services, and in Harris County, constables are among the 
most active within Texas in taking on additional respon-
sibilities. All eight of the Harris County Constable Offices 
operate divisions outside of those affiliated with the 
justice of the peace courts. Combined, the eight constable 
offices devote hundreds of officers to patrol responsibili-
ties in areas covered by HPD and the sheriff through the 
Deputy Contract Program.

The constables are well-known in the county for the ser-
vice they provide to specific neighborhoods under the con-
tract deputy program. But most of their budget comes from 
the county general fund. In FY17, the eight constable offices 
combined received $124.5 million per year from the county 
general fund, approximately 70 percent of their budget, 
and $43 million from contracts, approximately 30 percent 
of their budget. (See Figure 9) The remainder of constable 

FIGURE 8 Harris County Sheriff’s Office Organization Chart 9
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funding came through a variety of contracts, grants and 
property seizures. (See TischlerBise supporting document).

Altogether, the constable offices employ a total of 1,530 
deputies, of whom 583 (about 40 percent) are paid for at 
least in part by contracts. The offices spend an average of 
$24.59 per population-plus-jobs across the county, with a 
low of $12.75 per population-plus-jobs in Precinct 2 and a 
high of $56.45 per population-plus-jobs in Precinct 6 (See 
Figure 3). Appendix B contains extended budget informa-
tion for each precinct.

In Harris County, the constable offices are coterminous 
with the precincts for the justice of the peace courts. Each 
constable precinct houses two justice of the peace courts. 
The boundaries for these joint constable/justice of the 
peace precincts, though, are not the same as those for the 
Harris County Commissioners (see Figure 10). This mis-
match of jurisdictions means that a constituent within a 
given county commissioner precinct might be served by a 
constable/justice of the peace precinct that primarily over-
laps with a different commissioner’s precinct. Such situ-
ations can create confusion about which elected officials 
and law enforcement agencies represent a given resident.

Much of the expansion of the constable offices is rooted 
in the contract deputy program. But it is also true that the 
support of the Harris County Commissioners Court for 
duties beyond the justice of the peace responsibilities have 
allowed the constable offices to expand their staff.

Constables are able to operate in the entire county, and 
in some cases contiguous counties as well, but general-
ly operate within their designated county precinct and 
patrol contract areas. The three largest constable offices 
are Precinct 1, Precinct 4 and Precinct 5. Precinct 1 en-
compasses much of the central and west side of Houston. 
Precincts 4 and 5 are in the quickly growing unincor-
porated areas of north and northwest Harris County, 
where municipal utility districts are common. Both the 
quickly growing population of the region and the ability 
for MUDs to contract for additional deputies are likely 
contributing to the size of these precincts. Precincts 1, 4 
and 5 also have the most contracts and largest numbers of 
contract deputies (see Appendix B).

While constable precincts cover the entire county, the 
ultimate patrol responsibility falls to HPD in Houston 
and to the sheriff in Harris County. Through contracts 
with homeowners associations and MUDs, constables 
have adopted law enforcement duties both inside munici-
pal boundaries and in the unincorporated areas of Harris 
County. In effect, constables operate overlapping patrol 
services with the larger agencies. The constable patrols do 
increase the law enforcement presence in specific geogra-
phies, but contract constable deputies are only required 
to respond to calls within their patrol contract areas 
and may pass on calls for service outside of those areas. 
Because of this, the contract constables are not a one-to-
one replacement for HPD or sheriff’s deputies who are 
required to respond to all calls.

The eight constable offices use their general fund budgets 
to operate in different capacities for their district and offer 
a wide-ranging degree of services. Some services provid-
ed by individual constables have a countywide mandate. 
All constable offices in Harris County operate patrol and 
civil divisions, while the three largest agencies (Precincts 
1, 4 and 5) offer the majority of additional services, such as 
K-9 units, tactical response teams and technology crime 
units. Notably, Precinct 1 operates countywide juvenile 
warrants, mental health warrants, environmental investi-
gations and animal cruelty divisions. Precinct 4 operates 
technology crimes, environmental crimes and emissions 
task forces countywide. Finally, Precinct 5 operates ani-
mal and environmental crimes units countywide as well.

Six of the eight constable offices serve as the primary 
law enforcement units on the Harris County toll roads 
through contracts with the Toll Road Authority. The con-
stables do not have primary enforcement duties on any 
other area highways, which are patrolled using general 
fund money by the sheriff, HPD, small city departments, 

FIGURE 9

Harris County Constable Offices—
Combined Budget Overview

FY2017 HC Constable Offices Budget: $176,350,453

Division Budget

Administration Division  $ 47,727,204 

Civil Division  $ 17,654,569 

Court House Security  $ 2,237,764 

Not Applicable  $ 1,793,548 

Patrol Division  $ 91,039,377 

Contract Deputies (n) 583/1530

Contracts (n) 189

Warrant Division  $ 15,897,991 

LOCAL CONTEXT

https://kinder.rice.edu/sites/g/files/bxs1676/f/downloads/Law%20Enforcement%20Task%201%20Memo_06.29.18_final%20%28002%29.pdf


15Collaborations and Overlapping Services in Harris County Law Enforcement

FIGURE 10 Harris County Constable and Commissioner Precinct Boundaries
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and METRO Police depending upon the roadway. The 
contract funds for constable service on the tollways are 
separate from the contract deputy program contracts. 
These funds appear in the budget as a part of the general 
fund allotment, not as standalone income.

Again, it is important to emphasize that while the size of 
the constables’ patrol staff is popularly attributed to the 
contract deputy program, most of the constables’ funding 
comes from the county general fund. Because the coun-
ty commissioners have discretion over funding for law 
enforcement, they can divide county general fund revenue 
between the sheriff and the constables however they like. 
Although the sheriff is the county’s principal law enforce-
ment officer, ultimately responsible for patrolling all unin-
corporated areas, the commissioners have traditionally 
given a significant chunk of funding to the constables to 
support precinct-specific patrol duties.

Because the sheriff’s office is countywide, there is a per-
ception that deputies will not focus in a particular area or 
county precinct. Constables, on the other hand, can direct 
non-contract patrol units to focus on particular areas and 
provide higher levels of service within smaller geographies. 
County commissioners, therefore, tend to see an advantage 
in having the constables maintain a flexible and focused 
patrol presence within the commissioner’s precinct.

County Contract Deputy Program

Both the sheriff and the constables participate in the con-
tract deputy program.

Harris County is unique in Texas for the use of the con-
tract deputy program. Though local government code 
allows all Texas counties to permit constables and sheriffs 
to enter into contracts, among large Texas counties only 
Harris County has created a program that sees on-duty 
officers contracted for services. The county has done so 
since the mid-1980s.10 Travis, Dallas, Tarrant and Bexar 
counties all allow agencies to provide some form of con-
tracting, but in these other counties the work is limited to 
off-duty officers or contracts for service with entire cities.

FIGURE 12 Harris County Law Enforcement Funding

Note

The total fund amounts above only include contracts and Harris County General Fund allocations. Remaining funds are made up of grants, other contracts and seizures. 

FIGURE 11

Overview of FY17 Contract  
Deputy Program

 Contracts Total Deputies Revenue

Constable 189 583  $ 42,823,297 

Sheriff 109 266  $ 18,061,057 

LOCAL CONTEXT
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FIGURE 13 FY17 Deputy Patrol Contracts in Harris County  
and Median Household Income

LOCAL CONTEXT
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Although both the sheriff and constables are eligible for 
the contract deputy program, the majority of these con-
tracts go to the constable offices because of the perception 
that they can provide more effective “boutique” service. Of 
the 298 contracts in place for FY17, 63 percent (189) go to 
seven of the constable offices (Precinct 8 carries no deputy 
service contracts), while 37 percent (109) go to the sheriff.

Contract deputies account for approximately 40 percent 
of all constable deputies (583 out of 1,530). At the sheriff’s 
office, contract deputies account for approximately 10 per-
cent of all sworn personnel (266 out of 2,540). Contracts 
provide funding for about 23 percent of all county sworn 
personnel. The constable’s contracts support officers at a 
number of ranks, including deputies (520), sergeants (55) 
and lieutenants (8). The sheriff’s contracts support just 
sergeants (4) and deputies (262). The higher ranking offi-
cers come with higher salaries, so in many cases contracts 
with constables are for higher fees. Figure 11 breaks down 
the contract deputies.

Funding for these contracts is divided along the same 
lines, with constables receiving approximately $43 mil-
lion in contract revenue in FY17 and the sheriff receiving 
approximately $18 million. Figure 12 shows how the 
funding for both agencies is divided between general 
fund and contracts.

Most contracts within the program do not cover the full 
costs of the officer. Current contracts for both the sheriff 
and the constables require contracting entities to pay at 
least 70 percent of a contract officer’s time and the remain-
ing 30 percent comes from county general funds. The 
majority of contract deputies (60 percent of contracted 
constable deputies and 96 percent of contracted sheriff 
deputies) are on 70-30 agreements. In cases where the 
county is paying for a portion of a contract officer’s time, 
the officer devotes the county’s share of his or her time to 
general duties.

Overall, the constables are far more dependent on con-
tracts than the sheriff. Contracts make up 24 percent of 
the overall constable budget but only 8 percent of the 
sheriff’s patrol and administration budget.

The breakdown of the city’s annexation system has clearly 
contributed to the demand for contracts from both the 
sheriff’s office and the constables. Nearly 80 percent of 
current contracts involve locations outside the city, as 
shown by Figure 13 and 14. Almost all the sheriff’s con-
tracts are outside of the city of Houston in unincorporated 
areas. In FY17, the sheriff’s office held only two of the 66 
contracts with homeowners associations within the city of 
Houston. The constables hold the remaining 64 contracts 
within the city, as well as others throughout the county.

