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Purpose of Engagement

The City-County Council adopted Proposal 204, 2013, which requested the completion of an
independent evaluation and performance audit as set forth by Indiana Code 36-3-1-5.1(e)(9).

The objectives of the evaluation were to determine:

e the amount of any cost savings, operational efficiencies, or improved service levels, and
e any tax shifts among taxpayers

that resulted from the law enforcement consolidation of the Indianapolis Police Department
(IPD) and county police force of the Marion County Sherriff’s Department (MCSD), which was
effective on January 1, 2007 and created the Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department
(IMPD).

KSM Consulting, LLC, was engaged by the Office of Finance and Management to complete the
analysis, which is not to be construed as an audit performed according to generally accepted
auditing standards.

Methodology

This report documents the findings of the evaluation. The field work included meetings with
individuals who were a part of the pre-consolidation Marion County Sherriff’s Department
(MCSD), Indianapolis Police Department (IPD), and consolidation committees as well as current
MCSD and IMPD employees. Data requests and field work were conducted so that disruptions
to daily staff responsibilities were minimized. All parties were willing and cooperative in
gathering the necessary information to complete this evaluation.

Minutes and documents from the Metropolitan Law Enforcement Steering Committee,
Metropolitan Law Enforcement Consolidation Advisory Committee, Metropolitan Law
Enforcement Consolidation Transition Authority, Public Safety and Criminal Justice Committee
of the City-County Council, Law Enforcement Consolidation Committee of the City-County
Council, City-County Council and Special Service District Councils of Indianapolis, Marion
County, Indiana, and the Indiana General Assembly’s Marion County Consolidation Study
Commission, were reviewed.

Publicly available data from Indy.gov, Indiana Gateway, United States Census Bureau, and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation Uniform Crime Reporting database, were used as well as the
Indiana Code and the Revised Code of the Consolidated City and County of Indianapolis, Marion
County, Indiana. Data, charts, reports, memoranda, agreement documentation, and other
information relating to staffing, asset inventories, budgets, expenditure and revenue details,
lease agreements, contracts, and grants, were provided by the MCSD, IMPD, Indianapolis Office
of Financial Management and Office of Audit and Performance.
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Challenges to Reconstructing Past Events

Actions and events that occurred over the seven years since the consolidation presented
various challenges in distinguishing between direct impacts of the consolidation and those
which have been the result of the ongoing delivery of public safety services.

Some of these challenges included:

e Revisions to the municipal law that altered the original consolidation structure

e Policy and management decisions that shifted certain organizational responsibilities

e Implementation of a new accounting system that modified accounting procedures

e Introduction of internal service cost allocations, such as information technology
services, in the year of the consolidation

e IMPD, MCSD, and City of Indianapolis administrative, managerial, and electoral
transitions

e Judicial outcomes

Finally, the passage of time brings staff turnover. Many of the persons directly involved with
the consolidation no longer work for the city or county.
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Timeline of Events and Background

Indianapolis Works!, a plan to achieve efficiencies and costs savings was introduced in October
2004. One of the major elements of this plan was the consolidation of the law enforcement
functions of the IPD and MCSD. The original estimates detailed over $8.8 million in annual
savings.

State legislation authorizing many of the proposed actions of the plan was required and
multiple studies of the plan were conducted as part of its deliberation. Selected findings and
statements from several studies are documented below.

The Indiana General Assembly’s November 2005 Final Report of the Marion County
Consolidation Study Commission noted:

e “..the plan claimed there would be approximately $9,000,000 in savings...”

e “When considering unknown costs associated with buildings, headquarters, pensions
and social security, there could be a net increase of cost and expenditures to the
taxpayers.”

e Reedy and Peters’ analysis found only $2,000,000 in savings

e Wabash Scientific found savings of around $3,000,000

e “In both reports, most of the savings were brought about by efficiencies in purchasing.
This can be accomplished without consolidation.”

A 2005 Indiana Policy Review Foundation report, The Effects of City-County Consolidation: A
Review of Recent Academic Literature stated:

e “..the consolidation of police services will not likely lead to lower costs of provision.”

e According to the report’s Survey of Academic Experts, “Empirical evidence
demonstrates that costs will go up because the county salaries will have to be equalized
with the city’s and the equipment with have to be standardized.”

