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CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION 

J lJ " 
P-urpose of the Report 

G 

Over the past 10 year~ the Nebraska Commission on Law Enfor8e-

ment and Criminal Justic~ has fu6ded approximately $869,000 to 

assist twenty-five governmental jurisdictions (s~e Appendix A) 

throughout the state in an effort to establish consolidated law 

enforcement. It is the purpose of this study to examine these 

various consolidation arrangements in an effort ,to evaluate the '. 
[) 

efficiency and effectiveness of these arrangements. Eue to 

a lack of relative comparative data on consolidation law enforce­

ment s~rvibes versus individual law enforcement departments in 

Nebraska, this study will collect and analyze data relative only 
\' ,-

to those s~rvices offered by the ·consolidationarrangement. 

Therefore, the major~mphasis of this study will be"to evaluate 

the effi~~ency and effectiveness of consdlidated law enforcement 

services based on the percept~ns of the count'ycommissioners, 
'~ 

city officials, apd law enforcement:~fficials who participated in 
c \, 

consolidation arrangements. 
n 

Moreover, ,this report wil~ disquss a number of the major 
."t::;; g~ 

issues conderning cOQsolidation ,of law enforcement services. 

major issues concerning consolida ti~t~f4icl'). are examined are: 

(1) Ways and means to consO;j;i(;t~:~e."~f'I~"',..t'IW.,,, ", 
\~. !i'" 1f,,1.1.l\ ff1iP'_:;'l'J!.' 

(2) The positive and n'8gat~.re(laspects of con~.olidation. 
(3') The governmental roles in consolidation. 

II 

(4) Factors critical in c'onsolida tion of law enforcement 
, ~ 

services. 

These 

o 

2 -

B. ~cope and Natu~~ of Study 

Q The intent of \he study is to survey the external cori~idera-

tiQDs, such a's~ the a;~titudes of the local county commissioners, 

city officials and law enforcement officials toward consolidating 

law enforcement services and their perceptions of the ability of 

consolidated law enfdrcement to meet the long term law enforcement 

needs of their area. Th~ study utilized theat.titudes and 

perceptions of county commissioners, city officials and law 

~'f 't ff" . 1 ' jill' orcemen 0 ~c~a s because these three groups were the essenti;:l.l 

governmental entities which fully participated in the consolidation 

arrangem~rts in Nebraska. Furthermore, it is proposed that these 
\', 

three groUp~ are key elements in any ~onsolidation of law enforce-
- ~ 

I' 

D 
ment ser~£ces, and therefore, their attitudes and perceptions of 

consolidat~o~~re the tou~datiQn ~o the success or failure of 

thes'e types of cooperative governmental agreements in Nebraska. 

C. Methodology 
(~ 

The data fo~ this study was collected during No~ember, Decem-

ber and January of 1981 and 198? respectively. The data collection 
(I '. 

eff~rts included three separate written attitude questionnaires 

which involved county commissioners, city officials and law 

enforcement officials. All twenty-five governmental jurisdictions 

which received funding from th~ Nebraska Crime Commission for con-

solidated law enforcement were surveyed. A:total of one-hundred 

twenty~eight questionnaires were mailed to the respective govern­

menta~ jurisdictions and seventy-six completed questi9nnaires 

were retu~ned which represents 59 percent of the total qu~stion-. 
naires mailed. Tabl~ One on page 3r presents the total number of 
~J 

o 

'I 

f; ,. 

r 
I, 

\ 

; 
i,;' 

o 
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'\, If ( t . s ' o.uestionnaires mailed, "" , to\\\""""e,"',")Ch "group of participa",ntscoun y comm~ -
\'I.} , , I 
sione~s, city officials an41aw enforcement officials) and t~e ,/ 1 ' " 
t:otal nU+I1ber of I) questionn~fres\returned. 

/:,~ , \ 
r;J (:, il -~\~, 

Y TABLEON~ 
'\ a " 

Re'sp'onses to Mailed Questionnaires 
'0. 

;' ~,(J , 

Number Mailed Numb,er Returned 

County " 25 '. 14 
Commi.ssioners ~ =--=,-0:.-

"0_' \ \, \\ 
: \I 

'\ 

Law Enforcement 25 2,0 
Offici~ls , 

" -

78 
.-

44 City Officials " 

0 

II \I 

trotal ~> 128 76 

'-1 c 

Percentage 
" 

5610 " 

~ 

If 80% 

" 

54% 
,-

--

59%.,. 
" ,I . 

Th~qUestionnaires were designed (see Appendix A) to ~easure 
the cur~~nt attitudes toward consolidation, and ~pinions concern~ 

ing the advaniages, disadvantages and methods of,how consolidation 

of law enforcement services shou14 be arranged in Nebraska. 
() 

Enc16sed with each questionnaire was a cover letter Which briefly 

explained the purp07~ of, the questionnaire and a p're-addressed, , 

stamped 'enve1.ope for return .of the c.ompleted questi.onnaire). 
!; 

n 
o 

" 

o 

• .. 

, 

I 

.,. 

iJ 

A. Background 
(, 

---~~'"=~~=",~-:<:~;~-*'~~#,.~", ... ..,.,....~ 
d Ij 

4 

",CHAPTER II A REVIEW OF 
LAW ENFORCEMENT CONSOLIDATtON 

/1 
',', 

There are 91,236 governmental units in the United States: 
c 

56,507 local governments; 34,678 school districts; fifty state 

government~; and'the federal government. A further ~reakdown 

shows 3,d43 counties, 17,977 municip~lities, 17,144 townships, 

and 18,323 special dis~~icts.l Combined with this breakdown of 

local governmental units there are approximately 40,000 public law ~, 

enforcement agendies providing services to these polihical factions: 

fifty Federal agencies; two-hundred state agencies; 3,050 county 
" ,0 • ." 2 

agencies; and 36,700 munici~al and township agenc1es. Based on 

these facts there is little reason to doubt"why a recent study 

on government consolidation concluded: 

Traditional wisdom and logic support the conclusion 
that fragmented authority and dUplicatiVe governmental 
functions are urfnecessarily expensive, wasteful and 
Inefficient. Public admirfrsff'-a~i:;'1--cn scholars, practi­
tioners, and c~tizens have long advocated ponsolidation 
of similliar governmental fUnctions as a reform method 
~or re~ucing governmental overhead and increasing effic­
;Lency. 

Although thecons6lidation of other government activities are 
--- 'J 

still highly questioned, the argument for consolidation of police 
() 

services are increasing in acceptance and vigor. The f.t-fst major 

acceptance and support of consolidateJ police services was pro­

posed ~y the.Presidentts Commission on Law Enforcement and Admin­

istration of Justice in 1967. In 1971 the ~dvisory Commission on 

Intergovernmental Relations concluded: 

Small local police departments particularly those of 
10 or fewer men, are unable to provide a wid~range 
of p.atrol and invf3stigati ve services to ,.local ci.~izens. 

Ii 

,. 

if 

j ... 
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/f" 
M L th "t f'll 1 . or~oyerJ e eX1senceo these sma 1 agenc1es may 
workr hardship on nearby r; jurisdictions. Small 
bolice departments which db not have adequate ~ull­
time patrol and preliminary investigative services 
may reguire~the aid o~ larger agencies i~ maQY facets 
of the-rr police work. 

To further support this view in 1973 both the National 

Advisory Commiss~,on on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals and 

the Committee for Economlc Development strongly advocated the 
o 

consolidation of the "smaller"law enforcement ~genci~s.5 The 

National Advisory Commission defined "smallsr" agencies as any 
" '" !f 6 

police department with less than 10 full-time sworn ~fflcers. Q 

(J 

Then, In 1979,~ the National Institute of Law E~force~ent and Crim-

inalJUst~ce concl~de~ in ~, I!!ajor study that al th8ugh ". 

sOlidati;dn may not always s,~tisfy all ~xpectat'ions /a , 

con-

the fault 

is that of simplistic organizatioQal design rather than cbnsolida-

tien itself.,,7 

The effects of t,hese national studies and recommendations 

hav~ been to increase the number.of police agen6ies cens~lidating 

services. It is estimated tha~since 1972 ever 100 agencies have 

consolidaf~d with 85 to 90 percent .of these consolidated agencies 
8 located in populations Of less than 25,000 persons. Furthermor'e, 

the highest concentration of consolidated law enfarcement, services 

are founded in the central states where population is spar~e.9 a 

Ways and Means t.o Consolidation 

As one reviews the literature co:ncerning consolidallti:'on it 
{) ':;, Ii 

beco,ples obvious there are many definitions af Gonsolidation and 

many ways in which to coniolidate police services. 