Significantly, Figure 13 reveals that most contract dep-
uties work in affluent areas, especially inside the city, 
where most contracts are located in the so-called “Golden 
Arrow” in the western portion of the city near major job 
centers such as the Texas Medical Center and Uptown.

In short, a large portion of the county’s sworn officer force 
is currently assigned to specific geographical areas based 
on contract requirements, not on overall patrol need.

Proponents of the contract deputy program argue that 
the overlapping of patrols created by the contract system 
frees up both sheriff and HPD units to patrol non-contract 
areas. However, the presence of constable patrols does 
not remove responsibility from the larger entities. As lead 
agencies, HPD and the sheriff are still ultimately respon-
sible to respond to all calls within their jurisdictions.

While the contracts undoubtedly provide important 
revenue and support more police officers in general, it 
is difficult to assess the impact the extra officers have on 
patrol responsibilities outside of contract areas and what, 
if any, deployment flexibility the program creates for the 
larger agencies.

Specialized Forces

While the large law enforcement forces get most of the 
attention, several specialized forces operate within Harris 
County. These departments, which operate on public 
transit, in schools and universities and in other spaces, 
are often perceived to be a duplication of service and are 
often the target of consolidation discussions. In Houston, 
HPD has undertaken consolidations of smaller depart-
ments, including parks and airport police. In both cases, 
HPD was able to develop specialized divisions within 
their structure and did not encounter major jurisdictional 

FIGURE 14

FY17 Constable and Sheriff Contracts  
by Location/Contracting Entity 

Municipal Utility 
District

Homeowners 
Association or Other 

Private Entity

Inside City of 
Houston 0 66

Outside of City of 
Hosuton 109 123

LOCAL CONTEXT
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hurdles because all three departments were originally a 
part of the City of Houston.

However, the idea of consolidating specialized agencies 
with larger, more general agencies is complicated by the 
fact that specialized forces have a focused, single mission 
which may not be easily replicated by larger forces. The 
case for a specialized agency rather than a specialized de-
partment within a larger agency rests on jurisdiction and 
the parent organization’s mission and goals. A specialized 
department, as opposed to a specialized division, works 
better when the parent organization operates across mul-
tiple government jurisdictions, as many transit authorities 
do. When the parent organization is multi-jurisdictional, 
the law enforcement department must work across di-
verse jurisdictions and geographies. Consolidating with a 
larger municipal agency would make cross-jurisdictional 
work more difficult.

METRO Police Department

In Texas, transit police departments are specialized 
law enforcement agencies empowered by the Texas 
Transportation Code.11 In the Houston region, the local 
transit agency is the Metropolitan Transit Authority of 
Harris County, or simply, METRO. The METRO Police 
Department is the only transit authority police depart-
ment in the region. The primary purpose of METRO 
Police is to safeguard the parent transit agency, its cus-
tomers and employees.

METRO Police has full policing power in Harris, 
Montgomery, Fort Bend and Waller counties. The extent 
of the department’s powers is unique among transit agen-
cy police departments. Most departments have limited 
powers directly related to the transit system. However, 
because METRO’s jurisdiction extends into multiple 
counties, METRO Police has policing powers in all of 
them. This allows the agency to act as a natural regional 
law enforcement collaborator.

The department has an annual budget of $26 million and 
is funded through METRO’s sales tax. The METRO Police 
budget represents about 2.5 percent of the agency’s total 
annual budget. The department has 336 full time employ-
ees and 191 sworn officers. It spends $3.60 per popula-
tion-and-jobs in its service area. (See Figure 2)

While Metro has concurrent jurisdiction with other law 
enforcement agencies, METRO Police acts as the primary 
law enforcement agency for incidents involving METRO 
vehicles and facilities, including the High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) network on local highways. The HOV 
lanes are the only part of the highway network where 
METRO Police is the primary law enforcement agency.

METRO’s approach is one of two ways that transit agen-
cies provide law enforcement service. Similar to METRO, 
many agencies, such as BART in San Francisco and 
WMATA in Washington, D.C., operate standalone police 
departments. Other transit authorities, such as Sound 
Transit in Seattle, contract with local law enforcement to 
provide security.

School District Police Departments

There are 25 school districts in Harris County, not includ-
ing charter and private schools. Of the 25 school districts, 
13 districts operate their own police department. (See 
Figure 16)

Standalone police departments for school districts are 
allowed in most states, but usually only very large school 
districts have them. The majority of districts with law 
enforcement officers in schools employ school resource 
officers (SROs), who are contracted from other local 
departments and provide the same general duties as a 
school district police officers. Houston and Harris County 
are an exception to these trends.

Independent school district police departments function 
as the primary law enforcement agencies for their school 
district and provide community policing, crime preven-
tion programs and alcohol and drug awareness programs. 
Specialized school district police departments allow offi-
cers to conduct specialized investigations around school 
threats rather than relying on the investigations team 
of a larger city or countywide agency. These school law 
enforcement agencies are empowered by Chapter 37 of the 
Texas Education Code and are allowed to have a jurisdic-
tion up to their entire school district boundaries.12

The police departments in 13 school districts in Harris 
County collectively employ over 700 sworn officers and al-

FIGURE 15

Metro Police Department— 
Budget Overview

Note:

METRO Police Department’s budget is largely dedicated to payroll and benefits ($25,266,058) and is not split 
between divisions.

FY 2018 METRO Police Budget: $26,240,235

LOCAL CONTEXT
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FIGURE 16 Harris County School Districts with Standalone Police Force

LOCAL CONTEXT
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most 200 additional employees. The ratio of spending and 
officers per 1,000 population-plus-jobs (which for ISDs 
is calculated by combining student population and staff 
numbers) is fairly consistent across the 13 departments.

On average, the ISD police departments spend $96.23 per 
1,000 population-plus-jobs and have an average sworn 
officer per population-plus-jobs rate of 0.98 per 1,000 
(See Appendix C). While the agencies are full-service law 
enforcement agencies, they employ a significantly lower 
number of sworn officers than municipal departments. 
The spending numbers are on par with other local agen-
cies such as the sheriff, but the overall officer to popu-
lation-plus-jobs rate is slightly lower than that of other 
area departments including those of the smaller cities, the 
sheriff and HPD.

The total budget for security and monitoring services, a 
category reported by all school districts, includes ex-
penses for maintaining safety on campus, in transit to 
campus and surrounding areas for all students and staff. 
These figures include police, security and crossing guard 
expenses. Generally, school districts spend 1.2 percent of 
general funds towards security and monitoring expenses.

The Houston Independent School District (HISD) is the 
largest school district in the region and operates its own 
police department. HISD PD has 232 full-time employees, 
including 203 police officers, and acts as the primary law 
enforcement agency for incidents at HISD schools and fa-
cilities. On top of the regular ISD police operations, HISD 
also operates a K-9 unit. The HISD PD’s budget is $17.9 mil-
lion, which is 0.71 percent of HISD’s overall budget of $2.5 
billion. HISD PD spends $83.57 per student. Note these 
figures are strictly for the police budget which is smaller 
than the security and monitoring services in Figure 17.

While these agencies generally do not overlap in services 
with other police agencies, they can often supplement the 
services of municipal police departments by providing ad-
ditional patrols in the neighborhoods around the schools 
they are patrolling. For example, HPD has entered into 
memorandums of understanding with HISD PD to patrol 
public park areas adjacent to school properties.

Small City Police Departments

Of the 33 smaller cities in Harris County, 29 have their 
own police agencies. These agencies are responsible for 
general law enforcement duties within their jurisdiction 
as well as for patrolling highways and interstates within 
their municipal boundaries.

Combined, these small cities spend $238 million on law 
enforcement, largely funded through their respective 
general funds. The average budget for the smaller police 
departments is $8.2 million. The lowest budget of the 
smaller cities is that of the Shoreacres Police Department, 
which uses $631,629 to support six officers who serve 1,624 
residents. The largest budget of the smaller cities is the 
Pasadena Police Department, which has a $37.7 million 
budget for 268 officers serving a population of 220,000 
people. (See Appendix D)

Appendix D contains a full breakdown of the smaller city 
PDs budgets. These agencies devote an average of $197.09 
per population-plus-jobs, a rate close to that of HPD. There 
is huge variance within those rates, though, ranging from 
a minimum of $136 per population-plus-jobs in Galena 
Park to a maximum of $1,851 per population-plus-jobs 
in Morgan’s Point. Additionally, these agencies have an 
average officer to population-plus-jobs rate of 1.27 per 
1,000, again similar to HPD. There is again a great deal 
of variation from a low of 0.88 officers per 1,000 popula-
tion-plus-jobs in League City to a maximum of 5.70 officers 
per 1,000 population-plus-jobs in Morgan’s Point.

While the sworn officers of the 29 smaller municipalities 
contribute significantly to the number of officers in the 
region, it is important to remember their operations are 
largely restricted to the municipality they serve. Their 

FIGURE 18

Small City Law Enforcement— 
Combined Budget

FY2018 Small City Police Budget: $238,304,379

FIGURE 17

Houston ISD Police Department— 
Budget Overview

FY2018 HISD Police Budget: $17,897,633

Budget

Payroll  $ 17,275,017 

Contracted Services  $ 321,916 

Supplies and Materials  $ 227,000 

Other Operating  $ 73,700 
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presence does not alleviate the strain the sheriff and con-
stables face in patrolling growing communities in unin-
corporated Harris County.

Existing Overlapping Services

In addition to the various overlaps in patrol duties 
demonstrated in the discussion above, several other over-
lapping services currently exist among law enforcement 
agencies in Harris County. These include the following:

—  Separate evidence and property rooms. Evidence, or prop-
erty, rooms, are secure areas law enforcement agencies 
maintain to store seized and stolen property, as well 
as any collected evidence for criminal cases. In Harris 
County, nearly all of the several dozen law enforcement 
agencies maintain at least a transitional evidence room, 
keeping property for a short time period before trans-
ferring it to the sheriff’s main evidence room. Some 
maintain fully functioning evidence rooms and do not 
transfer materials to the sheriff’s primary facility.