Senate Enrolled Act 307 of the 2005 Regular Session of the Indiana General Assembly (Public
Law 227-2005) authorized the adoption of an ordinance to consolidate the IPD and the county
police force of the MCSD. On December 19, 2005, the City-County Council of Indianapolis and
Marion County approved the law enforcement consolidation (General Ordinance No. 110,
2005). The consolidation became effective on January 1, 2007, at which point the IMPD became
the sole law enforcement agency in the Consolidated City of Indianapolis.

The ordinance established the Metropolitan Law Enforcement Consolidation Transition
Authority (MLECTA). The MLECTA held regular meetings, provided progress reports, planned
the consolidation, identified cost savings, and transition expenses related to the consolidation.
Additional committees were established with individuals appointed by the sheriff and mayor,
city county councilors, municipal officials, Marion County citizens, and members of the IPD and
MCSD.

On June 19, 2006, Fiscal Ordinance No. 63, 2006 approved appropriations, “to fund the public
safety and criminal justice needs identified by the Criminal Justice Planning Council, to provide




for the transfer of the Arrestee Processing Center from IPD to the Sheriff’s Department
effective July 1, 2006.” The transfer of the APC to the MCSD was the Metropolitan Law
Enforcement Steering Committee’s first recommendation.

Organization and Managerial Changes Subsequent to the
Consolidation

In the year following the adoption of the consolidation ordinance, additional changes where
enacted.

e On February 11, 2008, sections of the municipal law were changed by approval of
General Ordinance No. 2, 2008. IMPD leadership, originally assigned to the Sheriff, was
transferred to the Director of Public Safety. The revisions eliminated Sec. 279-102 (b),
which read, “Effective January 1, 2006, the Indianapolis police department and county
police force of the sheriff's department shall coordinate their financial purchasing
operations through the metropolitan law enforcement agency. The two (2) departments
may collaborate regarding information technology, personnel and administration as
they deem appropriate and beneficial to the public.”

e Anagreement signed in parallel with Proposal No. 6, 2008, was entered into by the
mayor and sheriff. This agreement included, but was not limited to the implementation
of certain expansions of the Sheriff Department’s functional divisions and resources. The
agreement sought, “to induce the transfer of authority over the Juvenile Detention
Facility from the Superior Court Executive to the Sheriff.” It also created a Sheriff’s
Division on Warrants. The agreement supported the Division on Warrants by
transferring and expanding personnel and resources to the sheriff.

Targeted Savings

The 2004 budgets served as the baseline for estimating the financial impact of the law
enforcement consolidation. The $8.8 million of estimated savings in the Indianapolis Works!
program were projected to come from the following major areas:

Management: S .3 million
Facilities: $1.3 million
Support Services: $1.5 million
Personnel: $4.3 million

Budget Efficiencies:  $1.4 million

Management:

Unlike the proposed consolidation of fire services, a flattened management structure was not
planned to deliver significant cost savings through a reduced headcount. Rather, the objective
was to optimize and realign the workforce levels.
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Facilities:

The facilities consolidation included estimated savings from a combination of reduced lease
payments, reduction in fleet services personnel, and general efficiencies from consolidated
fleet maintenance. While some facilities and office space consolidation occurred, lease rental
spending has not declined significantly since the consolidation, indicating the savings were not
realized or other office space costs have offset the anticipated savings. Similarly, the
operational savings from fleet consolidation could not be easily isolated. While MCSD garage
costs decreased in the year of consolidation (2006 compared to 2007), an increase in IMPD
internal fleet charges in excess of that reduction occurred in 2007. Again, some of that increase
could be due to factors outside of the consolidation.

Support Services:

Similar challenges in isolating the impact of support services consolidation were present as the
internal service charges for information technology costs were allocated for the first time in
2007, the first year of consolidation.

Personnel:

The most significant contributions to the estimated consolidation savings were anticipated in
the personnel category. The management and reduction in overtime and the elimination of
employer (MCSD) Social Security and Medicare matching contributions were expected to
reduce expenses by $5.1 million. Improved overtime management was expected to yield $3.8
million in savings. An additional $1.3 million in reduced expenses was targeted from the opting
out of Social Security participation by the MCSD deputy transferees to align with IPD officers
who had not participated in Social Security.

