
CITY OF SNOHOMISH 
Founded 1859, Incorporated 1890 

 
116 UNION AVENUE  SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON  98290   TEL (360) 568-3115  FAX (360) 568-1375 

 

NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING 

 

 

SNOHOMISH CITY COUNCIL 

 

in the 

George Gilbertson Boardroom 

1601 Avenue D 

 

 

TUESDAY 

June 21, 2016 

6:00 p.m. 

 

 

WORKSHOP AGENDA 

 

 

6:00 1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

 2. DISCUSSION ITEM –  Law Enforcement Contract (P.1) 

 

6:55 3. ADJOURN 
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Date: June 21, 2016 

 

To: City Council 

 

From: Larry Bauman, City Manager 

 John Flood, Police Chief 

 

Subject:  Review of Contract with Snohomish County for Law Enforcement Services 

 

 

SUMMARY: The objectives of this workshop are for City Council review of the existing 

contract (Attachment A) for law enforcement services with the Snohomish County Sheriff’s 

Office (SCSO) and for Council directions to staff regarding renegotiation of a continued 

agreement. The focus of staff’s presentation will first be on the structure, costs, services and 

performance of the services provided during the first four and one-half years of the agreement.  

Proposed costs for 2017-2021 (Attachment B) will be reviewed based on the current levels of 

services. Budget capacity will also be reviewed with Council regarding ability of future budgets 

to accommodate new law enforcement costs. The workshop will then shift focus to options for 

future service improvements and Council preferences for staff work in negotiating an agreement 

for law enforcement services effective January 1, 2017. A slide show (Attachment C) 

highlighting potential elements of a new interlocal agreement with the County will accompany 

staff’s presentation. 

 

BACKGROUND:  The Great Recession of 2009 and the resulting reduction in the City’s General 

Fund revenues served as the impetus for staff’s proposal to the City Council for contracting of 

police services.  Staff presented analysis and recommendations to Council regarding an interlocal 

agreement with Snohomish County in 2011, after a multi-year series of budget reductions and staff 

layoffs in non-Police services had been adopted by the City Council. Council discussions regarding 

a potential contract began in May of 2011 and concluded with adoption of an interlocal agreement 

(ILA) in November 2011.  The five-year agreement took effect on January 1, 2012 and will expire 

on December 31, 2016.   

 

The proposal for contracting police services was initially a controversial one for the community.  

During the six months leading up to adoption of the ILA, the City Council heard comments from 

many members of the community who held diverse views concerning preferences for maintaining 

the City’s Police Department as it then existed or contracting with the County.  A number of 

citizens expressed concerns that contracting out for police services would be ineffective, 

undermine the character of the community, reduce the quality of policing, lead to increased crime, 

and/or result in unexpected higher costs over time.  The operative concept of the service agreement 

negotiated with the County was to maintain the 2011 level of patrol staffing in the Police 

Department.  As a result, the agreement funded 18 commissioned officers, the same level of 

officers the City employed in 2011. 
 

The projected net cost savings to the City during the first year of a contract for police services, 

with the same level of patrol officers then funded in the City’s Police Department, was estimated 

at $354,234.  Cost savings through the contract derived primarily from efficiencies in the 
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administrative functions of police services.  However, for the initial years of the agreement there 

were higher start-up costs (primarily for new vehicles and their future replacement).  The 

projected costs showed that in years four and five of a five-year term the City would begin to see 

savings that would be more significant.  Year five of the five-year agreement projected a savings 

of $696,275 in comparison to the projected costs of a continued, stand-alone City Police 

Department. 

 

The agreement provides a lieutenant in the County command structure as the City’s Police Chief.  