—  Separate training facilities. Currently, there are multi-
ple training facilities run by different agencies spread 
across Harris County. The size of the county means that 
many facilities are situated far away from some agen-
cies, which deters their shared use. For example, HPD’s 
police academy and major training facility is near 
George Bush Intercontinental Airport, meaning any 
smaller agency to the southeast wanting to send offi-
cers to train there would lose a number of officer hours 
in transit. A lack of coordination on existing facilities 
has led many agencies to create their own facilities. The 
sharing of training facilities is done on an ad hoc basis.

—  Separate 911 response systems. 911 calls are processed at 
what are called public safety answering points (PSAPs). 
These centers are usually operated by law enforce-
ment agencies or city/county emergency management 
entities. There is no limit on the number of PSAPs that 
can operate within a county. Most sizable departments 
operate their own PSAP and absorb the administrative 
costs that come with it. Harris County and the City of 
Houston each operate 911 call centers. Most smaller law 
enforcement agencies operate their own as well, includ-
ing the cities of Katy, Humble and Pasadena.

However, public safety entities are not required to operate a 
PSAP. Many smaller agencies and specialized law enforce-
ment entities have agreements to use the PSAPs of larger 
entities to relay calls to their office. In those cases, the pri-
mary PSAP that receives the call redirects it to the second-
ary agency for service. This contract arrangement reduces 
the administrative and facilities costs to smaller agencies.

—  Fragmented highway patrol. There are several agencies 
responsible for managing Harris County’s highway 
system. Within incorporated municipal boundaries, 
the principal municipal agency patrols the highways; in 
unincorporated Harris County, the sheriff patrols the 
highways; toll road responsibility is shared in varying 
segments between the constables; and HOV lanes are 
under the authority of METRO Police.

—  Unconnected technology systems and procurement process-
es. Police departments and the criminal justice system 
are increasingly using arrest, crime and other data to 
improve service and improve public safety. However, 
this information is usually siloed and hard to access 
across departments because nearly every agency in 
Harris County maintains its own data. Similarly, every 
department does its own procurement for technolo-
gy systems and software because few collaborative 
procurement systems have figured out ways to include 
technology purchases.

LOCAL CONTEXT
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Given the vast law enforcement infrastructure and 
considerable overlap in Harris County, several possible 
approaches to consolidation and coordination are avail-
able—some more realistic than others. These include:

1. Consolidate Governmental Entities

1-1.   Consolidate City of Houston and Harris County 
government.

1-2.   Merge HPD and METRO Police.

1-3.   Consolidate contiguous, smaller police agencies.

2. Consolidate within Governments

2-1.   Consolidate or rearrange duties between sheriff 
and constables.

2-2.  Align constable/justice of the peace precincts with 
county commissioner precincts.

3. Consolidate Functions

3-1.   Shift highway patrol responsibility to reduce num-
ber of involved agencies.

3-2.   Consolidate overlapping functions, especially be-
tween city and county.

3-3.   Share technology costs and systems between 
agencies.

Different opportunities within these three general options 
are discussed in the remainder of this report. In general, 
the discussion moves within each category from the most 
difficult options to the more implementable. For each 
category, we discuss the options, offer a number of ways 
to pursue the options, list pros and cons and give case 
studies where pertinent.

1. Consolidate Government Entities

One of the more controversial approaches to streamlining 
law enforcement and public safety services is to consol-
idate agencies, typically called a full consolidation. This 
method can be done in two ways: (1) by first consolidating 
separate governments, such as a city and county, and 

then moving to consolidate two previously standalone 
agencies, or (2) by consolidating separate law enforcement 
agencies into one to serve a multi-jurisdictional area.

1-1.   Consolidate City of Houston and  
Harris County Government

In several large cities—including Nashville, Indianapolis 
and Louisville—the city and county government have 
merged into one metropolitan government. In each of 
these cases police services were ultimately consolidated 
as well. The goals of these consolidations are typically to 
streamline services that are duplicative, clarify regional re-
sponsibilities, create cost savings and structure a tax-shar-
ing approach that helps distribute resources more evenly.

The overall efficacy of such mergers has been a hot-
ly debated topic for decades. Major examples such as 
Nashville-Davidson County and Indianapolis’ Unigov are 
held up as successes for the regional coordination and 
economic development strengths. However, sometimes 
even these selling points are not complete successes. 
Nashville-Davidson County has created a streamlined 
system for regional roles, but the metropolitan area also 
contains several municipalities that maintain autonomy 
and independent municipal powers.13 Likewise, promi-
nent failed city-county consolidation efforts such as that 
abandoned by the City of Charlotte and Mecklenburg 
County in North Carolina during the 1990s, stalled 
because of concerns about declining political power for 
certain populations and doubts about actual savings.14

The efficacy of police department consolidation as a part 
of larger mergers has also created debate. In some places, 
large consolidated forces have been criticized for slower 
response times. While Charlotte-Mecklenburg did not 
completely merge city and county, the two governments 
did merge city and county police, forming the Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Police Department in 1993. The depart-
ment has responsibility for serving all parts of the city of 
Charlotte within Mecklenburg County. This distinction 
leaves small parts of the unincorporated county out of its 
service area. Traditionally, the county has contracted with 

Options for Consolidation  
and Coordination
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the police department to provide service to these areas, 
but in recent years complaints about level of service from 
the large agency have led to calls for new arrangements.15

There is also research that indicates consolidation into 
large police forces creates higher costs because of their 
sheer size and difficulty with managing a large force. 
These findings have been borne out in some mergers.16 In 
Indianapolis, for example, the Indianapolis Metropolitan 
Police Department was created through the merger of the 
Indianapolis Police Force and Marion County Sheriff in 
2005. The justification given was that there would be bet-
ter service and costs savings created due to greater staff 
and administrative efficiencies. The consolidation is a 
success functionally—service is relatively stable—but the 
administrative savings predicted, $8.8 million annually, 
did not emerge due to unforeseen administrative and sala-
ry costs, equipment updates and contract and lease costs.17

Beyond the debated benefits of full city-county consolida-
tion, two factors make full consolidation of city and coun-
ty government extremely unlikely in Harris County. The 
first is the fact that the territorial boundaries of the City of 
Houston extend into Fort Bend and Montgomery coun-
ties. The second is the fact that Harris County contains 
more than 30 other cities besides the City of Houston and 
consolidation would strand them as smaller jurisdictions.

1-2.  Merge Houston Police Department and 
METRO Police Department

As highlighted in the City of Houston’s 10-year plan for fis-
cal sustainability produced in November 2017 by PFM, the 
merging of the METRO Police with the HPD is an option 
that has been discussed locally for a number of years.18

HPD consolidated with both the Houston Parks Police 
(1984) and the Houston Airport Police (1992), which, prior 
to consolidation, were separate entities controlled by the 
City of Houston.

One issue with this possible consolidation is that transit 
authority departments, similar to other specialized law 
enforcement agencies, have a specific mission tied to 
the transit authority itself. While it is entirely possible 
for a city or larger police force to offer law enforcement 
services to a transit authority, this could deteriorate the 
quality of service because the goals of the larger agency 
may not coincide with the transit authority.

A merger between METRO Police and HPD creates a path 
for additional similar mergers that could be considered 
with other specialized agencies including independent 

school district departments, departments at community 
colleges or other universities, and other entities such as 
the Texas Medical Center or Port of Houston.

Pros:

 ! Increase deployment flexibility for HPD both along 
transit lines and in general patrol by adding former 
METRO officers to ranks.

 ! Reduce number of overlapping agencies within the 
City of Houston.

 ! Reduce administrative and staffing costs for METRO 
by removing law enforcement responsibilities.

Cons:

 ! Negotiation of jurisdictional boundaries and 
responsibilities could be difficult given that METRO’s 
jurisdiction expands beyond the City of Houston in 
Harris County and into parts of Fort Bend County. 
HPD would have to create new arrangements with 
other agencies.

 ! Loss of focused police service provided by specialized 
law enforcement. METRO Police currently tailors 
training and response to transit-specific scenarios.

 ! Combination of contracts and unions could be difficult, 
but earlier consolidations show it is not impossible.

Case Study:
The best example of a complete transit agency police 
department and city police department merger is the 
City of New York. The New York Police Department 
took over both transit and public housing policing in 
1995. The transit consolidation was successful after a 
deal was struck to maintain the same sized patrol force 
on the transit system. The transit police transitioned 
from a standalone agency into a new transit bureau un-
der NYPD.19 The move allowed the NYPD to have more 
officers available for general duties and allowed them to 
continue to patrol the specialized jurisdiction of the tran-
sit system. Some former specialized officers contended 
the merger gave them greater authority because transit 
police were often perceived to be second-class.20
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1-3.  Consolidate contiguous, smaller municipal 
police agencies

Harris County contains 34 municipalities, with the City 
of Houston by far the largest. Of these, 30 municipalities 
maintain their own police forces. In several cases, this 
cost is a major piece of their municipal budget. In places 
where smaller municipalities border one another, merger 
of police departments may be prudent.

There are several candidates within the Houston area for 
such consolidations. The Villages area contains several 
standalone municipalities and multiple police depart-
ments. Piney Point, Bunker Hill and Hunters Creek creat-
ed a shared police department in 1977, but others such as 
Hedwig Village maintain their own department. All four 
cities have populations of between 2,500 and 4,000.

