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Republicans, Democrats, liberals, conservatives...we all want the same 

thing.  We want to be safe, we want a better future for our children and 

our country.  We want jobs, a strong economic, a good education 

system...and we want to reduce the numbers of those who feel forgotten, 

lost, poor, hungry, cold.  We share a common vision. 

 

The departure, is HOW we achieve this shared vision.  Let's take some 

specific problems, where we share a vision, but differ on how we achieve 

that vision: 

1. Homelessness.  The liberal will tell us we need to build apartments, 

give free food, medical, counseling, education...ambulance service...  

The cost per person, per year, for local, state, and federal support 

exceeds, by some estimates, $200,000 per year.  The problem with this 

plan, is that this does not reduce the number of homeless by one 

person...it simply warehouses them.  A reputable service agency 

estimates, that 2/3 of the homeless are not capable of meaningful work, 

that could make them self supporting, and that of the 1/3 who could 

work, half will end up on the streets within six months...quitting 

programs.  Obviously, we need to protect these folks from freezing or 

starving...but that isn't the whole answer.   The conservative will ask, 

WHY are our numbers of the homeless increasing?  What happened twenty 

years ago that produced all of these poor souls?  Why did we produce so 



many dysfunctional families and environments? Why is sexual abuse, 

drugs, alcohol, fatherless children, unsupported teachers, lack of work 

ethic so prevalent...and producing these folks?  The conservative will 

ask, “what is the root cause of this problem, and what can we do 

TODAY, so that a generation from now we will have fewer, rather than 

more homeless?”  Prevention!!!! 

2. State budget:  The liberal will accept that we have a problem, but 

won't learn from it.  He will simply suggest we continue doing more the 

same...wasteful spending, spend our Permanent Fund, tax the productive.  

Drive our young people to other states.  The conservative will ask, 

“how did we get in this position?  What is the root cause?”  He will 

ask, “why did we spend billions on grain silos, fish processing 

plants, dairy farms...and a gas pipeline development that will never be 

built?”  He will ask, “why are we spending 2/3 of our budget on 

education and social services...and we get poor education results, and 

more and more crime, and poverty, and need for government services?”  

He will suggest that we tie spending to something the voters care 

about....maybe the PFDs, maybe fund more government with local 

money...so that the voter could see the direct relationship between 

wasteful spending, and the money in their pockets.  No credible person 

will say we've spent our money well over the past decades, or that we 

are presently spending it prudently...but politics presently keeps us 

from doing the right thing.  We need to change the political structure 

so that the GENERAL INTEREST, not the SPECIAL INTEREST  is represented.  

(The liberals and special interests will scream.)  Why don't we 

prioritize our state budget, and cut it off when we run out of general 

fund money? Then we can have a second budget funded by Permanent 

Fund earnings OR spent on PFD.  You can bet politicians would think twice 

about wasteful, lower priorities, when the voters saw PFD checks cut to 

fund waste. Why don't we block grant available funds to local 

governments, and let them tax themselves to fund the rest?  Do you 



really think local politicians would vote for wasteful spending if there 

would be an increase in local sales and property taxes?  Well, maybe for 

one term. 

3. Health care:  The liberal will say, “we need government funded 

health care for all.”  He will not ask, “why” we have this 

problem.  The conservative will ask “why.”  We have four ingredients 

to our health care cost problem.  The first, people simply don't take 

care of themselves...they eat too much sugar, they don't exercise, they 

listen to car stereos too loud,  they don't exercise enough 

(what?...diet and exercise...who'd of thought..?.)  The next ingredient 

is cost...  Since most health expenditure is not borne by the user of 

the service, there is little immediate feedback when services are too 

expensive.  The user needs to pay a higher portion of their health 

expenses...and then they will pay attention, and might shop around more. 

