MINUTES
CITY-COUNTY COMMON
COUNTY-CITY BUILDING, ROOM 113
TUESDAY, JANUARY 14, 2014
9:00 A.M.

Present: City Councilman Carl Eskridge, Chair; Deb Schorr, Brent Smoyer, Jane Raybould and
Larry Hudkins, County Commissioners; Jon Camp, Doug Emery, Leirion Gaylor Baird and Trent
Fellers, City Council Members; Mayor Chris Beutler

Absent: Jonathan Cook and Roy Christensen, City Council Members; County Commissioner
Roma Amundson, Vice Chair

Others Present: Tory Carkoski, County Clerk’s Office; Kerry Eagan, County Chief Administrative
Officer; Gwen Thorpe, County Deputy Administrative Officer; Trish Owen, Mayor’s Deputy Chief
of Staff; Joe Kelly County Attorney; Terry Wagner, County Sheriff; Jeff Bliemeister, Chief
Deputy Sheriff; Dan Nolte, County Clerk; Cori Beattie, Deputy County Clerk; Teresa Meier,
Lincoln City Clerk; Tom Casady, Public Safety Director; Jim Peschong; Chief of Police; Roger
Figard, City Engineer; Andy Stebbing, County Treasurer; Troy Hawk, Clerk of the District Court;
Ann Post, Consolidation Task Force Chair; Dick Campbell, Mike Dekalb, Dale Gruntorad, Larry
Lewis, Darl Naumann and W. Don Nelson, Consolidation Task Force Members; Karen Amen,
Consolidation Task Force Facilitator; and Kevin Abourezk, Lincoln Journal Star

Advance public notice of the City-County Common Meeting was posted on the County-City
Building bulletin board and on the Lincoln and Lancaster County, Nebraska, web sites.

The Chair noted the location of the Open Meetings Act and opened the meeting at 9:04 AM.
Per direction of the Chair, roll call attendance was taken.

AGENDA ITEM

1 APPROVAL OF THE CITY-COUNTY COMMON MEETING MINUTES OF
DECEMBER 9, 2013

MOTION:  Hudkins moved and Raybould seconded approval of the minutes of the December
9, 2013 City-County Common Meeting. Schorr, Raybould, Smoyer, Hudkins,
Gaylor Baird, Emery, Eskridge, Camp, Fellers and Beutler voted aye. Amundson,
Cook and Christensen were absent from voting. Motion carried 10-0.

2 2014 COMMON MEETING SCHEDULE AND MEETING WITH LINCOLN
PUBLIC SCHOOL BOARD (BOND ISSUE)

Eskridge asked if a Super Commons meeting with the Lincoln School Board should be
scheduled to discuss the bond issue. Camp felt it was too close to the election. Emery agreed
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that it might be best to wait and meet after the election because if the bond passes, there will
be additional issues to discuss, such as roads.

The consensus was to delay a Super Commons meeting until after the February election.

3 PRESENTATION OF FINAL REPORT FROM THE CITY-COUNTY
CONSOLIDATION TASK FORCE; ANN POST CHAIR

The following document was distributed:
1. City of Lincoln-Lancaster County Consolidation Task Force Report and
Recommendations dated December 27, 2013 (Exhibit A)

Post provided a brief overview as to why the Committee was formed. She said the charge was
to make recommendations for consolidation and to identify areas of potential cooperation
between the City and the County.

The Committee was specifically asked to review these four areas:
1. Public Works and County Engineer;
2. Lincoln Police Department and Lancaster County Sheriff;
3. City Clerk and County Clerk; and
4. City Attorney Misdemeanor Prosecution Division and Lancaster County Attorney

Post added the Committee was given this charge with the understanding that these four areas
were their main focus but other potential areas of efficiency could be included.

Post noted the Committee met twice a month and gathered information from department heads
in an effort to learn more about the structure of various offices and to find possible areas where
duplication may exist. As the Committee went through this process, the focus really changed.
The Committee almost unanimously decided that there should be a more true focus on creating
a municipal county government between Lincoln and Lancaster County. Post recognized that
this would be a long process and would take a lot of effort and cooperation from within the
community.

The Committee had a long-term and a short-term focus. It recommended smaller steps that
could be more easily implemented and should result in cost efficiencies, savings and improved
services to citizens in Lincoln and Lancaster County. Post added that these would also be
incremental steps towards the long-term goal of a municipal government.

With regard to the Lincoln Police Department (LPD) and the Lancaster County Sheriff’'s Office
(LSO), Post said the Committee broke their recommendation into two categories: short term
and long term. Short-term recommendations included formalizing existing cooperative
agreements between the two agencies. She added there may also be some short-term
efficiencies gained by consolidating training, training facilities, the firing range, vehicle
maintenance and the service desks. (See Exhibit A for the long-term recommendations.)
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Post said the Committee is recommending that the City Attorney’s Juvenile Court cases be
handled by the County Attorney under an interlocal agreement with the cost of the shifted
workload being shared. Doing so would be in the best interest of the children, their families
and staff since the County Attorney deals with the majority of the juvenile cases filed. She
noted the City and County Attorneys, as well as the Juvenile Court Judges, were in agreement
that this would be an efficient move.

Post said it was also recommended that the City Public Works Department and the County
Engineer formalize existing agreements. Other opportunities identified include consolidation of
physical assets, such as joint use of maintenance facilities and mechanics; joint use of the
County sign shop; combined GIS functions and consolidated legal land surveying.

In reference to the Clerks, the Committee recommended that the City Clerk merge with the
County Clerk as the latter is a larger department with a wider variety of functions. Additionally,
the Committee felt that a third party should conduct a study to determine which enterprise
content system would best serve the needs of both the City and the County.

Post said an intermediate recommendation was made to perform a detailed, professional
analysis to determine the feasibility of having one umbrella model for public safety in Lincoln
and Lancaster County. The model could include departments such as LPD, LSO, Airport and
University of Nebraska Police Departments, Lincoln Fire & Rescue (LFR), all rural fire and
emergency medical departments, Emergency Management, Emergency Communications and
County Corrections.

Ultimately, the long-term recommendation would be to create a municipal county government.
Post clarified that a municipal government is not a consolidated government. The process would
include conducting additional professional studies, supported by private sector funding, to
develop a plan to create a new government that represents the interest of both urban and rural
residents and abolish the two existing governments. It could also include the establishment of
a steering committee of key private and public sector leaders, development of a comprehensive
public education process and review of current and/or potential new state laws regulating
governmental consolidation.

Gaylor Baird and Emery left the meeting at 9:28 AM.

Hudkins inquired if the Committee had a chance to look at existing or potential future
legislation. Post said they briefly reviewed legislation and referenced the strict voting
requirements when it comes to forming a municipal government.

Raybould asked who the Committee thought should spearhead the next phase of the process.

Post said the Committee felt a “champion” is needed to help generate increased publicity and
possibly to identify some organizations who would be interested in funding a private study.
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Camp asked Karen Amen, Consolidation Task Force Facilitator, to comment on any relevant
observations. Amen said her general impression was that everyone involved felt it was a very
cooperative effort.

Eskridge inquired if the Committee contacted any of the City or County department heads upon
making these recommendations. Post said she spoke with the County Attorney since that
recommendation was very favorable by all involved, although, the Committee did not conduct
formal “sit downs” with any departments after finalizing their recommendations.

Raybould asked Kerry Eagan, County Chief Administrative Officer, what he felt needed to
happen next. Eagan explained that the recommendations are not self executing, especially the
long-term ones. He said the short-term recommendations should continue to be discussed at
future Common meetings. He added that in his opinion, the recommendation with the most
promise is the Juvenile Court function as there was universal support and a unanimous
recommendation by the Committee. He noted that the operational efficiencies would likely
trump the cost which could actually increase as the County Attorney would need to add staff. It
was also noted that the City Attorney needs another prosecutor.

