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Nevada City Police Services 
Benefit in Outsourcing  

Summary 

Members of the City Council of Nevada City requested proposals from the Grass Valley 
Police Department and the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office to provide police services.  The 
Grass Valley Police Department proposal offered a cost savings of $300,000 annually.  The 
Nevada County Sheriff’s Office decided not to respond without a written request from the 
City Council of Nevada City.  The City Council of Nevada City opted not to consider the 
proposal offered to them by the Grass Valley Police Department.   

With no reserves in its general fund, the City of Nevada City is in a weak financial position. 

Because of its financial position the City of Nevada City is only able to employ several part-
time individuals in key management positions.  These positions include the City Manager, 
the Police Chief, the City Attorney, and the City Engineer.  These positions require 
knowledge and background frequently found only in retired workers with similar experience. 
Recent changes affecting post-retirement employees in the California Public Employees’ 
Retirement System (CalPERS) may limit the pool of available applicants to fill the key part-
time leadership positions.  

The Nevada County Grand Jury recommends that the City Council of Nevada City formally 
request and publicly consider proposals from the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office and the 
Grass Valley Police Department to provide police services.  

Reasons for Investigation 

The Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury), exercising its oversight responsibilities pursuant to 
California Penal Code Section 925, reviewed the City of Nevada City’s (City) annual budget 
for fiscal years 2010-11 and 2011-12.  The investigation revealed that the City’s current 
budget does not provide for any cash reserves in the General Fund at fiscal year end.   

The Jury found that two police officers funded by a grant from the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act were laid off at the end of that funding, reducing the police staff by nearly 
20%.  This reduction in staff, combined with the need for a part-time Chief of Police, 
prompted the Jury to investigate whether the City could afford to fund its own police force. 
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Background 

The City covers 2.2 square miles and has a population of approximately 3,000 people. The 
City supports a full-time police department during a significant downturn in the economy. 
The City employs a part-time Chief of Police to lead its Police Department.  For the past 
three years the Nevada City Police Department has been augmented by the addition of two 
officers and a clerk funded by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.  For the last 
several years the City has operated on a fiscal budget that has not set aside any reserves in its 
General Fund. 

In the spring of 2011, members of the City Council of Nevada City (Council) requested 
proposals from the Grass Valley Police Department and the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office 
to provide police services.  When the Grass Valley Police Department proposal was 
presented to the Council, it was reported in the local newspaper, The Union, that the Council 
put it aside without consideration. 

Procedures Followed 

The Jury 
• interviewed City administrative staff, members of the Council, management of 

the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office and of the Grass Valley Police Department, 
• reviewed the City’s budget for fiscal years 2010-11 and 2011-12, 

• reviewed the City’s financial statements ending June 30, 2011. 

Facts 

F.A.1. The Council has a fiduciary responsibility to make sound financial decisions for the 
City. 

F.A.2. The City’s long term outstanding debt for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011, was 
$5,740,396. 

F.A.3. The City’s General Fund expenditures of $3.38 million exceeded the General Fund 
revenues of $3.11 million, a loss of over $260,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 2011. 

F.A.4. Total City budget for the fiscal year 2011-12 is $3.23 million. 

F.A.5. Total expenditure for the Nevada City Police Department for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 2011, was $1.2 million.   

F.A.6. The Nevada City Police Department’s budget for the fiscal year 2011-12 is $1.02 
million. 
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F.A.7. The City’s General Fund has no reserves and the 2011-12 budget does not address 
that situation. 

F.A.8. The City has adopted Friday furloughs, in departments other than public safety, as a 
way to lower costs. 

F.A.9. The grant from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funded two City 
police officers and one clerk from 2009 through 2011. 

F.A.10. After the expiration of the above-referenced grant, the two police officers were laid 
off, reducing the staff by nearly 20%. 

F.A.11. Several key City employees receive half-time wages. These employees are the City 
Manager, the Police Chief, the City Attorney, and the City Engineer. 

F.A.12. At least two of the part-time key City positions are filled with California Public 
Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS) retirees, including the current police 
chief. 

F.A.13. During the fiscal year 2010-11, members of the Council requested and received a 
proposal from the Grass Valley Police Department to provide police services to the 
City. 

