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Date: February 1, 2022

To: John P. Curp, Interim City Manager

From: Lauren Sundararajan, CFE, Internal Audit Manager &£ 3
Copies to:  Internal Audit Committee

William Weber, Assistant City Manager
Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief

Subject: Central Warrant Agreement Audit

Attached is the Central Warrant Agreement audit report. The primary objective of this
performance audit was to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of internal controls and
practices applicable to the management of the Central Warrant Agreement. This audit was

conducted per the request of the Budget Director.

We would like to thank the management and staff of the Cincinnati Police Department for their
assistance and cooperation during this audit.

If you need any further information, please contact me.
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Executive Summary

Internal Audit (1A) conducted a performance audit of the Central Warrant Agreement
(Agreement). The primary objective of this audit was to assess the efficiency and effectiveness
of internal controls and practices applicable to the management of the Agreement.

In 1988, the City of Cincinnati (City) and the Hamilton County Board of Commissioners
(County), entered into two Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreements. The original
Agreement effective November 10 through December 31, 1988, authorized a permanent
consolidation of a Central Warrant/Identification Unit, combining the functions of the Cincinnati
Police Department (CPD), the Hamilton County Sheriff's Office, and the Hamilton County Clerk
of Courts’ Office.! The second Agreement reaffirmed the consolidation of warrant and
identification processing and became effective January 1, 1989.2

The audit revealed several opportunities for CPD, who are responsible for managing the
Agreement, to strengthen its internal controls. Primarily, this outdated Agreement lacks standard
contract terms and conditions, such as: the term of the contract; payment terms with
corresponding reports; a contract amendment process; a contingency plan; and a detailed
statement of work, including a budget. Not only is an original budget not included in the
Agreement, information regarding how the internal City budget was formulated does not exist.
Furthermore, there is no information on any subsequent budget analysis. Given the lack of
specifications regarding payment processing, the County does not provide comprehensive
supporting documentation and reporting with monthly invoice submissions.

Additionally, Article 5(d) of the second Agreement stipulates that a review of the cost-share
percentage applied to the City and County must be performed annually; however, this has been
performed only at implementation in 1988 and once again in the year 2000.® Finally, despite the
requirement to form a Policy Board charged with directing policy and review, this Board no
longer appears operational; and therefore, this Agreement has not been reviewed for its
relevancy and effectiveness in many years.

To strengthen internal controls and ensure this Agreement complies with City policy, IA
recommends this Agreement be revised to include standard contractual terms and conditions.
Further, the Agreement's budget should be reviewed annually based on actual cost factors to
minimize overages. In addition, CPD should verify through consistent monthly invoices,
supporting documentation, and reporting whether payments to the County are for
warrant/identification processing services it is performing on behalf of the City. IA also
recommends that the requirement to review the cost-share percentage annually be
implemented; and review the requirement to maintain a Policy Board to determine whether such
a Board is necessary for assessing and implementing contractual provisions.

! See Appendix A — Central Warrant/Identification Unit: First Agreement.
2 See Appendix B — Central Warrant/Identification Unit: Second Agreement.
3 See Appendix C — Central Warrant/Identification Unit: Time Study 2000.
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I. Introduction
Background

In November 1988, the City of Cincinnati, and the Hamilton County Board of Commissioners,
entered into two Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreements. The original Agreement
effective November 10 through December 31, 1988, authorized a permanent consolidation of a
Central Warrant/Identification Unit, combining the functions of the Cincinnati Police Department,
the Hamilton County Sheriff's Office, and the Hamilton County Clerk of Courts’ Office. The
second Agreement reaffirmed the consolidation of warrant and identification processing and
became effective January 1, 1989, with an indeterminate termination date. This second
Agreement has been in effect since January 1, 1989, with no formal modifications or
amendments per existing documentation available.

This Agreement states that “the Hamilton County Sheriff's Office shall be responsible for
managing and administering all operations of the Central Warrant/Identification Unit”. Further,
the Agreement stipulates that “the County and City jointly shall share in the total annual
operating costs of the Unit”. The share of these expenses and obligations were determined by a
cost share formula, which originally resulted in CPD paying 78% of salaries and benefits with an
additional eight percent for non-personnel costs. In the year 2000, a subsequent time study was
completed resulting in the City’s responsibility at 70% of costs with the County paying 30%.
There has not been another time study completed since the year 2000.

As described on the Hamilton County Sheriff's Office website®, the Sheriff's Office Warrants Unit
is responsible for maintaining centralized control of all warrants and capiases (bench warrants)
that are the responsibility of the Hamilton County Sheriff’'s Office, the Cincinnati Police, and the
Municipal Bailiff's Office. The Warrant Unit is also responsible for the accurate and timely
processing of each warrant issued; entering each warrant in accordance with standards set by
the National Crime Information Center. Furthermore, the Warrant Unit verifies wanted
information on both city and county warrants to all local, state, federal, and out of state police
agencies. The Identification Unit is responsible for the capture and classification of fingerprints
and photographs of all individuals brought to the Justice Center. The Identification Unit also
houses the Automated Fingerprint Identification Unit (AFIS), which aids local, state, and federal
agencies in the tracking of criminals.

Although a budget amount is not included in the Agreement, the City budgeted $1.8 million from
2018 through 2021 for these services. The chart below reflects the budget overages that have
occurred during this timeframe ranging anywhere from $80,000 to about $900,000. These
budget overages without any discernible justification for them raised concern, which resulted in
this internal audit review.