 Third, we have a corporate culture that demands subsidizing rapid 

population growth.  This may be good for the wealthy, but it surely 

isn't good for the masses.  With population growth, we have more 

processed/unnatural foods, chemical additives...  We have vaccines that 

have toxic chemicals in them...metals...that lodge in the brain...  As a 

“people,” we are sicker.  The last ingredient is to make sure 

Alaskans earn a living wage in order to pay more of their health costs.  

Parents need to nudge their children to vocation training, internships, 

or other education (not necessarily college) so that they have work 

skills and work ethics to earn a good salary.  A higher minimum wage 

might be in order for Alaskans over 21 years of age.  We need to focus 

on industry, jobs, private economy...that will offer opportunity. 

4. Cost of higher education:  The liberal will tell us we need to tax 

ourselves or borrow more money to provide more grants or loans to 

students, and more subsidy to the university.  The conservative will 

ask, “why is the cost so high?”  Governor Perry of Texas had a goal 

to get the actual full cost of a four year degree down to $40,000.  This 



would require less subsidy in state funds to the university, and it 

would require much smaller loans or grants to students.  Less available 

money would force the university system to reduce spending.  Do we 

really need a $100 million sports arena?  Can't we use more community 

colleges for freshman courses?  Can't we use the free lecture systems of 

MIT and Harvard professors for introductory courses, with grad students 

running Monday classes for small groups.  We are already using tele 

courses...this can be expanded. 

 

The closer to home we tie funding to spending decisions...the better 

those decisions.  We need to turn our political process upside down, if 

we want to gain the political will to fix this broken system, and to 

create the shared vision we have for this wonderful state.  For this 

next budget cycle we need to start with a “zero” budget, and build 

from that...questioning every expenditure and program...with fresh eyes, 

using “root cause” as the question for each perceived need.  We need 

to spend money on “root causes” of problems, and we need long term 

solutions that include “prevention,” not just throwing money at 

symptoms. 

 

The coming election will define whether we will have a vibrant future 

for Alaska, and a place where our children will want to spend their 

lives...or not...  As we look at our candidate choices...use the “root 

cause” as you evaluate a candidate's position on issues. 

 

Dave Cuddy is a lifetime Alaskan, a former bank president, state 

legislator, chairman of a dozen nonprofit organizations, and presently 

manages a real estate development in Texas, while living in Anchorage. 

 
 



 
Why Does Alaska's Public Safety System Fail To 
Reduce Crime? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
By Terrence Shanigan                                                                                     10/24/18 
  
We are faced with a situation where we are asking career law enforcement officers 
(LEO) who personally benefit from a system they created to go and tear it down.  The 
same LEOs negotiated the union contracts stuffed with all sorts of financial incentives 
that help a few at the expense of everyone else.  Couple this with misguided decision-
making over decades in addition to weak measurements of success from the Office of 
Management and Budgets (OMB), and the absence of an effective long-term strategic 
plan... and you get a state with some of the highest crime rates in America.  To 
complicate matters, we have a lack of highly skilled executive leadership personnel that 
are experts at organizational management.  Much of what is in place to fight crime is not 
designed to lower crime.  It is by design focused on recruitment and retention of more 
law enforcement personnel and misses the boat when it comes to crime fighting.  It 
perpetuates and exacerbates the crime conundrum we are in today. 
  
Who do you think benefits from two weeks on, two weeks off system where a trooper 
works 14 days per month in a village and earns around $200,000 per year?  Who 
benefits from troopers being relocated to remote communities while receiving a 60% 
pay increase over their urban counterparts, while crime continues to escalate?  Whom 
do you think benefits from massive overtime and incentive pay to hold special 
certifications that do not correlate with reducing crime while crime continues to 
increase?  Who benefits from expensive transportation costs of moving prisoners 
around the state when it is outside of their core purpose and mission while much more 
cost-effective methods are available?  Who do you think benefits from awarding state-
funded public safety grants that allow up to 45% of the money to be spent on 
administrative costs for things other than public safety? 
  