.of this report a bread dei1nition of consolidation will be 

utilized. The definition ,.used", here is "any interjurisdic:tion 

\\ 

- 6 -

arrangem"en t which allows the sharing or transfer of au thori ty for 

the accomplishment of a law enforcement function."lO Therefore, 

consolidation by this definition is viewed as a contihua~ce. 

of change within the structur~ of the law enforcement and/or 
[) 

~ governmental agencies. Across this continuance o~ change th~re 

halVe been identified thre~ dis,tinct group~ngs of consolidation 

o 

which are labeled total,'par11il, and functional. These are defined 
" 

as,follows: 

Total consblidation is the complete .or nearly complete 
combination of units 9f government for the production 
and ptovision of a totality of public goods and 
services. 

Partial consolidation is the combination of certain 
given units of government, or theocreation of a new 

'i unit 0, f governm,ent f,Or' the, production and provi~ion 
of specific public goods and services. . ,'. lUJ ' 
Functional consolidation is the sharing of, or ceoper-· 
ative efforts by formal or informal agreement toward 
the production and provision of public goods and ser­
vices withoy~ the necessity of change in uriits of ' 

,government. . 

Within~he above thre~ groupings of consolidation ten distinct 

fo~ms of censolidatien are identified. These are: 

Informal Arrangements 

Shar,iling 

Pooling 

Contracting 

Police Se~vice Districts 

Merger (Regiopalization) 

- Special Police Districts 

- Federation. 

- Arna,l:gamation 

A~nexatian12 

1/ 

Q 

I '" 

Ct 
~~ . , <,?"'" 
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pa~tfal or funcb~ona~bas~d on the am6unt of change necessary to 

imp-lement the consolida·t~pn process." Thi,~=,p'}::langeis, measured in 

three dimertsioris j'~hange in""the poli ticsl.'J structure, change i~ 
" , ~~~~-. ,- :1 ~, 

the law enforcement structure and 'change in the method of delivery 

~f law enforcement functions. Table Two on page 8 presents the 

classifications of the ten differen-t, forms of consolidation. 

To better understand these te~ forms of conso~idation and 
(> 

how they could effect the l'awenforc,ement and, governmentab<:struc-

ture, each system will be briefly described. ~ 
a 

1. Informal Arrangements. 

I f 1 t ' d f' 0 d ~ Ott t" . , ~ orma arrangemen s q,re e ~J;1e as unwr.l ' en cooperal.ve 
[} 

agreements to collectively p~rform a task that would be mutually 

beneficial to the participanis. 13 

2 ." Shar ing • 
/) 

Sharing is defined as the provision or reception ot goods or 
" ser~ice~ which enhancea the completion of a law enforcement func-

tion or fosters uniformity,. 14 Examples of such serv,ices are 

9ommunic~tion and laboratory. 

3. Pooling .,~, 

Pooling is defined as the combination or resources by" two or 
,~ 

more agencies to perform a selective support service under the 
r~ r;J 

guidelines of predetermined formal commitments and with direct 

involvement by all parties~ Pooling is limited to forma~ agree­

m,ents and d~es not involve informal arrangements. Unde'r this kind 

of arrangement, 'departments agree to combine resources such as 

manpower, facilities, and funds to'perform a selective ~unction 
- ,) 

at a "higher level of service." Among functions amenable to 
, ''-"c; ,'. (, 
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" 
effective pooliI'l:8 are communications, personnel reiJ~uitment and 

testing, training, r~cords and 

detention operations. 15 
\1 .. 

4., Contracting_ 

identification servi.ces, and 

\\ 
D 

Contracting is defined as a "limited and voluntary program i~ 

which one government enters into aoformali' legally binding agree­

ment'to provide ce.rtain specified law emforcement services (either 
(3 

iotal or partial) to another~~vernment for a fee withou~ alt~ring 

the basic structure of either government. Any level of governP,lent 
" can provide contract law enforcement services to other governments. 

County to city, city to county, county to the f~de~al government, 
" 

city;to city, and state to ~ount1 and city contractuaf arrarlgements 
',' . () 

are ~resentlY in evidence throughout th, country.16 

5. Police Service Districts~ 

A °polic~, service distr.ict is created when poli'g~ responsibil-
" 

ities are assigned under an existing government~l~body t~ establish 
" 

a level of.y l:aw enforcemerit service funded by' a s'ystem' of taxation="" 

which includes both unincorporated and incorporated areas and may 

be,lupplemented in individual areas through the assessmento~ 
"'~~-". "-' 

ad<ti tiqnal taxes. 17 " 
fJl 

6. Merger (Regionalization). 

Merger is defined as the formal comblnati?nof a mutual func­

tion of two or more governmental bodies under one ag;r the goods 

and services of which are provided on a' geographic raJ~her than . 

jurisd:i>~tional basis. This type of consolidation can occur without 

comprehensive reorganization of all local government ~nits withih 

a deSigna~'edarea. Foor an example of merger, the City of Las Vegas 

and Cl'rk County, Nevada, merged their law enforcement agencies and 
o 

n 

-'- -'~--

~ 
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formed the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Force with the Sheriff of 
" 

<;'; 18 
Clark County as the chief executdve of the agency. 

7. Special POlice Districts. 

A special policedi~trict is a single purpose unit of govern­

. Mento It is completely independent, both administratively and\:::, 

finanCially, f~om ex~sting units of government; it provides police 

services to a s'pecific geographic area without regard to existing 

gove'rnmental bouhdflPies; and it" is financed by ppoperty tax assess­

ments. LikA ~'i nther governmental units a specfal po\ice 
i 

district will have essential characteristics. It would beprganized, 

possess st ructural form, have an official .name, guar,antee perpetlfal 

succession,' and have the 'righ~ to sue and be sued, make contracts, 

and ob~ainand dispose of propert'y. It would have officers who 

are pr~perlY elected or are appoi.nted by other public'l:>fficials. 
(J 

It would offer a high degree of public accountability- Moreover~ 

it would have considerable fiscal and admini,~tra ti ve independer;'1ce 

from 'other gov'ernments .19 

8. Federation. 

() 

Federation is defined as(fthe consolidation of rr;etropolitan-
o 

type services which are administered and delivered by a newly-

constituted 6huntywide government to compliment local services 

provided by- municipali.ties which remaiq independent. Federations 
'I have two major features. The first involves the establishment of 

a metropolitan government ,usually" paralleling the boundarie§ of 

the replaced county government, to which metropolitan-type func­

tions are alloted. These services, con,~ol.idated unde,r a federa'ted 

system, are unified asa result of a preemption of total responsi­

bility for former municipal services by .theareawide government. 

() 
o . 

o 

" 
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The second involves the retention or existi~g cities, which continue 
o 

to control local ftinctions. 20 

9. Amalgamation. o"!:> . 

a . c; 

Amalgamation is defined as a complete governmental consolida-
.;;,:! • 

tion of existing units of government to form a new government 

wi th a osfngle administra~~ive framework which .allows for the unilat-
-=- - Ii ::>1 

eral determination of poliCy.- . G 

10. Annexation. 

Annexation is defin~d as the total absorption of existing 

governments or unincorporated areas into a larger met~opolitan 
~ ~~\ 

government which necessitates the provision of all governmental 
. c:::0 

services (including police) ,by the ~bsorbing body. Annexation is 

the most direct way of achie~ing fbllareawide consolidation of 
I' ::::::J:::: e: "la::e ::m:::r::::~:;!: ::::::::n :~ve:::e::: o:ein

g 

stren1h of" annexation as an approach to reorganizing local govern­
ment i(s its broadening of the geographical jurisdiction of exist-

!/ 

ing municipalities. It can forestall the creation of special dis-
~. .;:;:. 

tricts or new municipal incorporations and thus help prevent local 
() 

governmental patterns from becoming more complex. 22 . 

o 

C.' A Summary of the Posi ti ve and Nega ti ve Aspects of Conso'lida tion 

An extensive study recently completed by the National Insti-

tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice summa~ized the posi~ 
.~ 

tiveand negative aspects of consolidated police services in the .6, 

United State~. This summary is a§ follows: 

Positive Aspects 

1. Consolidation mitigates several conditions which 
limit or reduce the effectiveness of law enforcement 

II 

. . 
\ 
~ 

I 

------ ------------~---------------
" 
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service.. .SupporteroS claim that small agency mergers 
reduce interjurisdictional overlapping, disptites, 
jealousies and competition; eliminate questions of 
interjurisdictional enforcement authority' and pro-

• vide ~onsistent areawide practices and pr~cedu~es. 

2. Consolidation results i.n an improved level and 
quality of service.. It is argued that mergers result 
in a broader range and level of service than is finan­
cially possible through small independent agencies. ' 
These improvements are said to be embodied in full­
time ,speCialized, law enforcement and .emergency . 
back-up capabilities; improved communicationscapab­
ilities; and, more lntensive patrol coverage in both 
urban and rural areas, coupled with reduced response 
time to emergency calls for assistance. 