4 https://www.hcso.org/support-services/
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Audit Selection
IA conducted this audit per the request of the Budget Director.

Audit Objective

The primary objective of this performance audit was to assess the efficiency and effectiveness
of internal controls and practices applicable to the management of the Central Warrant
Agreement.

Audit Scope and Methodology

To achieve the objective, Internal Audit reviewed invoices related to the Agreement, interviewed
appropriate staff, sought verification of actions through documented reports, analyzed data,
examined all relevant documents, and all applicable policies and procedures. Records reviewed
included data generated between FY 2018 — FY 2021.

Statement of Auditing Standards

As required by the Cincinnati Administrative Code Article 1l 815, this audit was conducted in
accordance with the Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS), except for
standard 5.90 pertaining to external peer review requirements. This exception did not have a
material effect on the audit.

IA continues to conduct internal quality reviews to assure the conformance with applicable
GAGAS. IA performed the fieldwork between November 2021 — December 2021.

Commendations
IA commends the staff of the Cincinnati Police Department for their cooperation throughout the
audit.
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Il. Audit Findings and Recommendations

The Central Warrant/Identification Unit agreement written in 1988 does not include standard
contract terms and conditions.

Per the City of Cincinnati’'s Procurement Manual there are standard and routine contract terms
and conditions, including but not limited to: the term of the contract; payment terms; and
contract amendments. According to the Components of an Effective Contract Monitoring
System, best practices include: a contingency plan; a detailed statement of work — contract
requirements and objective, cost/budget, site visits/audits; deliverables; performance measures
and goals; and monthly or quarterly payments with corresponding reports that are directly
related to the contract terms.

The Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreement does not require the County to provide
warrant processing unit counts despite the fact the entire Agreement’s cost formula percentage
is based on the number of “units” the County is processing on behalf of the City of Cincinnati.
Further, the Agreement does not require Central Warrant Unit employee level salary and
performance data as supporting documentation for invoice processing.

IA was advised that the intention of this Agreement was not to pay for an expanding Central
Warrant Unit with potentially increased scope/duties beyond warrant/identification processing,
although this may have in fact occurred. Due to a lack of a contingency plan and possessing
minimal leverage, CPD has continued to process invoices without re-visiting the terms and
conditions of this Agreement.

Recommendation 1: It is recommended that this Agreement be revised to include standard
contractual terms and conditions.

Department Response: Agreed. A Request for Legal Services (RLS) to revise the 1988
contract to include standard contractual terms and conditions will prepared by Finance
Management staff and submitted to the Law Department by February 7, 2022.

CPD has not been enforcing the requirement described in Article 5(d) of the second Agreement.

Despite a requirement in the second Agreement to review annually the cost-share percentage,
this has been performed only at implementation in 1988 and once again in the year 2000. For
twenty-one years, there has been no analysis regarding the relevancy and/or continued
effectiveness of the Agreement. As a result of the 2000 review, CPD has been paying 70% of
total salary and overhead costs for all County Central Warrant/Identification Unit employees
without assessing if this continues to be an accurate cost-share percentage.

Sample invoices reviewed by IA include lump sum amounts for wages, fringes, and non-
personnel expenses at 70% of all costs. Per job descriptions, County Central
Warrant/Identification Unit employees have responsibilities in addition to warrant/identification
processing, which are not included in the Agreement. It is unclear whether these additional job
responsibilities are within scope and should continue to be reimbursed.

The lack of a thorough understanding regarding contractual provisions to determine accurate
adherence to an agreement creates the opportunity for misuse of funds and increases the
likelihood that the execution of the contract does not adhere to City policy.

4
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Recommendation 2: CPD should adhere to the Central Warrant Agreement's requirement to
examine workload, percentages, and billing procedures every year for the life of the Agreement.

Department Response: Agreed. The Finance Management Section will direct Hamilton County
to comply with Section 5.a. of the contract to examine the workload volume and provide a cost
share formula as defined in Appendix | annually, as required by 5.d.

There is no information regarding how the budget was originally formulated, nor information on
any subsequent budget analysis.

The Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreement is budgeted for approximately $1.8 million
annually. For the past four consecutive years, budget overages have occurred anywhere
between $80,000 to $900,000 without any analysis completed by City Administration. Budgeting
provides a systematic way of reviewing estimated with actual results, coordinating future
activities, and setting realistic targets. It is an effective management tool that provides a
timeframe required to control finances. Without proper budget formulation and management,
budget overages may continue to occur without control.

Further, IA was informed that a review of cost factors affecting the budget has not been
completed. Instead, the budget has been formulated based on a prior year’s expenses, with
yearly overages occurring without assessing causes for the increase. When a municipality does
not accurately forecast the budget and has budget overruns, it places the municipality at risk of
budget shortfalls in other areas, which can affect the fiscal stability of the local government.

Recommendation 3: The Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreement's budget should be
reviewed annually based on actual cost factors that impact the budget.

Department Response: Agreed. The Finance Management Section will review the cost factors
related to the Central Warrant contract with our budget analyst during budget preparation each
year.

The County is not required to provide and does not provide comprehensive supporting
documentation and reporting with monthly invoice submissions.

Due to the age of this agreement, there have not been historical and consistent records or
processes in place to determine whether the City has been paying for the services as described
in the Central Warrant Agreement. Furthermore, requirements on invoice submission and
processing are deficient.

