
MINUTES
LINCOLN-LANCASTER COUNTY CONSOLIDATION TASK FORCE

COUNTY-CITY BUILDING
555 SOUTH 10TH STREET, ROOM 303

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 2013
8:30 A.M.

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

Committee Members Absent: Amanda McGill

Others Present: Karen Amen, Facilitator; Laurie Holman, Legal Counsel for the
Legislature’s Urban Affairs Committee representing Senator Amanda McGill; Don
Thomas, County Engineer; Doug Pillard, Design Division Head, County Engineering;
Roger Figard, City Engineer; and Ann Taylor, Lancaster County Clerk’s Office

The Chair called the meeting to order at 8:29 a.m.

NOTE: The following information was provided to the Task Force prior to the meeting
(see Exhibits A-C): 1) Draft Model for a Consolidation Public Safety Organization (as
developed at the September 13, 2013 Consolidation Task Force Meeting); 2) Key
Summary Points for Public Works and County Engineer; and 3) Lincoln City Attorney’s
Legal Opinion Regarding Nebraska Law on Home Rule Charters and Dillon’s Rule.

An overview of meeting outcomes as of September 27, 2013 was disseminated (Exhibit
D).

Karen Amen, Facilitator, suggested refinement of the agenda (see Exhibit E).

AGENDA ITEMS

1 APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 13, 2013 MEETING

MOTION: Campbell moved and Naumann seconded approval of the minutes.  Bayer,
Campbell, DeKalb, Gauger, Gruntorad, Jeffers, Lewis, Lovell, Melichar,
Naumann, Nelson and Post voted aye.  McGill was absent from voting.  
Motion carried 12-0.
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ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA

A. Presentation by County Engineer and Public Works/Utilities

MOTION: Bayer moved and Lewis seconded approval of the addition to the agenda. 
Bayer, Campbell, DeKalb, Gauger, Gruntorad, Jeffers, Lewis, Lovell,
Melichar, Naumann, Nelson and Post voted aye.  McGill was absent from
voting.   Motion carried 12-0.  

2 REVIEW OF PUBLIC SAFETY DECISIONS

Post indicated one member of the Task Force has requested discussion of public safety
decisions from the September 27th meeting, in light of the City Attorney’s legal opinion
(see Exhibit C).

3 REVIEW OF PUBLIC WORKS AND COUNTY ENGINEER
INFORMATION RECEIVED

See next item.

ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA

A. Presentation by County Engineer and Public Works/Utilities

Written responses from the City Engineer and County Engineer to questions raised by
the Task Force and considerations for a Public Works/County Engineer merger were
disseminated (Exhibit F).

Task Force members relayed additional questions or concerns they have related to the
County Engineer and/or Public Works/Utilities.  Bayer requested further discussion of
whether vehicle/equipment maintenance could be shared.  Naumann asked how the
County Engineer and Public Works/Utilities feel about consolidation and whether they
would oppose consolidation efforts.  Melichar asked whether the departments have
identified additional consolidation opportunities.  Post said she would like additional
information about equipment being located in various locations throughout the County
and a general discussion about the proportion of work between the City and County
related to road construction and maintenance.  Gruntorad inquired about cost sharing
agreements.  DeKalb asked how projects that have split jurisdiction are handled and
whether there are opportunities to mutually design projects.  Campbell indicated he
would like the departments to expand on how they serve their constituencies
differently.  Lewis asked the departments whether the fact that they report to different
entities and serve different clienteles would greatly impact any consideration of
consolidation.  Jeffers said he would like to see organizational charts.
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Roger Figard, City Engineer, requested clarification as to whether the Task Force is
talking about consolidation of County Engineering and Public Works/Utilities or County
Engineering and City Engineering services, which includes street maintenance.  Amen
suggested discussion of the pros and cons.  Campbell said many in the community feel
Public Works/Utilities is too big and said he is not opposed to looking at pulling all of
the engineering functions together and separating out some of the other elements. 

In response to a question from Gruntorad, Figard said the City Engineer’s Office
provides design, inspection and oversight for the City’s public infrastructure through a
revolving fund.  

Campbell asked if they review new developments.  Figard said platting and subdivision
review is a Planning function and his department gets involved when it is ready for
water, sewer and street design.  He said Engineering works with the Planning
Department to estimate the cost of the projects in the Long-range Transportation Plan. 
They budget for the projects in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP), including the
delivery costs (planning, design, inspection and testing).

Don Thomas, County Engineer, said his department “farms out” most of the bridge and
roadway design work to outside consultants.  