3. Consolidation results in higher quality personnel 
complements. This claim is said to result from the 
better training, supervisiQn, organization and working 
cond~tions offered by merged agencies, as well as the 
higher salaries, benefits and advancement oppor",tunities 
which. tend to attract better qualified individuals .. . . 

4. Consolidation ~rodu6es improved efficiendies and 
e·copgmies. of scale. Proponents argue that per unit 
costs fo~police services a~e reduced through small 
agency mergers, or that more service can be provided 
for· the same law enforcement dollar invested. Other ~ 
cl~lms along this same general vein include th$ follow­
ingf specialized services can be provided because of 
econom~es rea~,,~zed th~roug,h the greate.rutilization of 
expens1ve equ1pment and/Qr personnel; increased coverage 
can be provided wi thou t . appreciably increaOsing costs' 
and, more efficient and productive use can be made of 
auxiliary perso,nr;el engage~3inSuch acti vi tie.s as com­
munications~ records, etc. 

Negative Aspects 

1. Loss of local law ~nforcement service. In addition 
to the psychological loss of identity among reciipient 
communiti,sl Which is alaimed t6 accompany~onso11da~ 
tion, opponents purport that local officers know a 
community and its problems better than those or a ~on­
solidatedagency'; mergers dilute th~ relationship 
be.tween local citizens .and members of the law enforce­
ment agency that serves them; and, the enforcement of 
local codes and ordinances suffer as~a result of 
consolidation. 

'" 2. Loss of control over the level and quality of law 
enforcement .service. ~$sent'ially, t.hisargument reflects 
the ~oncern that consolidation remo~es police adminis­
tration too f.ar from the residents of a community. That 

o 

(I (' 

J '.~. , 
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o 

is, it. is cla.imed that a community will have littleo 
or no effect bn improving services if they becom~ 
unsatisfa,.ctory. 

'?'" Consolidation has prC'i'ven no. more effective than 
current delivery systems. Although proponents claim 
the many benefits of consoli-dation", opponents argue 
that ,the benefits have not been 'd9cumented. 

4. Consolidation may cost as much'ormore than the 
current delivery system. Arguments that consolida-' 
tion may cost as much or more than currer./\systems 
are frequently misleading. This is" not£O--'say that 
such c!aims are false, but rather, examples in the 
researcih were'esseqtially non-~xistent which compared 
the cost of desire~ local serVice, with th~ cost of 
the same services under a consolidated sysfem. Most 
commonly, comparisons are made between expenditures 
for existing local service and the cost of desired 
services under a merged agency, with aittle or no 
attention given to t~e amount and naiijre of servi6es 
actually provided under each system. D , 

~~ "' ... -
Although the abov~ summary does not represent a complete 

,; 

examination of the positive and negative aspects of consolidated 

law enforcement, it .does pr~sent the major is~ues ~ertaining.to 

the topic. Furthermore, this sum~ary is a good foundation for 

those wtlO wish to extensivelyevalua te the pros and cons of 
, 

cohsolidated law enforcement se~v!ces. 
,.(: 

D. The Governmenta:4. ~'oles in Consolidation 
~ 

1. State Govern,ment. The role of governmental agenoies f 

consolidation of police services is viewed by most writers on the 

subject as a critical·issu~. 'The institute of Public Administra-

tion Services through its pes.ea:rch e.ffprt,s·believe that, first 
. . 

.and formost, the development of .consolida ted police servic,es is 
~ ~ 

a politfcal problem ,not a .technical one, and that the ,primary 

unit of government effecting consolidated law enforcement is the 
o 0:) 

state .25 Why the In;'ti tute of PubliC, Adminl.strati ve Services 

believe that the ~tate plays the" primar'@' °rocle of eTfecting 

" o 

1> 

D 

!J 

() 

i! 
consOlidation is due to the fact that counties and municipalities 

" . (\. 
possess only t~ose powers granted to them by the state.consti- \ 

tution and staW"e'es . Therefore,.i tis essential that before any 

efforts t~ward consolidation take place the state government 

must enact legislation that permits consolidation of local 

governmental services. These' statutes are usually' referred to 

.. inter-local government agreeITi'ent acts or joint pow,ers acts. 

The National Advisory Commis~ion on Criminal Justice Stand­

ards and Goals in its report made the following recommendation 

concerning inter-local government agreement acts. 

Eadh State that ha~ not alreadY done so should enact 
a~propriate legislation to enable the various local 0 

gOvernments, as well as the 'police and other criminal 
justice agenCies, to enter into inter-agency agree­
ment~ o~ i~ participate jdi~tly in providing polic~ 
serv~ces. 

The State of Nebraska has been one of the states which-was . 
first to enact inter-local ,overnment agreements legislation 

7' 

) 1') il 

creating and promoting consolidation of ail local governmental 

services (see Appendix .sf). This legislation has created a favor-

able environment amenable to the efforts ofoconsolidation of law 

enforcements services 'in the state. 

2. County Government. Although the county governments 
l:' 

possess only those powers which are conferred upon them by the 

State constitution and ~tatutes, these loca.l gove'rnmental un1ts 
(.< ~ 

can asai~t in creating a favorable climate for consolidation 

through response and adaptiofu to the cha.nging socio-political 

conditions. The co\mty administrators must be COmtitted to 1()e 

consolidation efforts or el~e it will not0happ~n.~' L. S, 

Hollinge~, former Los AngeleS County Chief Administ~ative 
" 

o 

" I .;.; 

!' ~ , 
i. 

I~ 
i 

., 
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officer describes the commitment to consolidation as consisting 

" of three factors: attitude, wi.llingness, and ability. !follinger 
(~\ 

stated, "You must have a strong, virile county government with 

an affirmative a tti tude, a willingness to provide ,service, and 

the ability to produce.,,28In the absence of any Dne of these 

three considerations, a consolidation effort is impossible. ; 
C'0;h {\" 
__ :."C-::.: • .1 \; " 

f"'IT'''74y- ;f 
t, .-: .... 0;j~;t Furthermore, many experts in this area view county government 

as a "pir.",otal 'unit of government and a logical form of revamped , ~\S ' 

ai'eawide' government (l~:w enforcement). ,,29 One, reason this view . 

is held is because the office of sheriff assumes an important and 

essential role in the delivery of law enfoI"cemept services in most 

counties. Therefore, it is seep as a natural repository for 
.::;;:: .~ 

areawide police ser:Vibes.30 As former Los Angeles County Sheriff 

Peter J. Pitchess states, o 

A county will normally represent the optimum level 
a t which law enfo~lbement can be large enough to be 
e.ffecti ve - and y~;t small enough to be responsive. 

"And tp.e sheriff ... as an elected official - must.be 
responsive to the~Dommunity ~i large- his career 
and livelihood depend on it. . 

I, 

It should be noted that critics of making the office of 

sherif~f the repository' of areawidey~police~ services believe that 

the role qf the sheriff needs to be modified before this type of 

consolidation can be viable~ Their arguments center around three 

issues: {I) that the nature ~f the office itself 1s too st~~ngly 

politica11y based; (2) that the restrictive features of tenure 

limit the length of time one person may hOld office; and (3) that 

the office Performs too many extraneous nori~police duties)2 

3~ Municipal Government. -Most cq~m~nitiesare hesitant to 

give up local.control of their police, which is understandable 

() 

I 

: r 

, . 
U 
:/ 

i 

I 
I 
t 
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in view of the duties and func:tions the police departments perform 
" within a community. But as the President's Commission on Law 

o .\ 

Enforcement and'i"the Administ\ra tion ofC.riminal Justice states 
1" ' 
" 

concerning tq,e responsibility of municipal governments, sometimes., 

there are few alternatives. 

Governments havel a ':::Jasic responsibility to provide 
needed Services for their constituents. If it is 
beyo~d the ability of an individual jurisdiction to 
prov1de adequate basic services there are three 
alternatives: ' 

abolish the jurisdiction and make some other juris­
diction responsible for the services • 

- coptinue inadequate servi~es 
,} , 

-~seek, through joint action, to meet its local 
~~esponsibilities· mor~ adequately 
1°) 

The first cho;£~e u~ua~ly is';inot feasible POlitica{lY. 
The second ch01ce .1nV1 tes an increase in criminal 
activity and direct action by a higher level of govern­
m:nt ~o protect the public security. The bestalterna­
t:- ve 1S the third, the ini tia tion .of jOint programs 
w1th oth~r g~vernmental Jurisdictions. Such action is 
not a reJeat10n or relinquishment of responsibilities" 
but,.rather the recognition that certain problems- ' 
~eq~1r~ r~sou§~es beyond the capabity of a particular ' 

,Jur1sd1ct10n. 

