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MINUTES
LINCOLN-LANCASTER COUNTY CONSOLIDATION TASK FORCE

COUNTY-CITY BUILDING
555 SOUTH 10TH STREET, ROOM 210

FRIDAY, MAY 10, 2013
8:30 A.M.

Committee Members Present: Ann Post, Chair; Russ Bayer; Dick Campbell; Mike
DeKalb; Jan Gauger; James Jeffers; Larry Lewis; Jean Lovell; Darl Naumann; W. Don
Nelson; Kerry Eagan (Ex-Officio); and Trish Owen (Ex-Officio)  

Committee Members Absent: Dale Gruntorad; Amanda McGill; and Larry Melichar

Others Present: Laurie Holman, Legal Counsel for the Legislature’s Urban Affairs
Committee; Carl Eskridge, City Council Chair; Jane Raybould, County Commissioner;
and Ann Taylor, Lancaster County Clerk’s Office

The Chair called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m.

1 APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF APRIL 26, 2013 MEETING

MOTION: Campbell moved and Naumann seconded approval of the minutes.  Bayer,
Campbell, DeKalb, Gauger, Jeffers, Lewis, Lovell, Naumann, and Post
voted aye. Gruntorad, McGill, Melichar and Nelson were absent from
voting.  Motion carried 9-0.

2 REPORT ON CITY PUBLIC WORKS & UTILITIES/COUNTY ENGINEER
COOPERATION

A. Existing Cooperative Agreements

Roger Figard, City Engineer, said City Public Works & Utilities and County Engineering
have a long history of working together.  He said City and County jurisdictions are
clearly defined in state statutes, ordinance, and practice and policy, so duplication of
effort and overlap is fairly rare.  Items that are truly a duplication, such as purchasing
and personnel matters, have already been captured.  Figard said areas of cooperation
include:

• Coordination of projects
• Pooling of resources, such as federal funding, for projects
• Interlocal agreements for beltway projects
• Road maintenance 

Nelson arrived at 8:40 a.m.
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• Rural to Urban Transportation System Program (RUTS)
• Pavement markings
• Railroad Transportation Safety District (RTSD)
• Geographic Information System (GIS) and land base surveying 

DeKalb said the Lincoln-Lancaster County 2040 Comprehensive Plan and the Long
Range Transportation Plan are other examples of the way the City and County road
systems are tied together.

B. Opportunities for Additional Cooperation

Figard identified a couple areas where there could be additional cooperative efforts or
cost sharing:

• Sign and traffic signal shops 
• GIS and land base surveying

Don Thomas, County Engineer, disseminated copies of a map that shows the areas
where the City and County share maintenance (Exhibit A).  Figard said the City and
County have a similar arrangement with the Nebraska Department of Roads (NDOR),
noting the City is responsible for surface maintenance of state highways that pass
through the City of Lincoln.

DeKalb noted both departments run fleet maintenance/equipment shops and asked
whether there would be any advantage to consolidating that function.  Thomas said he
would be hesitant to give up control of his equipment, which are critical to his
operation.  County Engineering currently has maintenance shops spread around the
County.  Figard added the City has three parts to vehicle maintenance: 1) Pickups and
cars are maintained by the Police Garage; 2) Public Works’ Fleet Services maintains the
big trucks and equipment; 3) Maintenance of Solid Waste’s equipment is handled
through private service contracts.  Thomas noted the County participated this year in a
program in which Caterpillar will rebuild a motor grader.  The cost is $95,000,
compared to $220,000 for a new motor grader.

C. Pros and Cons of Consolidation

Figard cited the challenges to consolidation:

• Statutory requirements and organization rules (County Engineer is
elected, City Public Works & Utilities Director is appointed, and City
Engineer is in the classified service)

• Different regulatory standards
• Different governing authorities
• Serve constituents differently
• Political pressure for levels of service
• Different sources of funding 
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In response to a question from DeKalb, Thomas felt both positions would still be
needed if someone were appointed to oversee both departments.  Figard said he does
not see that there would be any savings in staff or salaries.  Thomas said he believes
oversight could be achieved without merging the two departments, noting some
counties have a Road and Bridge Committee to provide oversight. 

Raybould asked who is responsible for the design work in joint projects.  Figard said it
is generally whichever entity has the larger stake in the project.

Jeffers asked how many engineers each have on their staffs.  Thomas said he has
three.  Figard said he has 45 staff in the design/construction area that work on some
level of engineering or inspection out in the field.  Eleven engineers are in Engineering
Revolving.  He noted the engineers also help manage and coordinate all the storm
water bond projects and water main and sanitary sewer projects. 

