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efficiency and effectiveness of these arrangements.

. Nebraska,

. ‘ 4 : :
CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION ' Tz

A

A.. Purpose of the Report

Over the paSt 10 yeans the Nebraska-Gommission on Law Enforce-

L

B

_ment and Criminal Justicé has funded approximately $869,000 to

assist twenty-five governmental'jurisdictions,(sée Appendix &) .
throughout the state in an effort to establish consolidated law

enforcement. It is the purpose of this studyito‘examine these
various consolidation arrangements‘in an~effort}to evaluate the

Due to

- a lack of relative comparative ‘data on consolidation law enforce-

ment servitces versus 1nd1v1dual 1aw»enforcement departments in

this study will collect and analyze data relative only

to those serv1ces offered by the consolidation arrangement.

Therefore, the magorWEmpha31s of this study Will be“to evaluate

the efficgency and effectiveness of consdlidated law enforcement

services based on the percépt%ﬁns of the county commissioners,
o v - N , . : o
city officials, and law enforcementgofficials who participated in

consolidation arrangements.

Moreover, this report will discuss a number of the major

SHLS W

issues concerning consolidation of law enforcement serv1ces.j These

major issues concerning consolidatigﬁddﬁach are examined are:
(1) Wa s and means to conso id te.
- y "é: a’ gh";g@%a;;};

(2) The pOSltlve and negat ye{aspects of consolidation.

(3) The governmental roles in consolidation.

(4) Factors critlcal in consolidation of law enforcement

services. ) %

o

- st by e

Ry

~~ solidated law‘enforcement‘Were surveyed

4]

B. Scope and Nature,of Study

X

? The,intent of\%he’study is to survey’the external congidera—
tions, such as_ the attitudes of the local county comm1351oners,
city officials and law enforcement officials toward consolidating
'law enforcement‘services~andwtheir perceptions oﬁ‘the ability of
consolidated law enforcement to meet the iong ‘term law enforcement

needs of their area.' The study utilized the attitudes and

perceptions of county comm1331oners city officials andflaw

&

;ﬂforcement officials because these three groups were the essential*”

governmental entities which fully partiCipated 1n the consolidation
arrangements in Nebraska.k Furthermore, it is proposed ‘that these
three groups are key elements in any consolidation of law enforce—
ment serv1ces, and therefore, thelr attitudes and perceptlons of
: consolidation“are the’foundatlon~to ‘the success or failure ofi
these types of cooperative governmental agreements in~Nebraska.
C. Methodology d» L -y‘w‘., ", k ; , ;" -
The data fo; this’study was collected during November, Decemn

ber‘and January,cfA1981 and,1982 nespectively.
effortSlincluded three ;eparate written attitude questionnaires
kwhich«involVEd’county commissioners, city‘officials and law
enforcement officialst All‘tWenty;five,governmental Jjurisdictions
which received funding from the’NebraSkalCrime'Commission,for con-
AVtotal of one-hundred

twenty -eight questionnaires were mailed to the respective govern-
e mental Jurlsdictions and seventy Slx completed questionnaires

were returned which represents 59 percent of the total question-‘

~~haires mailed.

*,Table:One on page 3.presents thevtotal number of

The data collection'

i
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“ouestlonnalres malled to*each group of partlclpants (county commls-w

[N

Vg

31oners, c*ty OfflClalS and law enforcement off101als) and the
total number of>questlonnadres returned E

. I \
PR s / \\

H e i TABLV ONE
Responses to Malled Questlonnalres
Y‘Numher Mailed | Number Returned Percentage
County\; | [T jll»‘ “ulu o ';'56%“
Comm1551oners e i BT o . ;
A ' ‘ ’ . o . “\\ i . o ak -
Law Enforcement - 25 : _49‘ S SOAy
|Pffieials ST ; Lo g g
city Officials (I S4%
Total & 128 | 16 59%.

ral

The questionnaires were designed (see Appendix A) to measure

the current attitudes toward consolidation,'and opinions concerni

ing the advantages, dlsadvantages and methods of how consolldation

of 1aw enforcement servxces should be arranged in Nebraska

Enclosed w1th each questlonnalre was a cover letter whlch brleflv

explalned the purpose of. the questlonnalre and a pre-addressed

stamped,envelope for return of the completed questlonnalren,

"
| SR
i

. .

."1stratlon of Justlce ln 1967

% )

_CHAPTER TI' 4 REVIEW OF =
LAw ENFORCEMENT CONSOLIDATION .

A. Background:

<

- There are 91, 236 governmental units in the Unlted States
56,507 local governments, 34 678 school dlstrlcts, flftj state *

governments; and the federal government A further breakdown

shows 3 043 countles, 17 977 munlclpalltles 17 144 townsnlps,

and 18 323‘spe01al dlstricts.l Comblned w1th thls breakdown of

local governmental unlts there are approx1mately 40 000 publlc law

enforcement agencies prov1d1ng serv1ces to these polltlcal factlons:

fifty Federal agencles, two- hundred state agencles, 3 050 county

dagencles ahd 36 700 mun1c1pal and townshlp agencles.2 Based on

these facts there 1s llttle reason to doubt why a recent study

on government consolldatlon concluded

;\
P

Tradltlonal w1sdom and loglc support the conclu31on

that fragmented authorlty and duplicative governmental
functions are unnecessarlly expensive, wasteful and
inefficient. Public adMlnlStPatl on scholars, practi-
&ioners, and citizens have long advocated consolldatlon,‘
of simillar governmental functions as a reform method ,
for reguclng governmental overhead and 1ncrea51ng efflc—,,

fiency.

'~Although the consolldatlon of other gOVernment act1v1t1es are
stlll hlghly questloned the argument for consolldatlon of pollce
serv1ces are 1ncrea31ng in acceptance and vigor. ‘The fxrst major
acceptance and support of consolldatej pollce serv1ces was pro-

%

posed\by the, Pres1dent's Comm1351on on Law Enforcement and Admln-

In 1971 the Adv1sory Comm1551on on’

VIntergovernmental Relatlons concluded

LA

4

&

Small local polﬁce de

partments partlcularly those of

10 or fewer: men,
of patrol and inv

are unable to provide a wide range

L T N T A

LA

estlgatlve serv1ces to local cltlzens.k
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Moreovéi the ex15tence of these small agenc1es may
worg// hardshlp on nearby, jurisdictions. Small
police departments which do not have adequate full-

¢, time patrol and preliminary investigative services

i may require.the aid og larger agencies 1n many facetS',

~ of their pollce work. L - S , D

To further support thls v1ew in 1973 both the National
Adv1sory CommlsSLOn on: Crlmlnal Justlce Standards and Goals and

the Commlttee for Economlc Development strongly advocated the

consolldatlon of the "smaller" law enforcement agenc1es.5 Ihe

Natlonal Adv1sory Comm1351on deflned "smaller" agencmes as any

pollce department with less than lO full tlme sworn bfflcers.Q'
gt

Then 1n 1979, *the Natlonal Instltute of Law Enforcement and Crlmn

1nal Justlce concluded 1n a maJor study that although ", .. con-

solldat}ﬂh may not always satlsfy all’ gxpectatlons o the fault ‘ A

£

N L3

is that of s1mpllstlc organlzatlonal de51gn rather than consollda—‘

tion 1tself wl

The effects of these netlonal studies and recommendatlons
have been to 1ncrease the number of pollce agen01es conselldatlng

serv1ces-, It is estlmated that ‘since 1972 over lOO agenc1es have

consolldated with 85 to 90 percent of these consolldated agenc1es

located in populatlons of less than 25,000 persons.a, Furthermore,

the.h;ghest concentratlon of consolldatedllaw;enforcement,services

are founded in the central states where population is'sparse,g

it

B. Ways and Means to Consolidationj

Gutlllzed.‘

As one reviews the literature concerning cOnsOlidaFfon‘it
S o Do et e s LT L
becomes obviols there are many definitions of consolidation and

many ways in"which to consolidate police services; wFor the.purposes.

l( .

. of this report a oroad de lnltlon of consolldatlon Wlll be

The deflnltlon@usedmhere 1s‘"any 1nterjurlsdlctlon

ot FUCR . . e S SO BN RS TS NN

S et S e "{" e T e
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governmental agencies.

| lforms of consolldat;on.are;1dent1f1ed.

SN

©

-arrangement which allows the sharing or transfer of‘authority for

10

the accomplishment of a law enforcement function."” ~ Therefore,

consolidation by this definition is viewed as a continuance.

- of change within the structure of the law enforcement and/or

‘Across‘this continuance,oq change_there

- hawe been identifiéd three distinct groupings_of consolidation

which are labeled total,'partial, and functional.

as'follows:
- Total consolidation is the complete,or nearly complete . el
~combination of units of government for the production B

and plovision of a totallty of publlc goods and
_services. ,

.. = Paprtial consolldatlon is the combination of certaln
; given units of government, or the: ‘creation of a new
unit of government foér the production and provipion

- of spe01f1c public goads and serv1ces.' \y

a

- Functlonal consolidation is the sharlng of or . cooper-
ative efforts by formal or informal agreenent toward
~the production and provision of publie goods and ser-

“vices w1thou§ the nece351ty of change in units of
government.