RETURNING TO ITEM 2

Eskridge revisited the 2014 Common Meeting schedule. He suggested the group meet quarterly
with the understanding that if something comes up, a special meeting could be scheduled.
Camp said meetings could be held in January, April, July and October which, according to the
proposed scheduled, would allow for two Monday and two Tuesday meetings. There were no
objections to the change in schedule.

4 ADJOURNMENT
MOTION:  Schorr moved and Fellers seconded to adjourn the meeting at 9:45 AM.
Raybould, Schorr, Smoyer, Hudkins, Camp, Eskridge, Fellers and Beutler voted
aye. Amundson, Christensen, Cook, Emery and Gaylor Baird were absent from
voting. Motion carried 8-0

Submitted by Tory Carkoski, County Clerk’s office
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CITY OF LINCOLN—LANCASTER COUNTY CONSOLIDATION '{'ASK F ORCE
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS
DECEMBER 27, 2013

INTRODUCTION

The City of Lincoln-Lancaster County Consolidation: Task Force was: estabhshed by the Lincoln
City Council, the Laneaster County Board of Commissioners, and. Mayor Chris Beutlerin March:
- of2013 to study consolidation.and cooperation Qppmtumties between the Clty and County, The
Task Force was asked to examine the: fellowmg agencles and make rocommendations on possﬁﬁe
“mergers of addﬁmnal areas 6f cooperation:

= " Linceln Public Works Departinent and the Laricaster Ccuunty Engineer’s Office;

. meln Police Department and the Lancaster Counity Sheriff’s Office;

L es of the Lineoln City Clerk and Laneaster County Clerk; and.

* meoin City Attormey’s Misdemeanor Pmsecutmn and Juvenile Court Dmsmns

and Laneaster County Atiorney: E :

The original charge to-the Task Force did not include the City Aﬁemey § Juvenﬂe Conrt
Divisien, which was added. aﬁer d1scussxons w1th the City and Cfmaty Attorneys. '

Durmg the courseof dehhemﬂoas on the mdm&ual ﬁepartments the Task Force shifted focus
from consolidation and cooperation uhider a two-government: System to-a 19ng—terxn geai ofa
witified C}ty~Caunty governiient. Under existing constitutional and statutory law, the provisions
of the Municipal County Act would need to be: followsd inarder to established a’umﬁeé _
govemment for Lincom and Lancaster County. The Task Force believes a merged  City-conity
entity with broad home rule authority would be the'best model for thefiiture; Under this model
services:could be designed from the ground up to meet the needs of both urban and rural
residents in the miost eﬂiclent and cost effective manner.

It was the unanimous consensus-of the Task Force that the recommendaﬁon to estabhsh a
 unified City-County government should be the principal focus of the final -
recommendations, with all other short anli Iong«term geals designed to work: tawards this
main objective.

TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP

Consolidation Task Force memhezs were selected by the City Couneil, County Board and. the
Mayor, with the Mayor and each member of the City Counci! and County Board appomtmg one

memiber of the'Task Force. The selection process produced a diverse group of’ mcmbers with 7
broad range of experience in government, business, planning; and law.



 Task Foros Mertbets:

. Ann Post, Legal Counsel for the Liricoln Independent Business Association (Task Force
Chair)
. Russ Bayer, businessinan ;—md former Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Comirnissioner
«  Dick Campbell, past president of Campbeﬂ’s Nurseries and former. Chamn&n of the
Lincoln Chamber of Commerce
s Mike DeKalb, retired planner-with the Llneo}n-l,ancasfer County Piamlmg Department,
with expertise in rural areas
. Jan Gauger, former Lancaster County Cc}mmlsswuer :
» " Dale Gruntorad, certified public:accountant and chman ofa prev:ous emmty
consolidation committee.
. James J effers founder of James Arthur Vmey,ands uf Raymmd and previous ownerof
Qnahty Pork Intematmnal .
*  Larry Lewis, semx retired tranisportation engmeer w:th Speec:e Lems En:
. Jean Lovell, retired Lancaster Coutity Court Judge, former Chiairof the Nebraska Board
of Parole,.and Ditsctor of the Govemar s Policy Research Office under Governor Nelson
* Amanda McGill, State &enator and Chairwoman ofths Legislature’s Urban Affairs
‘Commiittee
» ‘Larry Melichar; regional éueefo: for Homes Servzc&e of Amenca (knawn as Woods
‘Brothers Realty and Home Real Estate) and former chief executive: ofﬁcerlpres:dent of
CBS Home Real Estate-in: Omsaha :
. Darl Namnam, Sales and Marketing Director for Ayars: and Ayars, an architecture:
construction firm, and former City of Linicoln Econotiic Developmient Director
« - W DoiiNelson, publisher of the Prairie Fire Newspaper, bum'ness man, dnd. fomar aide
to Wyoming Governor Herschler, Nebraskd Governiors Ti 1, Exon and Kerrey, and
former 1.8, Senatot Nélson :

N

-Supgoﬁ Staff”
Karen Amen, Faexlrtamr .
Trish Owen; Deputy: Chief of Staffto Mayor Beutler

Kerry P. Eagan, Lancaster- County Chief Administrative Officer
Ann, Taylms County Clerk Rccards Specmhst

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

All'nieetings of the Consolidation Task Force were.conducted in-accordance with the Nebraska.
Open Meetings Act. The Task met nineteen (19) times from March 8; 2013 threugh December
13,2013, Apendasand minutes from all Task Force meetings are-available on the Lancaster
County Clerks web site. A list of documents presented to the Task Force can be found in
Appendix A to this report, and the documents are-also available on the County Clerk’s web site.



Asa preliminary matter, the Task Fﬂrce reviewed Nebraska statutes. governing intergovernmental
cooperation and consohdannn, including the Interlocal Cooperation. Act, the Joint Public Agmcy
Act, and the Municipal County Act, Porfions of these statutes: arereproduced in Appendix A,
Ttems 1 through 3. All thiree Acts provide that any power of a'public agency can be exercised
Jjointly with another publica agency. The Interlocal Cooperation Act is the miost wuiely used.
vehicle for governmental cooperation. The Joint Public Agency Actis similar to the Interlocal
Cooperation Act, but further provides for the creation of 2 joint public agency (JPA), which
constitutes.a political subdivision separate from the participating public agencies. Add]tmnaﬂy, a
JPA can-exercise certain powers of taxation which are transferred to it by the: participating
age.ncxcs. Finally, the Municipal County Act pmw.des for the complete consolidation ofoneor
‘more eounties and at léast one of the: mumcxpahtws in cach county into 4 single: municipal county-
to cany out. all county and mummpal semces - _

The: Task Eotce' aise reviewsd the failac:wwg cansukdatxm and cﬁexeacy studies for meoln md
Laneaster County: -
o I) Feas'b' lity Survey: Consohdatmn ofFuncnens and Facﬁl ies; prep d by Peat,
ick, Mitohell & Co (3une 1960); \

T — Pfepare&‘bymmn mua,mmgy;gmﬂ -
t and Reoumm-danaBSD eLam;aStgr ounty Con

ofGovei:;m' Services C@z}sﬁmﬁenal Hmtage It:stzmte {1999)'

Coyles of these regorts can be ebtamcd fmm the Lancastcr Cm;nty Cierk’s Gfﬁc:e

Foi!owmg the issuance of thie final report of the Lancaster County Consolidation Cornanmee in
1997, the Lancaster County Board placed onvthe ballot the: question of merging the elected
County offices of Register of Deeds and Assessor into-the single elected-office. The cotisolidated
office of Assessor/Register-of Deeds was approved by-the Lancaster County voters in 2002,