All of the scenarios mentioned above are currently occurring, and none of them focuses 
on reducing crime nor are they based on higher expectations of performance by those 
in law enforcement.  As a former law enforcement officer, you can imagine that taking 
this position against the system is very unpopular among my peers and rightfully so.  
Criticism of law enforcement seems position is taboo, but Alaska has one of the most 
ineffective and expensive law enforcement models employed anywhere in the world.  



  
If a strategy is implemented, especially one that demands more money for our law 
enforcement, it should be linked with a measurable performance requirement.  In the 
Department of Corrections (DOC) and Department of Public Safety (DPS), it’s a flaw to 
think the only people we can hire to run the organizations must be former Troopers, 
Corrections Officers or Police Officers.  However, this is what we have done repeatedly 
and look at the results it is achieving.  Alaska leads almost every major crime category.  
It is not the fault of these individuals as much as it is the result of a system that has a 
limited scope and capacity.  The current system design is based on the notion that if we 
rely on hiring the best law enforcement personnel in the world, then we can lower 
crime.  Another flaw in the current model also suggests that we just need to hire more 
police or troopers and when we have enough crime will drop.  With thinking like that 
then if we had one trooper to one citizen, or better yet, two troopers to every citizen we 
should be near a zero crime rate.  More cops doesn't equate to lower crime.   
  
While many past commissioners are noble professionals with some high-level skills and 
insights, most also are missing the tactical organizational management skills to improve 
systems that utilize proven problem-solving methodologies like Lean and Six Sigma to 
achieve a lowering of crime rates.  It is rare when this is accomplished by someone that 
has spent their career in law enforcement.  What we need are expert strategic thinkers 
that have spent their careers designing and improving complex organizational systems.  
We must make a transition if we are to transform our public safety model into one that 
works.  
  
Many of our police and troopers joined and were trained to investigate crimes, apply 
statutes to offenses, shoot a variety of guns, collect evidence, or make traffic stops and 
issuing citations.  All of these are critical to the success of being a competent law 
enforcement officer, but they do not prepare someone to design processes and systems 
and problem-solving methodologies that linkup to performance improvement measures.  
  
The statistics are in the news on a nightly basis.  We hear the constant reports of 
another shooting, a missing person, homicides, carjackings, and robberies.  It seems 
endless, and I keep asking myself what is going on here?  Does anyone have a clue 
what is fueling this epidemic crimewave?  Nobody currently in government has the 
correct answer.  Elections come and go, and every politician promises a new plan, but 
nobody has “the right plan.”  So, what do we do about it? 
  
Alaska has a massive leadership problem throughout the highest levels of government.  
Much of it is a result of political appointees that every Governor brings to the table that 
includes managers, directors, commissioners, chiefs of staff, legislators, and the 
Governor him/herself.  Many politicians we have in place today have refused to listen to 
Alaskans for the past four years while claiming actually to be making decisions to 
benefit us all.  One example was a letter written in 2016 by a large cadre of former law 
enforcement professionals from across the state who pleaded with legislators and the 
governor urging them not to support SB91.  Their plea was signed by all of them and 
articulated many reasons why SB91 was flawed and would fail.  Still, they refused to 
listen. 
  



Early supporters of SB91, also known as “Hug-A-Thug,” legislation were Senators Peter 
Micciche, Senator Mia Costello, Senator Pete Kelley, Representative Jason Grenn, 
Representative Gabriel LeDoux, and Governor Bill Walker.  These individuals, in 
particular, chose to ignore the letter and testimony and calls from thousands of 
Alaskans to change course.  The letter listed many negative factors the bill would 
impact if pass.  The message was spot on, and the politicians were wrong, again. 
  
The legislators and Governor Walker who pushed SB91 thought they knew best.  
Senators Micciche, Costello, and Kelley even took their support on the road telling 
Alaskans they appreciated the nice letter, but understood the problem better than the 
rest of us and explained why they fully supported SB-91.  Now we see a flip, and a flop 
by many of the same politicians as each tries to shed this dead snakeskin of SB91 now 
that it is wildly unpopular. 
  