F.A.14. During the fiscal year 2010-11, the Council did not consider the proposal from the 
Grass Valley Police Department to provide police services.  The item did not appear 
on any agenda or minutes of the Council. 

F.A.15. The Grass Valley Police Department proposal submitted to the Council offered an 
estimated cost savings of $300,000 annually.   

F.A.16. Pursuant to Assembly Bill 1028, effective January 1, 2012, amendments were made 
to the public employees retirement law (Government Code Sections 21224, 21229, 
and 21221 (h)) concerning employment of CalPERS retirees. 

Findings 

F.I.1 With no reserves in the General Fund, the City is in a weak financial position.  

F.I.2 The Grass Valley Police Department proposal indicated they could have maintained 
the current or a higher level of police services and realized an annual cost savings in 
the amount of $300,000.   

F.I.3 Assembly Bill 1028 may limit the ability of the City to continue to fill key positions 
with CalPERS retirees.  
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F.I.4 Currently the City is attempting to balance its budget, in part, by instituting Friday 
furloughs, hiring key part-time leaders and failing to put aside funds in the City’s 
General Fund reserve.  

F.I.5 The Council did not meet its fiduciary duty when it failed to consider outsourcing 
police services.  

Recommendations 

The City Council of Nevada City should: 

R.1. investigate outsourcing police services.  Possible providers would include the 
Nevada County Sheriff’s Office and/or the Grass Valley Police Department.  

R.2. publicly review and consider any resulting proposals to determine whether there is 
an opportunity to provide equal or better police services at lower costs. 

Responses 

City Council of Nevada City: Due Date: August 29, 2012 



City of Nevada City 


August 	13,2012 

The Honorable Thomas M. Anderson 
Presiding Judge of the Nevada County Grand Jury 
201 Church Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 

Re: 	 Response of City Council of Nevada City to Grand Jury Report 
Nevada City Police Services Benefit in Outsourcing 

Dear Judge Anderson: 

On behalf of the City Council of Nevada City, I am transmitting to your attention our 
response to Findings and Recommendations in the 2011-12 Grand Jury report entitled 
Nevada City Police Services Benefit in Outsourcing. We appreciate the time and effort 
put forth by the Grand Jury to provide its recommendations for cost savings in our police 
department in these challenging economic times. However, outsourcing all police 
functions is a complex matter and , as reflected in the response, the city is exploring other 
opportunities for sharing police services and cost savings at this time. 

Yours truly, 

})ur~~AWJ5
Duane Strawser 
Mayor 

cc: 	 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury / 
Jim Wickham, Police Chief 
David Brennan, City Manager 
Hal DeGraw, City Attorney 

City Hall • 317 Broad Street • Nevada City, California 95959 • (530) 265-2496 
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1 CITY OF NEVADA CITY RESPONSE TO THE FINDINGS AND RECOM M ENDATIONS OF THE 2011-12 
2 NEVADA COUNTY GRAND JURY RE PORT NEVADA CITY POLICE SE RVI CES - BENEFIT IN 

3 OUTSOURCING 

4 FINDINGS 

F.l.l W ith no reserves in the General Fund, the City is in a weak financia l pos ition. 

6 Th e City agrees wi th this f inding. 

7 As with numerous cities nationwide, Nevada City has no unobligated general fun d reserves and 

8 is constantly reviewing sources of revenue, streamlining its op eration s w ith out reducing the 

9 level of service . In recent years, the general fund has experienced improvements in financial 

position. The City Co uncil has approved placing a three-eighths cent sales tax on the November 
11 ballot to help restore th e general fu nd to an app ropriate reserve balance over a five year 

12 period . 

13 F.1.2 The Gra ss Vall ey Po lice Department proposal in dicated th ey could have maintained th e 

14 current or a higher level of po lice services and realize d an annual cost savings in the amount of 

$300,000. 

16 The City pa rtia lly agrees with thi s findi ng: 

17 The Grass Va lley proposal was a legitimate, cost effective, use of available resources. The 

18 proposal eliminated supervisory and managem ent positi ons within NCPD and consolidated 

19 other activities. However, further an alys is of the proposal wo uld be necessary to support the 

statement th at it wou ld m aintain th e cu rrent level of service utili zing GVPD current supervisory 

21 and management personnel. 

22 F.1.3 Assembly Bill 1028 may limit th e ability of the City to co ntinue to fill ke y positions with 
23 CalPE RS retirees . 