Information-was presented o-the Task Force outimmg the long history of consolidation and -
cooperatiofi between the City:of Linicoln and Lancaster- County. In 1947 the Lincoln-Lancaster
County Departmént of Health was established by agreement piitsant to the autherity granted in
Neb. Rev. Stat. §71-1626 et seq. The joiit City of Lincoln-Lancaster Couitty Planning and
Zoning Commzsswn was formed in 1959, followed by the establishment of a joint Plannitig
Department in 1961, Afterits passage in 1963, the Interlocal Cooperation Act was utilized by
the City and Countyto consolidate a namber of: departments, including; Personnel, Purohasmg,
Informetion Services, Building and Safety (zoning enforcement), Weed: Control, and Human
Services. The Interlocal Cooperation Act was also used to establish the Lineoln-F.ancaster
County Public Building Commission and Railroad Transportation Safety Dristrict, as' well as
numerous other cooperative arrangements between the City and County. See Appendlx A; Item
5 for more complete list of agreements.



- agencies. Follow-up meetings werethen scheduled with the agencies to. discuss opport

The Joint Public Agency. Act, enacted in 1999, has also been utilized by the City and Coutity. In
2008 the Lancaster Counity Correctional Faclhty }omt Public Agency was established by the City
and County to help finance construction of the County’s new jail. Other examples-of JPA’s.
invelving either the City or County include: the Lancastcr County Fairgrounds Joint Public
Agency, fornied by Lancaster County and the Lancaster County Agricultural. Society to issue
bonds for the expansion of the Lancaster Event Center; the Joint Antelope Valley Authority,
established by the City of Lincoln, University of Nebraska-Lincoln, and Lewer Platte South
Natural Resources. District for flood control; trafficimprovement; and commumity revitalization;
and the West Haymarket Joint Public Agency, created by the City and the University of - -
Nebraska—l.mcaln to help financé and construct the Pmnacle Bank Arena..

'I‘he next oider of business for the Task Foree was to meet with each elected official and
partment head for the agencies being considered for consolidation. Tnitial mietings were held
to 'acquaint Task Force members with the numerous duties, functions, and: responsibilities.of the -
nities: ﬁ)r
consolidation and additional cooperation, The Task Force focused on one agency groupingata
time; starting with law enforcement. These discussions led toa bmader thsensmen of the more

inclusive topic.of public safety. Thereafier, the Task Force explored consolidation and -
_ cooperation oppertunities with the County and City-Attorney Offices, Publxc Works and the
County Engificer, and finished with the County and City: Glerks

Numégous: dosmnenfs were: prcsmtedm the Task duxmg these meetings, mcludmg but: not _
Timited to: department overviews, statutory duties, organizational charts, maps showing location
of facilities, axtzcles fromy pmfess:oual 3oumals, budge._ ry information, equipment lists, deaft
plans for potential ¢ consolidations, and several lepal oplmoas prepared for the Task Force by the
County and City Attorney Offices: See: Appendtx A 10 this report for 3. eom}ﬂete list Dfmatenai
revzewed by the Task Force _

TASK FORCE PROCESS AND REPORT FORMAT

Ingrder to make the best degisions possible, the group chose to use neuttal facilitator methods.
for discussiotis and consensus bmidmg and Robert’s rules of Order for the formal motions and
for votmg ,

Early onin thalr meetings, Task Force members defined gmdehnes for how they Wouid work
together. These included such things asroles and responsibilities of people.and groups involved
in the process; a variety of methods for inviting comments and opinions from each Task Force
member, and criteria-for deciding which options to move forward as formal recommendations.

When maki'rgg-palicy decisions, it’s also important to have a group:process that strives for



outeomes that are sustainableé, In othier’ words, decisions that can be lmpiemented with the full
support of those who participated in the discussion and voting: With that in ‘mind, the: group-used
this definition of fall consensus: Everyone agrees to-agree for a set amounnt of time, In cases
where full consensus could not be reached, the group: chose to require a 2/3rd ma}enty before
movinga recommendatmn ferWard

This report is dmgued o take the peader through the same decaswn—»makmg process ibliowed by
the Task Force. In-depth information and dialogue is presented in the: Background and Analysis.
sections of the report.. Task Force decisions are highlighted in bold,” When decisions are riot
ynanimous, the concerns and viewpoints of the minerity are included -along with the mtenuons
 and rationale of the ma;oaty . , '

The follawmg sections present all the rélevant. mformatron ecasuiered by the Task Force and’ the
discussions that e.volvad from that information.

A, L-mco‘in Pdiiée‘ Departm ent -andLancﬁster" ""Sheriff'

After several mee’:mgs w:th Police; Shenﬂ-; and other public safety- ergamzatmn officialy,
including Lincoln Public Saféty Director Tom Casady, Sheriff Terry Wagner; Chief Sheriff’s
Deputy Jeff Blieimeister, Fire Chief John Huff, Police:Chief Jim Peschong; and City-County
Emergency Manager Doug. Allberg, the Task Force examined a number of consolidation and.
cooperation possibilities involving public safety ageficies’in Lincoln and Lancaster County.
Discussions ranged from estabkshmg # public safety umbre:lla Orgarization to oveiseeall public
safe.ty related agencies in the City and County, to meaintaining the statiis quo Opt:ons dlscussed
by the Task Forceincluded:
Merge/consolidate only the Lincoln Polwc I)epartmmt (LPD) and Conty Shenff
. Merge/consolidate only the Cityand rural fire: and emergency nedical services

(EMS) systems;
. Merge/consolidate all rural and County public safety orgamzatmns, espac:aizy
_ Sheriff and fire; :
- _Establish-a hnwh&ancas&er County public safety orgamzatmn,
»  Fommalize existing coopetative agreemen’ts 10 make themn more: permanent and

«  Maintain ‘the status quo.

Priorto eonszdermg whether any consolidation arrangement simuid be considered, the Task
Force tioted the large number of infornial cooperative agreements between LPD and the County
Sheriff These agreements reflect the excellent: working relationship enjoyed by the incumbent
administrations. The Task Force recommends that these existing agreements should be
formalized into more binding agreements by official votes of the City Council and Cou:ntyl
Board. Themotion tb adopt this recommendation was-approved 9-1 on December 13, 2013, -
The minority stressed that the status quo is working well and does not need to be changed.



The Task Force then reviewed mfferent models for a consolidated police and sheriff: deparhnent
The first model reviewed was referred to as the Public:Safety County-Metro Model, which is
patternied after Las Vegas/Clark County, Nevada. In this model the Clark County’ Sheriff's
Office-and Las Vegas Police Department are merged into a single law enforcerment ; agency, with
the elected sheriff as the chief law enforcement officer. The Coxmty»Mctm Model could be:
implemented in Lincoln and Lancaster County without any statutory changes See Appendlx A,
. Ttem 42 foran orgamzatlonal chan of the Ceunty—Metm Model. :

Next, the Task Force cxammcd the Public Safety Umbraﬁa Model, whxch ~hasbeen implemented
in Indianapolis’Marion County, Indiana. The Umbrella Model- consolidates police, sheriff; fire,
and emergency management departmenits undér one director-of public safety.. See Appendix A,
Item 42. A variation of this model includes pubhc saféty officers who are.cross-trajned to
perforin fire, réscue, and law enforcenyent Services. This model is used in Sunnyvale, California
and Kalamazm, chhlgan See Appendix A, Items 45 and 46,

A ﬂmd model briefly examined by the Task Farceis the Rﬂey County, Kansas Law Eﬁforcement -
Agenicy. ‘This model was created under Kansas state Taw andreqmm a single vote of all couhty
residents. ‘See Appendxx A; Fem-43 for a summary of the Kansas Consolidated Law _
Enforcement Act By adopting this mode! the voters in Riley County cembined the City of
Manhaitan-police department and County: Sheriffs Office into one depariment, and ehmma
the elected posmon of county sheriff. The law enforcement director in Riley County is appomwd
by a seven-person board which is appointed by the governing bodies of Manhattan and Riley
County. This mudci wmxld requn'e constitational and. statutory changes to be used in: Nebraska.