The strategies of DPS are also compromised.  When we continue to appoint 
commissioners that are career law enforcement officers, primarily troopers, we forget 
that being a stellar, decorated, police professional is not the same as an executive level 
organizational leader with a strategic aptitude to improve systems.  Remember it is 
these career police and troopers whose retirement and reputation in law enforcement 
was built on authority and control and making command decisions for others.  They 
constructed the system to fit their needs which are different than negotiating contracts 
that focus on lower crime.  Commissioners are in no position to stand up to a governor, 
who just appointed them, nor should we have expected a profound new systemic 
strategy to reduce crime or make Alaskan’s safer from these political appointees. 
  
From 2014-2017, Governor Walker and many members of the legislature were provided 
with an annual investigative report of the statewide crime rates and also reviewed the 
performance effectiveness of DPS and DOC.  There are over 80 findings and 
recommendations to redesign, realign, and refine operations in these two departments.  
The recommendations proposed savings of almost $100,000,000 (million) dollars per 
year without eliminating programs or employee positions.  The annual report focuses on 
waste, abuse of funds, and non-mission driven programs.  It will take a fresh approach 
from all levels of leadership within the legislature and the executive branch to identify 
the root causes of the crime problems and stop reacting to symptoms spurred by 
ineffective leadership.  One of the first adjustments that we need to stop doing 
immediately is negotiating large contract wage increases for groups like the troopers 
when there is no expectation of a job performance increase.  An example would be:  
Through strategy XYZ the Alaska State Troopers expect a 7% decrease in sexual 
assaults statewide and for every 5% decrease above that, Troopers will receive a 2.5% 
annual pay increase.  Instead, we have chosen to hand out large pay increases.  
Examining the rate at which troopers have seen their pay increase from 2004 to 2016, I 
saw my wages increase by 72% once all incentives were added together.  That's 
incredible!  How can the union continue to argue recruitment and retention issues based 
on low wages every other year when you are averaging 6% increases per year?  
  
First, we must look to our legislative and executive branch leadership and demand they 
stop refusing to respect rural Alaska's need for a highly capable, certified, local resident, 
adequately staffed police presence.  Alaskans need to be better informed about what 



the VPSO program is and is not and how inadequate the current model is in terms of 
preventing crime n rural Alaska.  The proponents of the current VPSO program would 
have you believe that it is a law enforcement presence, but the Alaska Police Standards 
Council does not recognize them that way, and many of the DPS managers do not view 
them or utilize them in that fashion.  Show respect for the Village Public Safety Officers 
(VPSO) by working to legitimize that force.  Increase the expectations, standards, and 
level of training so that VPSOs are fully certified Alaska Police Standards Council police 
officers in Alaska.  The current funding for VPSOs by the state budgets nearly $212,000 
per position (as of 2016) compared to $192,000 (as of 2016) for an equivalent trooper.  
The higher cost does not make sense until you realize that up to 45% of the VPSO 
funding can be used for non-law enforcement related administrative expenses by the 
regional non-profit organizations that manage them.  Rural Alaska deserves a legitimate 
law enforcement presence immediately.  
  
Stop choosing to chase a failed model of policing that acts as overlords to rural Alaska 
by deploying non-local and non-rural minded troopers into remote communities then 
wonder why law enforcement seems out of touch and efforts are not as effective as we 
need.  The model we have is resulting in embedded adversarial relationships with local, 
rural residents that view DPS more as outsiders.  Alaska needs a new policing model 
that is set up less like an occupying force and more like a community service.  What we 
have now is ineffective, and we need a new type of transformational leadership that 
understands why it does not work and how to correct it.  
  