An administrative sergeant serves as the department’s second in command.  The Chief is 

required to respond to direction from the City Manager, as long as that direction is not in conflict 

with SCSO policy or state law, as well as being under supervision of the SCSO command 

structure.  The Police Chief is directly selected by the City Manager.  In 2011 this was 

accomplished with the assistance of City Council/citizen and management staff interview panels, 

who recommended the selection of Lt. John Flood.  Lt. Flood was appointed as Chief in January 

2012 and has continued to serve in this capacity for the full five years of the agreement.  The 

City retained three non-commissioned City employees—two records clerks and a Community 

Services Officer—to continue working within the Police Department and under dual supervision 

of the Chief and City Manager. 

 

The contract also provides for a simple and quick means to replace any of the County personnel 

without any required stated cause.  All County personnel wear City of Snohomish uniforms and 

patches (with SCSO badges) and all marked vehicles are distinctly identified by vehicle graphics 

as “City of Snohomish Police.”  These unique City-marked uniforms and vehicles provide a 

sense of community identification.  The City has options during the term of the agreement to 

increase or decrease the number of personnel provided under contract.  In January 2014, the City, 

in collaboration with the Snohomish School District, added a School Resource Officer to the 

contract.  The costs of this position are shared, with the School District paying for the position 

during the school year (about 75 percent of the year) and the remaining costs for summer months 

paid by the City. 

 

The ILA with the County also provides for special SCSO services as needed, including K-9 

patrol (although K-9 patrol is also a current contract position), hostage negotiations, SWAT, 

bomb disposal, sex offender registration, dive team, reserve deputy support and volunteer 

community crime prevention.  Evidence management is also a SCSO responsibility under the 

contract. 

 

ANALYSIS: The components of the ILA are straightforward regarding costs of personnel, 

vehicles and various operating expenses (see Attachment B for detailed proposed costs for 2017-

2021).  The 2012-2016 agreement included an annual cost escalator of 3 percent designed to 

account for inflation in operating expenses and the increased costs of personnel who are 

represented by labor agreements that specify annual cost-of-living increases and salary step 

increases.  The agreement for 2012-2016 also included a $6,000 annual credit for the use of the 

City-owned Police Station at 230 Maple Avenue. 

 

Comparative Costs of Proposed Agreement: The attached spreadsheet (Attachment B) 

provides the detailed costs of each component of the service contract as proposed for 2017-2021.  
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Without any change to levels of services, total annual costs would increase from $2,701,071 in 

2016 to $2,752,178 in 2017, a 1.9 percent increase. 

 

As with the 2012-2016 agreement, an annual 3 percent cost escalator is included for each of the 

five years of the proposed new agreement.  However, a few key changes are noted.  The first 

agreement included credits for the transition of City vehicles and equipment to County use.  

These credits do not apply for a new contract.  Key changes reflected in costs in the first year of 

the proposed new five-year agreement include: 

 The annual credit for use of the City’s police facility on Maple Avenue is increased from 

$6,000 a year in 2016 to $9,500 for each of the new agreement’s five years, 2017-2021; 

 The 2017 operating costs of vehicles for personnel have increased over 2016 costs, per 

the following: 

o Lieutenant (City Chief), from $9,886 to $10,183 (3 percent increase) 

o Detectives, from $9,886 to $10,183 each (3 percent increase) 

o Sergeants and Deputies, from $14,138 each to $14,562 each (3 percent increase) 

 Phones, personal computers and Information Services costs are increased from $117,558 

to $121,087 (3 percent increase) 
 

Most other elements of the proposed agreement for the 2017-2021 also reflect an increase of 

approximately 3 percent in 2017 from current year costs. 
 

Staffing and Services:  The initial ILA with the SCSO called for 18 Commissioned law 

enforcement positions.  This level of staffing provided the police department with the ability to 

maintain the same level of staffing in the patrol division for 2012 as was present at the end of 2011.  