A general d:swsswn of these: aptrcns Wwas conducted using the evalna:hon ciiteria: established by
the Task Force (Ses Appendix A, ltem 41), as well as'a decision matrix presented to the Task
Force by the Direetor of Pubiw Safety anid the Sheriff (See Appendix: A, lem 42). Tt wasnoted
that & consolidated police/sheriff departmient would result in & redyetion of ‘managerial staff, but
any savings might be offset by higher pension costs {if the City’s defined benefitplan is used)
and higher comparability costs Mpeseé by the Commission of Industrial Relations (CIR). As
indicated above, the Task Force a awledged that LPD and the County Sheriff are already close
to-a functional merger through- exxstmg cooperative agreements. However, additional econonies:
of: scaie and efficiencies may be realized, such.as aombmmg training programs, vehicle and:
equiprient: mamtmance, shoetmg raiges, and the service desk in the Law Enforcetnent Center.
The coreept of eross-training public safety officers to perform emergency medical, fire, and law |
enforcement services was:also discissed, While the Task Force recogmzed operatmna}
efficiencies might bie realized through cross-training, additional training costs were:also a
concérn. A compromise position would be to create a special team of cross-trained public: safety
officers, instead of cross-traininig ail police officers and fire ﬁghtets

Following these discussions, a strong level of support emerged fora long:term goal (10-15 years)
of creating a consolidated City-County public service organization consisting of all law.
enforcement agencies, both city and rural fire, emergency medical, emergency management; and
possibly corrections. Support for this position is based on the following rationale:



Cost savings over the long term; -
More flexibility; .
Better service;
More accountability;
Elimination of duplicate staff and functions;
Appropriate cross-training to.allow maximum use-of resources; and
- Enhanced administration. '

LA I B R I

However, concerns were raised about the. consohdaﬂon of law enforcement services and the
creation of a large, all-inclusive public seivice: agency. A general concern was raised that bigger -
is not always better. It-was noted that tmany efficiencies already-exist in the status-quo through
cooperative agreements, and more efficiencies can be achieved. Gencern was expreised about
the creation of another layer of biireaictacy, increasing costs and making officials less
accountable to the publie. ‘There is no guarantes that the quality of services will be: tmptoved,

and given the' CIR and pension issues there is no guarantee ‘that a consolidated publ:c service

- agenoy'will be costieffective. Alsp, a strong concern was expressed fhat services in rural areas.
 wenld :ieclmebeq;mse resources would be: ﬁ}cused on the areas of greatest: need.

Based on a show of support of 8-3, the Task Force moved fomard w:th the formuiaﬁon af
a ﬁnai recommendation with short-term and long-term goals. Fivst, the Task Force: '

‘ecognized that-additional efﬁcnenczes may be immediately achieved by combining training
: pmgrams, ¢establishing a jeint firing range, merging vehicle maintenance facilities, and
creating a single service desk. Accordis sly, the: City and Cmmty should move forward
with these changes as soon as: possible. ‘The: motwn to adopt this reeommmdaﬁon was
approved 10~0 on December:13, 2013.

The long-term goal Idenuﬂed by thie Task Force is to create an umbrelia orgamzatmn
covering all public safety agencies in Lincoln and Lancaster County, as outlined above,
The Task Force recognized this goal is ambitions, complicated and d!ﬂizuita Adﬁmanal
study will be required to determine its feasibility. The Task Force recommends that a
detailed prefessional analysis of the concept be:condncted to: refine the model, identify
potential cost savings.and efficiencies, define which entities should be included under the
public safety umbrelia, and develop steps and a time frame for implementation. Public
education will be ¢rucial; and most importantly, a significant commitment from both the
pubhc and private sectors will be required for the goal to be achieved. The motion to adopt

this recommendation was approved 8-1, with one abstention on Decéraber 13, 2013
B.  City and County Attorney Offices
The Task Force theﬁ'revi’ewed the prosecution and juvenile:court functions of the City aﬁd

County Attorney’s Offices. The following officials met with the Task Force and provided
detailed information: Joe Kelly, Lancaster County Attorney; Rod Confer, Lincoln City Attorney;



Jobn MeQuinn, Chief Assistant City Prosecutor; Alicia Henderson, Chief Deputy County
Attorney for the Juvenile Court Division; Terri Storer, Executive Assistant to the City Attomey;
and the Honorable Roger Heideman, Lancaster County Juvenile Court. Judge. After receivin I3

this information, the Task Force considered the following two quéstions: whethier the Lincoln

City Attorney prosecution division should be merged into the County Attomiey’s Office; and
‘whether the City Attorney’s juvenile court functmn should be merged into the County Attortiey’s -
Qfﬁce

Byway of background, the City Attomey prosecution division consists of a chief prosecutor, 5
sertior attorneys, 4 paralegal; and a support staff of 5.5 FTE’s (full time equivalents). The City
Prosecutor is. résporisible for prosecuting criminal violations of City: ordinances. City prosecutors
have an avetage annual salary of $112,978. The City prosecutor handles approximately two
thirds of all misdemeanor and traffic cases filed in the Lancaster County Court; with an average
annngl caseload 616,066 cases. Per Prosecutor. Szgmﬁcantly, there is no rightto a jurytrial for a
violatior ofa city ordmance ’rhe ;annual budget for the: City Prosecutoris $1,; 490.000.

The County Atto_ ey, on the mthcr hand, has 20 attorneys in the: pmsecntmn drnsmn The
County Attorney prosecates violations of state law. Last year 1,446 felony cases were filed in
District Court, and 5,400 misdereanor cases and 5,700 traffic cases were ﬁled in Cmmty Court.
The fotal bﬂdget for the County: Attomey is $6,260,000.. '

The City. Attemey does nbt have a: separate jmrenile division. The C:ty Attomey 's involvement
with Juvenile Couit is Timited to violations of City ordinances. The: ‘najority of juvenile'court
casm are handled by 2 atfm'ncys m the presecutmn dzwsmn, wth sotrie asastance ﬁ'om

Qf t’he City Pfosecutar’s caseload Howcver, 1t was neted fhzat a typscal _;uvemle case can take up
1o 20% more. attamcy time.

Tn confrast, the County Attsme;yhas a,sepaz:ate vaemle dmsmnwﬁh 6 attorneys. 'I‘he Juycuﬁc
Division handles three types-of cases-under Juvenile Court jurisdiction: abuselneglect cases,
including termination of'parental rights; ungovernable/truancy cases; and law violations. The
mdjority of time in the juvenile division is spent on abuse and neglect cases. Through iis
extensive involvement with the enfiré juvenile justice system-and familiarity with the. youth and -
their families, the County Attomey is able to make informed decisions about what is in the best -
mterests of the youth. .