E. Important Factor in Consolidation of Law EnforcemJen t Services 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 

JUstice identified four important factors which should be con-
1'/1 

sidered when governmental unitsa~e considerIng consolidation 6f 

law enforcement service~. Those four factors a~e: 

- ~egal Requirements 

- Financing 

- Contract Provisions 

- Permanent Law Enforceme~?;t Review Body 
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1. Legal Requirements. The institute advocates that before 

efforts are mad~ to consolidate law enforcement services the 

state ~hould have legislation concerning inter-Iocalgo~ernment 

agreements. If this legislation i5not a.' part oOf the state's 

statutes the governmental units considering consolidati6n~hould 

first work tbward<estabiishing proper ,legislation prior toconsol.­

idation efforts. 34 

2. Financing. Financing is a. key fac·tor to all consolidation 
,-:; 

projects. The Nation Institute's resear-ch documented that" 

finanCing was the subject over ,which the greatest time was spent 
~. . 0 

and the most d'i-sagreement arose dur~e planning of' con501i-

\'\fa ted agencies. ,,35 The two ~ specific' areas of financing WhiC~ 
caused the most difficulties were: 

- The availability of reven~es sufficient to sustain 
the level of service desired by paJ'ticipating 
jurisdictions. 

The 89uitability of co~~ sharing formulas and 
assoc1ated procedures.. . 

3. Contract Provisions. Service contracts assist to clari.fy 

the substance and cost of services to be provided, and in areas 
, (} ,. 

of misunderstanding serve is a baseline to resolve disputes. 37 
.~.\ 

The Na.tional Institute of Law Enforce,ment c;nd Criminal Justice 

identified certain basic provisions which should be covered in 

most contracts concerning consolidatioh of law enforcement 

services. Those provisions include: 

A clear descrip~ion oft services to be provided. 

- The amoun~ the. recipient jurisdiction will be 
required to pay for th:e serVices 1 and the time 
and mahner in wh.ich payments are \;to be. made. 

. IJ, 

o 
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- A description of ,which party will assume the liab,ility 
of defending the provider agency in a suit. 

- Procedures relating to the maintenance of r.ecords· and 
the issuance of financial reports. 

Specif,ications as tip the persons or officials who 
formally represent the parties to the contract. 

o 

The composition of a permanent law enforcement 
board, if one is to be used, including ~ descrip­
tion of its role, responsibility and its relation­
ship with the administrator of the provider agency. 

- A detailing of real property and/or equipment and 
a description of the manner in which it will be 
transferred to the provider ag~n6y. 

A description of the duration of the contract, 
together with pr~~edures for con(tract amendments 
and termination.' ( 

4. Permanent Law Enforcement Review Body. The Natio~al Jnsti-

tute recommends the establishrnentof a permanent review board for 

" all consolidation arrangf;'rnen,ts. .These boards should consist Of 

appointed representative~ from each participating jurisdiction. 
Q • 

Generally, the responsibilities of the boards are involved in 

policy making, planning, oversight of activities and appraising' 

specific problem a~eas.39 

" F.Summary 

This introduction has discuss~d several major iSSUes (nationaJ.o 

recommendations, ways and means to consolida~e, positive and 

negati veaspects 'yf {lol}solldatiofi" the governmental roles in con­

solidation and important fa~tors in consolidation Services) 

concernicng the planning; developing and implement'1~g of c.ons.ol-

= idated law "enforcement services . This chapter wasno~ intended 
• ~1 

to represent an exhaustive 'study of all these 1Ssues, but rather 

to acquainfu the reader Wr,ith some of lithe important material " 
'>II 
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,. 
concerlJing consolidation and to provide a backdrop for the r'emain-

del' of this study. 
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CHAPTER 211 'PRESENTATIOW &F THE Dt~'l'-A 
't~ -

; t]' 

;Asstated in Chapter One, three separate qUestionnaires were 

designed and ,sent to the thre\~primary groups; county commissioner, 
:' 

city officials and law enforc.ment officials. Al though thre'~ 
. " 

.sep~rate questionnaires were develope.d, each design basically 

requested similar information. The reason for d~signing three 

sep<;l'rate questiqnnaires was du~ ',to each group "representing a 

completely separate entity and" that the questions had to be 
if 

:..;:;. " 

o designed so that they ~ould be pertinent.,and .relevant 'co the 
, , 

c 'di{ferent participants. The pl:esentation of the date will, 

pe given a,ccordingGtoe~cfi<1ro\ilpthat participated ;in ,the study. 
.1 

IJ 

A., County Commissioners ~ 
N· 

Twenty.;.tive questionnaires were sent to county commissions -
" 

one questionnaireoto each county' that ~articipated in conttact 
fT' "';, ';J 

1, , ,.' " . " , .' '. 
iaw enforcement in Nebraska. :"\l'he questionnai,re was directed to 

, ' 

the chairperson of each countY(Qo~mission. A total of fourteen 
7'" {'}. ~J 

questionnaires .were returned fbra, re'turn ~rate of 56 percent. 

,SeventY-five percent of the county commissioner, particip~t-
\~ I.J ~. .-. .: .'._ ,. ,c: _ I.:;'~ 

ii1girithestudy responaecf tha~ theirc.ounty was stilt act~ve4Y 
() , 

"." pa'fkici,patingin someformo;f pontract law enforcement.. . Those 
~.~ ;') 

,c,oupt;i;gs,t-ln,0ohCiYe ,.terminated the contract, st,ate.d that .,the. m,ajor 
. ... - . - \1, !:.~'~,,' .. ~.;" \~" ~, 

r"~asonsfor termination were cost and service disagreement';S~ 
o : ; ~'" ::.'1.:.':.. 

The second question conce:,rri1ed the funding of ·bontr~1c:t'~'·'iaw 
';1 n 

enforcement. Fifty Gpercentof,theparticipants wer's. df ,the . Ll .' 

oPiP~'on that the funding for Contract: law enforcementsh~~id come,,, 

from' a comb.:tna tion formulaof'ci tyand courity tax.es. 

(\ 
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percent expresseci the opinion' thatthe",,;fundihg should Gome 
_ , ,,~, ,_ .~~"7 ~rf:'Y ';" i,}':") :1; 

strictly fr,om city tax~s .and not':±flvo.lve the county ta¥ struc'eure. 
" -,~ .~~ ,l~ .:..\' ;..!'~ .. "t~~;:~ ~ ~ ;i( .... .' ,'< 1 t'. 

The third qQestion' ;ad.d,r~ss~d .. ,t11E~\~ti'~su~( as to who should be 
.1\ •• " l. ,\ .. 

. ~ ,. \'!<.,Jj ~\ . "> . 1.~ ~,,1> ',,~. ~ ,', 

invol ved in the decisio'n i{'.i·~Jpa.t't,i"c~.J,a-r '"ci ty should enter into 
'~, " ";.;,;'--" .. :'()~'-~~\,\ \:-,--.':~:~ ':",\-r'L ":'~. " -' .~ 

a contract agreement wi th":~h~'i6~\ln{y:"t'~r'law enforcement services. 
a :,.3 .. , -.. ,'/,.;' r:/, .' " 

o I, ". '. I . < \:j 

EightY-Six percent of the pa;Ft:Cc"fpati'hg "counties believed that 
, (, ~ ~,.' !'\'~,:,' ';- -""'-~". 

only city and county off'i'ria:·lS'~;.;~q·OUld 'be: inVOlved in thg deci=sion- D 

',\ "': " , "' . \>... I :, -,:;. 

making process. Only foprtee:n.··.p<e~r. .. ce-rtt belieVed that tl~e city and 
. ",', ',,"'1 '. ""',:: " . 

county residents ,shouJfq .be'f,p.~vdtv.,~~",~:,i~ th~is decTsi'on .!f~~re the 
'fi~ !1 " .~,' "~ •. '~: -: -"' ~'-\~" \, ~-; 

r.e,siden,ts>w6"ula ]:'i~ trhrough th~ ell!!cebrial 
.~' . '-"~ . ...:-~ 

:~~'- " ·f' \\... 
\. , 11,1, {5 _1\' 

involvement of the 
'\ 

process. 
~. -' ,,' ,,,:!!r~:'~,,:' ,'", ',' '" .-

The fourth and fifth quest1;¢ns :a.dtlr'essed the issue"s o'fthe 
~\",,~ _ ~', \1'~ '_ .. ,'e: \',~::~) " .,e,'- V 

," 't,' ":;-" ~ 
advantaBes anddisadvan~c;ge:§~\~t~'~'r;.S'Qmmiss;ioners bel,ice:l:'~d were 

",', "~'~, '" 1..:;, \:'~,;~:<,J'; '. (},. . 
gained by c on tract la,J~" en:f'q,r_c'e,Il1ien.t,~·",>rhe two ma jor ad vantages 