W;thln the above three grouplngs of consolldatlon ten dlstlnct

These.are.

(3
RS

-wlnformal Arrangemerits
- Sharing |

= Pooling"

ke’Contractlng
;edPollce Serv;oe Dlstrlcts"

- Merger"(Regionalizatlon)
,“-‘Special Police'Districts‘ -
hQVFederatlon

'i_>e‘Ama1gamatlon i SR R

~ Annexationlzgi, B

These are defined.

o

v

'(/\( e *
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’ ‘These ten forms of consolldatlon are categorlzed as elther total, i 8 % : i
A ® o i -
partlal or funﬂtdonal based on the amount- of change necessary to ;§~d3 e : - }
implement the consolldat;on’process;*~ 5ghange'15=measured 1n -
' IR TR - ST Lo R TN A L } '
three dimensions; change 1ﬁ,the~pollt1caﬂ ‘structure, change 1n e o
Y 4 2 - = j\»
« ~the law. enforcement structure and change in the method of dellvery 5 o
nofrlaw“enforcement functlcns; Tablevao On page 8 presents the . »
. [os3 x
clas31f1catlons of the ‘ten different. forms of consolldatlon.‘ . .
. AR : . . )
To better understand these ten forms of consol1datlon and ;
a i
@ how they could effect the 1aw enforcement and governmentalastruc- : i &
¢ i ~
: i i . Y . : ; j@ = N ¢
ture, each system will be‘brlefly described. q P : k ?
o . : : N . L L . o "
A L . R ey C i :
1. "Informal Arrangements. : A : o v .
il s E . . ; : v . . B : ., ’ : B | 5\\. . g . e 'Q, . 0
A , Informal arrangements are defined as unwrltten cooperatlve o 5 ' v
& Z,) i 153 “ B
agreements to collectlvely perform a task that would ‘be mutually R P , SRR ‘
13 S e L : = ’ ; 21 *
beneflclal to the partlclpants.‘ai. st ‘ s L ; o - .
. 0] " s
. ] . B . . » \,!;vx\‘,&' - . R
> . 2 Sharing. = R . T ; ' ’ o
/}‘: . " | : ) ¢ = » £ ' PO : ) 5 ! ) 2 v‘v? ‘ it ! (} ‘J»
Sharing is defined as the provision or reception of goods or i IUCTR e
> % ) o . ’ . ‘T" - . 0, »T
- services which enhances the completion of a law enforcement func- f | v e _ RO
R T ey o A C : e , : i T .
tion or fosters uniformity. Examples of such services are | ‘ 5 . = K - Y
: . N . R ) J : - 4 e : T ..
o . ) * : ) ' . : he
communication and laboratory. L 3 8 :
3 - POQling b ‘ ‘ W yu ' : » * ,;; . I %, - : ) T » I i
. iﬂ'\:}?' _-———_ N C K : o AR N \fk 0_. LT : . a2 ‘~ C; ',
- 'Y i < 3 P 5 . : » : P o Yo e W N
Poollng is defined as the comb;natlon of'resources by: two or : B 0 : : K
: y 4 - R AT ES
x e 4o s -
more agenoles to perform a selectlve support serv1oe under the Y P PR Y
guldellnes of predetermlned formal commltments and u1th dlrect e , T e e e e 'n
i ‘ 4 . L) % Co T N DR sy
iy A L3 T R : L T N : ., : - O L L . ol
1nvolvement by all'partles; Poollng is llmlted to formal agree- £ P 5 : DR i T ; s
E ;‘ m : i . o ‘ ) ' -
ments and does not 1nvolve 1nformal arrangements. Under ‘this klnd e g PR N : AL : 5 T R
’ ‘ o < ,/-_] ; a ) “:‘. .’ g “‘u @ R g : “ ;
of arrangement departments agree to comblne resources such as ’ o ) : E . E i PR , _ o &f
B 1% . v Sy : e’ o ; SR S ‘. eI G ', e e B
o D . RN i , R : :
~ manpower, faCllltleS, and funds to perform a selectlve functlon (S RTINS TR : fa ‘ b
W Ky . Bl s Tl . ¥ TR : “ o B - > e
X i - LEARS * FON pEEE 0 ) g i .
at a "hlgher level of serv1ce. jAmong functlons.amenable to L : G B R B S b
b . . : > o - * q R [ ‘E W . : . o s ; () v b
PR s @ 3 i o B v
6 e W : : o _ - : RS
i g w 0 S RN ) e 3 b ; e : N ‘ ; "v . :
C i G” 3 | U . ! e v - : i ‘. i ; @ : . . “ "'L‘ ‘0 : g "\ o k : ;5 ’0" ° '
" {. PR ox W U C} R 4 S e e Ty S : N s
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SRR A ‘;'ki DEGREE OF CHANGE AND METHODS OF CONSOLIDATION

<)

i
=

TYPE OF B

.  CONSOLTDATION “’QT_Q o)

B : . e I 4

”“OLITICAL

.7 ¢IN THE

'SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE

QTRUCTURE R

XN ™ ) <

SUBSTANTIAL CHANGEL
o IN THE -
JiAW ENFORCEMENT
STRUCTURE

CHANGE |
METHOD OF DELIVERY
OF LAW ENFORCEMENT

IN THE

FUNuTION

< FUNGTIONAL

'POOLING

<4,

o~

12
S N

INFORggg ARRANGEMENTS : X
. SHARING : - X
B 2 X 9
o

CONTRACTiNC e . ‘ ¥ ; - { o e
. CONTRACTING SRR . SRS S SEE S 4
i b—J [ e -O’ Z S o ) “xg
= POLICE SERVICE DISTRICTS.”e e X= ¥ o X
: ‘ . s . .. - ’O L: X tfj |
= MERGER (REGIONALTZATION)’ : X X e
. SPEC‘IAL‘ P,,_OLICE DISTRICTS ; . X = o X
FEDERATION 5 a - X TR SR
B AMALGAMATION X - X g X %
[} - . e - ' N(u, JSTAR 72
el ANNEXATION X X : x. :
. . ) i o 0’ N L : O — -
*R D Engler- and S B Petmga, EvaJuatlon Study in the Ar'ea of‘ Contr‘act Law Enf‘orcement
5 A Review of‘ the. theratur'e (Washington, D.C.: ~U S Govevnment Pm.ntlng O’fice, 197813,
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testing, tralnlngylrecords and 1dent1f1catlon serv1ces, and

are presently in ev1dence throughout the country.

, addltlonal taxes.,

e e e e PO SO - T . L s o)

Son

©

reffectlve poollng are communlcatlons, personnel recruitment“and

Wil

: detention operations.lS;hu ' Qﬁ

y,. Contractlng.

o

Contraotlng is deflned as a. llmlted and voluntary program 1n
whlch one government enters 1nto a@formal% legally blndlng agree- '

ment ‘to provide certaln SpEleled law enforcement serv1ces (elther
£

.total or partlal) to another government for a fee w1thout alterlng

the»ba51c structure of either government Any level of government
can prov1de contract law enforcement serv1ces to other governments.

County to clty, clty to county, county to the federal government

01ty to olty, and state to county and clty contractual arrangements

©

16

“5.:~Rollce Serv1ce Districts.

o

A pollce service district 1s created when pollce respon51bll-
1t1es are assigned under an ex1st1ng governmental\body to establlsh
a 1eve1 oﬁzlaw enforcement serv1ce funded by a system of taxatlonf

whlch 1ncludes both unlncorporated and 1ncorporated areas and mayk

be supplemented in 1nd1v1dual areas through the. assessment of

l 7 /,-k . : ‘ [

k6.3 Merger (Reglonallzatlon)

LD,

Merger is deflned as the formal comblnatlon of a mutual func-

tlon of two or more governmental bodies under one agefcgd the goodsk
.and serv1ces of whlch are prov1ded on a geographlc ra}her than

Jurlsdrctlonal ba51s. Thls type of: consolldatlon can oeceur w1thoutk
»comprehenslve reorganlzatlon of all local government unlts w1th1n o

'a de51gnated-area. For an example of merger, the Clty of Las Vegas"t

o

and Clark County,_Nevada merged thelr law enforcement agenc1es and’

BN L . ‘ N R o,

BRI TR RS

4 : i

formed the'Las Vegas'Metropolitan‘Police Force with the Sheriff of

101ark County as the chief executive of the agency.;

: 7. Speclal Police Dlstrlcts.