Similarly, the cities of West University Place, Southside 
Place and Bellaire all border one another and each main-
tains their own police department. West University and 
Bellaire have populations of approximately 15,000, while 
Southside Place has a population of 1,700.

The biggest potential benefits of mergers would be a 
reduction in the cost of maintaining the administration 
and operations of individual departments. For example, 
Bellaire, West University Place and Southside Place all 
maintain their own jail facilities. Consolidation could 
allow for joining of those facilities.

Numerous studies have shown that such mergers of 
smaller departments can have major benefits and that 
they do not suffer from the same level of service declines 
that can impact larger consolidations.21

Pros:

 ! Reduce administrative and operations costs for 
multiple departments.

 ! Improve service in smaller departments by providing 
economies of scale.

 ! Reduce number of jurisdictions and agencies.

Cons:

 ! Concern that city taxes will support needs in other 
jurisdictions.

 ! Consolidating just police departments without 
consolidating overall functions of the cities may be 
challenging.

 ! Perceived decrease in level of service for some 
residents.

Case Study:
Grayslake (population 21,000) and Hainesville (popu-
lation 3,600), Illinois, are two small suburban commu-
nities outside of Chicago. In 2010, Hainesville wanted 
to reduce its costs and looked to eliminate its police 
department via a contract with Grayslake. Hainesville 
contracted with Grayslake to provide equal service to 
that available within Grayslake. Post-contract analysis 
has concluded that Hainesville saved approximately 
$500,000 in its first year of the contract and approxi-
mately $2.58 million over the life of the five-year con-
tract. Hainesville’s overall revenue is only $1.6 million 
per year. The cities renewed the agreement for an ad-
ditional five years in 2016 and in 2018 renewed it again 
until 2025.22 A contractual agreement similar to this 
could work for smaller municipalities in Harris County.

2. Consolidate within Governments

Another form of consolidation is to merge agencies that 
operate within the same hierarchical government. These 
consolidations are often the most feasible since the agen-
cies are already a part of the overarching parent govern-
ment. The consolidation of the parks and airport police 
departments into the Houston Police Department is an 
example of such a move.

2-1.  Consolidate or rearrange duties between 
Sheriff and Constables.

The sheriff and the constables each provide a wide range 
of law enforcement responsibilities. Many of their duties, 
especially patrol responsibilities, overlap. The agencies 
have similar funding structures with primary support 
coming from the county’s general fund and with supple-
mentary funding coming through patrol contracts with 
MUDs, HOAs and other private entities.

Since the Harris County Commissioners Court supports 
both entities, that body could work to consolidate the 
responsibilities of the sheriff and constables in a way that 
leads to greater law enforcement service equity and pos-
sibly cost savings as well. There are several paths through 
which such a consolidation could be pursued.

Options include the following:

A. Merge the Constable Offices into the Sheriff ’s Office.

Though this move might meet significant opposition, 
there is precedent for it in Texas. Three counties (Mills, 
Reagan and Roberts) abolished their constables and 
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moved those functions to their sheriffs in 1995. However, 
those counties are tiny in comparison to Harris County.

Collectively, the constables have an annual budget of $176 
million. The commissioners court provides $124 million of 
that funding from the general fund and $43 million comes 
from the 189 Contract Deputy agreements the Constables 
hold. The remainder comes from various grants, services 
and seizures.

If a consolidation of the constable offices into the sheriff’s 
office occurred, it is likely that most of the operational 
costs would be maintained in order to ensure a consistent 
level of service. The only responsibility the sheriff would 
take on that it currently has no role in would be civil 
process and court protection. This move could be done 
by making the constables’ civil units into a division of the 
sheriff and maintaining the general operational structure.

The site of the greatest potential savings would be on the 
administration side, where the constables currently spend 
$47 million a year (See Appendix B). It is difficult to esti-
mate how much of the $47 million would be saved in the 
consolidation, but it is safe to say there would be efficien-
cies in reducing overlapping administrative operations 
given that there are currently nine independently operat-
ing agencies with parallel staffs.

Pros:

 ! Consolidate all county-controlled law enforcement 
responsibility into one agency, streamlining services, 
removing perceptions of duplication and saving 
administrative costs.

 ! Simplify the county budgeting process for law 
enforcement.

 ! Increase patrol and deployment flexibility for the 
Sheriff by bringing constable officers and resources 
into the sheriff’s budget.

Cons:

 ! Perceived decline in level of service, especially in 
areas where the constables currently patrol on 
contract.

 ! There would be a substantial upfront cost in 
rebranding patrol vehicles, purchasing uniforms, and 
installing new trainings.

 ! Politically difficult given that constables are elected 
officials and that the agencies are seen as important 
contributors to public safety by many residents and 
officials.

B.  Shift Patrol Responsibilities to Sheriff While Retaining 
Constables for Other Purposes

The sheriff, HPD, and constables all have patrol responsibil-
ities within Harris County, while HPD and the sheriff have 
a clearly defined jurisdictional boundary at the Houston city 
limits. Constable patrol responsibilities, on the other hand, 
include areas in both larger jurisdictions and constable 
patrol responsibilities overlap with both HPD and sheriff.

Constable patrol responsibilities could be shifted to the 
sheriff. The Harris County Commissioners Court controls 
the general operating budget for both the sheriff and the 
constables. The court, then, could redistribute the patrol 
funding to the sheriff to allow that agency to hire more 
patrol officers or to bring over existing constable deputies. 
Likewise, the existing patrol contracts of the constables 
could be absorbed within the sheriff’s office. In this arrange-
ment, unlike the full merger, the constables would maintain 
their justice of the peace and civil process responsibilities.

Moving patrol duties to the Harris County Sheriff’s Office 
would shift $127 million in funding as well. This number 
includes a $91 million cost for direct patrol costs across 
all the constables and a $36 million dollar proportional 
administrative cost. The administrative cost of patrol 
services is estimated for each precinct by adding the 
patrol costs and patrol operation’s estimated proportional 
administrative costs for each precinct. Figure 19 shows the 
combined patrol plus administrative cost for each precinct.

FIGURE 19

Constable Patrol and Estimated  
Patrol Administrative Costs

Precinct Patrol and Administrative Costs

Precinct 1  $ 16,026,061 

Precinct 2  $ 2,842,190 

Precinct 3  $ 11,246,276 

Precinct 4  $ 39,423,130 

Precinct 5  $ 35,672,229 

Precinct 6  $ 7,696,907 

Precinct 7  $ 8,631,985 

Precinct 8  $ 5,502,197 

Total  $ 127,040,975 
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Consolidating patrol responsibilities within the sheriff’s 
office would mean moving that $127 million into the sher-
iff’s budget and potentially increasing the number of patrol 
units at the sheriff’s control by 1,500 officers. The largest 
likely savings would be in the reduction of administrative 
costs for both agencies. The constables would reduce their 
administrative needs considerably since patrol administra-
tion accounts for a huge proportion of each precinct’s work. 
While the sheriff would be adding responsibilities, there 
would likely be efficiencies and savings created by elimi-
nating or reducing duplicative administrative services.

Pros:

 ! Focus constables on duty as officers of the court, civil 
process servers and other non-patrol functions.

 ! Save administrative costs for patrol divisions.

Cons:

 ! Perceived decline in level of service, especially in 
areas where the constables currently patrol on 
contract.

 ! Reduce ability of law enforcement to tailor actions for 
specific jurisdictions or geographies.

C.  Make all contracts 100 percent responsibility of  
contracting entity

Current contract deputy program arrangements require 
contracting entities to pay somewhere between 70 and 100 
percent of a deputy’s time. The Harris County General 
Fund is used to cover the remaining costs of any officers 
whose positions are not completely paid for by the con-
tract. If all contracting entities were required to pay the 
full salary of their contract deputies, it would reduce the 
amount of general funds dedicated to law enforcement.

Figure 20 displays the breakdown of the contract deputy 
financial agreements for FY17. In the average contract 
with a constable, the contracting entity covers 75 percent 

of the full cost, leaving the county with 25 percent of the 
burden. In the average contract with the sheriff, the con-
tracting entity covers 70 percent of the total cost for depu-
ties, leaving the county to cover 30 percent of the burden.

For illustrative purposes, setting the average county 
subsidy for constable contracts at 25 percent and the 
county subsidy for sheriff contracts at 30 percent, Figure 
21 estimates total county support for the contract deputy 
program at just over $22 million. If contracts were shifted 
to 100 percent support by the contracting agencies, this 
would be an immediate savings for Harris County.

Pros:

 ! Reduce costs to general funds for both sheriff and 
constable contracts.

 ! Allow contracted deputies to concentrate full-time on 
one area.

Cons:

 ! Does not address equity of coverage issue. Wealthier 
communities can still purchase desired level of service.

 ! Remove the added benefit of having deputies split 
their time between contract areas and general duties.

FIGURE 20

Breakdown of Contract Deputy  
Financial Agreements

 70 Percent 
Contracts 

80 Percent 
Contracts

100 Percent 
Contracts Total

Constable 113 59 17 189

Sheriff 105 2 2 109

FIGURE 21

Estimated Harris County Portion of 
Contract Deputy Funding

Notes: 

Numbers are estimated from FY2017 Harris County Budget. 

The calculation assumes that the County subsidizes 25 percent of the Constable contracts and 30 percent 
of the sheriff contracts.

Agency Estimated County Funding

Precinct 1  $ 1,238,244 

Precinct 2  $ 454,717 

Precinct 3  $ 1,431,131 

Precinct 4  $ 6,119,020 

Precinct 5  $ 3,415,608 

Precinct 6  $ 963,283 

Precinct 7  $ 652,430 

Precinct 8  $ - 

Sheriff  $ 7,740,453 

Total  $ 22,014,885 
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Case Study:
Bergen County, New Jersey, a New York City suburb of 
almost one million people, consolidated its standalone 
county police force, the Bergen County Police, into the 
Bergen County Sheriff’s office in 2015. This example is 
perhaps the most similar to the idea of merging the Harris 
County Sheriff’s Office and Harris County Constables.