~ c· "~ "'-.' "\!~\:~" ~.:~'\~t:\\';~~::;" :~:~~;-~:': ,,-' ,~i~' ~ : v < 

seen by the commissio{rie;r,~""tJ:lf:,ig.1.i'gh~::t.h~i.r\;xperiences with contract 
" t\: .'!-<~':' ",,, , r;'}~"~': ".' ," "~,'c. ",.' ' 

law en,forcement was.f'~'~.\\~,,~ve~,opn.inn.:t:;, 9t: ,~bre professional police 
'. I) ,~,,- ,,- ;~ .. ' .' .(~ 

servic~~ and cons:st~{~t '::~.,~w :~nf~l~e~:h~~cies and programs. " 

(, Two other adyantages Which ~e~e'<~:~:t€i~~.,!-~t:=~ were(~(1) more avail­

ability of police services, ~nd'" (2)' IllQrie' proficient' handling of 
, ", H ,11' " 

serious (felony) crim~~"', Th~" tJ1re:\~i~~ajor'disadvantages cited by othe 
)~. ,.'~ ~~}~~,y,::~.:c ' .. " ~1-' '~ , 

(1) the, ·levels·of serviCeS provided were diffJ.cult 
"i~; ,.,:;{", , ",({.~\:,:~d' ' " <c 

to establish and then ac.yount· fO'r'ti:" (2}'ithepriority of services to 
,J '::,. -~','- ,'t, 1,\ -'~iMt ~ ,,}' 

the diff~irent communi tie's, isdiit:i.~ult to establish and main ba.in, 
o . .1" ~ '.~~,' \..<;. ,c-';-' \ > 

(3) the uncertainty. of continuing::'runding by the cities involved 
", "', j, .. 

p"'a::r.ticipants were: 

caused planning difficulties.' u " 
o 

The sixth questiOn requested t~~~commissioners to state 

their opinion, considering all factops, of the conc.ept ofcQ,ntract 

.', () 

() 

o 

r' 

" 
~ _._ ,:~~ ~::':""~:~:=~.:::-.::<:r::,~",~-;"--=?;r:'M" 
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, 'f,'" 
ci 

law enforc~ment bei'ng continued and, improved upon in the State of 

Nebraska. Eighty-six percent ~elieved that contract law enf6rce-

merit was a wor-thyconceptand should be expanded and improved 
= ' 

upon. The qdestionnaire was so designed that if a commissioner Q 

=.:~~ 

responded positively to the sixth questi0n he or she was further 
f) 

requested to check,what type of content agreement they felt was 
" 

best for contract law enf'orcement services. The questionnaire) 
I) 

listed three general agreement structures and the commissioners 

were asked to choose the ~me ,structure they believed was best. If 

they did not li~e any of the 60ntrol structures listed, they 
~) 

were asked to express in ~ritingotheir thoughts on this matter. 

The three lists w~re as follows: 

1. Countywide law enforcement orlanized through 
the current, sheriff's office under the manage­
ment guidanc~ of a jOint committee comp~ised of 
ci ty and couri'ty offi~ials, 

2. Contract agreements established by individual 
towns and inOre$pecti~e county governments. 

. :: ." ~'.~ _._. 0 

3. A county-~ide police department managed by an 
official who is elected at large by county resi­
dences. 

'.1 Fifty percent of the respondents 'Who answered. positivel,~r ~"Q~' 
~" ~" 

'" question number six chose number one as~, the "method of contracting 
~. . 

~aw enforcement on the county level. ~hirtx-six percent chose 
G 

number two as the best type ~f contract arrangement for county 

"level consolidation. Only seven percent chose number three as 
h ' 

, ~> (J? 

the best method of contracting arrangement. 
<J.. ' 'r;) 

" 
Tlle seventh and final question.asked the r~spondents to 

, C1 
, 

re~ct either positively or negatively to the following question 

" 
conce"rning fun<iing for, contract law enf~rc:lement ~:~ the State of 

\ 

" 

(, 

Q 
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Nebraska. o 

If the. fJebraska Legislature would removethemlll 
levyoceiling for law enforcement purposes only, in 
your opinion, would your city be wiJ,ling t.O PCirtici­
pate in a contract Which would provide for the 
development of consistent county-wide law enforcement 
programs and policies? 

The ~esponses to this questionfesulted in a even split between 

those who respohded. Fifty percent resp6nded yes and fifty per-
a 

cent r~sponded no. 

B. Law Enforcement Offi~ials (Sheriffs) 

Twenty';';fi ve q'Uestionnaires were sent to sheriffs - one 

questionnaire to each sher~ff that participated' in contract ia.w 

en,forc ement)' ° in Nebraska. The.questionnaire was directed to the 

sheriff. A total of twenty questionnaires were returned with a 

return rate of eighty percent~ 

Seventy-five percent of the sheriffs who participated in the 
. \\ 

study responded that their county was still a'ct;i.vely par"tlclpat-
:"l . ,); , 'I !~ 

ing in contract law enforcement service with those communities 
o 

p 

whp were par~ of the original contract initially funded by the 
__ " .' ''I, \' 

Nebraska oCrime Commission. Sheriffsofl departm~nt~no longer 

participati.ng in contract services stated that the major r~ason 
(l .;;~. c .. 

for termination was cost and ",th.at thedepision to terminate ,the 
~) I!'i '\1 

control was usually initiated by community off:lcl~ls to whom th~ 
1'.:: 

sheriff vas providing law ~nforcement services. 
~ . 0 

Th~ second question asked the sheriffs if they were proyiding 
" 

law enforce~ent services to any communi ties within ethelr county q 
. 0 . 0 

with which they do~riot hav~ a contract. Fifty-four percent of the 
Q 

respondents stated they were providJng some services to some" 
" 

communities without a for~al contract. The other forty-six percent 
o 

o 
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responded no to this quest~on. 

The third question concerned the funding of contract law 

enforcement. Seventy-five percent of the participants held the 

opinion that the funding for' contract law.enforcementsho~ld come ,,\ '.' 

from a formula which combined county and city taxes. Fifteen 

perCent expressed the opinion that the funding should corne ". 

strictly from county taxes. The other ten percent thought the 

funding should corne from the community tax strOcture. 

The fourth questign requested the sheriffs to express their 

opinion ~on~erning the cost of contract law enforcement services 
,. 

as compared to small local communities providing theiroown police 

services. Sixty-five per'cel!.t -belie,fed that contract law enforce-

ment was not as expensive to the community as providing their 

own services. Fewer than fifteen· pe~cent of the sheriffs thought·, 

it was as expensive or mo~e expensive to provide contract law 

enforcement services. 
CJ 

The fifth and sixth questions addressed the issues of the 
- 'J <oj 

advantages and disadvantages the sheriffs thought were gain~d ~y 

cohtract law eriforcement. The five m,jor advantag,s of contract 
\~ 

law enforcement as seen by the sheriffs were: 

"'.11. 'The development of more professional police 
services. 

2. The development of stable employment within 
the sheriff's office. 

(;~ 

3. The development of moreoconsistent law 
enforcement policies and programs. 

, .. 4. Moreavailabili ty of police services. 

5. More proficient handling of serious (felony)", 
crimes. 

" 

, iL 

lr 

.. ' 



Ii 

· . _ .. _- ,.-~ .. ~~-----,..." ....... ~,,"-
'V 

- 26 

The major disadvantages as viewed by the resp6ndents wer~: 

l~oPrioritizing s~rvices to the different 
communiti,es wa's difficult to "establish, 
maintain and then document p 

2. T~e unc~rtainty of continued funding by 
el.ther the city an?lor county," .' \' 

c 

3. The .l~ckofconsistent policies by c'ommunity 
off~cl.als and diffidulty of enforcing-city 
ordl.nances. (', n 

Question seven was concerned. with areas of major misunder,stcand-

ings between the sheriff's office and the contract~irig community. 

Ninty percent of the respondents repo"rted no major misunderstanding. 

Of those.she~iff~s offices who reported areas of major misunder­

staridingsrthey concurred that the problem(s) stemmed basically ~ 
" I 

from unr,eEHlstic con:,tract'ual ag,reements or in"terpretations. 