The lack of clear contractual provisions creates the opportunity for the misuse of funds and
increases the likelihood that the execution of the contract does not adhere to City policy.
Furthermore, given the lack of supporting documentation with monthly invoices, the potential for
a backlog of warrant processing could be placing the safety of law enforcement officers and the
public at risk.

Recommendation 4: CPD should verify through invoices, supporting documentation, and
reporting whether payments to the County are for warrant/identification processing services it is
performing on behalf of the City.
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Department Response: Agreed. Finance Management will require the County to provide more
detailed supporting documentation for monthly invoices.

The City of Cincinnati does not have any historical or current documentation and information
regarding the Central Warrant/Identification Unit Policy Board formed as a requirement of the
1988 Agreement.

The Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreement was signed 33 years ago. IA found that the
original signing parties have transitioned to other roles or have since retired. Additionally, CPD
is unaware of anyone currently participating on the Board. Consequently, CPD has not
maintained any records of the Policy Board.

Adequate records document that a board has followed all appropriate steps for determining best
policies and that they have exercised due care in carrying out their responsibilities. When board
records are not adequately documented or retained, it places the City at risk of not being able to
determine if the terms of the agreement have been followed.

Recommendation 5: CPD should review and determine whether a Policy Board is necessary to
implement contractual provisions.

Department Response: Agreed. CPD will work with the Law Department to include a Policy
Board as part of the contract terms to be renegotiated.
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Il. Conclusion

The Central Warrant Agreement establishes the Hamilton County Sheriff's Office Warrants and
Identification Unit as the administering agency for maintaining centralized control of all warrants
and capiases, as well as the capture and classification of fingerprints and photographs of all
individuals brought to the Justice Center that are the responsibility of the Cincinnati Police. As
such, CPD is responsible for the oversight and management of the Central Warrant Agreement.
To ensure the Agreement is adequately monitored and terms are enforced, strong internal
controls must exist.

The audit revealed several opportunities for improvement over the management of the
Agreement. Primarily, this Agreement should be revised to include standard contractual terms
and conditions. Additionally, the budget should be reviewed annually based on actual cost
factors, thereby minimizing overages. Further, CPD should verify through consistent and
comprehensive monthly invoices that payments are solely for warrant/identification processing
services. |A also recommends that the requirement to review annually the cost-share
percentage be implemented; as well as review the requirement to maintain a Policy Board to
determine whether such a Board is necessary to continue the services performed under this
Agreement.
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IV. Cincinnati Police Department Response



city of “
CINCINNATI .

Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet

Date: January 27, 2022

To: Lauren Sundararajan, Internal Audit Manager
From: Colonel Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief
Copies to:

Subject: Response to Audit Findings and Recommendations — Central Warrant
Agreement

Internal Audit conducted a performance audit of the Central Warrant
Agreement between the Cincinnati Police Department and Hamilton
County. The Cincinnati Police Department agrees with the audit
recommendations, and will work to implement them as described below:

Recommendation #1: It is recommended that this Agreement be revised to
include standard contractual terms and conditions.

Department Response: A Request for Legal Services (RLS) to revise the
1988 contract to include standard contractual terms and conditions will be
prepared by Finance Management staff and submitted to the Law
Department by February 7, 2022.

Recommendation #2: CPD should adhere to the Central Warrant
Agreement’s requirement to examine workload, percentages, and billing
procedures every year for the life of the Agreement.

Department Response: Finance Management Section will direct Hamilton
County to comply with Section 5.a. of the contract to examine the workload
volume and provide a cost share formula as defined in Appendix |
annually, as required by 5.d.

Recommendation #3: The Central Warrant/Identification Unit Agreement’s
budget should be reviewed annually based on actual cost factors that
impact the budget.

Department Response: The Finance Management Section will review the
cost factors related to the Central Warrant contract with our budget analyst
during budget preparation each year.



Recommendation #4: CPD should verify through invoices, supporting
documentation, and reporting whether payments to the County are for
warrant/identification processing services it is performing on behalf of the
city.

Department Response: Finance Management will require the County to
provide more detailed supporting documentation for monthly invoices.

Recommendation #5: CPD should review and determine whether a Policy
Board is necessary to implement contractual provisions.

Department Response: CPD will work with the Law Department to include
a Policy Board as part of the contract terms to be renegotiated.

TAT



City of Cincinnati
Central Warrant Agreement Audit

V. Appendix A — Central Warrant/Identification Unit: First Agreement
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AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this day of s
1988, .by and hetween the City of Cincinnati, heTelnafter referred €o as

"City," and the Hamilton County Board of Commissioners, hereinafter
referred to as "County."

WITNESSETEH:

¢ the City, by Ordinance #405—1985, has authorized jits?

WHERERS
City Manager to enter into an agreement with the County to "continue
and make permanent the consolidated operation of a Central Warrant
Identificetion Unit, combining functions of the Hamilton County Bheriff's

Qffice, the Hamilton County clerk of Courts' Office end the Cincinnati
Police Division”; and

:%g: WHEREAS, the City is unable to f£ill vacancies in the unit presently
erforming these functicns due to the limited life expectancy of those
positions under the City's purview; and

and,

WHEREAS, the County is umable to £ill those positions during 1988;

WHEREAS, the County is willing to provide personnel for said
vacancies prior to January 1, 1989, provided funding is available:

NOW, THBREFORE, be it agreed by and between City and County:

1,

score of Services

The County will provide 2 maximum of thirteen (13) Deta Entry
Operator 2's to £ill vacancies as needed in +he Warrant
Identification Unit. The personnel provided will not exceed
the number of vacancies at any given time during the term of
this Agreement.