A special pollce dlbtPlct is a 51ngle purpose unlt of govern—‘

ﬁment. It is completely 1ndependent both admlnlstratlvely andy : g, .
flnanclally, from ex1st1ng units of government it provides policek ‘
services to a spec1flc geographlc area without regard to ex1st1ng
governmental boundarles, and 1t is flnanced by property tax assess—

'ments lee a11 n¥her governmental units a speclal pollce '

dlstrlct ‘will have essentlal characterlstlcs. It would be organlzed
’possess structural form have an off1c1al name, guaranuee perpetual
»succe351on,‘and have the rlght to sue and be sued, make contracts,

~and obtaln and dlspose of property. It would have offlcers who

: are properly elected or are app01nted by other public off1c1als. g
It would offer a hlgh degree of publlc accountablllty. Moreoveryﬂr
1t would have cons1derable flscal and admlnletratlve 1ndependence

 from other.governments.lg» - / _ e

'8.‘ Federatlon. B e o R vf |
Federatlon 1s deflned athhe consolldatlon of metropolltan-’ e yér
type serv1ces whlch are admlnlstered and dellvered by a newly;i
'constltuted cuuntywxde government to compllment local serv1oes
prov1ded by mun1c1pa11t1~s whlch remaln 1ndependent.; Federations

,have two maJor features.v The first 1nvolves the establlshment of : : B

S

g e

~,a metropolltan government, usually parallellng the boundarles of ;

o

B ‘ the replaced county government to which metropolltan-type func-'
S ;

tlons are alloted.- These serv1ces, oonsolldated under a federatedA

i
i 8

1%

e YT

e g ,w,,..u?w.}g
; )

| system, are unlfled as a result of a,preemptlon of total respons1-

bllity for former munlcxpal serv1ces by the areawlde government

) : ' ] e v,
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- .v The'second involves the retentlon of ex1st1ng cities, which continue

‘to control local funct:.ons.2O

9. Amalgamatlon. o ~‘,@f AR

Amalgamatlon is deflned as a complete governmental consollda-

tion of ex1st1ng<un1ts of government to form a new government

[ i 21 . : S i
eral determlnatlon of pollcy. l_ S _ ‘}‘. e

=

10, Annexatlon.‘

Anneyatlon is deflned as the total absorptlon of ex1st1ng
governments or unlncorporated areas 1nto a larger metropolltan

: government whlch nece551tates the prov151on of all governmental

serv1ces (1nclud1ng pollce) by the absorblng body Annexatlon is

the most dlrect way of achlev1ng full areaw1de consolldatlon of
Lt :
'“pollce serv1ces K It 51mply 1nvolves ex1st1ng governments belng

\

4
absorbed into a larger, metropolltan government. The magor

strengkth of annexatlon as an approach to reorganlzlng local govern-
|

" ment gs its broadening of the geograp?;cal Jurlsdlctlon of ex1st-

ing municipalities. It can foréstall the creation'ofﬂspecial dis-

'trlcts or new munlclpal 1ncorporatlons and thus help’prevent local

0 .
22
; governmental patterns from becomlng more complex. T

o
[

C. A Summary of the P051t1ve and Negatlve Aspects of Consolldatlon

"An extensive study recently completed by the Natlonal Instl-g'

tute'of Law Enforcementrand Crlm;nal,Justlce summarlzedvtheup051;§

o tive and negative aspects of consolidated police services in the 4

United States. - This summary.is,a§ufolloWS: ‘V'~~f“‘,' “"»&

PoSitive AspectS' : "~_tﬁ¢

1 Consolldatlon mltlgates several condltlons whlch

~limit or reduce the effectlveness of.. law enforcement al

w1th a/slngle admlnlstraflve framework which allows for the unllat—’

i

40

e oy S T TR T i o e e L o e

o ye— g

,quallty of service.
'in a broader range and level of service than is finan-
.~ cially possible through small independent agencies. -

-economies of scale.

- expensive equlpment and/Qr personnel;
can be provided without appreciably increadsing costs,
~and, more efficient and productive use can be made of

- 12 =

service.- Supporters claim that small agency mergers
reduce interjurisdictional overlapping, displutes,
Jealousies and competition; eliminate questions of
interjurisdictional enforcement authority; and, pro-

vide con31stent areaw1de practlces and procedures. K

2. Consolldatlon results in an 1mproved level and
It is argued that mergers result

These improvements are said to be embodied in full-
time, specialized, law enforcement and- emergency .
‘back-up capabllltles, improved communlcatlons capab-

‘ilities; and, more intensive patrol coverage in both
‘urban ‘and. rural areas,

coupled with reduced response*
time to emergency calls for ass1stance.

3. Consolldatlon results in higher quallty ‘Pérsonnel
complements. . This claim is said to result from the
better- tralnlng, supervision, organization and working
conditions offered by merged .agencies, as well as the-
higher salaries, benefits and advancement opportunities
whlch tend to attract better quallfled 1nd1v1duals.;
b, Consolldatlon produces 1mproved eff1c1en01es and-
Proponents argue that per unit
costs for, police services are reduced through small

agency mergers, or that more service can be provided -
OCther .

for-the same law enforcement dollar invested.
clalms along this same general vein include the follow-
ing:  specialized services can be provided because of
economies reallzed through the greater -utilization of

aux111ary personrel engageg31n such activities as com-

*munications, records, etc.

N

Negatlve Aspects,,_f

1. Loss of local law enforcement service.
-to the psychological loss of identity among recipient
- communities, which is claimed to accompany consolida-
_tion, opponents purport that local officers know a
community. and lts problems better than those of a -con-

4}

“In addition

solidated agency; mergers dilute the relationship

- between local citizens and members of the law enforce-

ment agency that serves them; and, ‘the enforcement of

l.local codes and ordinances suffer as" a result of:
consolldatlon.,v jE h L A

2. Loss of control over the 1evel and quallty of law £
Essentially, this argument reflects
the concern that consolidation removes police admlnls-
.tratlon too far from the resldents of a communlty

enforcement service.

SR e iy
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is, it is claimed that a communlty will have llttlen
or no effect on. 1mprov1ng serv1ces 1f they become

unsatisfactory..

f‘x
Es Consolldatlon has proven no. more effectlve than
current delivery systems. Although proponents claim
the many benefits of consolidation; opponents argue o

that the benefits have not been dpcumented.

L, Consolldatlon may cost as. much or more. than the
current delivery system. Arguments that consolida-
tion may cost as much or more than- currer/\systems
are frequently misleading. This is: not t6~ say that
- such claims are false, but rather, examples in the.
research were- essentlally non-existent which compared
the cost of desired local service, with the cost of -
" the same services under a consolidated system. Most
commonly,,comparlsons are made between expenditures
for existing local service and the cost of desired
© services under a merged agency, with dittle or no -
- attention glven to the amount and naEHre cf serv1cesk
actually prov1ded under each system. R

Although the AES%a summary does not represent‘a complete o

2

v examination of the p031t1ve and negatlve aspects of consolldated

law enforcement. 1t does present the maJor issues pertalnlng to

&

the topic.' Furthermore, thls summary is a good foundatlon for

those who wish to exten51vely evaluate the pros and cons of

7

D. The Governmentag Rbles in:Consolidationp

5 - .
L3 M, s oot O a1y

e

‘belleve that the state plays the prlmara role of effectlng .

1.‘kState Government;“ The role of governmental'agencies'

consolidation oprolice.services is Viewed’by mos+ writers on the

subJect as a crltlcal 1ssue.

& E o

tion SerV1ces through 1ts reSearch efforts belleve that rlrst

.and formost ~the’ development of consolidated pollce serv1ces 15 o

o . o B [' .

a polltlcal problem not ‘a technlcal one, and that the prlmary

-\ ey
4

: unlt of . government effectlng consclldated 1aw enforcement is the

[

25

state. Why the Instltute of Publlc Admlnlstratlve Serv1ces

e

‘The 1nst1tute of Publlc Admlnlstra-’

<

consolldatlon is due to the fact that countles and munlclpalltles

i\

possess only those powers granted to them by the state consti-

tution and statd?es. ‘Therefore,‘it'is essential that before any

efforts toward consolldatlon take place the state government
must enact leglslatlon that permlts consolldatlon of local
governmental services. These(statutes are usually'referred to

;inter-local: government agreement acts or joint powers acts.

- The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stand-

_ards and Goals in its°repcrt made the following recommendation

concernlng lnter local government agreement acts.

Each State that has not already done so should enact
v ‘approprlate leglslatlon to enable the various local ¢
. governments, as well as the’police and other ecriminal
Justice agencies, to enter into 1nter-agency agree-
ments or 58 partlclpate JOlntly in providing police
serv1ces.

The State-of Nebraska has been one of the‘states which*was
first~to enact inter-local~government agreements legiSlation

creating and promotlng consolldatlon of all local governmental

'serv1ces (see Appendlx B)

able envlronment amenable~to the efforts of vconsolidation of law‘

~enforcements services in the state.

il

g;fCountyrGovernment. ~Although the county governments

possess‘only those powers which are ccnferped upon them by the

'StatevconStitution and statutes, these local governmental units

© ean assist~in creating a favorable ¢climate for consolidatiOn

through response and adaptlon to the changlng 5001o-p011t1cal
‘f conditlons. The. county admlnlstrators must be comrltted to the
consolldation efforts or else it w111 noc~happen_%g L Su,

. Holllnger, former Los Angeles County Chlef Admlnistratlve .