Prior to the Bergen County merger, the sheriff had 152 
patrol deputies and the county police, which primarily 
provided safety on highways, had 103 deputies. Under 
the merger plan, the county police became a division of 
the sheriff and county police personnel was expected 
to decline through attrition to 49 deputies. Between this 
reduction, reduced administrative costs and replace-
ment of sworn personnel with civilians in central opera-
tions such as dispatch, the merger plan was expected 
to save between $90 million and $200 million over 25 
years. Eventually, some county police officers were laid 
off because of budgetary constraints and because the 
cost of county police officers was much higher than 
the cost of sheriff’s deputies. A full accounting for the 
financial savings has not occurred.

2-2.  Realign Constable/Justice of  
the Peace Districts with County  
Commissioner Precincts

The last major redistricting of constable/justice of the 
peace precincts in Harris County was in 1973. There is no 
connection between constable/justice of the peace pre-
cincts and commissioner’s precincts.

The lack of redistricting has led to significant differences 
within the precincts. Precincts 1, 4 and 5 each have more 
than one million people and jobs; indeed, Precinct 5 has 
almost two million people and jobs. By contrast, Precinct 
6 has only about 160,000 people and jobs. This discrepan-
cy leads to overloaded dockets for the justices of the peace 
and vastly different responsibilities for the constables. It 
can also affect level of service experienced by residents. 
The fact that the constable boundaries differ from the 
commissioner boundaries also leads to frequent confu-
sion as to which constable serves a particular area.

The commissioners court could redistrict the constable/
justice of the peace precincts at the next decennial redis-
tricting. Two constables’ precincts and four justice of the 
peace precincts could be “nested” within each commis-
sioner precinct.

Pros:

 ! Create more evenly weighted precincts and 
workloads.

 ! Provide residents with greater clarity about their 
representation.

Cons:

 ! Could create confusion or complicate existing 
contracts with Constables.

3. Consolidate Functions

Functional consolidation occurs when two or more stand-
alone departments merge smaller parts of their organi-
zations, say a single division or office such as a SWAT 
operation, or when they share facilities or services, such as 
administrative functions, dispatch or records management.

The goal of this method of consolidation is to eliminate 
administrative costs for services that would have no 
substantive impact on the quality of law enforcement 
services. In many instances, smaller agencies consolidate 
a service to create economies of scale and provide services 
they would not have been able to provide alone.

3-1.   Shift highway patrol responsibility to reduce 
number of involved agencies

Traffic crashes on area highways not only cause ma-
jor headaches for commuters and commerce, they also 
complicate the operations of local law enforcement. Major 
incidents often lead to patrol officers being removed from 
their normal beats to respond. In addition, law enforce-
ment on the highways around the Houston metropolitan 
region is carried out by a mixture of agencies.

Sheriff deputies patrol all non-tollways within Harris 
County but outside of Houston. HPD patrols all non-toll-
ways within Houston. Harris County constables patrol all 
tollways via a contractual arrangement with the Harris 
County Toll Road Authority (HCTRA). Smaller city 
departments monitor the non-tollways that cross their 
jurisdictions. METRO Police is responsible for enforce-
ment on all High Occupancy Vehicle lanes within their 
jurisdiction. And, when moving beyond the county lines, 
the Texas State Highway Patrol takes over management of 
rural highways. (See Figure 22)

This complicated enforcement picture could benefit from 
streamlining. Not only would such a set of moves allow some 
agencies to free up funds and personnel for other matters, 
but it could also help improve overall mobility for the region.
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FIGURE 22 Countywide Highway Patrol Responsibilities
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The existence of Houston TranStar, an already well-prov-
en regional body that manages regional traffic issues 
and emergency situations, offers the chance to consider 
ways to consolidate traffic management and highway 
enforcement. TranStar is a collaboration between the 
Texas Department of Transportation, the City of Houston, 
Harris County, and METRO. Currently the four entities 
use TranStar to monitor traffic on highways and public 
transit. The center monitors the region’s closed-cir-
cuit cameras, collects real-time traffic information and 
provides it to road users and dispatches vehicles from 
partner organizations to incidents on area roadways.

There are two major collaborations between partner 
agencies worth highlighting as exemplary partnerships—
the Motorist Assistance Program (MAP) and Tow and Go 
(formerly SafeClear).23

MAP is jointly operated by METRO and the sheriff. MAP 
staff respond to minor vehicle issues such as flat tires 
and minor engine issues on all area highways, excluding 
Harris County Toll Road Authority tollways.

The Tow and Go program was launched in July 2018 and 
offers streamlined towing services at no cost to drivers. 
It replaces SafeClear, a program operated by HPD and 
the City of Houston with federal funding made available 
through the Houston Galveston Area Council since 2005. 
Tow and Go is currently operating on camera-monitored 
highways within Houston and will be put into place on 
HOV lanes and other county highways in coming year. 
The program is operated by TranStar. The program has 
standing contracts with towing companies for specific 
road segments and vehicle operators who use the system 
are presented with clear pricing structures. It currently 
does not operate on the tollways.

The goal of each of these programs is to enable the quick re-
moval of disabled vehicles and promote the free flow of traffic.

A functional consolidation of highway divisions across 
the region is possible, but, similar to full consolidation of 
the sheriff and HPD, is unlikely politically and logistically. 
In order for a complete consolidation of highway patrols 
to occur, the sheriff would likely need to absorb all high-
way enforcement. Just as with full consolidation of the 
departments, because the City of Houston includes pieces 
of three counties, the sheriff could not likely take over all 
of HPD’s highway responsibilities.

Options for shifting existing coverage include:

A.  Harris County Sheriff ’s Office takes over Harris County 
Toll Road Authority responsibilities and monitors all  
highways outside of the City of Houston.

(Could be done independently of full merger between 
sheriff and constables)

As a part of any consolidation of patrol divisions, the 
sheriff could take over responsibility for toll roads as well. 
This could also be done independent of any consolidation 
of sheriff and constable patrols. This would require a 
negotiation with HCTRA to move enforcement contracts 
to the sheriff.

Most major tollway systems including the New York 
Thruway and the Chicago Toll System are monitored by 
state highway patrols or other state agencies. Given the re-
strictions on the Texas State Highway Patrol to rural high-
ways, this is an unlikely option in Houston and Harris 
County, leaving the Sheriff as the best potential partner 
for all highways in unincorporated Harris County.

Pros:

 ! Remove an agency from management of the region’s 
highway system.

 ! Provide more funding to sheriff to hire additional 
officers or bring constable deputies into the sheriff’s 
office.

 ! Remove a layer of responsibility from constables and 
allows them to focus on other roles.

Cons:

 ! Could lead to perceived decline in level of service on 
area tollways.

 ! Reduce funding stream to constables.

B.  Houston Police Department and the sheriff take over 
enforcement of HOV lanes from METRO Police

(Could be done independently of full merger between 
HPD and METRO)

Currently, METRO Police manages the HOV lanes 
throughout its jurisdiction. HPD could take over this 
work within the city limits of Houston and through the 
smaller municipalities within Houston. A similar shift 
could happen outside of Houston with the sheriff taking 
over responsibility there.
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This type of responsibility shift is likely to only work with 
HPD or the sheriff taking over METRO responsibility. 
While METRO could take over all highway responsibilities 
away from the other agencies, it would require a significant 
increase in funding and officers. Further, though transit 
agency police departments, including METRO, are excel-
lent regional collaborators, such a move would require tak-
ing on responsibilities far beyond an agency’s core mission.

There are few examples of transit agency departments 
and major cities departments cooperating on enforce-
ment within HOV lanes. Like tollways, most HOV lanes 
are monitored by state agencies as is the case in the Los 
Angeles area with the California Highway Patrol. Other 
transit agency police departments do manage HOV lanes. 
Dallas and the Dallas Area Rapid Transit authority is the 
best corollary to METRO.

Any arrangement to allow HPD or the sheriff to monitor 
HOV lanes would have to be extended to allow officers to 
respond to highway incidents on HOV lanes within small-
er cities within Harris County as well.

Pros:

 ! Continue to build from the success of the regional 
TranStar model.

 ! Reduce costs to METRO Police to monitor and staff 
HOV lanes. Allows agency to put resources toward 
other responsibilities.

 ! Remove an agency from management of the region’s 
highway system.

 ! Rationalize the response to all incidents within 
Houston to HPD and outside of city limits to the 
sheriff.

Cons:

 ! Loss of expertise from METRO Police who has 
successfully managed the HOV lane network.

C.  Ensure that MAP program and Tow and Go serve all 
Harris County highways, including tollways.

The existing programs should be expanded to include the 
HCTRA tollways and all highways within Harris County. 
This could be done either through a larger consolidation 
of patrol responsibilities (i.e., if the sheriff takes over 
HCTRA contracts, they would then be included in MAP) 
or by ensuring Tow and Go is expanded to tollways.

Pros:

 ! Build out a set of successful programs to improve 
traffic management on area highways.

 ! Build on successful collaborations between local 
agencies.

Cons:

 ! Require new funding for expansion of Tow and Go 
operations on tollways.

3-2.  Consolidate Overlapping Functions, 
especially between City and County

Complete consolidation of the city and county govern-
ment is not the only option for consolidation of law 
enforcement services. Smaller, functional consolidations 
are also an option.

These options may also be more politically palatable be-
cause they do not require police forces to give up as much 
control or resources as full realignments would. Several 
potential areas for consolidation of facilities or shared 
services appear promising.