. Term of Agreement

The term of this Agreement ehall begin on November 10, 1588 and
shall be completed on December 31, 1988.

Comcensation and Method of Pavrent

Compensation: The City ggrees to pay to the County.up to but
not in excess of Thirty-six Thousand, Five Bundred Dollars
($36,500.00) as full and complete compensation for the County's
services required and outlined in Paragraph 1.hereof. Payment
shall be made based on the actual amounts earned by .the Data
Entry Operator 2's provided plus approximately 28% fringe
benefits. 2ll wages and fringe benefits shzall be itemized.

Method of Payment: The City shall make payment to the County
uwponr presentation by the County of City of Cincinnati Claim
Vouther forms accompanied by adequate documentation of expenses,

Subeontractinc

None .of the work or services covered by this Agreement shall
be subcontracted without the prior written approval of the

City. BAny work or services subcontracted hereunder shall be
specified by written contrect or agreement and shall be sub-

Ject to each provision of this Agreement.

5. Assignability

The County shall not assign any interest in this Agreement,

and shall not transfer any interest in the same, vhethéx; by

assignment or novation, withou: the prior written consent of
the €ity thereby.

. Tarmination

This Agreement may be terminated at any time by either carty
tpon thirty days' written notice to the other party.

o
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Comoliance with Laws m’,ﬁ%v 2}73,88

In the performance of the services under this Agreement the
County shall comply with all applicable statutes, ordinances,
reguletions and rules of the Federal Government, the State of
Chio, the County of Hamilton and the City of Cincinnati.

Hold Earmless

The County will piotect and save the City harmiess from any
and all loss, clainms, éxpenses, actions, causes of action,
cost, damages and obligations, financial or otherwise, arising
from any and all acts of the County, its agents, employees,
licensees, or invitees, that result in injury to persens or
damage to property,

Accountinc

The County will maintain a Eeparate accounting for all funds
received from the City as payment under this Agreement. Such
accounting shall accurately refleet all expenditures of those
funds received, and shall be retained for a minimum period of
three years. The City, the State of Ohio, or any of their duly
authorized representatives, shall have access, for purose of
audit and examination, to any books, documents, papers, and
records of the County that are pertinent to this Agreement.

Baqual Emplovment Orportunity

This Agreement shall be subject to the provisions of the Egual
Employment Opportunity Program of the City as adopted by Ordi-
nance No. 137-1872, as well as the City's Minority Business
Enterprise Ordinance No. 242-1587,

Political Activity Prohibited

The County agrees to prohibit all of its members, officers and
employees, serving with or without compensation, while acting
in their official capacity and performing functions required
under this Agreement from engaging in prohibited activities to,
the same extent as administrative employees are prohibited by
article V., Section 4. of the Charter of the City of Cincinnati
and 2s classified employees are prohibited by Section 124.57 of
the Ohio Reviged Code, which Charter and Code provisions read
as follows:

ARTICLE V.., SECTION 4, OF THE CEARTER OF THEE CITY QF CINCINNATI

No persen in the administrative sexvice shall directly or
indirectly give, solicit or receive, or in any manner be con~
cerned in giving, soliciting or receiving any assessment, sub-
scription or contribution fFor any political party or for any
candidate. Any violation of this section shail operate to
forfeit the office or position held by the person violating
the same and shall render any such person ineligible to any
municipal office or pesition for a period of one year."

SECTION 124.57, OHIO REVISED CODE:

YPOLITICAL ACTIVITY PROHIBITED.

No officer or employee in the classified service of the state,
the several counties, cities, and clity school districts
thereof, shall directly or indirectly, oraliy or by 1ett§r£ )
solicit or reerive, or be in any manner concerned in so}zc;t;ng
or receiving any assessment, subscription, or contribution for
any political party oxr for any candidate for public office; nor
shall any person solicit directly or indizeetly, orally or by
letter, or be in any manner concerned in soliciting any such
assessment, contribution, or payment from any officer or
employee in the elassified service of the state and the several
counties, cities or city schoel districts thereof; nor shell
any officer or employee in the classifiecd service of the stzazte,
the several counties, cities, and.city school éistricts thereof,
be an officer in any political organization or take part in

Fny Agenaof
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politics other than to vote as he pleases and to express freely

his political opinions."

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement

2s of the date first above written,

Recommended bys

Michael &, Blerman, Deputy Clty
Manager/Director of Safety

Approved as to Porm:

Aesistant City Selicitor

Approved as to Contract Compliance:

Contract Compiiance Officer

-cny OF CINCINNATT mmz P}E’

m"'zg T

-

By:

Scott Johnson, City Managex

'EAMILTON COUNTY BOARD

OF CQMMISSIDNERS

By: / / i Ck/)C:L/j

- Thomas W. Wenz .
County Administrater <&

Recommended by:

.

Simon Leis, Sheriff

Approved as to Form:

County Prosecutor

iy Aqiitmets
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VI. Appendix B. Central Warrant/Identification Unit: Second Agreement
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This Agreement, made and entered into this 2nd day of
Nevember » 39 _ap , by and between the Board of

County Commissioners pursuant to Section 307.15 of the Ohio

Revised Code and acting through the County Administrator, hereinafter
referred to as "County", and the City of Cincinnati, acting by and
through its City Manager, hereinafter referred to as "City".

-WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the County and City agree to continue and make
permanent the consolidated operation of a Central/Warrant
Identification Unit, combining functions of the Hamilton County
Sheriff's Office, the Hamilton County Clerk of Courts Office, and
the Cincinnecti Police Division:

WHEREAS, the consolidated operations of a Central Warrant/
Identification Unit is beneficial to both County-and City
residents:

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises and of the
mutual cevenants herein contained, the County and City de hereby
promise and agree:

1. The County shall manage and administrate all
operations and staff of the Central Warrant/
Identification Unit. City employees currently
working within the Unit shall retain their City
employee status,

2. That a Central Werrant/Identification Unit Policvy Board
shall be formed to direct policy for the operation
of the combined unit. The board shall be made up
of the following individuals:

President, Hamilton County Police Chiefs
Asgociation

Three representatives appointed by the County

‘Three representatives appointed by the City

The first meeting shall be convened by the President

of the Hamilton County Police Chiefs Association at
which rime the Board shall elect a chairman and vice-
chairman, and complete such other organizational matters
as to formalize their existence.

3. The Hamilton County Sheriff's Office shall be
responsible for managing and administering all operations
of the Central Warrant/Identification Unit. The 1987
and 1988 agreed upon staffing level of the unit is
32 positions of various ranks and skill levels. Of the
32 person complement 23 are City employees.

, second  Aoprenoct” [l
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It is the intent that at tle end of five vears, all City ,M’;‘G%V 25;}288

employers will have been revlaced by County employees,
mgking the entire operation County staffed. Toward this
end, all City employees in the Werrant Processing Seetion will
be transferred by the City from the unit no later than 12 months
after the effective date of this agreement, but no sooner than
three months after the effective date of this agreement.

Because of the expert skills and knowledges of the City
empliyees in the Identification Section, their transfer
by the City will be spread over a five year period in the
following marmer,

A) One (1) position immediately
B) Three (3) positions 24 momths after signing of this

agreement.

C) Three .(3) positions 48 months after signing of this
agreement. "

D) Remaining positions 60 months after signing of this
agreement.

A Cincirmati Police Sergeant shall remain as the sworn unit
supervisor wmntil all City emplovees have been removed from

the wnit at which time the sergeant may be transferred to jail
intake operations to oversee City of Cincimmati arvest intazkes.
If the transfer does occur, full cost of the position will be

at City expense.

The County agrees to upgrade an existing position to a super-
visory level. The Unit Administrator amd two supervisors shall
be scheduled to provide supervision on all three shifts. This
level ‘of supervision will be maintained after the Cincimmati

Police Sergeant is removed.

Staffing lewvels and the rate of removal of City employees can
be modified if determined appropriate by the policy board or
agreed to by the City and County.

In the interest of introducing autcmation efficiencies into the
Warrant/Identification Unit operations, the City and County agree
to request that the CLEAR staff of the Regional Computer Center
complete a comprehensive automation study and implementation plan
of the wnit. The Policy Board will then work with the County
Sheriff's office in implementing the plan, where economically
feasible, within two years of signing this agreement.

The County and City jointly shall share in the total amual operat-
ing costs of the Unit. The share of these expenses and obligations
shall be determined by application of a cost-share formula which
would utilize a point allocation scheme to account for processing
time and volume of workload handled by the Unit.

S eont Aoyt 2 ¢ 1D
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the County and City for 1989 shall be determined by the
following schedule:

a.

The Unit's workload volume shzll be examined by staff
selected by the Policy Board, who, -begimning in Julv

1988, will examine workload activities conducted from

July 1, 1987 through Jume 30, 1988. Coumty and Gty .
percentage shares shall be determined, utilizing the
cost-share formila defined in Appendix I of this agree-
ment. These percentages shall then be applied to the Unit's
projected operating costs for 1983 to determine the appro-
priate shares of expenses owned by the Comty and City.

The Comnty and City shall be informed of their percentage
sheres, in August 1988, to allow sufficient time for

changes in the rate to be considered in the budget processes
for both the County and City.

The County shall invoice the City on a monthly besis for
1989 expenses, with the first payment due on April 15, 1989.
The City will deduct from these invoices sny expense
incurred by the City for staff assigned to the unit or
supplies or equipment provided to the umit.

This pavment cvele of workload exgmination, adjustment of
percentages, and billing procedures shall continue every
vear hereafrer and will stay in effect throughout the 1life
of this Agreement. '

It is understood and agreed that expenses and obligations
shall be the following: Salaries.and Wages of all Unit
employees, current costs of for benefits, both fringe and
direct for retirement, including accrued liability (accrued
liability will not include time earned by the employee prior
to their transfer to the Warrant/Identification Unit),
worker's conpensation, wnerployment compensation, hospital
care and longevity; Nen-Personal Expenses of office supplies,
reproduction, postage, forms, office equipment, physical
maeintenance of office equipment, and overhead costs at 8
percent of salaries and wages.

This Agreement shall be effective for payment of expenses and
obligations incurred for every year hereafter, unless previously
temminated by either party giving the other party one humdred and
eighty (180) days prior written notice of the intention to
terminate the Agreement.

The effective date of this agreement shall be January 1, 1982.

5%: o, ,A(&:_- - A OA
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IN WITNESS WHEREOQOF, the County and City have caused this
Agreement to be executed by their respective, duly authorized
officers as of the date and year first above written.