Lo W

N

Thls leglslatlon has created a.favor;

o A e

T e
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offlcer descrlbes the commltment to consolldatlon as cons1st1ng

attltude,'w1lllngness, and ablllty.~

of- three f‘actors Holl;ngerc

o
stated "Iou must have a strong, v1r11e county government with

an afflrmatlve attltude, a w1111ngness to prov1de serv1ce, and .

128+

the ablllty‘to produce."“In~the,absence of any,one of-these

three considerations, a conSolidation»effort is impossible. =« 0

Furthermore many experts in thls area view county government

(N

as a, "plwotal unit of government -and: a loglcal form of revamped

029
areaw1de government (law enforcement)

.One reason thlsav1ewu
is held is because the office of sherlff assumes an;important and.
cY ©  essential role in the delivery of. law enforcement services in most

.Therefore, itkis;seen‘as‘a natural repository for:
c 30 : , ,

\ counties.
S PR

A . areawide police‘services. As former Los Angeles County Sheriff

Vo Peter J. Pitchess states, ' . d A

A - A county will. normally represent the optlmum level i
Y at which law enfo Fement ‘can be large enough to be:
% effective -~ and yet small enough to be respon51ve.
"And the sheriff - as an elected official - must be
" responsive to the “community gt large‘- hls career
and livelihood depend on it. :

0

It should be noted that eritics of maklng the’ offlce of
'sherltf the rep051tory of areaw1de pollce services belleve that
the role of the sherlff needs to be modlfled before thls type of
consolldatlon can be v1able. “Their arguments center around three.
1ssues.‘ 1) that the nature of the ‘office: itself is too st ngly
polltlcalLy based (2) that the restrlctlve features of tenure
‘1imit the 1ength of time one perSOn may hold offlce, and (3) that

32
the offlce performs too many extraneous non-pollce dutles.f

mw S 3;»Munlclpal Government. Most cqmmunltles‘are hes;tant to”

give up local .control“of their po‘li’c’eg,s‘which;i_s’f understandable

AT S saSe Bittsrs il e s

/
in view of the dutieskandffunctlons the pollce departments perform

within a community.' But as the Pre51dent's Comm1s51on on Law

)

Enforcement and”%he Admlnlstratlon of Crlmlnal Justice states
: 1

concernlng the responsiblllty of munlclpal governments, sometimes.

there are: few alternatlves.

Governments have’a°5331c respons1b111ty to provide
needed services for their constituents. If it is '
beyond the ability of an individual jurisdiction to SRR ‘ 2
~provide adequate basic services, ‘there are three :
alternatlves : :

- abollsh the jurisdiction and make somejother'juris-,,
diction responsible for the services '

- continue inadequate services

—!seek through JOlnt action, to meet 1ts local
responslbllltles more adequately :
The flrst choice usually is“not feasible polltlcally.
The secend choice invites an increase in eriminal .
act1v1ty and direct action by a higher level of govern-
ment to protect the public security. .The best alterna-
tive is the third, the initiation of 301nt programs
with other governmental Jurisdictions. Such action is
. not a reJectlon or relinquishment of responsibilities.
~ but, rather the recognition that certaln problems-

requ1re resou§§es beyond the capaclty of a partloular :
jJurl dlctlon ‘

E. Important Factor in Consolldatlon of Law Enforcement Serv1ces

K The Natlonal Instltute of Law Enforcement and Crlmlnal
Justlce 1dent1f1ed four 1mportant factors whlch should be con-kt

, s1dered when governmental units are consldering consolldatlon,of

law enforcement'servlces.c Those four'factors‘are:

»

J>~+uLéga1fRequirements" E : 7f RNt SR SN b
- Flnanclng

- Contract Prov131ons\

a

- Permanent Law Enforcememt Revlew Body o L B

; g : TR CH e
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R

i A

e

s v

Pk

S S

st v s

a

“gated- agencles.

e ——— : . L DO

- 17 -

1. Legal Requirements. The 1nst1tute advocates that before

efforts are made to consolldate law enforcement serv1ces the S e

state should have leglslatlon concernlng 1nter local government

6

agreements. If thls leglslatlon 1s not a part of the state s'

SRR

statutes the governmental unlts con51der1ng consolldatlon should

=

first work toward establlshlng proper leglslatlon prlor to consol-

1dat10n efforts.3u_ L G

2 Flnan01ng. Flnan01ng is a key faotor to all consolldatlon

projects. The Natlon Instltute s research documented that "o

'flnanclng was the subject over whlch the greatest tlme was spent

and the most dlsagreement arose durl§§~§he plannlng of consoll-

"35 The two spec1f1c areas of flnanc1ng whlcg

: caused the most dlfflcultles were:

- The- avallablllty of revenues sufflclent to sustaln y
“the level of service de51red by pa;tlclpatlng :
’Jurlsdlctlons.

: - The equltablllty of co§§.sharing'fbrmulas;and_,, |
assoclated procedures. L IR S : /7,.

4

‘3 Contract Prov151ons. Serv1ce contracts ass1st to clarlfy

t;the substance and cost of serv1ces to be provzded and 1n areas

o of mlsunderstandlng serve as a basellne to resolve dlsputes.37

l ot

~The Natlonal Instltute of Law Enforcement and Crlmlnal Justlce
_1dent1f1ed certaln bas1c prov151ons whlch should be covered 1n

*most contracts concerning consolldation oft law enforcement

services. Those prov1s1ons 1nclude'n
- A clear descrlptlon of servmces to be prov1ded
h— The amount the re01p1ent Jurlsdlotlon w111 be

required to pay for thefserv*ces, and the time
and manner in whlch payments are to be made.‘

Sl
I R

N
il

U
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i

- A descrlptlon of whlch party will assume the llablllty,‘
g of defendlng the prov1der agency in & suit. :

- Procedures relating to the malntenance of records and o

“the 1ssuance of financial reports. »

t )

-.Speclﬁloatlons as to the,persons or officials who
formally represent the parties to the contract.

- The composition of a permanent law enforcement
board, if one is to be used, including a descrip-
~tion of its role, respon31b111ty and its relation-
',shlp with the admlnlstrator of the prov1der agency.

- 4 detalllng of real property and/or equ1pment and
a description of the manner in which it will be
transferred to the provider agency.

- Agdescription of the duration of the contract,: , .
.~ together with prggedures for contract amendments C e
and termination. ' ‘ ‘ { : :

[‘C%Q 4. Permanent Laernforcement Review‘Body;"The_National Insti-

3

tutetrecommends the establishment;of,a permanent'review board for

all consolidation arrangements. 'Ihese,boards should consist of
'appointed representativegﬂfrom eachcparticipating juriSdiction,

_ Generally, the responsibilities of‘the boards are involved in

vpollcy maklng, plannlng, over31ght of act1v1t1es and appralslng

39

SpelelC problem areas.

tF, Summary

B recommendatlons, ways and means to oonsolldate, pos1t1ve and -

Thls 1ntroductlon has dlscussed several major issues (natlonab

p !

1negativevaspects'o bonsollu tion, “the gOVernmental roles in. con=
“solldatlon and important factors in consolidatlon serv1ces)
~concern1ng the plannlng, developlng and 1mplement1ng of consol-
_k(ldated lawﬁenforcement services. Thls chapter was not 1ntended

Nto:represent an'exhaustive*study of all thesevlssues, but rather

to.acqualnﬁ the reader w1th some of the 1mportant materlal

i\ )
i
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h“dlfferent part1c1pants.

'a"paftlclpatlng ln some form of contract law enforcement.

,Jfrom,a,combinatlon:formulavof‘clty~andrcounty taxes.

<

R o T“ncHAPTER‘QIi 'PRESENTATIoNfé% THE’;,D'.:EJ;.w

o

As stated 1n Chapter One, three separate questlonnalres were

‘de51gned and sent to the three prlmary groups, county comm1551oner

clty off1c1als and law enforcement off1c1als., Although,threee

‘Rseparate questlonnalres were developed

1=y 7

each design basically

requested similar lnformatlon.‘ The reasonkfor designing three

separate-questlennalres was due'to each grouporepresenting a'
‘completely separate entlty and that the questlons had to. be

‘de51gned 80 that they would be pertlnent and relevant o the’

N ; &

Thefpresentat;on of ‘the date,w1ll

be'glven;accordlngcto eacﬁ.gronpvthat participatedlinrthe study.

S . o ., ) 4
¥

AL County Commissioners”ﬁ

Twenty-flve questlonnalres were sent to county commissions =~

Q

one questlonnalre to each county that partlclpated 1n contract

&

’vlaw enforoement in Nebraska.“The questlonnalre was dlrected to

e

the chalrperson of eacn county commlsSLOn.

‘questlonnalres were returned for a return rate of 56 percent.

Seventy-flve percent of the county comm1551oners partlclpat-‘

,’élng 1n the study responded that thelr county was Stlll actlvely

Those”

countl s:who have termlnated the contract stated tnat?the maggr

O reasons,for termlnatlon were cost and serv1ce dlsagreementy"“'

The second question concerned the fundlng of contra ,,law-'
enforcement.'

voplnion that the funding for contract law enforcement should come

]

‘ff) .