Juvenile _Di!ﬂi'si'oli-

A number of officials providing information to the Task Force indicated it makes senise for the
County Attorney to take over the City Attorney’s prosecution of juvenile law violations. Since
the County Attorney is already familiar with the families, therg would be more consistency in
filing decisions. Having one office handle all the cases would also be mere efficient, These:
comments were echoed by Judge He1deman He indicated to the Task Force that while both the
City and County A!:torneys both do- cxccllcnt work, all Juvenile Court Judges agree thai: the



County Attorney’s Office should handle afl Juvenﬂe court filings. He furthérnoted this opinion
is not based on financial consideration, but ratheron efficiency of the court systetn. More
significantly, Judge Heideman believes shifting all juvenile cases to the Ceunty Attomcy is-inthe
best interest of the children inveolved in the juvenile justice systein.

However, it doés riot appearany: mmedxate financial savings would be realized as a'result of this
oonsohdanon The City Attorney indicated that based on Theavy caseloads; the numbes of
prosecutors in his office would not be reduced if the juvenile function is'moved to the County
Attorney. In turn, the County Attormey’s existing case levels already Jjustifya new attorney in the
juvenile division, and workloads are expected to increase dramatically as aresult of a new _
truancy law in 2011 and 2013 NEB. Laws LB 561. A new attomeyand legal. secretary would
need to be hired at' a cost of$122 000 for salaries alone. See .Adle, fem 40,

Another issue brought to the attention of the Task Force is whethier the County Attomey weuld
still have-the: atithority to ﬁlﬁ cases unéer Clty of meaia ordmance mﬁxer than-state law, Based:
‘on existing policies of cross-deputizi unty prosecutors as City prosecutors, it does appear
that the County, Attamey wotlld have the: authonty to file und;:r City rdmance Seg also the

Coi n ty Attorney’s legal opnuan o this 1ssue reprodu ",d in Appenchx A, Itemi 44,

Basged upon this information, the Task Force began formulating a recnmmendahon tomerge all
Juvenile Court fianctions under the County Attorney. First, the Task Force recognized that -
moving all juvenilefilings under the County-Attorney would improve-the efficiency of court
operations-and resultin better outcomes for juveniles. Second, the financial impact of the: merger
wes-addressed. Tt-was proposed that the cost of the METger: should be split between the Cityand
Coimty: Although the new attorncy-and support staff hired as aresilt of the nerger would be
Coutity employees, the mergoer would also add needed resorces to the City Attorney’s Office.
By niot reducing staff, the City Attorney would have more tie ‘and tesources fo devote to ‘their
heavy adult caseload without: havmg to hire-a new attorniey. Accordingly, the Task Force
fecommiends that all City Attorney Juvenile Court fuinctions shounld be noved to the
County Attorney, and an interlocal agreement between the City and. County should be
developed to split the actual cost of the merger: The motion to adopt thi ecommendation
was appmved 1 I—Q on July 26 2013, and reaffirmed 10-O'on December. 13, 2013. -

Criminal Divisio

It was noted that City prosecutor salanes are substantially higher than' the salanes of County
prosecutors who handle similar'cases. Thé Task Force noted that a merger of the City prosecntion.
division into the County would result in- cost savings due t6 reduced salaries, however, a number
of practical and organizational difficulties make wnsehdatwn impractical at this 'ume

Practical consﬂeranons include attorney experience and resulnng cfﬁmenczes The City
attorney’s office exclusively handles misdemearnors therefore city attorneys are able to process a
high volume of these-cases efficiently, Cases with the County range from misdemeanors to



‘murder. Often young mexpenenced attorneys-are. glven ) easy’ misdemeanor cases for practice

before moving to felony - prosecunon. Due'to this dynamic, if City prosecution were. merged into.
County prosecution much of the ¢ity’s: current efficiericies i in misdenieahor prosecution couid be
: Icst. :

Organizational nnpeﬂzments include the unionized city attorney’s retreat rights. This: system i is
based on seniority.. Since:some prosecutorsin his office have more experience than othet
-attorneys in the civil division, it would bepossible for them to Bump very experienced attoreys
in the civil division, even though the attorney with bumping tights may have very little-civil law
experience: As aresult, merger would achieve: diminished cost savmgs and the; quahty of Iegal
services provided by the City would suffer. - -

“To address these issues the Task Foree, appemteﬁ a subeommittee to provide addmonai anaiyszs
The mbcammxttce’s report was presemed at the Task Ferce meetmg on N‘wcmber 8, 2013 ,A :

Therefoxe, the snbcommlttee recqmmended that consrderaﬁon of mergmg of the Cxty _
‘prosecutor division with the County Attorney should bé reserved until suich time as a mére
systematic consolidation of City and County govermment is passible. The motion to adopt
‘this recommendation was: appmvad 10-0en Novmnber 8,2013, and reafﬁnned 1(}-0 on
December 13,2013, A

C.  Lincoln Pubilic Works & Hﬂ!iﬁe‘s: and Lancaster County Engineer

The Task Force began its review of Public Works and the County Engmaer by meeting wﬁh the

fBHﬁWlﬂg afﬁclals Miki Esposito, Public Wotks & Utilities Director; Don Thomas, Lancaster -
agineer; Roger Figard, City Engineer; Doug Pillard, Design Division Head for the
y neer; and Thomas Shafer, Public Works & Utilities Design/Constiuction Manager.

A camprehenswe overview of Public Works & Utilities was présented by Miki Espesito. Public
‘Works is a large-depattment providing 1 wide range of services, includit ig engineering of roads
and bridges, the StarTran Public Transportation System, water and wastewater, watershed
management; and solid waste aperat:ons For purposes of this process and report, the Task Force
focused On engineering services.

A summary of County Eniginieet respornsibilities was given.by Don Thomas. He noted thata
_ county engineer must be a licensed engineer. A list of statutory duties for county engineers was
* also given to the Task Foice, The County Engineer is responsible for the: engimeering and design
- of roads and bridges for the County Road system, which consists of all public. roadways-outside
the limits of incorporated communities. The Engineer also hasa number of other statutory
duties: act ag-the county highway supmntendent assist the county board with the acquisition of
land for road purposes; prepare the One and Six-Year Road and Bridge Plan; perform specific
duties with regard to the subdivision of land; Iceep county flood control structures in serviceable-
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~ condition: and make: neciéssaty repairs; and prepare road vacation reports for the county boatd
when requested. In Lancaster and Douglas Counties only, the: Engineer must appoitit a filll-tire
surveyor. In addition to statutoryduties, the: Cownty Engineer also provides vehicle fuigling and
maintenance for all County vehicles, and provides suppot for the development and maintenatice
of the City-County geographrc information system. (GIS).

Public Works and the County Engineer have g long history of euoperatmn.g See AppendmA
Hem 64 Examples of cooperation include:
Coordinated grading and paving projects near- the edge of the C1ty,

A Coordination of annual road maintenance;

. The Rural to Urban Transition.of Strcets. (RUTS) Inter}ocal Agreement whlch
provides for designing certain County roads (fitiire City arterials) to Cny
standards and wtilizing off:setting pairs of lanes for cohstroction;

. ‘The Raitroad Transportation Safety District;

. Interfocal Agreement for Tand dequisition for the The East Bypass,

. - GIS-and land base-records: ooordmatlon, and ,

* ‘Combined Weed Control Program, :

Pubhc Warks and the Engmecr were asked to 1denafy any-opportunities for addmonal
cooperation. The following opportunities were identified:.

. Combine the sign and signal shops;

. Legal land surveying; and

¢« Shared vehicle: mamtenance.