Imagine if there were no local police departments in Soldotna, Kenai, or Homer and 
every time you called 911 the FBI was dispatched from Seattle to take the call.  That's 
currently how our public safety system is set up in Alaska and delivered to rural areas.  
It is unacceptable, and the performance of such a system is not achieving the results we 
need. 
  
Did you know that The Anchorage Police Department has approximately 400 police 
officers and is led by around 15 command leadership positions?  That equates to 27 
APD Officers to 1 Supervisor.  In contrast, the Alaska State Troopers have about 400 
Troopers and has approximately 45 command leadership positions.  That compares to 8 
Troopers for every one supervisor.  That is a 3:1 ratio disparity.  It is clear that the 
model of utilizing a system weighted down by a high number of costly supervisor 
positions is not the answer.  It is expensive, bloated and encourages more managers 
than workers.  DPS leadership has lost its way, and it starts at the top with the Governor 
and legislators that have a voting record of supporting him. 
  
Legislators that supported Governor Walker’s drive to keep doing what we have been 
doing with the only answers being to hire more people, pay the ones we have more, and 
pass a terrible crime bill that undermines all law enforcement officers.  These same 
legislators have failed Alaskans by not proposing any transformational solutions to the 
massive crime wave hitting Alaska.  They jump to solutions and throw money at a 
complicated situation without actually trying to solve the root-cause of the problem.  
  
We cannot expect an improvement to our crime issues by empowering and promoting 
the same people that built the current flawed system and have benefited from it.  It is 



time to pivot, change our mindset, and bring in expert leadership with an understanding 
of how to make a paradigm shift from the old to the new.  Many Alaskans know what it 
is like living outside the walls of the kingdom.  I have seen it from the citizen 
perspective, as a rural resident growing up in a village along the Bering Sea, and as a 
state employee looking outward.  Its time we take back Juneau and start demonstrating 
how leadership should be serving the people.  Our legislators, governors, and executive 
branch appointed personnel works indirectly for us, and they should never treat us like 
subjects or surfs no matter how much we disagree with them.  If you can't stand the 
heat get out of the kitchen. 
  
  
Terrence Shanigan is a life-long Alaskan of Aleut descent.  He was born in Kodiak, and his family lived 
seasonally between their home village of Pilot Point in Bristol Bay and Anchorage.  Terrence is a 1989 
graduate of Mount Edgecumbe High School, Navy veteran, and a teacher.  Terrence has 17 years of law 
enforcement experience as a Master-At-Arms in the Navy, Alaska State Trooper, and Internal Affairs 
criminal investigator for the Department of Corrections.  Terrence has worked for five Alaskan governors 
and has advised many local, state and tribal leaders on issues involving public safety and crime.  
Terrence is currently completing his Masters of Business Administration from Louisiana State University. 
 

 
                     The Liberal Left Is  
                     Blundering Into 
                     States Rights  
                     And Federalism 
  
                                by Bob B i rd  

 
 
 
 
 

Recently, the state of California has done, or threatened to do, some very “radical” 

things in defiance of the federal government. Pro-Trump Republicans and 

independent conservatives have predictably wagged a finger at the Golden State of 

Liberalism, but they ought to reconsider the dynamic that is being played out. 

What we are witnessing is the liberal left blundering into states rights and 

federalism, something they will never like to admit. It could, however, portend 



well for other states that might have the gumption to reawaken devotion to true 

Constitutionalism. 

Consider first California’s new state law on the selling of federal lands to be first 

offered to the state, rather than to another party. Attorney General Jeff Sessions 

pontificates from a quote in the Washington Post: “The Constitution empowers the 

federal government — not state legislatures — to decide when and how federal 

lands are sold. California was admitted to the Union upon the express condition 

that it would never interfere with the disposal of federal law. And yet, once again, 

the California legislature has enacted an extreme state law attempting to frustrate 

federal policy.” 