A total of fourteen' o

Flfty percent of the partlclpants were ot’the ,af:@A¥7

tThlrty—51x f”
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strictly from c1ty tayes and not

1\‘ e

[}

only c1ty and county offlclalsnshould bu 1nvolved in the declslon-

I
l

cent belleved that the 01ty and

._‘u .
&

maklng priocess. bnly fourteen pet

R ,\‘ B

shoukdvbevl

w

county ne51dents olmedkln thsﬁdeGlSlona There the Ce

e‘—\\, T g

L i “
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The two maJor advantages

and conslstett

£

Serviceé

i

‘‘‘‘‘

part1c1pants were: (1) the‘lemels of serv1ces prov1dea were dlff;cult

: \r“‘ v
to establLsh and then ac unt fgo

B

(2)'rhe prlorlty of serv1ces to

0

the different communltles Ls drntlcult to establish and malntaln,

N R e 4
S (3) the uncertalnty of contlnulng fundlng by. the CItleS 1nvolved
R , caused plannlng dlfflcultles,_b‘" ~h ,,' ' ,ﬂ"4‘~,f"'t }wf v‘;f "l;

The sixth questlon requested the commlssioners to state

4]

of the concept of contract

S
H

thelr oplnlon, cons;derlng'all factoys,

“ RS
©

o

o)

-

RSN i L

B

’were asked to express in wrltlng thelr thoughts on this matter. ' 9

VThe three lists were as follows.i~ol, " '_; e

‘ questlon number 31x chose number one as the method of contractlng

‘number two as the best type of contract arrangement for county - ; o

“level consolldatlon.,

‘concernlng funding for contract law enforcFment in the State of

g

@

[N

&
i
¥
i
i
i

o

n
]

blaW;enforcement¢beihg.continued and‘improved upon in:the State of

Elghty -3ix percent telleved that contract law enforce-

n

Nebraska..

ment was a worthy concept -and should be expanded and 1mproved

== o

The questlonnalre was so de51gned that if a commlsSLOner’e : :

O

upon.

PN

responded posrtlvely to the 51xth questzon he or sne was further

requested to check what type of content agreement they felt: was

best for contract law enforcement serv1ces.

o 2 :
listed three general agreement structures and the commissioners

" The questlonnalre

were asked to choose the onéwstructure they believed was best. If

they did*not,like.any'of the control‘structure5~listed~ they

1. Countyw1de law enforcement organlzed through
the current. sheriff's office under the manage-
ment guidance of a joint comm1ttee comprlsed of
city and county OfflClalS,

“ . : : i

Contract agreements establlshed‘by individual ~°°
‘,towns and 1n*respective county governments.d

A county-wide police department managed by an- R o
official who is elected -at large by county resi- : o
dences. S : T PV v

,’Flfty percent of the respondents who answered po31t1velv tQ

=

\) : . o R

law enforcement on the county level. Thlrty -six percent chose _ _ ., : :

Only seven percent chose number three as o

! 3
o m . .

the best method of contractlng arransement “F‘ ' S e :

SIS

8

The seventh and flnal questlon asked the respondents to

react elther po51t1vely or negatively to the follow1ng questlon : _' LR

*

v : 4
< . : . 4 N

p
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responded no to thisuquestion'

e Vebraska. ¢

~If the. Febraska Leglslature would remove ‘the mill
levy ceiling for law enforcement purposes only, in
your opinion, would your city be willing to partici-
pate in a contract ‘which would provide for the ‘
development of consistent county-w1de law enforcement :
programs and pollc1es”

The third questlon concerned the fundlng of contract law
enforcement. Seventy five percent of the partlclpants held the

oplnlon that the fundlng for contract law enforcement should come

frOm a formula whlch combined county and clty‘taxes;"Fifteen

Y

The res onses to thls uestlon resulted 1n a even S llt between o : e L i S - S
p q P percent expressed the opinion that the funding should come“

those who responded. Flfty percent responded yes and flfty per— o
5 ‘

strictly from county taxes; The other ten percent thought the

0.
cent responded n ' fundlng should come from the communlty tax str%cture.

B. LaW“EnforCement Officials‘(Sheriffs),‘ The fourth'questlon requested the sheriffs to,express their

Twenty-flve questlonnalres were sent to sheriffs - one : o z ’oplnlon concernlng the cost of contract law enforcement services

=] . ?
. i H

v as compa
- questionnaire’ to each sherlff that participated in contract law P red. to small loeal communities providing thEIPOOWn police

serv1ces.~ Slxty-flve percent-belleved that contract law enforce=-

enforcement-in Nebraska.' The questionnalre was dlrected to the ' %

‘sheriff. A total of twenty questionnaires were returned w1th a' - - ‘3? . ,ment was not as expensive to-the communlty as provmdlng their

Q

o T , 3 own serv1ces. Fewer than fi ft« - ~ : - aght -
(:return rate of elghty percent. e AR L B " an tilleen percent of the‘sher;ffs,thought>>

1t was as ex ensive or more:ex ensi £ vi ; 1a
Seventy-five percent of the sherlffs who part1c1pafed in the g xpensive to provide contract Law

| ‘ DN ’enforcement serv1ces.
e v study responded that thelr county was stlll actlvely partlclpat-, “ ERRRINE & el

Lo : . i

The flfth and 51xth questlons addressed the issues of the
ing in contract law enforcement serv1ce w1th ‘those’ communltles o .

o advantages and dlsadvantages the sherlffs thought were galned by

whp were part of the orlglnal contract 1n1t1ally funded by the

k / o contract law enforcement. The flve major advantages of contract
-Nebraska .Crime Comm1551on. Sherlffs oﬂ departménts no longer : ,

) g
‘»law enforcement as seen by the sheriffs were

partlclpatlng in contract serv1ces stated that the maJor reason n

‘”l. The development of more professmonal pollce .

gfor termlnation was cost and that the de0151on to terminate the S e-:' E AN PR ;serv1ces.
"53 AT control was usually lnltlated by communlty offlclals to ‘whom, the‘,r | @hk 1 ;; S 2.'The development of stable employment w1th1n‘~’

et S e R T TR v - -~ the sheriff's ofrlce.

sheriff yas prov1d1ng law enforcement serv1ces. ‘ Co y ' P ' ' L)

SR ! 3. The development of more cons;stent law
B i The second questlon asked the sherlffs 1f they were prov1d1ng ey (T enforcement polloies and programs.

_law enforcement serv1ces to any. communltles Withln‘thEIF county Q @“-,MOPG avallablllty of police serv1ces,

‘_} , - with which thev do“not have a contract.k Fifty four percent of the j> 1 .'{‘ffn f ‘ }'5. More proflclent handllng of SEPIOhS (felony)wf RS
; o . e SR c crlmes.c SRR v BRI
respondents stated they were prov1d1ng some serv1oes to some - j"’;%h : an o IR : AL RN ' e

communities w1thout a formal contract The other forty -six percent ‘ 3 r‘{iu,f

a; - S

S
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The major clsadvantages as viewed by the respondents were

l.rPrlorltlzlng services to the dlfferent -
-communities was difficult to establish, ¢
malntaln and then document
2. The uncertalnty of continued fundlng by |
" either the eity and/or county, : :

3. The lack of con51stent policies by community = *
~ officials and dlfflculty of enforc1ng city o
,ordlnances. , . S

Question seven was concerned w1th areas of maJor mlsunderstand-

ings between the sheriff's offlce and the contrac»nng communlty.

'Nlnty percent of the respondents reported no maJor mlsunderstandlng.,

. Of those sherlff's offlces who reported areas of magor mlsunder—

law enforcement

'thelr budgets wh1c1 were effected

ki

' 1als.

e e otk i, L e e e s i

Standlngs they concurred that the problem(S) stemmed bas1cally e

I

from unreallstlc contractual agreements or 1nterpretatlcns.
Questlon elght Fxplcred the dlfflcultles of fundlng contract
Thé sherlffs were askedr one, d1d thelr offlce

experlence fundlng Jlfflcultles because of contractlng serv1ces,

and two, if thls Wa

a problem, what areas of fundlng were most

. . !
effected. Seventy—flve percent of the partlclpants stated they

"’experlenced rio fundﬁng problems. The twenty flve percent who

experlenced some fundlng problems 1dent1?1ed three maln areas of

Those three were: (l) Funds

for support staff ﬁsecretary, ‘ﬂspatcher, etc ), (2) Funds to

h._‘///“f—l\a o

support vehicle malntenance, and (37 Funds to support general

offlce functlcns (offlce supplles, communlcatlon supplles and

_ . , . . . ) . : . o . ‘ J/

]
The last queﬂtlon addressed the 1ssue of communlcatlon

¢

The emphas s in thls questlon was placed on face to face
. C{v‘ :

1

£
E e
i

e Aot o I e i e

) dlscuss,complalnts,vccmments;or recommendations.