NOTE: Also present for the discussion was Doug Pillard, Design Division Head, County
Engineering.  Miki Esposito, City Public Works & Utilities Director, was unable to attend
the meeting.

3 GUIDELINES FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The Chair suggested the Task Force decide on specific guidelines for public comment.  

MOTION: Bayer moved and Campbell seconded to allow five minutes of public
comment at the end of each agenda topic and ten minutes of public
comment at the end of the meeting.  Bayer, Campbell, DeKalb, Gauger,
Jeffers, Lewis, Lovell, Naumann, Nelson and Post voted aye. Gruntorad,
McGill and Melichar were absent from voting.  Motion carried 10-0.  

4 INTRODUCTION AND PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION WITH KAREN
AMEN, FACILITATOR

Karen Amen, Facilitator, introduced herself to the group and discussed the role of a
neutral facilitator.  She also disseminated a worksheet and summary of responses to a
questionnaire she had sent to Task Force members (Exhibits B & C).  The questionnaire
posed the following questions:

• What would you like the outcome of this process to be in order to feel
that it was worth your time, attention and expertise?

• What are the 2-4 most important content issues currently facing the Task
Force? (Content refers to the charge, information, opinions, analyses,
recommendations, decisions, etc.)

• What advice or requests do you have of the facilitator related to the
process? 
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Amen noted several of the Task Force members had indicated they would like to delve
more deeply into the intent of the City Council and County Board.  She asked Jane
Raybould and Carl Eskridge, who serve as Chair and Vice Chair of the City-County
Common, respectively, why the two bodies wanted to explore consolidation options at
this time, adding they are free to give their sense of the driving forces, without
necessarily speaking in an official capacity for the two bodies.  

Raybould said she is driven by budgets.  She said the budget deficit was $4,200,000
her first year on the County Board.  Last year the deficit was $6,700,000.  This year the
County is facing $9,200,000 deficit.  Raybould said the County Board did not have
preconceived notions going into this process but wanted to initiate discussion and look
at departments, based on functionality.  She said the County Board had identified what
it thought the parameters should be in a letter.  NOTE: The letter, dated November 13,
2012, was from the County Board to the City Council (Exhibit D).

Eskridge said the City Council is also concerned with budgets and efficiencies, although
the County’s needs in that area may be greater at this time.  He noted the City Council
has three new members and said he does not know what their expectations may be. 
Eskridge said the driving force for him is looking at how we do business and whether
there could be additional efficiencies.  He said he doesn’t believe the City and County
are at the point of complete consolidation but believes it could occur at some point in
the future.

Raybould noted the City-County Common had identified four areas it would like the
Task Force to explore for possible merger or additional cooperative efforts: 1) City
Public Works & Utilities and the Lancaster County Engineer’s Office; 2) Lincoln Police
Department (LPD) and the Lancaster County Sheriff’s Office; 3) City Clerk’s Office and
County Clerk’s Office; and 4) City Attorney’s Misdemeanor Prosecution Division and the
Lancaster County Attorney’s Office.  She said the Task Force has brought those
departments in to talk about their operations and believes the Task Force is right on
task for fulfilling the County Board and City Council’s expectations.  

Eskridge added that the understanding was that the Task Force might identify other
potential areas for consolidation.

Campbell said Lincoln is identified by state law as its own class of city and said that
area may be more changeable than the County classifications.  He said having
information about those constraints would be more helpful, such as does there have to
be a Sheriff or a County Engineer.

Nelson said he doesn’t believe the Legislature has the political tolerance to truly grant
home rule status to the City and County.  NOTE: Home rule shifts much of the
responsibility for local government from the state legislature to the local community. A
county that adopts a home rule charter has the ability to amend its governmental
organization and powers to suit its needs.
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Laurie Holman, Legal Counsel for the Legislature’s Urban Affairs Committee, explained
that “Dillon’s Rule” applies for determining a local government’s authority (see
information regarding “Dillon’s Rule” in the March 8, 2013 minutes).  She added the
Urban Affairs Committee plans to do an interim study on home rule.

Eagan disseminated a summary of state statutes relating to county consolidation
legislation (Exhibit E).

Brief discussion took place regarding the decision-making process, roles and
responsibilities.

There was consensus to seek additional information on: 1) State laws; 2) City’s
classification; and 3) Scope of the authority.

Bayer exited the meeting at 10:25 a.m.

Amen said she will send a proposed outline of the final product and process to Task
Force members before the next meeting.  She also suggested the Task Force consider a
larger meeting room and extending the meetings from two to three hours.

5 ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 10:28 a.m.

Submitted by Ann Taylor, Lancaster County Clerk’s Office. 


