24 The City agrees with thi s finding. 

The City agrees that in the best interest of th e Poli ce Department, a full -time Police Chief would 

26 bette r serve the co mmunity and department. The sali ent point is th at filling the Police Chief 
27 position on a part time basis is not a desirable organizational structure and the City is working 

28 toward having the financial abil ity to hire a full time Police Chief. 

29 F. 1.4 Current ly, th e City is attempting to balance t he budget, in part, by instituting Friday 

fur loughs, hiring key part-time leaders an d failing to put aside fund s in th e City's Genera l Fund 
31 reserve . 

32 Th e City agrees w ith th is fin ding. 

33 As wi th many sm all ci ti es in the Nation, th e City Council has taken immediate steps in en sure 
34 the health, safety and welfare of its residents during the economic downturn. The City has 



35 taken the opportunely to h ire part-tim e managers, w ith a high level of experience and service 

36 level s, to assist Council through these econo mic conditions . 

37 F.I.S The Council did not meet its fiduciary duty when it f ailed to consider outsourcing police 

38 services. 

39 The City strongly disagrees with this finding . 

40 The City Council t ook the initiative to look at all options to main tain city financial stability 

41 including considering opti ons for outsourcing pol ice services. This option was not generate d by 

42 any Grand Jury Report, community outcry to outsou rce the po lice department, but by the City 

4 3 Cou ncil taking its fiduc iary duty seriously . There are m any oth er factors to consider besides 

44 saving money wh en evaluatin g such a significant restru cturing of city se rvices. The 

45 considerat ion of outsourcing pol ice services has re sulted in th e Nevada City Police Department 
46 work ing closer wi th Grass Valley Police Department. The two cities have been actively 

4 7 exploring opportuni ties for sharing reso urces that w ould re du ce expenditures and enhance 

48 services, 

49 RECOMMENDATIONS 

50 R.l lnvestigate outsourcing police services. Possi ble providers would incl ude the Nevada County 
51 Sheriff' s Office and/or Grass Valley Police Departm ent. 

52 The recomme nd ation will not be implem ented becau se it is not warranted or is not reasonable . 

53 The recom mendation is not warranted for reasons that th ere is no perceived public support for 

54 it and the fiscal issue is being addressed in oth er w ays on multiple fro nts. At the June 5, 2012, 

55 City Co uncil meeting the Pol ice Ch ief had a public discussion on the Grand Jury report and 

56 receive d pub lic comm ents on the direction on wheth er the City Co uncil wanted further 

57 resea rch on outsou rcing police services. The Chief highlighted some of t he critical elements that 

58 wou ld need to be analyzed and the significant costs and sta ff tim e to address those iss ues. The 
59 Council reiterated th ey would prefer the current di rectio n th e Depa rtm ent was taking as they · 

60 also recognized to reverse and directed sta ff t o work with t he City Manager to meet those 
61 objectives. Th e Nevada City Police Department will continue t o explore opportunities for 
62 sh aring police services which we bel ieve will serve to improve our ability to provide community 

63 po licing. 

64 The Neva da City Police Chief is working closely with Grass Valley Police Dep artm ent in 

65 developing a Jo int Operationa l Agreement (JOA) to cover disp atch, supervision, and share 

66 investigative services, evid ence and school resource offi cers . This t ype of arrangement 

67 eve ntua lly lead s to a high er level of service to the communiti es, elimination of duplicated 
68 services and a cost savings for both communities. 

69 We believe the current efforts will achieve the same beneficial results without losing our local 
70 police services operat ions wh ich is highly desirable in Nevada City . 



71 R.2 . Pub licly rev iew and consid er any resulting prop osals to determine wh ether there is an 

72 opportunity to provide eq ual o r bette r police services at lower costs. 

73 The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not reasonable. 

74 We don' t foresee rece iving any "result ing proposals" because we will not be soliciting any full 

75 service outsourcing proposals. 

76 Th e City Council is mostly concerned with providin g a high quality public safety program and 

77 has directed staff t o carry out that objective . The financial status of Nevada City continues to be 

78 of paramount concern and we are moving forward on that ch allenge. 

79 As a small mun icipali ty w e kee p a focus on ba la ncing the local services expected by our 

80 residents an d th e costs to provid e that level of service. 

81 