. Communities

consistant schedule.

verbal communlcatlon.;’The‘sherifFS'were‘asked if'they or a -

representatlve from their offlce met with communlty offlctals to
oyt

Seventyspercent

of respondents,reported*meetfng'on‘a'regu1ar basis with community

0of thatSSeventy percent who reported meetings on.a |
%0 NS

g

officials.

regular“basis, thlrty flve percent stated they met monthly,

3

twenty elght percent stated they met quarterly, twenty percent

G

.reported yearly meetlngs and four percent reported daily meetlngs.

o]

The cther thlrteen percent;reportedvregular,meetlngs but not on-a

o

o0

contragt law enforcement with the sherlff's offlce.'

9.

Seventy elght questlonnalres were sent to tommunlules whlch

\

part1c1pated in contract law enforcement The questlonnalres,were
dlrected,to theyc;ty“clerk with lnstructlons to routehthe question=-
naire tokthe’appncpriate city officials.‘ Thls routing was néceSsary

due to“the‘faCt»that many ‘of the cities whobparticipated‘in the

‘contract law enforcement arrangements do not malntajn or support ﬂ'

full tlme c1ty admlnlstrators thereby maklng lt dlfftcult to ldentlfy

and contact these individuals.- A total of forty-four questlon-,"

‘naires were returned for a*return ratekof flfty-31x percent.

o

rEighty-two percentlof the'communities who participated in

the study reported that: they are currently stlll 1nvolved w1th

Of that -
eighty twc percent who had maintenance contract agreements,:’
flfty-three~percent ‘rated the quallty«of'serv1ce provzded to

thelr c1ty by the sherlff's offlce as falr. Elghteen percent

'rated quallty of serv1ce prov1ded hy the sherlff 5 offlce as

&

i A
g

o . . v e s e e e T A SR R R
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Q-

“very'good,

;s to maintain. Othe

inated their‘contracts,

‘office initiating termlnatlon'ofkthe contract.

funding was terminated;

local and county taxes.

seventeen percent ratedvit,as‘good; seven_percent rated

it as poor and only five pebcent rated it as very poor.

Thos& communities:who-reported;that‘theythad'diScontinuedk

‘Ceightéen,percent) the5contractuagreemeﬁt‘with’the,sheriff{s

fofficeustated,the,major‘reason for terminating the contract was

the cost factor. 'ThercOntract‘being too.expensive.for.the'city

ereasons besides cost were lack of '1local

control and level of service.

»sixty:percent statedvthat it was"community

officials who initiatedlfhe termination; The other forty percent

- of the terminations were the county offlclals or the sheriff's

One Clty dldv"

- report thatxanother,party did initiate termination of ‘the contract

agreement but this other party was not clearly specified in the
questlonnalre.

Questlon three asked the partlclpants if contract law enforce-

ment was,contlnued in their city after the~Nebraska Crime Comm;sslon

Eighty-four percent‘of the cities who
participated in the study‘reported that the contract{agreement,was
continued after the Crime Commission'fundingvwas~discontinued.,'”
of those cltles who contlnued the contractual agreement w1th the g

LJ .,

sherlff's department after the state fundlng was. dlscontlnued

‘ forty-six percent stated that the financial obllﬁatlon of the con--

‘o

tract was funded through local taxeS‘only and flfty—one percent

7stated that “the. agreement was fimanced through a comblnatlon of

Those communltles who stated that

: contract law enforcement was dlscontlnued after the Nebraska -

Of those commun;t;es who had term-o?,

B LT N VAR P SO S rsisitons
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Crlme Commlss1on fundlng was terminated stated that the maJor
reason for termlnatlng the arrangement was fundlng ﬁb
Questlon four asked the partlclpants' oplnlon of how future

contract law enforcement agreements should be financed. All the

' ﬂpart1c1pants agreed that contract law enforcement should be

flnanced through the utlllzatlon of both county and local taxes.
Questlon flve addressed the issue of comparlng the cost of

contract law enforcement as opposed to provmdlng their own lotal

communlty police services. Sixty- elght percent of the partlclpants

stated that the cost of contract law enforcement was not as expen-
s;ve.as prov1d1ng their own communlty police servmces.
The sixth and seventh questlons addressed the issues of the

advantages and dlsadvantages the communltles thought were galnedr

by contract law enforcement The elght ma jor - advantages of con-

tract law enforcement as’ seen by the communltles' offlclals were:

, lnﬂﬂhe development of a more, profe331onal pollce §
,serv1ce

2. Affordable cost
. Rellef from admlnlstratlve problems
-‘b,ﬁRellef from pollcy and budget processes
;kBetter eQulpment S 2}
~»a~More prof1c1ent handllng of serlous (felcny) crlmes

i

2
3
b
‘5. More avallable pollce officers
6
7
8;]Ready access Lo pollce serv1ces

The major dlsadvantages as. v1ewed by the’ communlty Off101als were

D

l Loss of local control

2. No voice in establlshlng law enforcement
prlorltles : '

s
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_ S L : S e Slxty-four percent chose selectlon number one, twenty percent
3. Lack of enforcement~of city”ordlnances

B chose selectlon number two, and 51xteer percent chose selectlon
fh,rleflculty in contactlng the sherlff s offlce :

(i.e. long distance. calllng, ete.) ‘ knumber three.‘ None of the respondents chose to express a differ-. .
| 5.;Level of serv1c=s prov1ded are dlfflcult to estab—‘r

23 h 0 £ f ent oplnlon under selectlon number four.k
. 1ish and accoun ore . .

‘ § The last issue addressed in the question waslexpressed as
questlon eight was concerned with the issue of who should B e BRI O ‘

s follows

become 1nvolved in the de01s1on as to whether or not the communltyr R : :
If the Nebraska Leglslature would remove the mill levy
celiling for law enforcement purposes only, in your
opinion, would your city be willing to pa participate in
a contract which would provide for the development of
consistent county- w1de law enforcement programs and
‘policies?

will enter 1nto a contract agreement for law enforcement serv1ces., . e
I '

: Seventy-nlne percent of the 01ty pff1c1als were of the oplnlon

that the declslon should .be ‘made by respectlve governmental offlc-

z

ials and, not by the vote Of the city and COUHtY re31dents. Seventy-nine percent of the respondents stated yes to the above'“
Questlon_nlne‘asked the:follow1ng quest;on_tokthe particifk |

Qo k : . . o r .

question, which again emphaSized‘the communities" desire for
pants: “ excellence in law enforcement and a w1lllngness to fund those |
Con51der1ng all factors,gln your opinion, éhould the -
concept of contract law enforcement be continued and

improved upon in the State of, Nebraska? =~ rﬁ

3
i

progects if the means were avallable. E

r'Oneyhundredvpercent'of'those who partlclpated in the~study responded
yes to the abovewquestion. If the partlclpant responded yes. to ‘the
flrst part of the(guestlon then they were requested to respond to
the second part of the questlon whlch asked thelr oplnlon concern—

R o
"ing the type of contract law enforcement whlch should be establlshed

;nithelr communlty; The commun;ty'offlclals~were slvenrtheyfollowc

ing selections: Lt L S N T

1. County-wide law enforcement organized through the

' current sheriff's office under the management . ‘ _ ; s
guidance of a joint commlttee comprlsed of clty and S P

‘ county OfflClalS. : ‘ N ' SR REERE St 1

Ju2..Contract agreements establlshed by . 1nd1v1dua1 townae,j R ol : : S S
~ . and in respectlve county governments._ o e 7:.~7fdffﬁ SR ey : D

3.4A countyﬁwmde pollce department managed by an o
offlclal who is elected at large by county re51dences.bk

4, chers

e

L B
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% | i 2. Priority of service to the dlfferent communltles,
| | CHAPTER IV CONCLUSION ? 1s difficult to establlsh and malntaln
Overall the three prlmary groups (county comm1s31oner, clty S i} ' : 3. The uncertalnty of cont1nu1ng flnanclng
. : . A
‘-off1c1als and law enforcement OfflClalS) were very p051t1ve in e‘ N : 1§ e It appears that those communities, counties and Sherlff'
bthelr respectlve views concernlng contract law enforcement. The = 11 offlces in the State of Nebraska who paPthlPated in contract
majority of all the partlclpants expre;sed.the need and de51re ,f. " | o ﬂlaw enforcement found thls arrangement a workable alternatlve to
for the continuation of contract law enforcement in Nebraska. ,D the problems of small law enforcement agenc1es. Therefore, con—;
THe‘few communfties,‘coﬁntge3~ordSheriff'svofflces who have~term- R . E Utra;t'law enforcement should warrant con51derat10n by those commun-
\\ : . . .
inated their partlclpatlon in some. form Of contract law enforce- o B o ities con51der1ng alternatlve methods of law enforcement serv1ces.
ment d1d so malnly because of flnanclal oon31derat10n after the | o : - ;d ’Furthermore, the State of Nebraska should contlnue to encourage
£ ,‘state‘fundlng‘wasvexhausted- bthe development and enhancement of contract law. enforcement so
Ninty-six percent of all participants who.were asked if they R ‘that those communities who choose to select this method of pro-
‘believed the.concept °fk°°ntré°t Taw enforcementkshould bé eon- i i % " viding,police‘serviCes would bewensured,Of a viable alternative.
tlnued and 1mproved upon in the State of Nebraska responded yes.', SRR '» .
: i ; o I v : B U S
Furthermore, flfty—nlne percent of all partlclpants stated that ' RN I N , ‘ ‘ s
R : - : ’ ) RS . JprEmm= . : :
' oontract‘law enforcement could be 1mproved by organlzlng a S ' 2 f L v ’ ‘ ; lz,
county-wide department through the current sheriff's office under '~l o S . ;f O R B
T e c ' e Cne . : ‘ St S
the management,guidance of a joint committee comprised of city
' T ; : ; AR
! and county offlclals. ; ,
When con51der1ng all three groups of partlclpants the three o
% ~maJor advantages of contract law enforcement were. BN : R T gf
v : (I‘ \ . B : . . . . v : 2 : "‘ﬁ“ -
1. The development and dellver}~of profes51onal
L ; ‘pollce serv1ces : . ;
' e ' 2.dThe development of con51stent law enforcement i ' JROR St s C o T e e B ;
- pollcles and programs SR ‘ C v ‘ ‘ : ' g ¢
3. yore prof1c1ent handllng of serlous (felony) ;E .
" trimes ~ . : o ,
: i The three major dlsadvantages as- v1ewed by partlclpants Were; ;
"1; Levels of services prov1ded were dlfflcult to , D NN T R T e e |
establlsh and’ account for . = C s , TR RO SR Lo SR EEa B &
o “ | . o :
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1)  Is your county still contracﬁingZwith'yourycommunities to