HAMILTON- COUNTY

L
o
— -
K - N Py

/ RNy (A 7 /{'_/::—__r‘ P

County Administrator,

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

County frosecutor

County Sherilz

County Commissioners:

{ f‘ 2 »/ / / /[/- 4”{’./
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COST SHARE FORMULA

Following is a cost share formula for the Central Warrants/
Identification Unit. The formula is based on a point

allocated scheme which takes into account the processing time
per unit (i.e., criminal history jacket or warrant), and.the
volume of units or workload processed for both the City of
Cincinnati and Hamilton County. Workload figures were obtained
from the daily tally sheets and logs maintained by the Unit from
January through June, 1986, and compiled in the Central Warrants/
Tdentification Unit Preliminary Assessment Report prepered by
Criminal Justice Institute (CJI) (See Attachments 1 and 2).

A time study was also conducted by CJI staff in order to: 1)
review primary functions performed by the unit, 2) identify
major processing activities and units to be measuyred, and 3)
determine the aver:zge processing time per unit. The study
consisted of both direct observation by CJI staff and follow-up
collaboration with W/I unit personnel. The merhodology used

is described in greater detail below.

METHODOLOGY

Since the W/I Unit provides 2 service for law enforcement and
other criminal justice agency personnel by processing warrants
and criminal history jackets, each warrant and jacket processed
was defined as a unit. The goal was to arrive at a cost

share formula based on workload .distributrion and how much-
staff time was actually involved with processing a warrant or
jacket. Consequently, each activity relevant to processing had
to be identified, timed, averaged, and compiled in order to
arrive at an overall processing time per unit. In additionm,

it was necessary to determine whether or not certain units took
longer to process than others, as in the case of old versus
new criminal history jackets.

Aftexr the processing time for each unit was determined, a value
was assigned to that unit based on the relative time required
for complete processing. For example, it required an average
of 15 minutes to process & repeat criminal history jacket, .
as opposed to an average of 45 minutes to process a new one.8
Therefore, the ratio of time it takes to process a new jacket
to the time it takes to process an old one is 3:1. TUnit

values assigned in accordance with this ratio are as follows:

a new jacket would equal three (3) and an old jacket would
equal one (1).

account the time required to double-check the
classification and relevant files for a possible )
impostor. This is because there is not always sufficient

staff coverage and/or time for technicians to conduct the

double-check.
i Seoond Agttimort 5y 10

> minutes to process a new jacket did not take into
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The results of the warrant processing time study revezled no

significant variation between the different types of warrants

and capiases processed (See Attachment 3). Therefore, each

warrent and capias processed was given a value of one (1).

This value was also used because it was determined that the

aversge time toO process a warrant or capias was 17 minutes;

approximately the same amount of timé required.to process a

repeat jacket. This also enabled the warrant processing

and identification units to be combined, reSuéting in an N, |

overall point score for the entire operation. vol g%&
NOV 2 - 1988

INTERPRETATION : mage 520

The point a2llocation scheme is illustrated on Table 1 for
Werrent Processing a2nd Identificarion, as well as for

the entire Unit. Column one identifiec each processing unit
breoken down by jurisdiction. . Column two indicates the assigned
unit value. Column three contains the volume ©of units processed
from Jenuary to June 1886, &nd Column four lists the

number of points zlloceated (represented by multiplying the

"unit value by the velume processed). Finally, column five
indicates the percentage of total points allocated between

the City and County.

As indicated by the point distribution for the entire Unit,

the czlculated percentages would be as follows: the City

would need to contribure 78 percent of the Unit's operating
costs, and the. County would contribute the remaining 22 percent.
It is recommended, however, that the workload be reviewed

and the points adjusted annually to reflect changes in

the processing totals. For example, if more County warrants
are processed, this would be reflected in the overall point
distribution, and the percentages would change accordingly.

“lease note tnat there can be considerable time

variation in processing both warrants and jackets. However,
there was agreement among W/I Unit personnel that the
averages calculated represent the majority of cases
processed,

Sgeonh Aagtenaor b op 10



TABLE 1

CRARD TOYTAY .