 

This is selective reading of the Constitution, something which everyone except a 

few people, like Ron Paul, falls into. California was also admitted into the union on 

the premise that the federal government would obey the Constitution. What are we 

to do when this is violated? What kind of a deal is a contract where only one party 

must abide by the terms but not the other? 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 17 specifically lists the things that the federal 

government is entitled to own in regards to land: The District of Columbia, forts, 

arsenals, magazines, dock-yards and other needful buildings. The existence of 

national parks, forests, wildlife refuges, monuments, battlefields, even cemeteries, 

ought to have required a Constitutional amendment. Instead, Yellowstone was 

created in 1872, when states rights were at a nadir in the era of Reconstruction. 

True, Yellowstone was in federal property at the time, but such designations still 

would have required an amendment. 

The fact that national parks and the like have proven popular should not be 

confused with “constitutional”. Once a contract is violated, and accepted by both 

parties, the sky is the limit. Yet, why haven’t the amendments been passed? 

Because it would demonstrate that the “supreme law of the land” has been held in 

wanton disregard, and there would be other things that are not quite so popular 

which would be called into question. 

Now, hold on, because I hear a voice that says, “But the Constitution doesn’t say 

you CAN’T have national parks!” Oh, yes it does, in the 10th Amendment. It fully 

informs us that the Founding Fathers fully anticipated such arguments and sought 

to answer them through the misnamed “Bill of Rights”, which, if one reads its 

preamble, makes it abundantly clear that many states would never have joined the 

union without first adding additional clarifications and restrictions to federal 



power. James Madison’s Federalist #45 also confirms this interpretation: that 

federal powers were “few and defined”, and all other powers were left to the states. 

Let us now visit California’s other threat, and that is to defend illegal immigrants 

in its “sanctuary cities”. This is clearly a violation of federal prerogatives in 

controlling our borders and sovereignty. 

Ah, but it also bespeaks something that few conservatives want to revisit, and that 

is secession. It clearly has been legal all along. Read the Declaration of 

Independence in its first breath. The American colonies were seceding from the 

British Empire, and creating thirteen separate nations, cooperating in self-defense. 

They had no legal mechanism within British imperial laws. However, they did cite 

Natural Law, an aspect of humanity that seldom gets any study except in 

seminaries and theology classes. 

I publicly debated the right to secession not too long ago and pointed out that if the 

Constitution had specifically written a clause that fully confirmed what happened 

in our War Between the States, not a single state would have joined. It might have 

read, “No state may voluntarily or unilaterally leave the union without threat of 

invasion from the general government and the states”. There is no such clause, of 

course, yet it is precisely what Lincoln did. 

In fact, New York, Virginia and Rhode Island laid out a conditional proviso that 

they could and would leave the union if the promises made in the Constitution 

were violated. This shocks many people, especially those who worship at the Cult 

of Lincoln. A supposed genius, Abe was more of the typical political hack than 

most historians care to admit. He was a “more government” member of the Whig 

Party for decades, which is what the Republican Party was at in its inception. Like 

most lawyers, he knew little of Constitutional law, and certainly was selective in 

citing history. 

So, what does this have to do with California’s “sanctuary cities”? Clearly, the 

federal government is being defied, and in this case, in a legitimate power. If 

Governor Brown, his 

attorney general and the California liberal legislators were honest with themselves, 

they would admit that they, in fact, don’t like being in the union. When they awake 

to this fact, the term “Erring Sisters, depart in peace” might have new meaning. 

They brag about their state having one of the world’s strongest economies. Before 

political independence, the economic independence of a state is necessary. And 

this might explain a lot as to why Alaska’s statehood act has kept us in dwarf status 

and prevented us from largely making our own economic decisions. 



I might not like California’s liberal use of states rights, but I certainly am 

encouraged by it, because once this cat gets out of the bag, abused western states 

such as Alaska will call in its chips and demand a proper relationship between the 

states and the federal tyrants in Washington, a tyranny that exists no matter what 

party currently controls the federal power. 