 provide law enforcement services by the sheriffs office. -

o Yes __ No

B, If;terminated;”

ST

B ' i o

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OR. SUPPRVISORS e

3

A

'A.;klf no, was: the 1n1t1al d301s1on\fc§;erm1nate the contract

serv1ce made by : L EaLr S ey

County

Communlty.‘ S B

_ Mutual agréement by both county and communlty
Other :

R P L RT3 E
in your opinion,: Why was 1it:

Cost. - ° e L
Admlnlstratlve problems. e o

Serv1ce\dlsagreement.w

:m - Contractkdlsagreement. 75 ',f”e _QfM

Other

LR o : o

law

U

In your oplnlon how should the cost of the contract

enforcement be funded : 0
Clty taxes." :
County taxes. FRT
“Combination city and county taxes. =
ther L S

In your oplnlon how should the 01ty and: county enter lnto an =~

; agreement for contract law enforcement (check only one)

g

A‘v ;e by all county re31dences.-

‘,;” - f » Vote.by city residences involved with the contract.
’j/ i Agreement between city and county officlals.”‘%,‘f_

Otherf~~
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q": ) From yoﬁr experience’With‘contfaot law‘enforoement what are
the advantages of oontract1ng° (You may check more than one)

Development of more profes31onal pollcewserv1ces.,
Support of County ‘population. ‘
T Development of stable employment in sherlff' R T

Development of new opportunltles for profe551onaJ
growth and career advancement.

Development of consistent law enforcement pOllCleS
.and programs.. :

Low or slowly 1ncrea51ng crime rates.,'

More availability of police officers.
More proficient handling of serious (felony)

C.'V

@

The public has handy access to pollce serv1ce.:

crimes. . .

Other , , RREEENECG

5

e A A M o e

et

D

[
TR

A, If yes,

"of clty and | county off1c1als. ‘

O

5) From your experience'with contract law efiforcement, what are
the disadvantages of contract1ng° (You may check more than one.)

J
ngh Cost. : C
~ Levels of serv1ce prov1ded are difficult to

establish and account for. o

Priority of service tS the dlfferent communltles
is difficult to establish and maimtain. ,
Uncertalnty of continuing flnanClng ’
Lack of consistent policy by communlty officials.
No voice in establlshlng law enforoement pn;or-
~ities.

Lack of enforoement of 01ty ordlnances.
Others L L

@ - i - - s e o Ly

. T - w O
40 '

6)-:Con51der1ng all‘factors, in your opinion, should‘{ﬁe“oonoegt of
contract law enforcement be contlnued and 1mproved upon in the
State of* Nebraska?

i

Yes S ,_»f'No S ‘:97, . Q>: x" Jf“

1:

o

what is your oplnlon of the type of contraot that

should be established in. your oountry°

vQ‘

Countyw1de law enforcement organlzed through« .
“the current sheriff's office ‘under the manage-
ment guldance of & joint commlttee comprlsed :

R N ~ L i
vl o

e

6

. s . Contract. agreements established by 1nd1v1dual
% T towns-and in respective -county governments.:

' A county—w1de police department managed by an
who is elected at large by county re51dences.
Other.

7

i

'B. If no, please state your ma jor objection(s) to this concept.

<

el

1) If the Nebraska Legislature would: remove the mill levy ceiling

for law enforcement purposes onlg in your opinion, would your
city be willing to participate in-a contract which. would pro-
‘vide for the development. of consistent county-w1de law enforce=
ment programs and pollcles°

o ¥

_Yes . Mo

a

B

Q

9]
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1)

Gy

_Are you still contractlng w1th communl*les 1n your county for
law enforcement serv1ces7k> AR o O
\Yes,f : 'fNomw ‘
. 8 Con n
A. If yes, are any of these communltles part of the orlglnal
& contract that was 1n1t1ally funded by the traska Crlme
Comm1351onj ‘ , S ’
Yes No ‘
- Names.of these original communities: .
2z W . } Q;‘
@ o : “ - -
o oo » . ‘ ; ' . . :
'B. If yes, are_any of these communities that currently contract
with your county not part-of .the original contract which
was 1n1t1ally funded by the Nebraska Crlme Commission? -
Yes No tttt“*'
- Names of these added communities: ;
- i EE N _ .
& [
; o .
Cc. If no,.who s decision was lt to tsrmanate the codtract law
enforcement agreement° ; e o
=5 ,5 City Officials >
; ~County Officials .« - AT L
Sheriff's Office A T e E
Others r?s* R T TN ' T
: i , {l — ‘O‘ k Qs k
. u ; :;
© A, " rﬁ G : Z;va:‘_\y
! 3 . ” “ : l?

12

o

- 38 = .
. - : th;
NEBRASKA COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND GRIMINAL JUSTICE

"cOUNTY“SHtRIFFﬁs O?FIOE'tONTRACTINO FOR LAW“ENFORCEMENT

il
i e

. = o = o ! : PRIy : )

s

3)

4y

5)

2y ¢

-39 -

9
D. If no, in your oplnlon why was. the contract
’t:er'm:Lnated'7 - (You may check more than one)

A

arrangement-

Cost S - - A
~__Administrative Problems

Service: Disagreements -

Contract Disagreements

Others,

——
nmsiniciseae
e ——

Do you. provide law enforcement services to any communities:
w1th1n your county with' whlch you do not have a contr‘aot’P

Yés_ No -

© Names of these communitieszi ;

.In your opinion, how should the cost of contract
ment be flnanced°

lankenforceeq
‘Local ‘taxes : s : -’, , R

. County taxes ' v

' Combination of local and county taxes

Other arrangements

0

_ = v
From your experience, what is your oplnlon of the cost of

~contract law enforcement as compared to small local communltles '

,prOV1d1ng thelr own pollce serv1ces”

Very expen51ve

Expensxve~

‘Not expensive ; T T .

Very 1nexpen31ve_ o ' . SR S
g . R

'From your experlence w1th contract law enforcement “what are RQ:

Ty

advantages of contract° (You ‘may check more than one. )
Development of more profeSSLOnal pollce serv1cen.
Support of County population. '
Development of stable employment 1n sherlff'
s “office. ‘
- ~Development of new oppovtunltles for profes51onal
@ ;", growth andicareer advancement.