T ' CENTRAL WARRANTS [/ 3IDENTIPICATIC, UKIZ COM'RS %:Eg
. Yol
POIRT  ALLOCATIOR BCHLEY
. .| NOV2 %‘988
IMAGE
VALRART PROCLSSING -_/
Vnitls) ? Froconsed Juriséiction
Jurisdiction /Trze of Record Assdrned 1786 = 4738 Pointa Percevtage
I. CITY .
| A. Traffis Varrant 1 5,068 $,068
3. Traffic Capiss ] 9,283 §,783
C. Migé. Warrsst 1 2,588 2,585
D. KEisé. Caplas 1 2,619 2,615
E. TPelony Varrsse 1 462 462
Y. Tslony Capias 1 [ 1] 8D
C. Prodatfss Viclatien H 1,080 3,080
B. Domestic Viclesce 1 223 223
Svbtotal City: 25,900 812
1. OOUNTY
A, Trsflffc Caplas 1 2,15¢ 2,138 ;
B. HMisé. Varrant 1 1,452 1,492 !
C. Crisfcal Caplas {Baillif's Of{fice} 0l 87 587 |
D. TFelooy Varrapt (Sherif{‘s Office) ] 8y b2 |
E. Jpéictments (Sheriff's Office) 1 39 347 ]
| . Probaties Violatriez 1 53 53 i
C. Derestic Pielence 1 22 22
Subtotal Cornty: | 4,758 i 11 !
. === = S—
TOTAL PCINTS (Warramts): ' | 26,659 | |
e — ——
IDENTIFICATION
| Duits ¢ Processed Jurisdictios |
t Juriidiciion /Trre of Jacket Assir=ed 1/86 ~ 6/B5 Pointas Percentese ]
| I. CITY
| A. Rew Jackey / 3 1,885 §,585
l B. 014 Jacket 3 2,464 2. 464 {
} Svbtotsl Ciry: £,059 702
|11, Sumiry !
! A, Kew Jacket 3 395 1,185 '-
f B. 014 Jacke: 1 170 170
i Subtotsl County: 1,358 12z
%111. OTRER JURISDICTION
i A. New Jacket 3 577 1,733
| 3. 012 Jacket ] 3) 361
Subtotal Otber: 2,082 [ 182 |
‘ TOTAL POINTS (Jsckets): { | 11,506 [ |
A 1 !
‘ VARKART PROCESSING & IDENTIFICATION .
v 1
| Juriszdiction Tota) Foivts Juriséiction Percentage |
1. ¢I1TY t
A. WVarranots 21,900 )
B. Jsckets 8,058
TOTAL CITY: 29,959 181
I11. COUNTY ‘
A. farrant 4,788 |
B. Jsckets {ipclufing Other Jurisdicxisn) 3,447
TOTAL COUNTY: 8,206 a3t |
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MAGE 52
| wLPORY T *
rrRIOD to 1 1 13 ") H 3 ] s I3
874785 $725785 | 1OF8283 L N1/25785 | 12723785 1730786 | 2737486 3786 | 4TLRJ0E | BL)2s8s
| DATES Lo te Lo to te te e te te | 1
i §/28/85 10/26/85 | L1/32/8S | 12720786 | §212/86 L6886 | 14708 | &/117B6 | 815746 /107886 TOT4
caTy 1
| %rafllc
Varrants 3,042 1,400 S04 1,783 1Y 874 1,003 978 967 264 12,20
Aird.
Yarsante $24 439 403 39y 34 43¢ k1] 42 424 4%3 4,350
E Frobetion )
¥vielstions 243 1 158 173 160 186 w2 172 84 15 1,83¢
Dosestic -
I Yielence 44 3 42 26 23 2% % [13 40 49 374
s rslony |
Vagreots %5 69 188 §7 (4] 78 67 74 31 101 j g4t
' Traffic - -, .
Captlases 1,932 1,327 1,69¢ 1,688 1,461 1,507 1,788 1,664 1,642 n 16,932
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l Palony :- [ ] ]
| Copiases 18 18 1t 1s J u o oou ‘ 12 5 i 22| 145
: . I |
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[ 7 ] [ I [ [ | [
| gasrire | { ' : | | \ !
; ”‘ld. } ‘ - I ! | i E a
| warrests | 203 82 | 10 151 14 175 m LI A R N S5
f falony [ [ | | | r ;
| ®arceots | 27 | 23 | 10 10 | 2 I — - 3 2 -_— | 77
1 Traffle ! | N [ ] .
| Capisses | 608 1! 601 47 476 1 H 417 114 530 14} 312 | &6
| Crimina) I 5 ' ’ | Fel10 l
J CopSases L & ' 153 142 $6 ‘ 07 | 2 J 130 LI e i 1,199
! . .-
frobacion I J | | ’
| ®selstions - ( -— - - | -— i —_ ’ 12 i -— - 4l 53
| | |
txmestic
] ¥ielence - |1' - -— U [, ]‘ PO — — — 11 18
Sektotal * f r |
BeILIFF; 1,018 l £5) 770 778 §47 (17 [ 365 T E3 411 sbe 7,437
EXERIFF i |
|
Zelony . ]
Sz rrants ! ¥ 3 — 3 5| 22 16 -3 ) 16 14 | J80
risg. | | | .
Smarrenis. J -- 14 27 h13 24 - (54 7 | - [ 1) ’ 23?}‘
Baffictacats| 24 12 ’ 3 a2 66 3 % | 8 64 ij.’:r
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Cxyrianes | 14 -— - — -— — -— - - - | 14
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City of Cincinnati
Central Warrant Agreement Audit

VIl. Appendix C — Central Warrant/Identification Unit: Time Study 2000



Central Warrant / Identification

Time Study 2000

The Central Warrant and Identification Units have prepared this report for the
workload study, as a way to inform the Central Warrant Policy Board, on the
workload of these Units. This assessment is based on data collected for the first
five months of the year 2000. The goal of this study is to determine the
city/county cost share formula and to re-evaluate staffing needs.

There are of course numerous administrative tasks that are performed daily
which are not measured in this study. The employees of the Warrant and
Identification Unit have performed this time study over a five-month period in
addition to their daily job responsibilities. Every attempt has been made to
maintain the accuracy of the data that is contained in this report.

The following is a brief overview of the results of this time study. Data for the
first five months of 1999 and 2000 was analyzed. The total number of
Warrants/Capias processed by this Unit has increased 5% from the prior year.
The recite program that saw a initial decrease, has once again increased by
19%. We continue to see a rising number of Sheriff's Indictments that may be
linked to the usage of Rapid Indictment. The Warrant Unit has also now begun
to track the number of Protection Orders that are entered into the Regional
Computer System and then forwarded to NCIC. We will not be able to provide
comparative figures until next year.