Both savings were offset by pay parity adjustments to net the $4.3 million noted in the above
table. Historical personal services spending are presented graphically in Appendix B. Included
in that appendix are charts specific to overtime.

IPD overtime in 2005 was $3.5 million and IMPD peaked in 2008 at $7.3 million after the
transfer of approximately 270 sheriff deputies. MCSD overtime was $1.8 million in 2005 and
peaked at $3.5 million in 2008, the year after law enforcement consolidation. Overtime
management has significantly improved in both agencies since 2008. Overtime expenditures in
2011 dropped below the 2004 levels.

The Social Security Administration provided guidance that the MCSD transferees could elect as
a group to discontinue future participation in the Social Security system. A referendum was
held in July 2007. The MCSD deputies voted overwhelmingly to remain in the system. Asa
result, the $1.3 million cost avoidance did not occur and was transferred to IMPD.
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Budget Efficiencies:

Finally, overall efficiencies were expected in the non-personnel components of the budget,
such as supplies, other services, and capital. A 3% reduction in the aggregated 2004 budgets
for these categories ($46 million) was estimated to save $1.4 million. Appendix C includes a
chart which shows the adopted budgets and actual spending in these categories. It was
mentioned earlier that the information systems internal charges were assessed beginning in
2007. Even when those are neutralized and spending is adjusted for pre-consolidation
spending patterns (10% per year), the savings were not achieved.

The unrealized cost savings could be attributed to several factors. Embedded in the MCSD
budget are contractual services for the management of Jail Il and food services at both jail
facilities. These costs represent a significant portion of the base figure from which the
efficiencies savings were estimated. As contractual costs dependent on inmate population, they
could arguably be more challenging to reduce. Another contributing factor is the cost of
medical services. Over time, the delivery of these services in conjunction with other county
agencies has shifted, and the related costs have been borne by the MCSD.

Budget and Spending History

The adopted budgets and actual spending for the IMPD (IPD prior to 2007) and the MCSD for
years 2004 through 2012 are presented individually and aggregated in Appendix A. Aggregated
spending levels increased through 2010 but moderated through 2012.

Public safety is labor intensive, which is reflected in the historical budgets and spending. In
2004, personal services represented 84% of IPD spending. In 2007, the year of law
enforcement consolidation, the IMPD percentage of personal services spending remained at
that level, as significant investments were made for communications equipment and fleet costs
increased. Since then, personal services spending has been in a range of 82 to 86% of all IMPD
spending. From 2007 to 2012 personal services expenditures have increased approximately
2.7% per year while all expenditures increased just under 2% per year.

In 2004, MCSD personal services spending was approximately 70% of total MCSD spending. The
difference between this percentage and that of IPD is primarily due to the MCSD contracted
services for operating Jail Il and inmate food service. Following the transfer of approximately
$23 million in salaries and wages resulting from the consolidation, this percentage of total
spending on personal services decreased to 55% and has been in a range of 56% to 62% since
then. Since 2007 personal services has increased approximately 7.7% per year but leveled off
after 2010 following a significant increase in pension contributions. Total spending has
increased just over 7% per year. Inmate medical expenses have been a contributing factor along
with personnel costs.
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Personnel and Staffing

Personnel changes began prior to the effective date of the consolidation. Recommendation No.
1, made by the Metropolitan Law Enforcement Steering Committee was that, “The Arrestee
Processing Center (APC) should be moved organizationally from the IPD Administrative Division
to the MCSD Civil Division prior to January 1, 2007.” Following the approval from the City-
County Council, the Arrestee Processing Center (APC) was transferred from the IPD to the
MCSD. On July 1, 2006, approximately 60 IPD members transferred to the MCSD to staff the
APC, which is currently part of the MCSD Jail Division.

The total staffing for the MCSD in July 2004 was 1,231, which consisted of 899 Deputies (Merit,
Corrections Officers, Special Deputies), and 332 civilians. By July 2006 the number of Deputies
had risen to 1,018, while the civilian count remained nearly the same at 334, for a total staff of
1,352.