In response to a question from Campbell, Doug Pillard, Design Division Head, County
Engineering, said County Engineering reviews the road plans for rural acreage
developments but not any of the utility proposals. 

Gruntorad asked how the departments have worked together as the City of Lincoln
expands.  Figard said the City has some authority over design standards for roads
within it’s three-mile zoning jurisdiction.  He said the most significant measure was the
Rural to Urban Transportation System (RUTS) Program, which lays out the roads to be
built in that area so they don’t automatically have to be removed as the City annexes
forward.  Build through standards for rural subdivisions that have larger lots is another
measure that has been utilized (the homes are laid out in a manner to allow for further
subdivision when they are annexed without incurring enormous utility and road costs). 
Figard said there is a long history of coordination and cooperation between the two
departments and said they get together regularly to discuss funding, right-of-way,
utility placement and long-term planning. 

In response to Naumann’s question about whether they would oppose consolidation,
Figard said he is not elected to office and his role would be to implement the program
and make it work regardless of who is technically in charge.  He noted that Thomas’
position is elected and said that creates a different set of issues.

DeKalb asked Figard and Thomas whether they feel there is enough protection in place
to preserve the working relationship between City and County Engineering.  Thomas
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said he believes there is and indicated the County Board, City Council and Mayor can all
pressure elected officials if there is a lack of cooperation.  Figard said there are always
challenges in setting priorities but said he doesn’t have any reason to  believe
cooperative efforts won’t continue.

Post noted Figard had asked whether the Task Force is looking to consolidate all of
Public Works/Utilities and County Engineering or just the engineering services division. 
She felt the latter would make more sense and asked how that would affect their
decision-making matrix.  Figard said the City’s street maintenance and County’s road
maintenance functions have some commonality.  He said City Engineering serves a
number of other entities (water, wastewater, storm water) and there would be some
challenges in budgeting and structuring to make sure funds were spent on the
appropriate projects if City Engineering and County Engineering were combined.  Figard
said City Engineering involves a revolving fund and consolidation would be mixing
water, wastewater revenue, street dollars, wheel tax, general funds and property tax
from the County.  DeKalb also pointed out that the County Engineer’s dollars cannot be
spent inside the City.

Figard said he agrees with Campbell’s statement that Public Works/Utilities is a huge
department but by being one it can make sure “glitches”, such as constructing a new
street and having to tear it up for a new water main, are avoided.  He said it also
provides asset management in the future, preserving the life of water, sewer and
streets and replacing them together at the appropriate time, adding he would hate to
lose that connectivity and efficiency.

Nelson gave an example in which technology should be used to create efficiencies, such
as one utility (water, natural gas and electricity) collecting usage data for all three
utilities and selling it to the other entities, and said he questioned whether there are
other areas of possible efficiencies that have been missed in the discussion.

Figard said a question had been raised about whether the departments could share
vehicle maintenance.  He explained the City has two types of vehicle maintenance: 1)
Cars and trucks which are maintained by the Police Garage; and 2) Heavy equipment
which is maintained by Fleet Services at Public Works.  Thomas said his department
handles maintenance for county vehicles and privatizes the work it cannot handle. 
Bayer felt there could be savings by consolidating the vehicle maintenance functions. 
Figard said he believes it could result in a reduction of service.  He pointed out that
work areas need to be laid out for efficiency, noting the County Engineer has
equipment (maintenance) shops scattered around the County.  Figard said
consolidation of vehicle maintenance would affect other departments and the Mayor
and those department heads would need to be part of the discussion.  Campbell
suggested it may be more efficient for Public Works to use some of the County’s
maintenance shops rather than trying to drive heavy equipment across town for
maintenance.  
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Figard referenced DeKalb’s question regarding split jurisdiction and asked whether it
was in reference to large projects that include the state and federal government. 
DeKalb said he was interested in management and funding splits.  Figard said small
projects that involve both the City and County are addressed in interlocal agreements.  
He said the City and County treat themselves as one to protect both entities and
maximize road, bridge and flood control dollars in larger projects that involve federal
funding or other agencies, citing the South Beltway Project as an example.

Figard said in terms of design, the County’s design projects are different than the City’s. 
He said both staffs are busy and said he doesn’t really see any inefficiencies.

Figard noted there was also a question about serving constituents differently.  Thomas
said they have different levels of service and operate under different conditions.  Figard
noted that 90% of the population resides in the City and expressed concern that 
services (snow removal, grading, road maintenance) in the rural areas could suffer if
the departments were consolidated.