A. Establish a central evidence room for all agencies in Harris 
County

Evidence and property rooms are an essential component 
of justice and law enforcement systems. In Harris County, 
nearly every independent police force has at least a transi-
tional evidence room, where evidence is held before being 
transferred to a larger agency, and most maintain sepa-
rate, fully-functioning evidence rooms and incur all the 
costs that come with it.

The primary concerns about consolidating evidence rooms 
are tied to worries about liability for lost or compromised 
evidence in someone else’s custody and general loss of 
control over evidence related to a department’s arrests.

These concerns are amplified in Houston because of 
recent high-profile issues with evidence rooms that have 
occurred locally. In 2016, for example, HPD’s evidence 
room had a sprinkler issue that destroyed 15,000 pieces of 
evidence.24 Similarly, a major issue arose when evidence 
for several pending cases was destroyed from the Harris 
County Precinct 4 Constable offices over the course of sev-
eral years.25 Such incidents give many department leaders 
pause when considering consolidation.
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However, it is clear that incidents can occur at any level 
of evidence room and that maintaining individual units 
does not guarantee evidence’s security from accident 
or willful misuse. The combination of evidence rooms 
could create major savings and efficiencies. A centralized 
property and evidence room system would allow for 
individual agencies to divert more funds to other oper-
ations or simply reduce costs. The centralized system 
could be independently funded at the county level with 
individual law enforcement agencies contributing a 
maintenance fee. A centralized system would be easier to 
manage, maintain accountability, and keep up-to-date on 
the latest standards.

Pros:

 ! Reduce overlapping administrative, operations and 
maintenance costs.

 ! A shared cost structure and governance model would 
allow all parties to collaborate in the operation of the 
evidence room.

 ! Allow for clearer communication between local 
agencies and the district attorney.

 ! Establish a consistent standard for all evidence and 
cases across the county.

Cons:

 ! Loss of control and autonomy for local agencies.

Case Study:
Local examples show that combining evidence rooms 
is not impossible. Currently, Constable Precinct 5 op-
erates a “transitional” evidence room, collecting evi-
dence and filing it under EvidenceOnQ, a property and 
evidence management system, and moving evidence 
on a weekly basis into larger county and city property 
rooms. Additionally, after Hurricane Harvey devastated 
the region, damage to the Precinct 4 Constable Office’s 
Cypresswood building prompted evidence to be moved 
into other facilities, including county property rooms. 
The ability of two of the three largest constable offices 
to quickly transition into a provisional centralized system 
speaks significantly to the viability of this option.

B. Shared Training Facilities

Police departments have a wide variety of training facility 
needs from firing ranges to space to conduct scenario 
trainings to storage and maintenance needs. Further, all 
law enforcement officers are required to take continuing 

educational and tactical trainings. Local agencies have 
been amenable to sharing training facilities and course 
materials either through contracts or MOUs, but the prac-
tice is not widespread. For example, METRO contributed 
$500,000 towards the Houston Community College Public 
Safety Institute training facilities in 2010. In exchange, 
METRO Police officers can be trained at the facility.

Opening and maintaining facilities is very costly; sharing 
the cost burden of new facilities could be beneficial to 
agencies throughout the region. The creation of a network 
of shared facilities could help reduce costs. Additionally, 
being more intentional and systematic about the actual 
training processes could help to streamline and standard-
ize local police training.

To support this effort, agencies within the region could 
pay a subscription fee for both the facility costs and for 
the training materials based on the size of their respective 
agencies, with the largest agency or a third party operat-
ing the actual facility.

Pros:

 ! Share costs of facilities and training, reducing costs 
for all involved.

 ! Reduce the administrative, operations, and 
maintenance costs of the several repetitive facilities.

Cons:

 ! Require coordination and agreement on facility 
needs, as well as clarity on which agency is ultimately 
responsible for the facility.

 ! In a region as large as Houston and Harris County, 
siting of facilities can present a challenge.

Case Study:
The City of Houston and Harris County Joint Processing 
Center, slated to be completed in 2018, is an example 
of the savings created by shared facilities. The city and 
county split the capital costs of the center, which cut 
the cost to either entity trying to pursue a project on its 
own. The City of Houston will pay an annual fee to pro-
cess HPD arrests through the center, but the project al-
lows the city to close its jail facilities. This move creates 
approximately $3 million in savings per year and frees 
up 100 officers to play a different role within HPD.26
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C.  Consider the creation of a central dispatch system within 
Harris County

The 911 dispatch system involves a great deal of overlap. A 
central dispatch system could create efficiencies and savings.

Given the large territories that HPD and the sheriff cover, 
their potential merger makes the most sense. However, 
given recent investments from both entities, including rel-
atively new facilities, it is unlikely that either entity would 
be willing to consolidate processes and staff in the im-
mediate future. However, longer-term discussion of this 
possibility, similar to the Joint Processing Center, could 
begin now with an eye toward the next set of decisions 
about dispatch administration in the future.

Smaller police departments could look to consolidate 
their PSAPs. This could occur more easily between con-
tiguous jurisdictions to keep dispatch relatively simple.

Pros:

 ! Reduce administrative, facilities and operations costs.

 ! Streamline the dispatch process by reducing the 
number of agencies touching a single call.

Cons:

 ! Perceived loss of control over dispatch 
responsibilities.

 ! Large existing investments in facilities make direct 
consolidation more difficult.

Case Study:
In 2015, Will County, Illinois, a county of 700,000 
people located 40 miles from Chicago, the state 
government mandated that the county government 
consolidate the six regional dispatch centers into three 
centers. One of the significant motives for the consoli-
dation was to reduce the number of transfers between 
dispatch centers, which would lead to faster response 
times for emergency services.

The county government paid for the new regional facili-
ties and the individual municipalities whose departments 
were consolidated into the new dispatch centers shared 
the ongoing operations costs. The municipalities were 
able to cut administrative and maintenance expenses to 
buildings as well as to reduce the wait time for emergen-
cy response. Will County studies estimate the cost sav-
ings will be between $2.3 and $10.4 million per year.27

3-3.  Share Technology Costs and Systems 
between Agencies

Communication, computer and other technology systems 
evolve quickly and have become critical to the success of 
police departments. Ensuring effective communication 
and data sharing between departments and with the 
broader criminal justice system is critical.

Currently, there are several areas where local agencies 
have connected systems. For example, the sheriff, HPD, 
the constables and most other smaller departments are 
already operating with radio and other communication 
equipment that enables direct connection at both the dis-
patch and officer level. Similarly, both HPD and the sheriff 
use the same computer-aided dispatch system, Tiburon.

These connected systems help to streamline a variety of 
tasks, but as arranged now the costs of these systems are 
not shared. Further, a variety of other systems that are 
purchased and maintained individually by departments—
everything from data storage to IT security—represent 
areas where agencies could benefit from joint purchases 
or operations.

A. Create a centralized data repository.

A centralized database of all crime data, records and oth-
er information created by the various police departments 
would be a hugely beneficial undertaking. Individual 
departments currently create, store and manage their 
own records. This system creates a number of obstacles 
for the clear communication of records to the district 
attorney or other prosecutors, other law enforcement 
agencies, and the public.

Creating a centralized cloud-based data repository would 
allow agencies to reduce costs for data infrastructure. 
Agencies could collectively support a shared system through 
operating fees or a subscription to the system. Further, 
there would be significant savings created in the adminis-
tration of information technology within each agency.

A 2017 report from the Urban Institute laid out a blue-
print for an interagency data-sharing platform. The report 
outlined the significant challenges of data sharing across 
jurisdictions and agencies including the sharing of staff-
ing, infrastructure, and funding; technological constraints 
across data platforms; agency culture and politics; shared 
goals and benefits; management and centralized lead-
ership of the system; and public access. Despite these 
significant challenges, the report concluded that law 
enforcement agencies should embrace data sharing in a 
centralized database because of the vast opportunities to 
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learn from other agencies, better track crime in the region 
and leverage the best talent across the region.28

In the Houston region, a major first step toward this effort 
would be to identify a trusted manager of the repository 
itself. One potential model would be to setup the system to 
be managed by the Harris County District Attorney. This 
would free all departments up from maintaining a data 
storage system and better connect the district attorney’s 
office with the data required for court cases.

Pros:

 ! Ease communication about existing data for all 
agencies, officials and the public.

 ! Reduce costs in administration, operations, and 
technology infrastructure for individual data 
repositories.

Cons:

 ! Raise concerns about security of data and other 
records.

 ! Require overcoming politics and hesitancy of most 
departments to relinquish control of records.

 ! Require the identification and resourcing of a trusted 
lead agency or actor to manage the system.

Case Study:
While the task of setting up an entire new database 
may be difficult, it is feasible to leverage existing sys-
tems. Forensic Logic’s LEAP Network, which was de-
veloped from IBM’s COPLINK system, offers one model 
for a potential regional central database. The LEAP 
network allows agencies to store and cross-search re-
cords from a variety of agencies that are part of the sys-
tem. Rather than operating individually, agencies in the 
region should operate as a collaborative entity to invest 
in this acquisition. Multiple national and local agencies 
already are a part of the LEAP Network. Several federal 
agencies participate in a similar cloud-based system 
called FedRamp.

B.  Improve procurement/cooperative purchasing on technology 
and software

Shared procurement or cooperative purchasing is a 
common practice in law enforcement, particularly for 
items such as vehicles and communications equipment. 
Several national entities exist that help agencies get access 
to negotiated purchase agreements. Participating in these 

programs can help local agencies reduce costs and time 
devoted to procurement.

In many cases, the lead cooperative purchasing entity is 
the local metropolitan planning organization (MPO). The 
Houston-Galveston Area Council (HGAC), the Houston 
area’s MPO operates a nationally recognized cooperative 
purchasing and procurement system called HGACBuy. 
The entity works with public agencies at the regional, 
state, and national level. The HGACBuy team carries out 
the bidding and contracting negotiations with suppli-
ers on behalf of its members. Once the contracts are set, 
agencies can simply place purchase orders through the 
existing agreement.