“Both the (;‘;ty Engmeer and the County Engmeer reeommemied to the Task Force fhat thexr
departinents shonld not be consolidated, In making this recommendation they referred to
‘statutory constraiiits on the use of resources, different governing bodies, different design
standards for City and County roads, and the concern that levels of service in the County wonld
diminish because political pressure to use resources in the City: would be preater;

After recemng thismformaﬁon, the Task Foree engaged na Iengthy dlseussmn about how to
formulate-a final recommendation regarding the Public Works. Engineering Division and the -
County Engineer. As with LPD and the County Sheriff, the Task Force. distinguished betwee -
shoft:term goals and long-term godls. 'With regard:to short-térm goals, the Task Force
‘ unammemsiy recomimends that the followitig opportunities be pursued. lmmedmtely.
- Cousolidation of physical assets, siich as joint use:of maintenance facilities
and mechanics; :
Joint use of the: County’s sign shop;
Combine GIS functions;
. Enhance and formalize existing written cooperative arrangements'
Privatization of more design and constmcﬁon work; and
* . Consolidate legal land surveying.
The motion to aéopt this recommendation was approved 10-0 on December 13, 2013.

. % o
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Fora long-term goal, a strong. consénsus emerged for a consolidated C}ty-County
engineering department. However, it was recognized that existing organizational and
political realities will make it very difficult to-achieve this goal. For this reason, the Task
Force concluded that consolidation of Public Works Engineering and the County Engineer
should not be pursued in the short-termi. The motion to adopt this recommendatlon was
approved 10-0 on })ecemiaer 13, 2013 :

D.  City and County Clerks -

The last area examined by the Task Force was the-offices of the Lincoln City Clerk and Lancaster
- County Clerk. Information was presented to-the Task Foree by: Dan Nolte, Lancaster County
Clerk; Cori Beattie; Chief. Deputy County: Clerk; Tetesa Meier, Liticsln City Clerk: Gwen
’I‘harpe Deputy Chief Administrative Officer for the Lancaster County Board;.and Steven
Henderson, Chief Inforination Officer for the City of Lincoln. Steve. Hnbka ‘Finanoe Director for-
the City of Lincoln, was also present for-the dzseussmns

At overview of the Caunty Clerk’s Office was. given by DanNo’ife ‘The County Cletk has nine
- employees and two divisions; asconnting and records; The budget for ﬁscal year 2012-2013 was
$923, GB@ Statutory duties include:
. Attend and record proceedings of the County Board;
3 Administer the Board of Equalization valuation protest process; .
. ,Act as th&pnnmpal reoerd I(eepers fm’ the Cmmty,
S onented ﬁmctmnS‘
* Actounting fanctions such as Vendor claims, paymil -and prepaxahon ofthe'tax -
© o levies;and _
> Administration of cathis, '
See Appendix A, Ttem 14 for-a more complete list of Gounty Clerk duties.

Teresa Meier gave-an overview of the City Clerk’s Office, The Office consists ofa clerk; a
depnty clerk, and two-office:specialists. - The fiscal year: 2012—~20?13 budget was $296,198, plus
an additionsl $95,956 for employee benefits. The City Clerk’s (}ﬁice is a division of the Cxty 3
Finance Department. City Clerk duties znclude.
«  Prepare agendas, attend meetings and act as'official record keeper for the Clty
Council;
e Attend the City Council’s Directors® meetings az:d Mayor s Directoss’ meetings;
0 Provide support services for Cify departments;
. Record keeper for the West Haymarket and Antelope Valley Joint Public
Agencies;and =~ ‘
. Issug various City licenses.
See Appendix A, Item 18 for a detailed presentatmn on the City. Cierk’s Office.

As with other agencies, the C_ou_n_ty and City C:lerks-were asked by the Task Force to id_tmﬁfy
opportunities for consolidation and cooperation. However, they were unable to identify any
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overlapping duties or mgmﬁcant cost.savings if their offices were merged. Teresa Meier
cxpressed concern that a-greater ouﬂay of funds would be réquired for higher salaties and the
cost of physically metging the offices. She also indicated the quality of setvices would not be
enhanced by the merger: Dan Nolteindicated there is some: commonality of record keeping
fimctions but the offices tse: dlﬂ‘ezent records management software. Meier: further noted it

~ would be costly to.convert both offi to the same database system.

Following up on thesoftware question; the Task Force requested admuonai mﬁnmatxcm on
whether the twe offices could use the same records management system, Steve Henderson, the
Cﬁy S Chlef Informatlen Oiﬁcer pmwdcd the Task Ferce wnh an: ovemew of how mformatmn

Czty and County Clerk’s Oﬁices cefuid not use the same: refmrds managemmt program He noted
that since 2001 the County Clerk-has been using TRIM and the City-Clerk has: bean using '
Aceess. However, the City, including the City Clerk, will soon be converting to. O OnBase, which
Hender$on described as an Entexpnse{:ontent Management (ECM) pmgram See Appcmd:x A,
Hems 70, 71and?ﬁforawnﬁensummmyofﬂﬁ.d 1§ fion. . -

After careiuliy cons:dermg the information ymwded, the Task Foree recommends mergiig
the City Clerk’s Offiee ito the Connty Clerk’s Office. The majority argued that a single
point of contact for City and County records would better serve the public, and technical database
issue-could be resolved.. The minority pointed out that there are no quantifiable savings by
combining the offices, The'motion to adopt this recommendation was ‘approved 8-3: on '
November 22, 2013, and reafﬁnned 7-3 on December 13,2103,

. ‘With regard to the issue-of incompatible records ‘management systems, the Task Force
recommends that the City Council and County Board hire an independent third party to
provide 4 recommendation oh which ECM! ‘prograni would be best for the City and
County. The metion 16 adopt this recommendation was appm‘ved 11-0 o November 22,2013,
and reafﬁnned 9-1 on December 1, 2013

'RECOMMENDATIONS

The original charge to the meoln-Lancaster County- Task Force was to study:consolidation and
cooperation opportunities between the City of Lincoln and Lancaster County in the four areas of
law enforcement, the prosecution and juvenile court functions of the Cityand County Attorneys,
engineering, and the City and County Clerk offices. Aftera thorough examination of these four
areas, the Task Force has identified opportunities for the City and Comty to improve the delivery
and cost effectivenass of essential: governmental services through additional consolidation and
-cooperation. Some of these opportunities-can be accomplished immediately. Others are loniger-
term goals which will require additional study and a concerted effort by all stakeholders. Most
importantly, the Task Force concludes that a fully consolidated governmental structure is the best
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model for serving: the citizens of Lincoln-and Lancaster: Countyg and the u}tImate goal shouid bea
singleunified City- County govermnent

Based on the. foregoing analysis; the Lincoln-Lancaster Cmmty Consolidation T ask Force hereby
tenders the following recommendations to the meohi City Council, the Lancaster County Board
of Commissioners, and Mayot Chris Beutler: :

L

The:City of Lincoln and Lancaster County shonld begin long:term plannig for the
creation ofa. fully consolidated Clty-County gavemment, with broad home rnle :
authority. Steps in the planning pracess could. mclude-

A. Conduct additional professional: studies, snpporteﬂ by pnvate sectur flmdmg,
to determine the most efficient model for prowdmg services and to- qnannfy
costs and benefits; followed by a white. paper detaihng the advantages of a
consolidated government;

B.  Establish a steering committee of key pmate sector and puhhc sectnr
leaders;

C. Develop a comprehensive public educat:on process;

D.  Review staté law regulating governmental consolidation - proceed under
existing law or support new legislatwn dwgneﬂ speclﬁ cally for Lincolu and
Laneaster-County. '

All shart-term goais ident:ﬁed hy the Task. Faree should be ;mplemented 45001 38

possible:

A.  Lincoln Police Department and Lancaster County Sheriﬁf '

1. Formalize existing eooperative arrangements between Police
~ Department and Sheriff’s Office by official action of the Lincoln Clty
Council and County Board; ‘
2, Establish a joint firing range;

3. Merge training programs;

4. Combine vehicle maintenance facilities; and
5. f)perate a smgle frontservice-desk: for both Police and: Sher;ff

Cnty Attomey and’ Cmmty Attomey
1. Merge all Juvenile Court functmns under the County Aftorney .
E: Develop an interlocal agreement to splif the cost of the merger

equally between the City and Cousity.

