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1. 13-10 vote effectively stalls the conversation, as the board needs 19 people to agree to a starting point/framework. No action has been taken in the wake of the 13-10 vote because that would be foolish and wasteful given that the board does not have a strong sense of what it wants to do. I would characterize this as a board issue, and staff and I are here to assist the board move the conversation in the direction they want it to head in. Since the June meeting, I have met with many in the public on this topic who have been on all sides of the issue.
1. Still a clear need for dialogue between staff and supervisors, between supervisors, and between the county and the public on issues and concerns, so I’m looking at ways to better create that.
1. Looking into the Committee of the Whole option to help facilitate board discussion.
Rule 55 in Roberts Rules. 
1. Agree/Disagree approach. For example: Do we agree that we need to do something about county infrastructure? Do we agree that the safety of inmates, jailers, and the general public are major concerns for the conversations around the jail and courthouse? Do we agree that transportation is a key consideration? Etc. This is aiming at trying to determine the framework for the conversation to provide a more stable point to move forward from.
1. Has to be said. There no 100% safe option, but we do know about safety issues. If we don’t resolve those, we are not helping to mitigate any risk to the public or county employees and we increase our liability for not if but when something serious occurs. Liability is a cold, bureaucratic way to look at some of this, but the county could find itself in a very bad fiscal situation if we do not address safety concerns and end up on the wrong side of a lawsuit or lawsuits because our approach is reactionary and not proactive. This is similar to the Adams County case ($10-$15 million depending). 
1. Policy considerations that have been brought up about the jail and other issues are not unimportant, but the conversation could enjoy a sort of reset because policy decisions can change with new boards, new sheriffs, new judges, etc. The fundamental questions about the CORE issues have more to do with the fundamentals. For example, if you know you need a new car that is a primary motivation for the work you put into getting one. The color of the car is important, but it should also not keep you from getting the car that meets your needs, cost expectations, and other fundamental considerations. Maybe the car you need doesn’t come in the color you want (or it does and a newly elected X decides to paint it a different color).

Transportation, for example. Can we agree that it’s important and then move forward knowing that we need to incorporate that into the plan, or do we need to shift the conversation to the point where we are now talking about how long it takes someone to be transported by the bus routes currently in place? Presumably, if transportation is important, the board would incorporate that into the plan.
1. There is a long list of infrastructure problems that have waited for a board decision and many of those problems have worsened. If we simply continue to talk in the abstract about these bigger questions of the day for this and the next board, I will start to bring those problems to this committee to address since we’re putting people into untenable situations. That means we’ll be spending a lot of money on current infrastructure on top of needs that can wait no longer like a new Data Center and those will be large projects in their own right. To be clear, that is ok if we end up there, but I want to make this clear to the committee. I personally don’t see inaction as an option, but the decisions on any aspect of this are for the committee(s) and the county board to make.