Typically, procurement programs such as HGACBuy have 
not ventured into procuring technology or software pro-
grams because of the quickly changing nature of the sys-
tems themselves and the needs of agencies. However, the 
programs are open and able to undertake procurement of 
these products, if regional consensus among agencies can 
be reached on the scale, scope and type of product needed.

For example, if Harris County law enforcement agencies 
wanted to create shared technology systems or a central 
data repository and can agree on its primary elements, the 
contracts to create and maintain such a system could be 
secured through HGACBuy.

Pros:

 ! Create savings for agencies involved by reducing 
staffing, infrastructure, and maintenance costs for 
information technology products.

 ! Improve pricing for technology and software through 
joint purchasing.

 ! Support regional/local data and technology sharing 
efforts.

Cons:

 ! Require decisions about procurement for technology 
and software, which is often difficult because of the 
speed with which the technology and the needs can 
change.

 ! Require regional consensus on the parameters of any 
systems.

 ! Overhaul existing technology procurement processes 
and would require adjustments from all participating 
agencies.
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The existing collaborations between Harris County law enforcement agencies 

prove that the region is committed to providing residents with an effective 

and cohesive public safety network. Cooperation between agencies, both formal 

and informal, has created a foundation from which additional relationships and 

partnerships can be forged.

At the same time, there are clear areas of overlap.

Duties such as patrol responsibilities and highway 
enforcement are split between multiple agencies and in 
many cases patrol jurisdictions overlap. Simplifying and 
streamlining patrol duties would not only clarify respon-
sibilities for agencies, but for residents as well. Likewise, 
realigning patrol duties within the county would free both 
officers and funding up for additional duties, or could 
simply reduce costs.

There are also clear wins on sharing the costs of key data 
and technology services. This, too, requires collaboration 

and a willingness of agencies to trust one another and 
other county agencies such as the district attorney. But, 
the savings and efficiencies that could be created by collec-
tively storing crime data or other records are significant.

Decisions about how to address areas of potential reform 
are politically contentious, but viewed beyond the struc-
tures of particular agencies, there are clear advantages to 
considering ways to consolidate key services, duties or 
even entities.

Conclusion

CONCLUSION
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Agency Jurisdiction Jurisdiction 
Size

Population 
+ Jobs Budget

Budget/ 
population 

+ jobs
FTE Total FTE (sworn 

officers)
FTE 

(civilian)

FTE 
Officers 
/ 1,000 

population 
+ jobs

Houston 
Police 
Department

City of 
Houston

650  4,222,901  $ 865,739,146  $ 205.01  6,296  5,119  1,040  1.21 

Harris County 
Sheriff's 
Office

Harris County 1703  2,323,253  $ 223,721,301  $ 96.30  3,385  2,540  845  1.09 

Harris County 
Constable 
Pct. 1

Harris County 
(HCCO Pct. 1)

165  1,779,046  $ 37,088,316  $ 20.85  454  287  167  0.16 

Harris County 
Constable 
Pct. 2

Harris County 
(HCCO Pct. 2)

108  627,868  $ 8,002,648  $ 12.75  85  68  17  0.11 

Harris County 
Constable 
Pct. 3

Harris County 
(HCCO Pct. 3)

377  473,172  $ 15,183,378  $ 32.09  157  134  23  0.28 

Harris County 
Constable 
Pct. 4

Harris County 
(HCCO Pct. 4)

473  1,336,524  $ 44,718,438  $ 33.46  537  487  50  0.36 

Harris County 
Constable 
Pct. 5

Harris County 
(HCCO Pct. 5)

374  1,945,382  $ 41,831,727  $ 21.50  390  353  37  0.18 

Harris County 
Constable 
Pct. 6

Harris County 
(HCCO Pct. 6)

32  161,604  $ 9,122,581  $ 56.45  100  83  17  0.51 

Harris County 
Constable 
Pct. 7

Harris County 
(HCCO Pct. 7)

95  485,220  $ 12,425,189  $ 25.61  124  104  20  0.21 

Harris County 
Constable 
Pct. 8

Harris County 
(HCCO Pct. 8)

154  362,532  $ 7,978,176  $ 22.01  81  66  15  0.18 

Small 
Municipalities 
(Combined)

 1,209,092  $ 238,304,379  $ 197.09  2,151  1,540  611  1.27 

School 
Districts 
(Combined)

 908,152  $ 87,394,574  $ 96.23  892  703  189  0.98 

METRO 
Police 
Department

Harris, 
Fort Bend, 
Montgomery, 
Waller 
Counties

4120  7,280,986  $ 26,240,235  $ 3.60  336  191  145  0.05 

 7,280,986  $ 1,617,750,088  $ 222.19  14,988  11,675  3,176  1.60 

Appendix A: Overview of  
Law Enforcement Agencies

APPENDIX A
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FY2017 HC Constable Pct. 3 Budget: 
$15,183,378

Division Budget

Administrative Division  $ 2,785,537 

Civil Division  $ 5,291,848 

Court House Security  $ 1,571,023 

Not Applicable  $ 284,099 

Patrol Division  $ 13,568,522 

Contract Deputies (n) 48/287

Contracts (n) 26

Warrant Division  $ 10,685,464 

FY2017 HC Constable Pct. 4 Budget: 
$44,718,438

Division Budget

Administration Division  $ 10,086,295 

Civil Division  $ 1,466,187 

Security Division  $ 545,753 

Patrol Division  $ 1,961,955 

Contract Deputies (n) 17/68

Contracts (n) 2

FY2017 HC Constable Pct. 1 Budget: 
$37,088,316

Division Budget

Administration Division  $ 5,687,359 

Civil Division  $ 1,471,402 

Security Division  $ 120,988 

Toll Rd  $ 1,338,657 

Patrol Division  $ 9,183,039 

Contract Deputies (n) 60/134

Contracts (n) 14

Warrant Division  $ 283,756 

FY2017 HC Constable Pct. 2 Budget: 
$8,002,648

Division Budget

Administrative Division  $ 2,478,444 

Civil Division  $ 2,789,517 

Grants Division  $ 170,792 

Patrol Division  $ 30,531,198 

Contract Deputies (n) 257/487

Contracts (n) 89

Warrant Division  $ 1,140,636 

FY2017 HC Constable Pct. 5 Budget: 
$41,831,727

Division Budget

Administrative Division  $ 14,703,890 

Civil Division  $ 2,820,003 

Patrol Division  $ 23,133,408 

Contract Deputies (n) 139/353

Contracts (n) 53

Warrant Division  $ 1,174,426 

FY2017 HC Constable Pct. 6 Budget: 
$9,122,581

Division Budget

Administration Division  $ 5,741,089 

Civil Division  $ 348,884 

Patrol Division  $ 2,853,033 

Contract Deputies (n) 36/83

Contracts (n) 4

Warrant Division  $ 179,574 

FY2017 HC Constable Pct. 7 Budget: 
$12,425,189

Division Budget

Administration Division  $ 3,821,935 

Civil Division  $ 2,316,514 

Patrol Division  $ 5,976,823 

Contract Deputies (n) 26/104

Contracts (n) 8

Warrant Division  $ 309,917 

FY2017 HC Constable Pct. 8 Budget: 
$7,978,176

Division Budget

Administration Division  $ 2,422,655 

Civil Division  $ 1,150,214 

Patrol Division  $ 3,831,399 

Contract Deputies (n) 0/66

Contracts (n) 0

Warrant Division  $ 573,909 

Appendix B:  
Constable Budgets by Precinct

APPENDIX B
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Agency Jurisdiction
Jurisdiction 
Size (square 

miles)

Population 
+ Jobs

Police and 
Security Budget

Budget / 
Population 

+ Jobs

FTE 
Employees 

(Total)

FTE Sworn 
Officers

FTE 
(civilian)

Officers 
/ 1,000 

Population 
+ Jobs

Aldine ISD PD Aldine ISD  109  79,426  $ 8,500,748  $ 107.03  68  59  9  0.86 

Alief ISD PD Alief ISD  39  52,871  $ 6,938,913  $ 131.24  47  41  6  0.89 

Cypress-
Fairbanks ISD 
PD

Cy-Fair ISD  189  128,851  $ 9,420,774  $ 73.11  123  102  21  0.95 

Galena Park 
ISD PD

Galena Park 
ISD

 34  25,904  $ 2,598,400  $ 100.31  8  1  7  0.31 

Goose Creek 
CISD PD

Goose Creek 
CISD

 126  26,997  $ 2,437,542  $ 90.29  16  14  2  0.59 

Houston ISD 
PD

Houston ISD  333  242,825  $ 22,573,332  $ 92.96  232  203  29  0.96 

Humble ISD 
PD

Humble ISD  93  46,301  $ 4,596,529  $ 99.28  52  46  6  1.12 

Katy ISD PD Katy ISD  173  84,804  $ 7,922,547  $ 93.42  110  51  59  1.30 

Klein ISD PD Klein ISD  83  58,345  $ 6,041,880  $ 103.56  66  44  22  1.13 

New Caney 
ISD PD

New Caney 
ISD

 80  16,606  $ 1,242,115  $ 74.80  14  12  2  0.84 

Pasadena ISD 
PD

Pasadena ISD  60  64,270  $ 5,374,323  $ 83.62  42  35  7  0.65 

Spring 
Branch ISD 
PD

Spring 
Branch ISD

 41  39,380  $ 3,919,971  $ 99.54  42  33  9  1.07 

Spring ISD 
PD

Spring ISD  56  41,573  $ 5,827,500  $ 140.18  72  62  10  1.73 

 908,152  $ 87,394,574  $ 96.23  892  703  189  0.98 

Appendix C: Overview of 
School Districts with  
Law Enforcement Agencies

APPENDIX C 
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Agency Jurisdiction Population 
+ Jobs Police Budget