'f;" L Development of consistent law" enforcement pollc1es

and. programe. U T e S B o

o:zq{»:‘“ s "“ o
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%% - Low or slowly increasing crime rates.
R (R wMore availability of police officers.
e L "More proficient hardllng of serious (felony)
TR B R “crimes.
o - o ‘ The public: ‘has handy access to pollce serv1ce.
! : Others , ,
o ]
e ~6) From your experlence with contract law enforcement what are;
k < the dlsadvantages of contract1ng°- ‘(You may check more.than
; one.) : . : L ~
| SRS S “ >
’ o ! R S ! ngh C@St !
; : ® J Levels of service prov1ded are dlfflcult to
“establish and account for. = ” :
i , ‘ Prlorlty of service to the dlfferent ccmmunltles
. _ Tis difficult to establish and maintain.
i Uncertalrty of continuing_financing. ‘
o ©., ' Lack of consistent policy by community OfflClals. :
. No voice.in; establlshlng law enforcement
n@ priorities.
. Lack of enforcement of city ordlnances.
__j Others i :
. : u . [ [\u =
o o . T i
e . ; o
)y Were there any areas of mlsunderstandlng between your offlce ° :
: “and a communlty concernlng the services that were to be pro-
,v1ded under the terms of contract°
o L Yes No
s A. If yes, was this a major problem for your office?
o w _Yes . Non e 'yf
5 . : B. «If yes, was thls because the contract was not .
2 A f (You may check more than one)
S o ”5\; ‘speclflc enough ‘ - |
g : flexible S : S -
i ; too flexible ' ' . :
= 2 _realistic, in terms of serv1ce that could ; .
i3 [ : ", be*’provided - . SRR | !
B / Others - = ' ) '
‘/ ————— PR - - # -
.D 7 ’ : | v #
P o ’ ‘,,/ . ‘ ' . . . ; .". ) o . 41 3 : - :
e - C. /If yes, please briefly Alst.those“mlm nderstandings.
st Wm0 RN Tt R T AT R T TR
: . e i L X . R — o ‘ " SR 5
. o -(i ' : - v ; L ) ! -
o i : ? Loep BN ’
4:;_:_'% "{SN : ,‘2‘ o . - : ’ o / g
: ; 5 Y .
Q ,/“ 2 » /{}4’/ .
e : : :
i
‘} : . v
Y o s g S A e TS i S =T ey

T

&

8) .

o

9)

A.‘ If yes,

D1d your offlce experlence any fundlng dlfflcultles because of
contract law enforcement. -

B

Yes o R

A. If yes, what areas of fundlng problems d1d you have? (You

may check more than one. )

Salary for patrol personnel.
“Funds for admlnlstratlve staff (i.e. secretary,
dispatcher, ete.)
Funds to operate and malntaln patrol vehlcles.
“communication, office, etec.) :
“Qther [

. B. If yes, was this a major problem for your office?

Yes. . v No

Did you or a representatlve of your offlce meet with repre-
sepntatives from the communltles on a regular ‘basis to dlscuss‘
complaints, commehts, or recommendatlon on operatlons of the

law enforcement services?

. ~Yes  __ No

how often did this meeting take place on the
average? = = : : S DAY T

o Tl Daily , ' i
. Weekly - '
Monthly
Quarterly
Yearly % SR
Others , e - : '
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‘an agreement for contract law enf‘orc:ement‘7

NEBRASKA COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AN_D“ CRIMINAL JUSTICE

COMMUNITiES‘ CONTRACTING FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT

Inyour oplnion, what were the reasons your communlty entered
(You may check
more than one. ) , , R

Flnan01al malntenance -of pollce department too

high for the size of the community. g
Retalnlng quallfled pollce officers too dlffl-
cult.

Difficulties in adm‘nlsterlng your own pollce
department.

Citizens dissatisfied. w1th serv1ce prov1ded by
your- own department. -
Others :

Do you currently have ‘a contract with the sherlff's department
to prov1de your law enforcement serv1ce° : :

Yes‘ ' ' ﬁo '

A. If yes, what is” your cplnlon of the quallty of - law enforce-
‘ment that is currently being. prov1ded by the sherlff s
‘offlce (Check. only one)

Very good bood tFair P69r~ ,Very,poor“

B. If no, how would you compare the lawtenforcement service;
:which is currently being provided and service which was
provided by the sheriff's department during the contract

perlod. - (Check only one)

much better
"somewhat better
about the same
-same

much worse

C. 1If no, who s de0151on was 1t to termlnate the contract laW»
enforcement agreement°

Clty offlclals L
- County officials
Sheriff's Office
Other ‘

D. If no, in your oplnlon why was the contract‘law enforcement
» arrangement term1nated° (You may. check more than one)
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: Cost
, Administrative problems
: Service

Dlssatlsfactlon by c1tlzens'
‘Lack of local control o
Others___ '

Was~contract law enforcement continued in your community after
the Nebraska Crime Commission funding was terminated?

Yes ".,,’Nor

A. 1If yes, how was cost of‘this contract service financed?
E . Local taxes |

County taxes '

Combination: of local and county taxes

Other arrangements_ ...

“B. If no, was the lack of fundlng the magor reason the

contract was termlnated° : L

Yes e o No

In your oplnlon, what would be the best arrangement of financ=

‘1ng contnact law eénforcement?

=}

PR

- services?

What is your opinion of the cost of contract law enforcement °
as. compared to your local communlty ‘providing.its own pollce

\ \,\ 23
Very expen51ve
Expensive
Not expensive
' Very 1nexpen51ve o

In your cplnlcn what are the advantages of contract law

‘,enforcement (You can check more than one).

Development of a. mcre profe551onal pollce serv1ce
Affordable cost S e

)
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g:ii:? f;g$ ;gTiE;szngt;X:gggogiszzss and - Contract agreements established by individual
pressure - : towns. and 1n respective county governments.
, Low or slowly 1ncrea31ng crlme rates ____A county-w1de policevdepartment managed by an
T More availability of ‘police officers . o i | Offlglal who is elected at large by county
"~ Better equipment : : 1 Ll . ,‘Sizl ences.
"More proflclent handllng of serlous (felony) ‘ : . : —Jtners
. -.erimes .- . SRR : ‘ 1
_. . Ready access to pollce serv1cest B ; S e H) ' : : : : - : : -
Others EE : ‘ B SRR, : o R : o L S - ' . -
— — ; e ) : £ - . B. If no, please state your major objection(s) to this con-
L i : B . cept. - ~ ' : : - o
In your oplnlon, what are the dlsadvantages of contract law S ,
enforcement¢ (You may check more than one) S ‘ SRR I >
Loss of local control Ce s o , iR : ‘\ ' - , : ' ‘
No voice in establlohlng law enforcement g Voo == - — ' — ; ;
priorities : , o ; S , o ' o SR ~ : ’ P
-Lack of enforcement of clty ordlnances , ’ : : : . . ‘
Difficulty in contacting the sheriff*s office
(i,e.. long distance calling, etc.) , -
2. i:iglgfo?v:;iiséi;tgrgglggélggeOgifgigilt to “ RO ; lQ) If the Nebraska Legislature would remove ‘the mill levy celllng
T establish and account for : ‘ - for law enforcement purposes only, in your opinioén, would your
Uncertainty of available financing - city be willing to participate in a contract which would pro-
Lack of contlnulty of service : : oL . V;gerzgg thg deXelopment of consistent county—w1de enforcement
Other R T S K : , 0o - prog and podlicies
3 Yes _No DR .
- . ' i 5 ' : ‘
In your opinion, how should the 01ty and county enter into an

-agreement for. contractlng law enf‘or‘cexnen'c‘> (Check only one.) .

Vote by county re31dence, R IR T in.‘ RN

Vote by city residence: B
. Agreement by government OfflClalS N
Other : v
v NY
iConslderlng all factors, ln ,your opinion, should the concept ok . ' N L , _ o ; §
of contract law enforcement be contlnued and 1mproved upon in o B RN e e I - ' e L ~ SR
the . State of Nebraska° R Fe L LLIRINE GREDS B o : ‘ e ' : = ‘ ' 5
"Yes- ;f ~ No _7; . = :
A. ¢If yes, what is your oplnlon of the type of contraot that 4 - ¢ é
should be establlshed An your county° e o ‘55, i
County-w1de law enforcement organlzed through - B " . _— o : . e LA S
‘the current sheriff's office under the manage- s : 3 i ~ T R ' T . ; '(J B Bl
‘ment guidance of a joint committee. comprlsed = LR R IR o o : : SRS ; ] L N B o f i N
of city and county offlcials. ' : o o N : i ‘ - “ ' : R S R S BRI
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g e L el B T T e ; D Lo 4 19-3801., Contract w1th county board for pollce serv1ces,u
i e ‘ : ) N L e T AR S T SRR S sheriff; powers; duties. Any city ofthe first or second clas :
¥ ‘ T - o RPN L S : ‘ ' ' ENTE IR R : Oor -any v1llage may, under the prov151ons of the Interlocal Coopera—
1 ® tion Act, enter into a contract w1th the county board of its county
i S N for police services to be prov1ded by the county sheriff; Provided,
; ; , L , . S ‘ R e tHe county board shall enter into such a contract when réquested by
R TR RS P T AR e SR g e C e g -+ “a wvillage to do so. . Whenever any such:contract has been entered into, . SRR
R o el R T . B T R P G S ‘the sheriff shall, in addition to his other powers and duties, have :
i 3 o e s PR S el o o : ‘ ] o all the powers and duties of pollce offlcers within and for th? c1ty
! or VLllage so contractlng. o
o N o 19~ 3902.‘ Vlllages, cancel contract with county, effect. Any .
o R . ~village entering into’a contract pursuant to section 19-3801 may , ERES
i i " { e ‘serve notice of its intention to concel such contract after such .
. =5l : ? “ - cohtract has been in force for one year. Upon cancellatlon, such i
’ Lo . - Lo v1llage shall prov1de 1ts own pollce serv1ces. :
o N, 0 \:) &% ( . ’ 7 :
; i R - .19-3803. Vlllages, contract; cost negotlated.‘“The cost to s
o ~ . any village under a contract entered 1nto pursuant to sections 7
5 i © 19-3801 to 19-3804 shall be negotlated and included as a “part of i
% 1 - the. formal contract entered into and agreed to by both partles.v .
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