QUestioneightl~xPlored' the ~ifficulties of fU~ding contract 
II 

law enforcement. Thle .sheriffs were asked:' one, di'd their office 

experience funding dfifficulties because of cont~,acting services, 

and two~ if thiswa~ a problem, ~hat areas of funding wer~ most 

effected'. se'venty_,fri l." ve ", percent of the participani; statedth~y 

experienced riofunJfng pro,bl.~ms. The tw~nty-fi ve percent "who 
, . II' 

expe1;"l.enced some. fu/nding problemi~ ~dentifie~, three main areas of 

their budgets Whl.CJl were effected. Those three were: ,(1) Funds 

fo: support s taff ~&!~cretary! ~s p~tcher , etc.); (:~Fund. to 

"support veh~,cle matntenance; and (3)'. Funds to support general 

office functionSC!;ibffice supplies" communicati,on supplies a~d 
equip~ent) • r . "() , 

)1 {' 
The last queJtion addressed the issue of communica' tl.·o·n 

Ci'ibetweeh the She', ri~f' s office and the oontracting community offic-

i,als. Tho em~has t. in thi~,q ues.tion was placed on ·rac," - to -face 

,J 
<,,-."; .... "l~~ ~~~~t~,..- .... ",· 
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verbal ·communication. The sheriffs were asked if they or a 

rep;pes,~.ntatiye~ from the'i~ office met with community _offid~als to 

discuss compla'ints, comments or recommendations. Seventypercent 

'of res'pondents reported meeting on ~ regular b~sis with "communi ty ~, 

official's. Of that seventy percent who reported meetings on,a 

reguf,ar'basis, thirty-fiv:~ perce~tstated they met monthcly,. 
,\ 

t~enty-e1gh~percent stated they met quarterly, twenty percen~ 
(j i. 

repo'rted yearly m~etings and four percent reported daily meetings,. 

The other thi~teen perceftt"reported regular meetings but not on a 

consistant schedul~. 

c. Communities o 

Seventy-eightquestionIiaires were sent to,. communities which 
~! (i~" 

partiCipated in contract law e~forcem'el1t. The questionnaires were 

directe~ to the city 'clerk with instrucilons to route.the question­

naire to the appr,opriate city officia(ls. This routing was necessary 
." , 

due to-the fact that many·of the cities who p~~ticipated in the 
o .. , 

o 
contract law enforcement arrangements do not maintain or support 0 
full time city administl:"ators ther~y making it difficult to identify 

and contact these individuals. A total of forty-fOUr question­

paires were returned for a return rate of fifty-six percent. 

Eighty-two percent of the communities who participated in 

the stti,dy rep.orted that they are currently still involved with 
II' .' , .,' 

contract law enforcement with the sheriff's office. Of that 
" 
" eighty~tw6 pergent ~ho had maintenance contract agreements, 

" fifty-three percent rat~d the quality of service provided to 

their city by then sheriff's office ksfair. 
o 

Eighteen percent 
o 1\ 

rated quaJ.,~ ty of service provid)ed 
G 

the sheriff's office as 

, 
G 

~ : 
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() 

very good,seventeen perceht ra~ed it as good, seven perqent rated 

it as poor and only rive pe~cent rated it as very poor. 

c Thos~ cpmmunities who reported. that they had discontinued 

Ceignte'en percent) the contract agreement with, the sheriff's 

office stated the major reason for terminating the contract was 

the cost factor. The,coI1tract being too expensive for the city 

::5 to maintain. Othe~ reasons besid~s Qost were ~ack of local 

control and level of service. Of those communities who had term-

ina ted their contracts, sixty percent stated that it was community 

officials who initiated tOhe termination. The other forty percent 

of the terminations were the county officials or the sheriff's 

office initiating termination 'of the contract. One city did 

report that another party did initiate termination of the contract 

agreement, but this other party w'as not clearly specified in the 

questionnaire. 

Question three asked the participants if contract law enforce-

ment was dontinued in their city after the Nebraska Crime Commission 

funding was terminated. Eighty~four percent of the cities who 0 

II 

participated in the study reported that the contract agreement was 

continu,ed after the Crime Commission funding was discontin\jed. 

Of those cities who continued the contractual agreement with the 
$" ~) 

I~;j 
sheritf1s department after the state funding was discontin~ed, 

" forty-six percent stated that the financial obli,§ation, pf'N~~he con-
'0 

tract was funded through local taxes only and fifty-one percent 

stated that the agreement ~as fi1fanced through a combination of 

local and. 90unty taxes~ Those communities who stated that 

contract law enforcement was discontinued after t.heNebras~a 

, . 

o 

o 
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Crime Commission funding Was tetminated stated that the majo~ 

reason' for term:l.nat~ng the arrangement was funding. 

QUestion four asked the participants' opinion of how future 

contract law enforcement agreements should be financed. All the 

. partiCipants ~greed that contract law enforce~ent should be 

financed thro~gh the utilization of both c6unty and local taxes. 

~uestion ,five addressed the issue of comparing the cost of 

contract law enforcement as opposed to providing their own lo~al 

community police services.' Sixty-e~ght percent of the partiCipants 

stated that the cost of contract l~w enforcement was not as ~xpen­

s.i ve as providing their own commulli ty police services. 

The sixth and seventh qu~stions addressed the issues of the 
~ . ,) 

advantages and disadvantages t~e communities thought were gained 

by contract law enforce.ment. The 'eigh t major ad vantages of con­

tract law e;nforcementasseen by the communities' offi'a'ials were: 

1. I~~e ~evelopment of a more. professional' police" 
serVl.ce 

2. Affordable cost 

3. Relief from administrative problems 

4. Relief from policy and bUdget processes 

5. More available police officers 

6. Better equipment 

" 7. More proficient handling of serious (felony) crimes 

8. Ready access "to polic~ services 

The major disadvantages aa viewed by the community officials were: 

1. Loss of local control 

2. No voice in establishing law enforcement 
p~iorities 

r 
i 
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3. Lack of enforcement of cit~ ordinances 

4~ Difficulty in contadting the sheriff's office 
'ti.e. long distance calling, etc.) 

,) 

5. Level of services provided are difficult to estab-
lish and account fo~ 

1\ 

Question eight was concerned with the issu,e of who should 

become involved in the decision as to whether or not the community 

will ent~r into a contract agreement for law enforcement s~rvices. 
" 

" Seventy-nine percent of the city pfficia,l.swe're of the opinion 
C" 

that the decisilon sh<tuld ~bemade by' respective governmental offic­

ials andgnot by the vote of the ~ityand county ~esidents. 

Question nine asked the following question to the partici-
00 

pants: 
\) 

Considering al·l factors, in your op~n~on, should 
60ncept of contract law enforcement be continued 
improved upon in the State o~ Nebraska1 

the 
and 

/' II 
:' 

e 

'. 

One hundred per,cent of those who pa.~ticipate.d in the study responded 

yes to the abo",,:e question. If the participant responded yeS to the 

first part of the ~uestion then they were requested to respond to 
r; P 

the second part of the question which asked their opinion concern-
(I 

ing the type of contract law enforcement which 'should be established 

in their community. The community officials were given the follow-

ing selections: 

1. County-wide law enforcement organized through the 
current sheriff's office under the management 
guidapce, of a joint committee comprised of c:Ltyand 
county officials. 

2. Contract agreements established by individual ~own~ 
·~ndin respective county governments. 

3. A county;£q;wide police department managed by an 
official who is elected at large by county residences. 

4. Others 

o 

- 31 -

, 
Sixty-four percent chose selection number one, twenty percent 

chose selection number two, and sixteen percent chose selection 
tl .' 

num.ber three. None of th~e respondents chose to express a differ-

ent opinion under selection ntimber-four . 
." 

The J;'a~t issue addressed in the question was expressed as 

follows: 

If the Nebraska Legislature would remove the mill levy 
ceiling for law enforcement purposes only, in your 
opinion, would your city be willing to participate in 
a cohtract which would provide for the development of 
consistent county-wide law enforcement programs and 
policies? ' 

Seventy-nine percent of the respondents stated yes to ~h~ above 

qu~stion, which again emphasized the communities' desire for 

excellence in law enforcemen"t and a willingness to fund those 
g 

projects if the me,ns were available. 

0, " 

C~_ 

a 
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CHAPTER IV CONCLUSION 

Overall, thethree?"primary groups (county commissioner, city 
. . 0 

offoicials Sind law enfor~ement officials) were very positive in 

their respective views concerning contract law e~forcement. The 

majority of all the participants expreGssed the need and desire 
D 

for the continuation of contrac~ law enforcement in Nebraska. 
i) 

T~~ few communi"ties,' counties or " sheriff '.s offices who have term-
1\ 

inated their participation in some form of contract law enforce~ 

ment did so mainly because of financial consideration after t~e 

state funding was exhausted. 

Ninty-six percent of all participants who. Were asked if they 

believed the concept of contract ~aw enforcement should be con-

tinued and improved upon in the State of Nebraska respond~d yes. 

Furthermore, fifty-nine percent of'all participants stated that q 

contract law enforcement dould be improved by organizing a 

county-wide department through the current sheriif's office under 
fj" 

the management guidance of a joint committee comprised of city 
II 

and county officials. 