In addition, the City agreed to pay 100 percent of the cost for the first year of keeping a full-time 

School Resource Officer (SRO) at Snohomish High School.  This was a $167,754 expense the City 

deemed appropriate to maintain the safety and security of the children and staff at Snohomish High 

School.  The traditional SRO funding model across Snohomish County is for the school district to 

fund 75 percent of the SRO cost and the law enforcement agency to fund the remaining 25 percent.   

The City informed the Snohomish School District of their desire to change to a traditional SRO 

funding model at the start of the 2012-2013 school year.  The Snohomish School District was not 

in a position to meet this funding model so the decision was to eliminate the SRO from the ILA 

with the SCSO.   

 

The Snohomish School District went without a dedicated SRO at Snohomish High School for the 

2012-2013 school year.  During that school year, any law enforcement needs at the high school 

were directed to 9-1-1 with the understanding that response times to the school would be 

dependent on current call load in the City at the time of the call.  After being without an SRO for 

one school year, the Snohomish School District entered into negotiations for bringing back a full-

time SRO under the traditional funding model of 75 percent school district and 25 percent City and 

in January of 2014 Snohomish High School once again had a dedicated SRO.  This change resulted 

in a cost savings of one Deputy position for one year.  When the position was reinstated, the 

original cost proposal from the SCSO was in effect but the final financial impact was slightly 

reduced because the school district was picking up 75 percent of the cost of the SRO position.   
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The initial two years of the ILA with the SCSO provided for no employee movement outside of 

any administrative reasons.  This language provided for the continued consistency of employees 

working in the City of Snohomish without having to manage the annual shift bid assignment 

traditionally experienced within the SCSO.  At the start of the third year of the ILA, the contract 

was opened up to all employees of the SCSO with the opportunity to exercise their office seniority 

and bid annually for a specific patrol shift in the City.  The bid created movement at the Police 

Department and introduced some new personnel to the City.  The personnel who bid into the City 

brought with them a variety of experience and maturity.  That skill set is well received by the 

citizens of the City as they continue to provide praise and compliments for the outstanding work 

being done.  The contract is now open to all on an annual basis or when there is a vacancy as a 

result of a promotion or movement to other assignments in the SCSO by Deputies assigned to the 

City of Snohomish.   

 

The final change to the ILA since the start in 2012 was the reclassification of the Administrative 

Sergeant position.  Originally the position had been created in the same fashion as the patrol 

deputy positions.  This created the challenge of having that position possibly change every year as 

a result of the bid process.  Since this position serves a dual role of Deputy Chief and Detective 

Sergeant, having consistency in the position was of great value.  In 2013 this position was 

reclassified from Sergeant to Specialty Assignment and allowed for a selection process to take 

place so the Chief would have input into who would be assisting with the direction of the 

department.  The added cost of reclassifying this position would be an additional 3 percent 

specialty pay.  

 

This organizational makeup of the Police Department is as follows: 

 

Chief of Police (1) 

Deputy Chief / Administrative Sergeant (1) 

Patrol Sergeants (4) 

Patrol Deputies (8) 

Patrol K9 Deputy (1) 

Patrol Canine (1) 

Detectives (2) 

School Resource Deputy (1) 

 

Total Commission Personnel = 18 
     
Performance: There is no objective performance data or study that directly compares services 

under the previous stand-alone City police model to the current SCSO ILA.  However, 

impressions drawn from citizens appear to indicate a high level of satisfaction with current law 

enforcement services. The April 11, 2016, report for the Strategies 360 citizen opinion research 

conducted for the Open Government process indicated that “the City receives high marks for 

public safety”  from residents. This is the most objective indicator the City has regarding public 

perception of the City’s existing law enforcement services.  Staff has highly positive impressions 

of responsiveness, service levels, and the quality of personnel provided under contract. 

 

The SCSO ILA has provided the City with the ability to eliminate personnel matters as they 

pertain to the commissioned positions in the police department.  Those responsibilities are now 



DISCUSSION ITEM 2 

City Council Workshop  5 
June 21, 2016 

the responsibility of Snohomish County.  This reduction in human resources has enabled the City 

to combine two previously separate positions, Human Resource Manager and City Clerk, into 

one combined position because of the significant work load reduction.  This realignment of job 

responsibilities has resulted in improved performance within the City organization. 

