TAYLORSVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT

 Member History of UPD
* Financial
* Organizational

* Legal & Policy




MEMBER HISTORY OF UPD

e  Salt Lake County — Joined 2009

* City of Holladay — Joined 2009

* Riverton City — Joined 2009, Left 2019

* (City of Bluffdale — Joined 2009, Left 2011
e Herriman — Joined 2009, Left 2018

e Midvale — Joined 2011

e Salt Lake Valley Law Enforcement Service Area — Joined 2011

* Taylorsville — Joined 2012



FINANCIAL

Budget

*  Proposed Taylorsville Police Department Budget - $11.1 Million
e  Current UPD Cost of Service - $11.2 Million

o Use of Fund Balance makes Taylorsville contract with UPD $10.6 million

Startup Costs

e  Why are Midvale Startup Costs $5.1 - $7.4 million?



FINANCIAL

Net Pension Liability

*  GASB requires government entities to include Utah Retirement Systems Pension
Liabilities on their balance sheets.

e Midvale 1s assuming that liability will be paid in cash up front.

*  UPD did not receive payment from Herriman and Riverton when they departed.



FINANCIAL

Startup Costs

« $200,000 — Facilities (to be developed over the
next year)
o Internal reconfiguration — $200,000
o Property & Evidence Storage — yearly
lease built into annual operation cost

 $100,000 — Taylorsville Rebrand
o Precinct Vehicles and Uniforms transfer
from UPD to Taylorsville
o Rebrand

 $200,000 — Personnel
o Early Personnel Hire for Startup



FINANCIAL

Startup Costs

 $1,500,000 — Estimated UPD Liabilities

o  Accounts Payable
Accrued Salaries and Related Benefits
Compensated Absences Obligation
Claims Payable
Total OPED Obligation

O O O O

$2,000,000 — Estimated UPD Assets
o Cash
o Receivables
o  Prepaid Items and Deposits
o  Capital Assets

«  Difference of a positive $500,000



FINANCIAL

Future UPD Cost Increases

* 2020-2021 initial budget included a $500,000 increase to Taylorsville with
no added service or raises.

« $2,320,000 - Officer Compensation $1,600,000 increase in salaries plus
$720,000 in benefits to UPD Budget

* $556,600 — Additional Vehicle Replacement Charges to UPD Budget

* $3.200.,000 — Elimination of Use of Fund Balance



FINANCIAL

Future UPD Cost Increases

*  We contemplated: Should a member the size of Midvale leave UPD, Taylorsville’s share of the UPD

budget would increase.
o  The result would be an increase of $1,143,886 to Taylorsville without added service.

«  In addition, UPD’s recommendation of cuts should a member the size of Midvale leave

were:
o  $1,500,000 in FTE changes — a zero impact to Taylorsville budget would require more than
$3,200.000 in cuts

o  Majority of the recommended FTE adjustments would result in shifting responsibilities to
precincts. (This is an added cost that has not yet been quantified).

o  Service Levels are greatly impacted at just the $1,500,000 reduction



ORGANIZATIONAL CONCERNS

* Weighted Voting

o Compromised at 60% majority on financial issues only
o  Getting this far was a difficult and time-consuming fight

* Audit by the State of Utah

* Inability to Right Size Shared Services

* Unified Police Department Potential to Increase in Size

o Effects result if one partner leaves the organization
o Is the department currently at critical mass?
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LLEGAL & POLICY ISSUES

My Experience with UPD, as Tavlorsville’s City Attorney

* T oversee the Prosecuting and Civil duties at the City

* I’ve been here with a municipal police department and UPD

e The women and men of UPD are literally the best

* The policing has been excellent

* Nevertheless, in an effort to improve and be sustainable, UPD needs to modernize

* These are my opinions and only as they relate to the City of Taylorsville



LLEGAL & POLICY ISSUES

Legal and Policy Concerns with the Governance Model

In order to remain legally sustainable, specific amendments to the interlocal
agreement are not aspirational. Among other things, as an administration we
sought the following:

1. A provision regarding weighted or proportional voting concerning all
budgetary, department financial decisions, and all policy-related matters.

2. A provision that specifically contemplates that the UPD Board have the
exclusive right to appoint and remove the Chief/Chief Executive Officer of
UPD pursuant to state law.

3. A provision that contemplates a nomination of senior staff who are appointed
with advise and consent of the Board, ensuring more accountability and
increased transparency to the Board and community.



LLEGAL & POLICY ISSUES

What Have We Done to Address These Concerns?

* Sought to collaborate with others board members and entities.
* Raised the 1ssues in board meetings.
 Participated in an audit with the state auditor.

* Worked with the Utah Legislature to pass a bill to ensure
changes.

* Normal interlocal entities do not operate this way.

Despite these efforts, we have not been successful in modernizing
UPD to meet the needs of our specific community.
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Joshua E Mills Yea_\/, Nay___
Mike Day Yea

Matt Robinson Yea

Craig B. Tischner Yea

Coralee Wessman-Moser ~ Yea

Nay
Nay
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SALT LAKE VALLEY LAW ENFORCEMENT
SERVICE AREA
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Trustee Bradley voting Aliﬂ
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Trustee Mills voting A%Cg




LLEGAL & POLICY ISSUES

Representation Form of Governance

* When we initially joined UPD, municipal member entities enjoyed a “fair” representative formula on the
board as it relates to budget and policy.

» Today, the municipal entities like ours, represent 68% of the UPD’s municipal budget and population and
yet only have 33% of the votes on the Board.

* The current voting structure diminishes the representation of those representing two-thirds of UPD’s
population and providing two-thirds of the UPD’s municipal budget.

 This violates the "one person, one vote" principle of the Equal Protection Clause of the United States
Constitution. Whether legal or not, it 1s not fair to water down the votes of our community.



LLEGAL & POLICY ISSUES

2018 State Auditor Findings

* “Interlocal Agreement established [a] weak
governance structure”

\ R e “Board does not control the selection of the
f - CEO and the CEO is not directly
‘ accountable to the Board”

* “CEO can [unilaterally] veto Board Policy”

* “[V]oters served by UPD are outnumbered
by votes outside of UPD’s service area”




LLEGAL & POLICY ISSUES

2018 State Audit Recommendation

* “The Board amend the Agreement with the Members to [e|nsure
the Board can hold management accountable through means such
as appointment, removal, and setting compensation”

* Despite this finding, the agreement has not been amended.

* See the Office of the State Auditor. Report No. UNPD-18-SP
“Unified Police Department: Findings and Recommendations for
the period August 2015 through August 2017 (2018)



LLEGAL & POLICY ISSUES

We Sought Help from the Legislature

* We realized that the changes were not happening.

* We ran a bill to make 1t easier to transition to the board governance
model.

* In 2019, State law was amended to permit the UPD members to appoint
their own CEO.

* Despite this bill, no changes have been made to the governance model.

 See H.B. 79, the Interlocal Provision of Law Enforcement Service, 2019
Utah Laws Ch. 197and See Utah Code Ann. §11-13-202(4).



LLEGAL & POLICY ISSUES
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