When considering all three groups of participants the three 

majot' advantages of contract law enforcement were: 
o Ii ~ " 

1. The development and ~eliver~of professional 
police services 

2. ~he development o? consistent law enforcement 
policies and programs 

. 31<. ~.6:e profic"ient handling of serious (felony) 
cr~mes 

The "three major disadvantages as viewed by participants w.ere.: 

1. Levels Of services prdvided were difficult to 
establish and account for 

'" 

o 

I 
I 
I 
I 
! 

, 
) 
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I 
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2. Priority of service to. the diffe:entt. c~\mmuni ties 
isd~fficult to establ~sh and ma~n a~n 

3. The uncertainty of continuipg financing 
Ii 

It appears that those communities, counties and sheriff's 

offices in the State of Nebraska who participated in contract 

enforcement found this arrangement a workable alternatiye to .law 

the problems or small law enforcement agencies. Therefore, con-

\~-

tract law enfo~cement should warrant consideration by those commun-

iti.es consid~ring alternative methods of law enforcement services. 

Furthermore, the State of Nebraska should continue to encourage 

"the development and enhancemeht. of contract law enforcement so 

t o who choose to select this method of pro­that those ~ommuni ~es 

viding police ~ervices woui~ be ensured of a viable alternative. 

(/ 

,~ 

'p 



v_ : 

(/ 

j 

I 
l 
J 

r.\ 

" 
~ 
oj 

11 
!l 

o 

- 34-

APPENDIX A 

o 

, , 

o 

Ii) 

",-:-.f! T~C:-:-~--==:-~" 
'I~ » 

o 

" 

o 
J - --

0, " 

'~ ~ 

) 
" 
" 

~ 

'\ 

., I . !j ~-'~ 

. • 

o 

o 

" , '_~,A""C::4;:""'~"~~_'''4.,.... __ , ... __ ",;,::"", __ "", 

- 35 

NEBRASKA COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

'" 
cOUNty COMMISSIONERS OR SUPERVISORS 

1) ~Isyou~ c~untystill contracting with y6ur communities to 
provide law enforcement services by the sheriffs office. 1 
~':_ 0-,-

Yes No' 

;1 

/. 

A. If no ,was the initial decision '\e~terminate the contract 
serVice made by: ~, G 

<.:.c.,; , 

County. 
--Community~ 
-:-Mutual agreement by 
~-Other 

--~~------------~------~----~~------

both county and communitY6 

---..,.... ........ ~-----....... --~-------------- ... ~ ." 

B. 

"', 

, . \B' 
If ~erminated; in your opinion, why was it:· 

Cost .. 
----:-Administrative problems . 

.,' "'. Service~" disagreement. 
Contract disagreement. 

-Other 
---------------"..,....---~..,....----------,~"------

'. '2) z. In your opinion, hO,'rishould the cost of the contract laYl 
enforcement be funded: 

o 

City taxes. 
'~County taxes. , 
,-Combination city anq county ,taxes. 
-Other 

.~~'="~ --~~------~------------------------
-=""~-' ~------....;...~-.....,...--~----~:-:-----.-~....;...-...--

~~; --------------------------------~-----­, 
In!1 your opiniol'l how should the city and county enter into an, 
agreement for (.;ontract law enforcement (check only one) ~ 

~ . , " , .' 

(;....---....,..,. '~::.}-..... ' -.-"...:;; 
.. ,0 -. '. 

r .- / 

(! 

A vote by all county residences. 
" rYote'\by city r~jsi<dences invol vedwi th the contract. 
'Agre~!1lent between city and' cOl.mty officials." 'b 

. -Other\, 
--~i~-------------~------------~-----~ 

~------~----~----------------~------~------~----

o. 

o 
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i.'(~ 

From your experience ~ith contra~£ law enforcement, what are 
the adv~ntages of contracting? .{You may check more than one). 

Development _ 9fni'ore professional police/,»services. 
Support of County,population. 

__ Development of stable 'employment in sheriff's 
o-ffice. 
Development Of new opportunities for professioml'~. 

--growth and career advancement. " 
Development of consistent law enforcement policies 

-and programs.-, 
Low oJ' slowly increasing crime rates. 

--More availability of police off_icers. 
_ More proficient handling of serious (felony) 

crimes. '" ,', 
__ The public 'has handy acc~ss to police service. 

Other ___ ..--____ -,.,.....~--.,.....-~ ........ ----

'~\ -

From yoJr exper-ience wi thcontract law errforcement,' what are 

" 

the disadvantages of contracting? (You may check more than one.) 
_ ,iJ 

High" Cost. 
--Levels of service provided are difficult to 
-establish and account for. 

Priority of service t6 the different communities 
--., -is diffh-cul t to establish and ma:llilt'ain •. 

Uncerta~nty of, continuing financing. 
_Lack of consistent policy by commttnity officials. 

,_" __ No voice in establishing law enforcement p~or-
!"ities. ' 

Lack of enforcement of cityor'dinances. 
'!.~' --Others 

--~-----~------------~-------~----

Considering al1:_~ factors, ,in YOu~ opinion" should i,he "Cqnc~'i~ of 
contract lawenforcemeilt be continued and improve,Q upon in. the 
State of' Nebraska? 0 " 

(t 

," Yes No 

A. I,f yes,what is your ,opininn of the type of contract that 
sit0uld be established ,- in YOl,lrcountry't 

" 

" __ Countywide law enforcement ~rganized through, 
, the current sheriff-' s office "under the manage­

ment guidance of ~ joint com~itteecomprised 
of ci ty and 'QOunty officials: ' ' , ' 

'1·,: 

() 

"'rr- .-..._.( ... _-.,..,........, •. 

.-::., 
' .... ~~~.,t~,.,....'". 

• • 

" 

7) 

~,-.-~-........--
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" 

, Contract agreements~~established by individual 
--towns "and in respecti vec_ounty governments. 

A county-wide police department managed by an 
--w,ho 'is elected at large by county residences. 

Other ' 
l 

B. Ifpo, please stat~ your major objection(s) to this concept. 

~---------------------------------------------

If the Nebraska Legislature would ~emove the mill lev~ ceiling 
for law enf9rcement purposes only, in your opinion, would your 
city be willing to pal'ticipate in a contract which would pro­
vide for the development,.o·f consistent county-wide law enfo,rce­
ment pr.ogramsand policies? 

() 

o 

\' 
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q 

NEBRASKA COMMISSION ON. LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUS'l'ICE, 

(, 

COUNTY SHERIFF'S Olt"FICE CONTRACTING F~OR LAW ,ENFORCEMENT 

Are you still contracting with communities in your county for 
law enfbrcement services? 0 

A. 

B. 

C. 

Yes No 
(\ 

If yes ,are" any of ~t'lese 'commJlni ti,~~s . part of the original 
contra:ct that was initially funded by. the Ne~~raska Crime 
90mmissio~~ \ 

a 

Yes No 

.. Names" of these original communities: 

o G 

If yes 
"

of these communi ties that cur~ently contract are" any 
with your county not part'of the original contract which 
was initially funded by the Nebra~ika Crime Commission? 0 

Yes No 

Nal!le~ of these added comnwnities: 

Q 

If no, .who' s decision ,wa!;! it t.o t'~!'m(inate the cbritract law 
enforcement ag~reement? 

o 

~, C1 tyOfficial.s 
----County Officials 

. -Sheriff ',s Office 
-'-'-Others -----------------------------

D 

I> 

(f" 

Q 

~"-"~~--~.,..""':""'.-.... ".,".' .... ""~ .".' 

I . 

o 

D. 

; :,~ 
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(~ 

If no, in your op1n10n why wa~ the contract arrangement 
ter~inated? (You may check more than one) 

" Cost 
c 

-----Administrative Problems 
--Service Disagreements 
-:--Contract Disagreements 
:::=Others~" ____ ~ ______ ~ ________ ~ __ ~~ ____ __ 

(-J 

Do you., provide law enforcement services to any communities 
within your county with which you do not have a contract? 

No 

Names of these communities: 

\1 ,. • 

o 

3) ",In your op:.n.10n, how should the cost of cqntract la.w enforce-, 
ment be financed? 

4) 

5,) 

'" 

Local taxes 
-County taxes 
-Combination of local and county taxes' 
--Other arrangemen\rs _______ --__ -----....--

c 

From your ex"'perlence 1 what is your op1n1on of th<; cost of 
contract law enforcement 'as compared to small local comrri'unities. 
providing their own police services? 

Very e'xpens±'ve 
-,-, -Expensj.ve 
----:Not exp,ensi ve 

Very in\~xpensi ve 

FrOm your experienc~ with contract law enforqement, what are ~.?e,~'T;;"'..""', 
advantages of contract? (You "may check more than one. )""'. t .] 

1.\ . 

De,velopmept Of more professional police service~~ .. 
-Su'pport of County population. " .' 

