
City of Placerville 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 
 
DATE:  October 27, 2005  
 
TO:   City Council 
 
FROM: George Nielsen, Chief of Police 
 
SUBJECT: STATE CITIZEN’S OPTION FOR PUBLIC SAFETY (COPS) GRANT 

ACCEPTANCE 2005                                           
  
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the City Council adopts a resolution authorizing the acceptance of the State Citizen’s Option 
for Public Safety (COPS) grant as follows: 

1. Accepting the 2005/2006 COPS grant which totals $100,160.82.  

2. Approving the use of these grant monies to fund: 

• Traffic Officer   $100,160.82 

            

BACKGROUND 

COPS (Citizen’s Option For Public Safety) grant monies first became available to local law 
enforcement in 1996. The State of California Legislature declared that there was a compelling need 
for additional resources to be applied at the local level for the purposes of ensuring public safety. 

Each county was required to establish a Supplemental Law Enforcement Services Fund (SLESF) to 
receive all of the allocated funds from the State. Cites in turn receive their allotment from their 
county’s auditor. These grant funds must be expended within two years after receipt. A public 
hearing as to how these funds will be used is required and Council will need to adopt a spending 
plan. This requested Council action constitutes the necessary public hearing and plan. 

The intended use of the COPS funds were to augment, not supplant, public safety expenditures and 
most specifically, front-line law enforcement services. Initially, the funds were allocated to cities and 
counties based on population. As an example, the first few years we received annual amounts in the 
neighborhood of $20,000. In fiscal year 2000/2001 the legislature recognized the importance of 
having additional police officers on the streets and increased the minimum level of funding to 
$100,000 per law enforcement agency regardless of size. 

Prior to receiving the $100,000 minimum, we used our COPS funds to partially fund the 
Community Services Officer position, prior to that position becoming permanently funded out of 
our General Fund. When our COPS funds increased to $100,000 we were faced with a dilemma. 
Since the COPS funds have to be reauthorized every year by the Legislature and are not set up as an 
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ongoing source of annual revenue, we have been reluctant to dedicate our COPS funds to any 
ongoing expenditure even though we recognized the intent of the increase was to increase the 
number of law enforcement officers on the street.  We dedicated/encumbered our COPS funds 
along with our technology grant monies to work on our Mobile Data Wireless Computer Project 
which was approved in June 2002. This project is still in progress but nearly complete. 

While we chose to dedicate our funds to our technology project, most agencies throughout the State 
of California have used their COPS funds to hire additional police officers. As an example, it was 
reported to Governor Gray Davis in 2002 that COPS funding resulted in the hiring of over 700 
police officers throughout the state. Cutting off this funding would result in the laying off of many 
police officers, a prospect not attractive to most legislators. Even in this time of economic 
uncertainty and the budget cuts faced by the State of California and our own City, the COPS 
funding has remained in tact and the State has again apportioned the City at the $100,000 level.  

The history behind the Police Department’s authorized staffing level of full time police officers has 
somewhat followed the economic tide. In 1980, we were authorized (24) sworn officers. That 
number fell to (18) sworn officers in 1992 and rose to (20) sworn officers following the 1998 
Measure J campaign. Authorized sworn positions remain at (20) sworn officers. Currently we have 
(19) sworn officers on staff and we are in the midst of another recruiting process at this time. The 
use of this COPS money for the Traffic Officer position will allow us the opportunity to raise our 
authorized staffing level to (21) sworn officers. 

Last year the Council approved use of the 2004 COPS monies to fund a traffic enforcement officer 
for a portion of the year and to purchase a traffic enforcement vehicle. Due to staffing shortages we 
were unable to fill the police officer position that would account for the traffic officer so Council 
approved diversion of those funds to the wireless data technology project. The traffic vehicle project 
was maintained and the vehicle has been ordered.  

The intention with this year’s 2005 COPS money would be to fill the Traffic Officer position by the 
end of December 2005. We are currently completing background investigations on two police 
officer applicants and we are cautiously optimistic that we may be able to fill our remaining positions 
within this foreseeable time frame. We have already identified an appropriate current staff member 
who will actually assume the traffic officer duties. The scheduling of training and acquisition of 
equipment has already begun with anticipated deployment about January 2006. The hiring of the 21st 
police officer position would account for expenditures related to this COPS funding.     

What happens if the State Legislature cuts the COPS funds? 

If at some point in time in the future the State of California discontinues/reduces the COPS funding 
to a level not commensurate with the hiring and maintaining of a full time sworn officer position, we 
would be faced with the following alternatives: 

1. If we had an existing vacancy in the police officer position, we could eliminate that position 
and reduce our total number of sworn officers to (20). 

2. If adequate funding were available in the Measure J account, the New Hire Reserve Account 
could at that time be accessed to fund the position thus avoiding the potential for layoffs. 
This action would, of course, be first subject to a meet and confer process with the 
Placerville Police Officers Association.  

3. If we were at full staffing and no alternative funding existed, we would be faced with having 
to layoff a sworn officer. 

Agenda  copsfunding05.doc 
November 9, 2005 

2



Anyone hired to fill the position created by the COPS grant will be advised of the above alternatives. 
In the event that COPS funding is cut by the Legislature that individual will be aware that there will 
be the potential for layoff.  It should be noted that we have historically had vacancies in the sworn 
officer ranks. I last recall being at full staffing with all officers out of training in 1992 and that lasted 
for approximately 3 to 6 months. 

What are the benefits o  using our 2005 COPS funding for hiring an additional sworn 
officer?  

f

• First, the COPS money would be used in a manner with which the State Legislature intended 
as its primary use.  

• With the addition of a traffic officer position we will be able to address various identified 
ongoing chronic public safety problems. This is consistent with the currently approved 
2005/2006 Operating Budget.    

     

FISCAL IMPACT 

The Council adopted the Fiscal Year 2005/2006 Operating Budget, which appropriated the 2005 
COPS Grant and the Traffic Enforcement Officer position. The City received the $100,160.82 2005 
COPS grant proceeds from the County Auditor/Controller’s Office approximately October 13, 
2005 and the money is now ready to be put to work consistent with staff and previous Council 
intentions on deployment of a traffic enforcement officer. 

Staff recommends the following allocation for the 2005 COPS funding: 

 Traffic Officer        $100,160.82 

  

     COPS Grant Total   $100,160.82 

Future COPS funding will be used to continue funding the traffic officer position. 

 

ALTERNATIVES 

The City Council may choose to direct staff to re-submit another alternative use for our COPS grant 
funds and decline the expenditures as outlined above.       

 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

George Nielsen 

Chief of Police 
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Reviewed by the City Manager/Attorney:  Reviewed for Fiscal Impact: 

 

_________________________________  ______________________________ 

John Driscoll      Dave Warren 

City Manager/City Attorney    Director of Finance 
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