The consolidation combined the law enforcement functions of the IPD and MCSD into one
IMPD. In December 2006, the MCSD had 390 merit law enforcement officers. The merit officers
transferred to the IMPD under the consolidation plan. The number of sworn IPD officers in 2006
was 1,169. Upon consolidation in 2007, the IMPD sworn officer level rose to 1,635, and there
were 298 civilian employees. IMPD hiring was offset by attrition of staff. During this same time,
the MCSD deputies declined from 1,018 to 646 deputies, and civilian staffing levels fell from
334 to 266.

Attrition has been an ongoing challenge of achieving and maintaining staff levels. According to
a memo sent to the Law Enforcement Consolidation Transition Authority, on November 19,
2007, “IMPD’s authorized strength will be a record high of 1,740 sworn officers on January 1,
2008, and the budget allows for accelerated hiring and training of those officers.” Achieving a
force of 1,740 never occurred. In May 2007, IMPD recorded a high of 1,635 sworn officers. As
of September 2013, the IMPD had 1,546 sworn officers.

IMPD Staffing MCSD Staffing

Sworn | Civilian | Total Deputies | Civilian | Total
2004 | 1228 361 1589 2004 899 332 1231
2005 | 1192 360 1552 2005 931 334 1265
2006 | 1169 341 1510 2006 1018 334 1352
2007 | 1635 298 1933 2007 646 266 912
2008 | 1588 277 1865 2008 723 302 1025
2009 | 1593 279 1872 2009 718 303 1021
2010 | 1610 273 1883 2010 726 304 1030
2011 | 1636 252 1888 2011 747 305 1052
2012 | 1624 232 1856 2012 715 286 1001
2013 | 1546 206 1752 2013 676 313 989




The figures above represent actual staffing levels at points in time within the year and not the
authorized levels approved by the city county council for the year. As an example, the
authorized full-time equivalent (FTE) employees for the IMPD in 2013 were 1,847. In 2013 for
the MCSD the authorized FTE were 1,011 FTE. The table reflects actual IMPD staffing of 1,752
in September 2013 and 989 for the MCSD in July 2013.

For additional departmental staffing detail see Appendices D-2 to D-7.

Service Levels

A measure frequently used for staffing level comparison across cities is the number of sworn
officers per residents and has been used in past consolidation studies. However, the benchmark
is subject to debate in the law enforcement field, as it does not incorporate certain factors that
influence staffing levels and can make comparison difficult. These factors could include
improvements in law enforcement technology, transient daily populations, special events, and
population density throughout or in regions of metropolitan areas.

Acknowledging these possible limitations, the following are the estimated number of sworn
officers per 1,000 residents (U.S. Census estimates) provided for an historical perspective:

2005: 2.00
2007: 2.05
2010:1.94
2013:1.84

The figures above are computed from actual staffing levels captured from different months of
each year. The 2013 figure is from September of that year. The 2005 figure combines IPD sworn
officers and MCSD sworn merit officers.

Tax Shifts

Law enforcement funding data through the year 2013 was used to prepare this analysis. The
boundaries of the police special service district did not change during the period under review
so consolidation efforts resulted in no apparent tax shifts among property taxpayers. The
certified gross tax rate remained within the range of .3192 to .3663 from 2006 through 2013.
See Appendix E-1.
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Conclusion

The Indiana General Assembly granted the City-County Council of Indianapolis and Marion
County the authority to consolidate the law enforcement functions of the Indianapolis Police
Department and Marion County Sheriff’s Department. The City-County Council adopted an
ordinance in December 2005 for such a consolidation to be effective January 1, 2007. Annual
cost savings and improved public safety were two main objectives of the consolidation which
the state and municipal legislative bodies considered and ultimately approved the
consolidation. Simplified and realigned policing boundaries, a single law enforcement agency
with a direct line of accountability, and efficient organizational management structures, were
additional features in the consideration and approval of the consolidation.

An organizational change of this magnitude is difficult to implement. The challenge is further
amplified by the complexities of public safety services and deeply rooted cultures of two
distinct police forces.

A considerable and diverse set of factors mitigated the ability to achieve the estimated cost
savings. Administrative staffing changes and turnover, unavoidable contractual obligations,
legacy personnel costs, legislative and judicial decisions, and changing public safety
responsibilities of the IMPD and MCSD prevented the realization of anticipated immediate cost
savings. Furthermore, ongoing management and policy decisions over several years made
isolating data directly linked to the 2007 consolidation a challenge.