,-Development of stable employment':i,n sheriff's 
-office. . 

Development 'of newopportuni ties for prof'essio'nal 
.. -grp.wth and; career advancement. 

Developmene,. of consistent law enforceme·nt policies 
-and program$. 

" 

Ii 
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i 
f 
Q 

Low or slowly increasing crime rates. 
-ri-lore avad.labllity o~ police officers . 

. '~More proficient han:dling of serious (felony) 
crimes. 

,The public;has handy ·access to p.olice service. 
,====Others. __________________________ ~ __________ _ 

From your E~xperlencewith contract law enforcement, what are 
the disadv~~ntage,'3of c6n'tracting? (You may check more than 
one.); 

o 

() 

i High cost. 
--rLevels of servic.e provided are difficult to' 
-:---:establish and account for. = " 

, Priority of service to the different aommunities 
-'-is difficult to establish and mainta.in. 

i Uncertaint~ of continuing~financing. 
"'-::-:-Lack of consistent policy by community officials. 
---:rNo voic'e "in, esta,blishing law enforcement 
-:-:i-priori ties.' 

) . Laok of enforcement of city ordinances. 
·-~Ott!'ers_'._~--· _____ ~-___ --------'- .".. !t II 

If 
" 

Were there any areas of misundetstanding.between your office 6 

and fo community bo~ce~ning the services that were to be pro­
vided under the terms of Qontract? 

» 

No 
I'!, 

.A. If yes, was this a major Problem for your office? 

Yes No 

" B. pIf Yes, was this becaus~ the 'contract was not: 
~,YOf,l may check mgre'than one) 
Q 

0'. .. specifl.c enough 
--flexible 
----too flexibl~ 
-re:glistic, in terms of service that could 
~be(-')provid'ed 

Others ---------------

C. /If yes, please, briefly .,lis::t j ~ 

CJ . c i~\ 
thosemi~)~nderstand!ngs . 
. / .... ,t., \ ,. 

i 
. " o • II 
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8) Did your office e~perience any funding difficulties because of 
contract law enforcement. 

9) 

Yes No 

A. If yes, what areas of funding problems did you~have? (You 
may check more than one.) 

Salary for patrol personnel. 
-Funds for administra~ive sta~f (i.e. secretary, 
--dispatcher, etc.) 

Funds to operate and maintain patrol vehicles. 
-pommunication, office, etc.) 

Other _____ ~ ______ ~ ____ ~--__________ __ 

B. "If yes, was this a m§ijor problem for your office? 

Yes No 

Did you or a representative of your office meet with repre­
segt~tives from the communlties,on a regular basis to discuss 
complaints, comments" or recqrntnendation on operations. of the 
law enforcement services? 

A. 

Ye,s No 
,;. 

If yes, how often did this 'meeting take place on the 
average? 

. Daily 
-Weekly 
-Monthly 
-Quarterly 
-Yearly 
----Others, _________ ~ __ ~ ______ ."..-____________ ---

o 

o 

:b 
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NEBRASKA COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

COMMUNITIES: CONTRACTING FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT 

In you~ opin~on,what were the reasonS yourco~munity entered 
an agreement for contract law enforcement? (You may check 
more than one.) 

Financial maintenance of police department too 
-high for the size of the community. i? 

Retaining qualified police officers too diffi­
--cult." 

Difficulties in administering your own poliQe 
--department. 

Citizens dissatisfied with service pro~iided by 
----y9ur-own department. 

Others __________________________________ ~----
o 

2) Do you currently hav~ a contract with the sheriff's department 
to.provide your law enforcement service? 

A. 

B. 

Yes -No 

If yes, what i~ your opinion of the quality of law enforce­
ment that is currently being provided by the sheriff's 
office (Check,only one). 

__ Very good Good Fair Poor __ Very poor" 

If no, how would y~u compare the law enforcement servi~e 
"which is currently being provided and service which was 
provided by the sheriff's department during the contract 
period~ (Check only one) 

much better 
-somewhat better 
----about the same 

same 
---much worse 

C. If no, who's decision was it to t~rminate the contract law 
enforcement agreem~,nt? 

(L ~_.' .. ..;_""_';;',~ )1 

City',officials 
---'-County officials 
-Sheri1'f's Office 
----Other ____ ~ __ ------------~------------------

~ 

D. If no, in your opinion ~hY was the contract ~aw enforcemept 
arrangement terminated? (You maYncheck more than one) 
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Cost 
-Administrative problems 
---Service 
--Dl.ssatisfaction by citizens 
==Lack 01' local cOontrol e;'1 ' 

Others ' 

Was contt-act law enforcement continued in your community after 
the Nebraska Crime Commission funding was terminated? 

Yes No 

A. If yes, how was cost of this contract service financed? 

Local taxes 
-County taxes 
-Combination of local and county taxes 
-Other arrangements ~--..~,,_ -----------------------

B. If no, was the lack·~t funding the major reason the 
contract was terminated? 

Yes No 

In your opinion, what would be the best arrangement of financ­
ing contract law enforcement? 

'I 
(/( 

o 

What is your opinion of the cost 01' contract law enforcement " 
as compared to your local community providing its own police 
services? '0 

, \~ 

Very expensive 
--Expensive 
-No,:t expensive 
-Very inexpensive 

~) In your opinion, what are the ~~vantages of contract law 
enforcement (You, can check more than one). 

Development of a more profeSsional police service 
t, "'~Affordable cost 
~~.> _., 
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Relief from administrative problems 
-Relief from policy and'budget process and 

pressure .. 
Low or slowly increasingcrime:c rates 

--More availability of police officers 
-Better equipment <, 

-. -. -More proficient handling of serious (f"elony) 
-crimes 

Bead~access to polica services 
---Ot~ers ______ ~ ________ ~ ______ ------------

In your opinion, what are the disadvan~ages of contract law 
enforcement? (You may check more than one) 

(.1 

Loss of local control 
--No voice in establishing law enforc~ment 
--priorities .~. .. 

·Lack of enfo~cement of city ordinances 
--Difficulty in contacting the sheriff's office 
--(i.e. long distance calling, etc.) 

La~k. of availability of pol~ce offi·cers 
--Levels of serv·icesprovided are difficult to 
-establish and account for 

Uncertainty of available financing 
·--Lack of continuity of service 
---Other _________________ ~~ __ ----__ --------

In your op1n10n, how should the city and county enter into an 
agreement for contract.ing law enforcement? (Check only one.) 

Vote by county residence, QO 

-·--Vote by city residence' 
--Agreement by government offic.ials 
----Other~ ________________ ~~ ____ -------------

Considering all factors, in~yourop1n10n, should the concept 
of contract law enforcement' be continued and improved upon in 
the State of Nebraska? 

Yes No 

~ A. elf yes~ what is your op1n10n of tb~type o~ contra~t that 
shoul~ be established in your county? 

Q 

County-wide law enforcement organized through 
----the current sheriff's office under the manage­

mentguidance of a joint committee comprised ~, 
of city and county officials. 

::..\ 
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Contract agreements established by individual 
---to~ns and ,~n respective county governments. 

A county-wide policeadepartment managed by an 
---official who is elected at large by county 

residences 
" Othe.rs ____ . .--__ ~_--------...... __ 

., B. If no, please state your major objection(s) to this con­
cept. 

If the Nebraska Legislature would remove the mill levy ceiling 
for law enforcement purp.oses only, in your opinion ,would youP 
city be willing to part'icipate in a contract which would pro- . 
vide for the development of consistent county-wide enforcement 
programs and policies? 

Yes No () 
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19-3801, Contract with county board for police services;o 
sheriff; powers; duties . Anyci ty of~' the first or second clas"s 
or any village may, under theproyisions of the:[nterlocal. Coopera­
tionAct, enter into a contract;, with the county board of its county 
for police servi~es· to be provided hy the county sheriff; P'rovided, 
tHe county board shall enter o"into such a contract when requested by 
a yillage to do so. Whenever any such contract has been entered into, 
the sheriff shall, in adclition to his other powers and duties, have 
all the powers and dut.ies of police officers 'within and for thjl city" 
or vill,p.ge so contracting." J 

19-3902. Villages; cancel contract with co~~ty; effect. Any 
village entering into'\? a contract pursuant to section 19-3801 may 
serve notice of its intention to concel such contract after su"ch 
contract has been in force for one year .. Upon cancellation, such 
village shall provide its own police services. 

() l? I!, 

19-3803. Villages; contracticost;negotiated.'The cost to 
any villC}ge unde,r a contract entered into pursuant to sections 
19-3801 to 19-3804 shall be negotiated and included as .apart of 
tl;1e .. ~Qrmal contract en.tere,d into and agreed to by both part,.J,.es. 

~ . 
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Reissue Revised statutes of Nebraska, 1943. 
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