Budget / 
Population 

+ Jobs

FTE 
Employees 

(Total)

FTE Sworn 
Officers

FTE 
(civilian)

Officers 
/ 1,000 

Population 
+ Jobs

Baytown Police 
Department

Baytown  99,682  $ 26,462,914  $ 265.47  235  163  72  1.64 

Bellaire Police 
Department

Bellaire  33,610  $ 6,235,668  $ 185.53  50  33  17  0.98 

Deer Park Police 
Department

Deer Park  44,996  $ 9,832,451  $ 218.52  83  56  27  1.24 

Friendswood Police 
Department

Friendswood  51,154  $ 9,970,696  $ 194.91  78  58  20  1.13 

Galena Park Police 
Department

Galena Park  15,545  $ 2,106,781  $ 135.53  23  18  5  1.16 

Hedwig Village Police 
Department

Hedwig Village  9,629  $ 2,112,985  $ 219.44  23  17  6  1.77 

Humble Police 
Department

Humble  38,490  $ 11,470,065  $ 298.00  80  57  23  1.48 

Jacinto City Police 
Department

Jacinto City  13,765  $ 2,266,510  $ 164.66  24  19  5  1.38 

Jersey Village Police 
Department

Jersey Village  13,558  $ 2,864,238  $ 211.26  28  26  2  1.92 

Katy Police 
Department

Katy  29,056  $ 8,088,147  $ 278.36  69  52  17  1.79 

La Porte Police 
Department

La Porte  44,196  $ 13,288,617  $ 300.67  106  75  31  1.70 

Lakeview Police 
Department*

El Lago, Taylor Lake 
Village

 6,454  $ 1,498,992  $ 232.26  16  12  4  1.86 

League City Police 
Department

League City  129,652  $ 18,971,920  $ 146.33  156  114  42  0.88 

Memorial Villages 
Police Department*

Bunker Hill Village, 
Piney Point Village, 

Hunters Creek Village
 12,282  $ 5,169,525  $ 420.90  45  32  13  2.61 

Missouri City Police 
Department

Missouri City  97,259  $ 13,636,763  $ 140.21  131  102  29  1.05 

Morgan's Point Police 
Department**

Morgan's Point  351  $ 649,715  $ 1,851.04  2  2  -  5.70 

Nassau Bay Police 
Department*

Nassau Bay  4,118  $ 1,556,560  $ 377.99  12  12  -  2.91 

Pasadena Police 
Department

Pasadena  219,379  $ 37,656,690  $ 171.65  345  268  77  1.22 

Pearland Police 
Department

Pearland  168,456  $ 27,504,412  $ 163.27  215  161  54  0.96 

Seabrook Police 
Department

Seabrook  15,652  $ 3,551,100  $ 226.88  43  33  10  2.11 

Shoreacres Police 
Department*

Shoreacres  1,624  $ 631,629  $ 388.93  6  6  -  3.69 

Appendix D: Small City  
Law Enforcement Budget  
and Sworn Personnel Strength

APPENDIX D



40 Rice University Kinder Institute for Urban Research

Agency Jurisdiction Population 
+ Jobs Police Budget

Budget / 
Population 

+ Jobs

FTE 
Employees 

(Total)

FTE Sworn 
Officers

FTE 
(civilian)

Officers 
/ 1,000 

Population 
+ Jobs

South Houston Police 
Department

South Houston  25,871  40  29  11  1.12 

Southside Place 
Police Department*

Southside Place  1,859  $ 1,235,900  $ 664.82  13  8  5  4.30 

Spring Valley Police 
Department* 

Spring Valley  4,289  $ 3,044,371  $ 709.81  24  19  5  4.43 

Stafford Police 
Department

Stafford  46,388  $ 8,093,365  $ 174.47  65  48  17  1.03 

Tomball Police 
Department

Tomball  26,547  $ 5,789,418  $ 218.08  54  41  13  1.54 

Waller Police 
Department*

Waller  2,559  $ 1,141,018  $ 445.88  11  10  1  3.91 

Webster Police 
Department

Webster  33,351  $ 8,401,780  $ 251.92  141  45  96  1.35 

West University Place 
Police Department

West University Place  19,321  $ 5,072,150  $ 262.52  33  24  9  1.24 

 1,209,092  $ 238,304,379  $ 197.09  2,151  1,540  611  1.27 

Notes:

FTE Sworn Personnel numbers are from the 2016 Uniform Crime Report: Police Employee (LEOKA) Data

Morgan’s Point Police Department FTE Sworn Personnel is an estimate based on budget and website information

Population + Jobs are an estimate of 2018 household population and job count for municipalities from H-GAC TAZ population and employment estimates

* Indicates the population + jobs estimate not available. The number is the population reported to 2015 UCR

** indicates the population + jobs estimate or the 2015 UCR population is not available. The number is the 2016 population estimate from the U.S. Census Bureau.

Baytown PD budget from City of Baytown FY2018 Proposed Budget. http://38.106.5.212/home/showdocument?id=7089

Bellaire PD budget from City of Bellaire FY2018 Adopted Budget. https://www.bellairetx.gov/DocumentCenter/View/20443/FY-2018-Adopted-Budget

Deer Park PD budget from City of Deer Park FY2018 Adopted Budget. http://www.deerparktx.org/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/503

Friendswood PD budget from City of Friendswood FY2018 Proposed Budget. https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/124/media/67900.pdf

Galena Park PD budget from City of Galena Park FY2018 Budget. http://cityofgalenapark-tx.gov/DocumentCenter/View/61/2017—-2018-Budget-PDF?bidId=

Hedwig Village PD budget from City of Hedwig Village FY2018 Adopted Budget. http://www.thecityofhedwigvillage.com/page/open/1359/0/2018%20Budget.pdf

Humble budget from City of Humble FY2018 Proposed Budget. http://www.cityofhumble.com/PDF/2017/Proposed%20Budget%2017-18%20-%20Revised.pdf

Jacinto City PD budget from City of Jacinto City FY2018 Budget. http://www.jacintocity-tx.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/2017-2018-Budget-Web.pdf

Jersey Village PD budget from City of Jersey Village FY2018 Adopted Budget. http://www.ci.jersey-village.tx.us/upload/page/0059/docs/2017-2018%20-%20Adopted%20%20Budget%20FY%202017-2018%20with%20Vote.pdf

Katy PD budget from City of Katy FY2018 Adopted Budget. http://cityofkaty.com/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/2017-BUDGET-APPROVED-WEB.pdf

La Porte PD budget from City of La Porte FY2018 Adopted Budget. http://laportetx.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/2342

Lakeview PD budget is split on a 50/50 basis between the municipalities it serves. The budget is calculated from the City of Taylor Lake Village FY2018 Adopted Budget. https://www.taylorlakevillage.us/vertical/sites/%7B27010806-AF50-42F8-
96CA-648CD0BF8C25%7D/uploads/20171006105115825.pdf

League City PD budget from City of League City FY2018 Adopted Budget. http://www.leaguecitytx.gov/DocumentCenter/View/15761

Memorial Villages PD budget is split equally between the three municipalities it serves. The budget is calculated from the City of Hunters Creek Village FY2018 Adopted Budget. http://cityofhunterscreek.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/2017-
880-2018-Budget-Ordinance.pdf

Missouri City PD budget from City of Missouri City FY2018 Proposed Budget. http://www.missouricitytx.gov/DocumentCenter/View/6671/FY-2018-V3-Missouri-City-Proposed-Budget?bidId=

Morgan’s Point budget from City of Morgan’s Point 2017/2018 Approved Budget. https://www.morganspointresorttx.com/DocumentCenter/View/3046

Nassau Bay PD budget from City of Nassau Bay FY2018 Adopted Budget. https://www.nassaubay.com/DocumentCenter/View/1548/FY2018-Adopted-Budget-Document?bidId=

Pasadena PD budget from City of Pasadena FY2018 Proposed Budget for Police Administration Department. http://cafrpasadenatx.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/proposed_budget_2017-18.pdf

Pearland PD budget from City of Pearland FY2018 Adopted Budget. https://www.pearlandtx.gov/home/showdocument?id=20091

Seabrook PD budget from City of Seabrook FY2018 Adopted Budget. https://www.seabrooktx.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5648/FY18-Budget-Book-Adopted-Document

Shoreacres PD budget from City of Shoreacres FY2018 Budget. http://www.cityofshoreacres.us/documents/budget/FY-2017-2018_Budget.pdf

South Houston PD budget is unavailable.

Southside Place PD budget from the City of Southside Place FY2018 Budget. http://www.ci.southside-place.tx.us/DocumentCenter/View/468/FY-2018-Budget

Spring Valley PD budget from the City of Spring Valley FY2018 Adopted Budget. https://springvalleytx.com/DocumentCenter/View/702/ADOPTED-BUDGET-FY-2018

Stafford PD budget from the City of Stafford FY2018 Adopted Budget. http://www.staffordtx.gov/documents/budgets/2017-2018-city-budget.pdf

Tomball PD budget from the City of Tomball FY2018 Adopted Budget. http://www.ci.tomball.tx.us/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/2139

Waller PD budget from the City of Waller FY2018 Adopted Budget. https://wallertexas.com/pdf/2017/Final%20Adopted%20Budget%20Final%202017-2018(1).pdf

Webster PD budget from the City of Webster FY2018 Budget for Police divisions within Public Safety Department. http://www1.cityofwebster.com/Finance/FY_2017-18_Annual_Budget.pdf

West University Place PD budget from the City of West University Place FY2017 Budget. http://westutx.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/244
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