Since the last review of the Identification Unit, work has been completed on
development and implementation of a new mug shot system. One of the benefits
of this new mug shot system over the old system is that the actual images are
stored on magnetic media, no optical platter. This allows for faster retrieval of
the image, and provides us with the ability to backup the demographic data and
images. Shortly after the mug shot application was on-line, agencies outside of
the Sheriff's Office network inquired as to the capability of remote on-line access
to mug shot images. The Sheriff's Office granted this access with the assistance
of RCIC, to any agency that requests it. As of this report there are over 50
agencies that have the ability to pull up mug shots at their own location.

The Hamilton County Sheriff's Office is currently in compliance with all phases of
HB180, dealing with registration and notification of sex offenders. As of June 1,
2000 we have registered 357 sex offenders, and we are currently doing
community notification. This would represent over a 200% increase in the
number of sex offenders required by law to register with the Sheriff's Office.
Since this is new legislation we continue to monitor changes that are occurring,
and making necessary modifications to our policy dealing with registration



process. We are currently monitoring legislation that if signed into law, would
require juveniles convicted of certain sex offense to also register with the
Sheriff's Office.

A look at data collected over a five month period using current formula the cost
breakdown would by 70% City and 30% County. The Warrant and Identification
Unit with the support of the Sheriff, Policy Board, and City of Cincinnati will
continue to advance as technology also advances.



City County Total %OfTotal % Of Total

City County
Phone Calls Incoming 2844 11456 14300 19.89% 80.11%
Phone Calis Outgoing 1033 1363 2396 43.11% 56.89%
MDT Messages 8452 1717 10169 83.12% 16.88%
Cancels 25614 12181 37795 67.77% 32.23%
Recites 8065 1161 9226 87.42% 12.58%
Recalls 16506 8121 24627 67.02% 32.98%
527's Processed 13243 6053 19296 68.63% 31.37%
Hit Confirmation Messages 86 432 518 16.60% 83.40%
Incoming Warrants 3505 2916 6421 54.59% 45.41%
Capias 20788 8587 29375 70.77% 29.23%
P V Warrants 1487 695 2182 68.15% 31.85%
Recall List (Third Shift Only) 73 11 84 86.90% 13.10%

Protection Orders 345 180 525 65.71% 34.29%



Jurisdiction Points  No. Processed Total
Type of Jacket Assigned 1/1/1999 - 5/31/1999 Points
I. CITY
A. New Jacket 3 1382 4146
B. Old Jacket 1 3973 3973
C. Felony Registration 1 467 467
D. Sex Offender 3 0 0
E. Juveniles 3 678 0
Sub -Total City 6500 8586
ll. SHERIFF
A. New Jacket 3 519 1657
B. Old Jacket 1 655 655
C. Indictments 1 83 83
D. Sex Offender 3 0 0
E. Juveniles 3 7 0
Sub-Total County 1264 2295
lll. OTHER JURISDICTION
A. New Jacket 3 579 1737
B. Old Jacket 1 749 749
C. Juveniles 3 1810 0
Sub-Total Others 3138 2486

TOTAL POINTS (Jackets) 13367

No. Processed
1/1/2000 - 5/31/2000

1356
4659
396
274
199
6884

520
977
117
83
10
1707

557
827
1333
2717

Total
Points

4068
4659
396
822
597
10542

1560
977
117
249

30

2933

1671

827
3999
2498

16973

Jurisdiction
Percentage

66.00%

18.36%

15.64%



Jurisdiction
Type of Jacket

1. City

A. Warrants
B. Jackets

Total City

Il. County

A. Warrants
B. Jackets

Total County

Grand Total

Points

No. Processed

Total

No. Processed

Total

Jurisdiction

Assigned 1/1/1999 - 5/31/1999 Points 1/1/2000 - 5/31/2000 Points Percentage

-—

-

23419 23419
6500 19500

29919 42919
13390 13390

3138 9414
16528 22804

46447 65723

26799 26799
6884 20652

33683 47451

11724
8151

11724
2717
14441 19875

48124 67326

70.48%

29.52%



City

Traffic Warrant
Traffic Capias
Misd. Warrant
Misd. Capias
Felony Warrant
Felony Capias

. Prabation Violation
Domestic Violence
Protection Orders

TIZOMMO O W

Sub-Total City

County

Traffic Capias

Traffic Warrants

. Misd. Warrants

. Felony Capias (Bailiff)

. Misd. Capias (Bailiff)
Felony Warrant (Sheriff)
. Indictment (Sheriff)

. Probation Violation

. Domestic Violence

J. Child Support Enforcement
K. Juvenile Warrants

L. Protection Orders

TIOTMMUOD>

Sub- Total County

Total City & County

01/01/1999
05/31/1999

158

11703

3226
5259
841
39
1668
525
0

23419

6418
29
1629
29
1962
95
1061
869
79
1096
123

13390

36809

01/01/2000
05/31/2000

189
14493
2892
6161
703
37
1446
538
340

26799

6485
17
73
13

2031

112
1078
612
62
967
94
180

11724

38523

Percent
Change

19.62%
23.84%
-10.35%
17.15%
-16.41%
-5.13%
-13.31%
2.48%
100.00%

14.43%

1.04%
-41.38%
-95.52%
-55.17%

3.52%

17.89%

1.60%
-29.57%
-21.52%
-11.77%
-23.58%
100.00%

-12.44%

4.66%

City/County
% Of Total

69.57%

30.43%