This review involved gathering the perspectives of individuals who were either involved with
the planning and implementation of the consolidation or who remain closely tied to the results.
It became evident during this review that regardless of an individual’s original opinion of the
consolidation at the point of adoption, nearly all individuals involved were committed to its
implementation. Despite the lack of fiscal savings, the management benefits that resulted from
the consolidation were echoed across function and organization. Addressing law enforcement
and public safety needs for the citizens of Indianapolis and Marion County remains the highest
priority.




Appendices

Appendix A: Budgets and Spending
A-1: IMPD and MCSD Adopted vs. Actual Expenditures
A-2: MCSD Adopted vs. Actual Expenditures
A-3: MCSD Expenditure Data
A-4: IMPD Adopted vs. Actual Expenditures
A-5: IMPD Expenditure Data

Appendix B: Personal Services
B-1: MCSD Adopted vs. Actual Personal Services Expenditures
B-2: IMPD Adopted vs. Actual Personal Services Expenditures
B-3: IMPD and MCSD Adopted vs. Actual Overtime Expenditures
B-4: IMPD Adopted vs. Actual Overtime Expenditures
B-5: MCSD Adopted vs. Actual Overtime Expenditures

Appendix C: General Efficiencies
C-1: IMPD and MCSD Adopted vs. Actual General Efficiencies Expenditures

Appendix D: Staffing
D-1: Year-to-Year Changes
D-2: MCSD Deputy Staffing Levels
D-3: MCSD Civilian Staffing Levels
D-4: MCSD Deputy and Civilian Total Staffing
D-5: IMPD Sworn Officer Staffing Levels
D-6: IMPD Civilian Staffing Levels
D-7: IMPD Sworn Officer and Civilian Total Staffing

Appendix E: Other
E-1: Property Tax Funding
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Law Enforcement Consolidation Report

Appendix D-5:

2000

IMPD Sworn Officer Staffing Levels

1750

1635 1627 1.62.4
22 o2l

1500

1250
1000
750
500
250

1228 1192 1169

1086 L3555

1565

1577

# Homeland Security

@ Manpower/Temp Assign

® Admin/Training/Professional
Standards

© Office of the Chief

| Criminal/Investigations

Operations

_—<— D m o_‘s Otm—.m,ﬂ_osm a_sm—\_=<mmﬂmmm.—“m°=m \_ , o ; ,, e

mp

Homeland

| Officers _ Security
2004 772 214
2005 | 849 208 26 87 22
2006 | 832 206 47 62 22
2007 1119 298 32 73 113
2008 | 1096 286 4 76 126
2009 | 1118 294 8 80 93
2010 | 1130 327 6 65 37
2011 1095 257 11 79 43 142
2012 1035 252 45 98 49 145
2013* | 1036 226 54 62 69 130

*Eigures are from February 2013.
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Law Enforcement Consolidation Report

Appendix D-6:

IMPD Civilian Staffing Levels

400 1387360
350
300 m Homeland Security
250 = Manpower/Temp Assign
200 ®m Admin/Training/Professional Standards
150 m Office of the Chief
100 M Criminal/Investigations
50 H Operations
0
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
IMPD | Operations | Criminal/Investigations oa“_nm ol Admin/Training/Professional _<_m=_3<<.m_§.m3v _._o_sm_.m:n
ST N Standards Assign Security
Civilians Chief
2004 62 37 106 156 0
2005 66 28 13 253 0
2006 64 27 19 231 0
2007 62 43 11 182 0
2008 55 41 3 178 0
2009 70 41 5 163 0
2010 74 48 5 146 0
2011 70 38 16 119 0 9
2012 67 35 92 30 0 8
2013* 50 33 99 22 1 11

*Figures are from February 2013.
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Law Enforcement Consolidation Report

Appendix D-7:

2000

IMPD Sworn Officer and Civilian Total Staffing

1800

1933 s o0a
, 1865 T877Z TERS TE8S 1856

1793

1600 -
1400 -
1200 -+
1000 -
800 A
600
400
200 A

1589

® Civilian

@ Sworn

2004

T

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
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