Campbell asked whether subdivision roads are considered private or public.  Thomas
said there are both types.  Eagan explained it depends on occupancy of lots, i.e., after
a certain number of lots are sold and occupied the subdivision might petition for county
maintenance. 

Discussion then focused on the decision-making matrix.  Figard said the two
departments feel they work well together and have maximized efficiencies.  Bayer
asked if their recommendation would be to not consolidate the departments.  Figard
and Thomas indicated yes.

Gruntorad asked whether they have changed the cycling of the purchase of new
equipment and outsourced more seasonal work.  Figard and Thomas both indicated
that they have.

DeKalb noted that the County has a large piece of the Geographic Information System
(GIS) and the City also has several pieces and felt there may be further opportunities in
that area.

Campbell asked what structure they would put in place if they could start from scratch.

Amen suggested that the group vision the best structure for City and County 15 to 20
years from now, instead of focusing on the present structure and roles/responsibilities. 
Jeffers disagreed, stating he believes the focus should be on what can be changed
within the present system rather than trying to project out 15 to 20 year increments. 
Campbell felt the group should look at what is a better long-term structure for meeting
the needs of all the citizens, urban and rural.  Gauger said she would take the vision
one step further, noting some envision a municipal county in 20 years and there will
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have to be a new structure if that occurs.  Bayer said he believes the group should
focus on moving in that direction, observing consolidation will take care of itself if that
occurs. 

There was consensus to request organizational charts, total number of vehicles and a
list of maintenance facilities.  

It was also proposed that the two departments begin to plan for an eventual
consolidation (municipal county) (Exhibit G).

4 CONSIDERATION OF PROCESS FOR NEXT GROUPING OF DECISIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS - OVERVIEW OF REMAINING MEETINGS

Discussion took place regarding the City Attorney’s legal opinion regarding Nebraska
law on home rule charters and Dillon’s Rule (see Exhibit C).  Campbell said it appears
from reading the opinion that the City of Lincoln has broader powers than what the
Task Force had thought.  DeKalb added it appears there are no provisions for the
County to create a municipal county.  Nelson remarked that the Task Force’s job is to
decide where it wants to go, not the current state of law.  DeKalb wondered whether
the County Attorney would concur with the opinion.  Campbell asked whether it is
possible to seek a legal opinion from the State Attorney General.  Post said the request
would probably have to come from a State Senator.  Nelson felt the more important
question is whether the Nebraska Department of Justice would oppose a
recommendation the Task Force is making.  Post said if Lincoln were able to form a
municipal county it would negate the question of whether to seek a home rule charter
county.  Campbell felt the Task Force’s report should note that its recommendations are
based upon the assumption that we would be able to move forward with a municipal
county or as a city-county.  Post pointed out that if Task Force members view home
rule charter as a way to restructure things and eliminate elected officials, her
interpretation is that it would be difficult to do so.  Eagan said you create whatever
elected positions you want with a vote under provisions in the Municipal County Act. 
Gauger felt there should be a community-wide funded study, similar to the  Arthur D.
Little Study.  She said she would also like Senator McGill’s thoughts on the opinion and
the possibilities.  Post summarized that the Task Force felt the opinion was good
information to have and will plan what it would like to see without determining the
exact legal structure.

Campbell suggested that the Task Force members try to come up with ideas and define
other “low hanging fruit” before the next meeting in an effort to shorten the discussion.
It was noted further discussion of the City Clerk and County Clerk Offices will also be
scheduled on the October 11th agenda.

The meeting schedule was defined as follows: October 11, October 25, November 8,
November 22 and December 13th.
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MOTION: Campbell moved and Bayer seconded to form a sub-committee,
comprised of Lovell, Post and Eagan, to make a recommendation on
whether to combine the criminal prosecution functions of the City
Attorney and County Attorney.  Bayer, Campbell, DeKalb, Gauger,
Gruntorad, Jeffers, Lewis, Lovell, Melichar, Naumann, Nelson and Post
voted aye.  McGill was absent from voting.   Motion carried 12-0. 

5 DEVELOP DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PUBLIC WORKS AND
COUNTY ENGINEER

There were no further recommendations for Public Works/Utilities and the County
Engineer at this time.

6 ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: Campbell moved and DeKalb seconded to adjourn the meeting at 10:31
a.m.  Bayer, Campbell, DeKalb, Gauger, Gruntorad, Jeffers, Lewis, Lovell,
Melichar, Naumann, Nelson and Post voted aye.  McGill was absent from
voting.   Motion carried 12-0. 

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