Clty Public Works & Ut,lht:es and County Engmeer

1. Forinalize existing: coopera‘t;ve agreements between Public Works and

the Engineer by official action of the Lincolu City Council and fhe
C_ounty Board:
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% Consohdate physical assets such as the mainfenance facilities, with

joint use-of mechanics;
3. Consolidate sign functions under the County sign shop;
4, Combine GIS functxons, and
5. Consolidate legal land surveying under the County Engineer.
City and County Clerks

i Merge the City Clerk’s Office into the County Ci’erk’s Office

2. An mdependent third party should conducta study to determine an
enterprise content management system that would be best f(!l' the Clty'
and County

‘Begin Plannmg for the creatmn of 2 a City-Coux;ty Public Safety U re!ia
Organization

A Perform a detailed pwfessmnai analysis to determine the feasibility of the:
uimbrella niodel for Lincoln and Lancaster County Aréas examined ceuld
mclnde‘ :

1. I’otenﬁal cost savings amd eﬂ‘exem;m,
2. Determine which: agenicies shonld be included under the umbrella
* organization: Agencies which could fall under the mbre}h include
the Lincoln Police: DeparhnenkCouniy Sheriff; Afrport and
University Police Departments, Lincoln Fire & Rescue, all mral fire
and emergency medical departments; Emergency: Management,
-Emergency Comnmnications, and County Corrections;

3 Hew many employees should be cross-trained. to provide law
enforcement, fire, and entergency medical services: and

4. Develop: stéps and a'time fram for nnplementauon.
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Recommendations are respectfully submitted by the mealn—Lancaster County:
ot “:ahdatxen 'fask Ferce this 27 day ef Becember 2 % N

,.I,a\mes Jeﬁ‘er; : -

Amandz MeGil
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APPENDIX A

List of Documents Reviewed by the Lincoln-Lancaster County '(‘io‘nsbl’idgt’zén?ask Fofce

All documents presented to'the Lincoln-Lancaster County consolidation Task Force are available
for review in the Office of the Lancaster County Clerk, The documents can alse be found on the:
County Clerk’s web site underthe ﬁeadmg of Consolidation Task Force, as exhibits to the’
mmutes far Task Ferce meetings..

ITEM
(Meetmg of March 8, 201 3)
Exhibit A, Nebraska Tntérlocal. Caoperatton Act
[Exhibit B, Nebraska Joint Publie Agency Act
* _Exhibit C, Nebraska Muaicipal County Act - :
- Exhibit D, Neb, Rev, Stat. §22-417 (Consolidation of County Offices)
Exhibit E, List of Lancaster County/Cﬂy of Lincoln Joint Depamnents and Comimissions
Exhibit F, Arthin D, Litile; Inc. chort to the People of the Cityof Lincoln: and Lancaster -
- Countyon the Organization-of Public Services (197 3) - _
- Exhibit G, Final Report and Recommendahons of the: Laneaster Couaty Consolidation
Committee (1996)
g, Exhibit H, City of Omaha.and Douglas County Joint. Comfmttee to. Stady Clty{{lonnty
Merger: (2603)

P YR W e

(Meeting of March 22, 2013)
9. Exhibit A, City of Lincoln Public Works & Utﬁmes Overview:
10.  Exhibit B, County Engiteer Duties '
11 Exhibit C, Summary of Nebraska Statutes Pertaining to. County Enginieer

(Meeting of April 12, 2013) :
- 12, - Exhibit A, Lancaster County Sheriff’s Office Overview
13. Exhibit B, Fast Facts on the Lincoln Police Department

" (Meeting-of April 26; 2013) -
14, Exhibit A, Summary of Nebraska Statutes pertaining to-County Cletk
15.  Exhibit B, County Clerk Duties
16.  Exhibit C, Lancaster County Clerk’s Office: Orgamzatronal Chart
17.  Exhibit D, Lancaster County Clerk Informational Shest, Where Do Your County Tax
Dollars Go?
18.  Exhibit E; City of Lincoln City Clerk’s Ofﬁce Organmatmnal Chait, Budget, and General
: Information
19, Exhlbit F, Lincoln Cxty Attorney Prosecutor D1v1310n Overview

(Meeting of May 10, 2013)
20.  Exhibit A, City/County Street Maintenance Agreement
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22.

23.

24.

25,

26.

27,

28.

28;
30.

31.

32.

33,

34,

35.
36.
37.
38.

30,
40,

41.

“Summary of County Consolidation Le

Exhibit B, Lincoln Lancaster County Consolidation Task Force: Designing the Process,
Worksheet for Group Discussion, Friday, May 10,2013

Exhibit C, Questionnaire for Task Force Members

Exhibit D, Letter to Lincoln City Counci} from Lancaster County Boa:d dated Noveriber
13, 2012, on Consolidation Task Force Mission Statement

sislation

' (Meeting of May 24, 2013)

Exhibit A, Lincoln Lancaster- Cmmty Consohdaﬁon Task Force Agenda Details for
Fnday, May 24, 2013 : :
Exhibit B, Lincoln Lancaster: Coun!y Consolidation Task Fome, Between Meetmg
Worksheets for May 24,2013 Meeung, Brief Summary-and Next-Steps for Eagilitation
Exhibit C, Lincoln Lancaster County Consolidation Task Force, Key Outcomes from May
24,2013 Meoztmg

: (Me,eﬁgg of June 14, 2{)13)

Exhiblt B'{Lancaster County Sheriff Actual Expenditares (5 Year Compansan)

Exhibit C, Lincoin Police Department Year to Date Actuﬁi Expenmm:-es and 5 Yearsof
‘Revenue and Expenditures

Exhibit D, Public Safefy Interlocal Agreements Civil Qefense, Cammumcatwns Cemar
(91.1),-and Correctional Facilities: _

Exhibit E, June 14, 2013 Level of Suppart forbevelopmg Rmmmeudatlens (Pubhc
Safety Agenmes)

(Meeting of June 28, 2013)

Exhibit A, Consideration of Task Foree Processes and Agendas, Rewewmg June 14
Meeting and Previewing June 28 Meeting '

Exhibit B, June 14, 2013 Level of: Suppmt for Developmg Recommendations (Publzc
Safety Agencies)

'{Mce%mg of July 12, 2103)
Exhibit A, Review of Lincoln Lasicdster County Consolidation Task: Force Process:as of

I uly 12,2013 :
Exhibit B, Dynanics.of Grouip Decxsmn»Makmg, The Diamond of Partzclpatory
Declswn—Makmg

Exhibit C, City Attorney’s Office - Prosecution Division Rolein Juvenﬁe Court
Exhibit D, Juvenile Court Case Filings for 2012 and 2013

Exhibit E; Juvenile Court Statistics for 2012 and 2013

Exhibit F, Cost of Cotmty Attomey s Office Assuming All of'the Czty § Juvenile Court
‘Law Violations

(Meeting of July 26,2013) '
[Exhibit A, Suggested Criteria for Potential Recommendations:
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42,

43,

45.

a7,

48.

50,

51.
52

53,

54.

55,
56.

57

58.

59.

60.

61.