 

A final area of improved service is response times to emergency calls.  This comes as a result of 

deputies who are assigned to the surrounding unincorporated area near the City are now using 

the Snohomish Police Department for their administrative duties.  Having these extra resources 

in the community, at no additional expense, allows the police department to respond quicker with 

greater resources because they are able to draw upon the personnel working in the police 

department when they need extra help with emergency calls.  

 

Potential Future Service Changes: If the Council wishes to consider augmenting the agreement 

to add new personnel or make other service improvements in the future, several options are 

available. A few options and estimated costs are described below. Please see attached 

PowerPoint slides (Attachment C) for additional details. 

 

Patrol Supervisors: 

 Change the designation of the four City of Snohomish Patrol Supervisors (Sergeant) 

from regular duty to Specialty and add an additional 3 percent specialty pay to the 

Sergeant positions.   

o Costs (Specialty pay for 4 Sergeants):  

 Year one - $17,128 

 Five years - $90,993 

Additional Supervision 

 Upgrade four deputy positions, one from each crew, to Master Patrol Deputy [MPD].   

o Costs (Upgrade 4 Deputy positions to MPD): 

 Year one - $26,513 

 Five years - $140,760  

Additional Deputies—Solution #1 

 Add 1 additional Deputy 

o One Deputy $169,403 year one 

o One Deputy $848,691 five years 

 Add 2 additional Deputies  

o Two Deputies $338,806 year one 

o Two Deputies $1,697,382 five years  

Additional Deputies—Solution #2 

 May or may not include annual and/or five-year costs of 1 or 2 additional Deputies as 

shown above as options for Solution #1 

 Would primarily require changing working hours of graveyard shift Sergeant 

 

Budget Capacity: As Council is already aware, staff is currently projecting a future structural 

imbalance for the City’s General Fund budget and that in 2018-2019 the ending Fund balance 

could dip below current Council policy.  As Council review of options is likely to extend into 

late 2016 or early 2017, there has been no strategy adopted by Council at this time to resolve this 

structural imbalance.  The County Council has approved a 2/10
th

 of 1 percent public safety sales 
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tax ballot measure for the August 2 Primary Election ballot this year.  This revenue would be 

shared with all County cities and would provide the City’s General Fund an estimated $223,000 

annually if approved by the voters.  This amount would be sufficient to cover the City’s recent 

increases in criminal justice costs, which amount to approximately $183,000 for 2016 compared 

to 2014 costs.  However, the additional revenue would only provide $40,000 to the General Fund 

in excess of these increased criminal justice costs and would not be sufficient to fund significant 

new law enforcement services, let alone eliminate the projected structural imbalance.  

Comparatively, a 1/10
th

 of 1 percent City-only public safety sales tax, if proposed by Council and 

approved by voters, would generate $330,000 annually for public safety expenses. However, the 

Council has not taken steps to place such a ballot measure before City voters. The 

recommendation of staff is that Council not add new services to the ILA with the County unless 

an identified and sustainable source of funding is available to support those costs.  The ILA 

provides the City with flexibility to add or remove positions and services with notice and cause   

as desired during the term of the agreement. 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN REFERENCE:  Not applicable. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council REVIEW the Interlocal Agreement for 

Police Services along with proposed 2017-2021 costs and DIRECT staff regarding the 

objectives of negotiations for a new agreement. 
 

ATTACHMENTS:   
 

A. Adopted 2012-2016 Interlocal Agreement for Law Enforcement Services 

B. Spreadsheet of Proposed ILA costs for 2017-2021 

C. Slide show handouts 
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ATTACHMENT A 
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ATTACHMENT B 
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ATTACHMENT C 
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