(Meetmg of August 16, 2{}13)

Exhibit A, Public Safety Decision Matrix, Public Safety Umbtella Model, Public Safety
County-Metro Model, and Public Safety Mutuat Aide Information :

Exhibit B, Riley County Law Enforcement Agency (Kansasy

Exhibit C, Lancaster County Attomey Legal Opinions: 1) City of Lincéln is a Pchtzca}

Subdivision for purposes of County Civil Service Act; and- 2) Deputy Cﬂanty Attomeys
- can be cross-designated as City Prosecutors to prosecute City Ordinances, including DUI

cases.
Exhibit D, Cross Training of Pubhc Safety Workers Atu'actmg More Interest (January i,

2013, by Lee Romney, Los.Angeles Times)
Ex]nbzt E, Public Safety Consolidation: What Is kt? How Does &t ‘Work? (by Jeremy

Wilson, Alexander Weiss, and Clifford Grammich, prepared for the Office of Community

Orientéd Policing Services and appearing in BOLO, a continting; pubhcanon hlghhghtmg

COPS Office comifunity policing develapient projects) _
Exhibit F, Police and Fire Consolidation, An Inefficient Useof Resotirces (Intemaﬁonal

Assoclatwn of Fire: Fightcrs and International Assoclatmn of Fire Ch:efs)

(Maetmg of August 23,2013)

Exhibit A, Différence Between Rural and Urban Pohcmg, and Fleet Mamtenance, by
Lancaster’ Camlty Sheriff Terry T. Wagner

Exhibit B, Lincoln Lancaster County: Consohdatmn Task Force Agenda Details for
Friday, August 23,2013

Exhibit €, Expectatmns of Task Force Mem"bers on Pubiw Safety Goals
Exhibit D, - August 23, 2013 Level of Suppmt for Public Safety Rccarmnendatwns

Exhibit E, Public Safety Long-Term Goal o
Exhibit F, Public Safety Long-Term Goal Considerati
Cross-Training; Orgmﬁzahonal Responsiveness; Education; Financial Modelmg,

- ©Organizational Chart; Stepping Stones; Quality of Serviees; Snpport of Elwted Ofﬁciais
Citizens; Umons eta. -and White Paper and Final R@port

ons: ’I‘immg, 1&3181&&01} - Scope of

(Meseting of September 13, 2013)
Exhibit A, Lificoln Lancaster County Censehdatx@a Task Force - Draﬁ Modél for a
Consolidated Public Safety Organization,, as “developed at the Sepiember 13, 2013

meeting
- Exhibit B, Public Safety @rgamzaﬁon Structure

Exhibit €, Additional Study Regarding Public Safety Grgamzatmn

Exhibit D, Reasons/Rational for Public Safety Orgamzatlon
Exhibit E, Police/Sheriff Short-Term Goals '

(Meeting of September 27, 2013)

‘Exhibit A, Lincoln Lancaster County Consolidation Task F orce - Draft Model fora

Consolidated Public Safety Organization, as developed at the September 13, 2013
meeting :

Exhibit B, Key Summary Points for Public Works and County Engineer

Exhibit C, Lincoln City Attornéy’s Legal Opinion Regarding Nebraska Law on Home
Rule Charter and Dilion s Rule
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62.

65..

66.

67.

68,

6.

70.

71,

2

73.
74,

76:

77

73
79.

80.

81,

82.
83.

84,
85.

Le3

Exhibit D, mecln Lancaster County Consolidation Task Force, chk Overview of
Meeting Outcomes as of September 27, 2013

Exhibit E, Agenda Review

Exhibit F, City Engineer and County Engmeer Responsesto Queations Raxsed by
Consolidation Task Force, dated September 24, 2013 _
Exhibit G, Engineering Proposals

(Meeting of October 11, 2013)

Exhibit A, Publie Wm'ks Stréet Maintenance Facilities, Engineering Services Division
Orgamzatmnal Chart, and Vehicle Fleet -

Exhibit B, County Engineer Mamf;ename Faczhtms Grgamzauonal Chart, &nd Vehicle
Fleet

Exhibit C, Caunty CIerk/Glty Clerk- Merger 2013

Exhibit D, Publie Warks/County Engmeex Consolidation of Physwal Assets

 (Meeting of October 25,2013)

Exhibif A, Lincoln Laneaster County Consohdataon ‘Task Force, Infonnatwn Smces A
‘Quick Overview, October 25, 2013

Exhibit B, Iaformation: Semces Division {Drgamzatmnai Chart .

Exchibit C, Lincolir Lancaster County Comnsolidation Task Force, Entetpnse Content
Management (ECM) - Background and General Facts, October: 25 2013

Exhibit D, Additional Critetia for Potential Recomiiendations .

Exhlb:t B, Lincoln Lancaster County Consolidation Task Force, Quick: Overview of
Mexting Outcomes'as of October 11,2013

Exhibit F, Question to Task Foree, What Would You Like Outcome of This Process to Be
in Orderto Feel It Was Worth your Time, Attention and Expertise? -

Exhibit G, Lincoln Lancaster County Consolidation Task Force, Facilitated Decision-
Making Process Responses to Preliminary Questionnaire as of Thursday, May 9, 2013
Exhibit H, Remaining Décisions for Consolidation Task Force: Adult Criminal Court;
County and City Clerks; and Information Services :
Exhibit 1, Agenda Ttems for Remammg Meetings

Exhibit J, Lincola Joutnal Star Editorial, Of;tabe.: 21,2013, A Chance for Czty»Cotmty
Consolidation?

Exliibit K, first draft of a parhon of the. meehz—Lancaster County Consolidation Task
Foree Report and Reecommendations

Exhibit L, Capstitution of the State of Nebraska, Artmfe XV, Section. 18 (Governmental
powers and funetions; intergovernmental cooperation;. Legislature may hmit merger or
consolidation of counties or other lpcal govents authorized)

{Mecting of November 8, 2013)

Exhibit A, Suggested Criteria for Potential Recommendations: _
Ex}:ubzt B, Report from . Subcommmee on Conselidation of City Prosecution division with
Coutity Attorney’s: Office S ,

(Meeting of November 22, 2013)
Exhibit A, Pre-Meeting Questionnaire for Consolidation Task Force

 Exhibit B, Questionnaire:Responses for November 22, 2013 Meeting
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Exhibit C, final arlaﬁfin_iegﬁ'sflaﬁw format of the Eiﬁééiﬁ;"
* Task Force Report and Recommendsations '

Exhibit C, Consolidation Task Force, Combining Clty Clerk with County Clerk,

- Submitted by Teresa Meier; City Clerk

Exhibit D, Lincoln Lancaster County Consolidation Task Force, Detailed Agenda for
Friday, November 22, 2013

~ ExhibitE, Photograph showing preference of Consolidation Task Force members for

consolidation of County Cletk and City Clerk.

~ Exhibit F, Phatograph showing preference of Consolidation Task Foree members for

conducnng independent study to deterrine best Enterprise Content Management (ECM)
system for City and. County

Exhibit G, Merger Criteria for Public Safety

Exhibit H, Public Safety Long-Term/Short-Term Goal Analysis

Exhibit I, Second draft of 2 portion of the Lincoln-Lancaster County Consolidation Task

‘Force Report. and Recommendahons

_(Meetmg of December 13,2013)

Exhibit A, November.26, 2013 draft of the meoImLancastm“ County Consohdanon Task -
Force: Report and Recommendations

Exhibit B, December 12, 201 3 draﬁ of the Lmeoln—lmcaster County Consolidation Task
Force Repoit and Récommer )

1caster -@O-um:y Consolidation

Fifiles COMMISS\COMMITTEESICE Consglidation Task Force\Report and Reconsmendations wpd
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