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February 9,2004 

OFFICE OF THE SHERIFF 
MONTEREY COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

FEB : 1 2004 

The Honorable Terrance R. Dl~ncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
Monterey County 
North Wing, Room 318,240 Church Street 
Salinas, Calif. 93901 

Judge Duncan: 

This response is in reference to the findings and recommendatians of the 2003 Monterey County 
Civil Grand Jury's Final Report. The Grand Jury's Report listed four Findings and two 
Recommendations for the Monterey County Sheriffs Office. Only the first two Findings require a 
response. 

]Finding #1: The jail is overcrowded. 

The Shertfs W c e  amees with this finding. The Board of Corrections rated the jail for 813 
inmates. Tke inmates count wus 1142 on 2-5-04. The average daily population for the year 2003 
was 1040 inmates. Though the jail presently has 1335 available be& the diferent class@cations of 
inmates makes if very dzfimlt to safely house that number. ?he number fourfinding of the Grand 
Jury Report states: "Despite the Jail overcrowding, b~dget  constrakts, and the reduced 
complement of correctional oflcers (Deputy Shedfs), the Jail is  being managed adequately. " 

Finding #2: The high cost of houshg in Monterey County contributa substantially to the 
Department staffing problems. Recruiting is adversely effected, When presently employed 
Department personnel have difiiculty in flndhg adequate housing for themselves and their 
families in Monterey County, they tend to seek new employment in departments where pay is 
higher or in locations with lower housing costs. Staff turnover and shortages contribute to 
other Departmental management problems." 

The Sher$f's Ofice amees with this jnding. With the present budget constraints there is no funding 
available do address this issue. 

Mike KmaWs, §heB - Coroner - Public A d m i r ' s  Oflice 
(83 1) 755-3700 14 14 Natividad Road, S a l k ,  C A 93906 www.oo.mon&erey~caddmiff 
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The Grand Jury's Recommendations are as follows: 

Recommendation #I: A supplementary housing allowance program, similar in concept to the 
City of Seaside's program for its law enforcement employees, should be investigated 
cooperatively by the Sherifffs Department staff and the County Administrative Officer's staff. 
The results of this joint investigation should be presented to the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors as part of an ''affordable housing" plan to insure recruitment and retention of 
critical County employees. 

The Sherzfs Ofice understands that this recommendation will not be implemented because there is 
no funding crvuilable. This is also one of my recommendations in my ten-year Strategic Plan. I 
support this recornmendabion hut with the lack of funding in both the Sherzrs Ofice and the County 
Adm inistrutors Ofice budgets, this recommendation is not femible at this time. 

Recommendation #2: A prisoner overcrowding relief program shodd be developed 
cooperatively by the Sheriffs Department staff and the County Administrative Officer's staff 
and presented to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors for funding in the next budget. 

The Sheriff's Ofice has not yet implemented this recommendation, but it will be implemented in the 
future. The Sherzrs C@ce is working collectively with the Criminal Justice Partners Committee to 
put together such a program. In addition the Sherafs Ofice is also developing an inmate release 
program us purt of their fiscal yeur 04/05 budget proposal to the Board of Supervisors. This 
program wou M involve several dzflerent release options including: 

Penal Code Section 4018.6, which is a three-duy eurly release program that can be 
implemented by the Sherzff 
Section 4024.1 PC, an accele~.ated release that allows inmates to be released as much as 
thirty-days early, but requires authorization by the Presiding Judge 
Section 853.6 PC $hat authorizes the O.R. (Own Recognizance) release of most 
in isdem eanor arrests 
Sectio~t 30 74 PC governing the County's Sheriff Paraole Program that guides and authorizes 
the supervised release ofsentenced inmates. 

Other than the O.R. optton all of these sections allow only the release of sentenced inmates. An 
additional alternative would be the O.R. release of "lightweight" f e h y  inmates. Arrest charges 
that would quality us "lightweight" include, bud are not limited to, the following: 

Pettytheftwithaprior666/#84PC, 
Battey on a peace oflcer 2#3(B) PC 
Threuts of Violence 422 PC 
Burglary 459 PC 
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Carving a concealed weapon 1202S(A) (1) PC 
Several contro Iled substances charges 
Driving Under the Influence with up to three prior co~victions, etc, 

The Office of the Sheriff looks forward to the opportunity to continue to work with the County 
Administrative Office to fwrther satisfy and meet the 2003 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury's 
Final Report's Findings and Recommendations. If any further information is needed please feel 
free to contact me at 755-3751, 

Sincerely, 

yd(&- 
Mike ~analakis 
S heriff-Coroner 
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E W H  JOHNSEN 831 883-7570 
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1200 Agua"t0 Road, Sulte 001 bM11 755-5055 
Monferey, E . ~ t o m ~ a  93840 , e-mail: lstr ~t5@co.mooterey.ca.us 

February 25,2004 

The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
Monterey County 

, North Wing, Room 3 1 8,240 Church Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Dear Judge Duncan: 

Attached are the responses of our governing body, the kIonterey County Board of Supervisors. to the 
findings and recommei~dations in the Montzrey County Civil Grand Jury's 2003 Final Report dated 
January 2,2004 as required by Sections 93 3 and 933.05 of the California Penal Code. 

Response to the findings and recommendations in Section 1 2, Workforce Investment Board, will be filed 
under separate cover. 

The Monterey County Board of Supervisors approved the attached responses on February 24,2004. 

Louis Calcagno d 
Chair, Monterey County Board of Snpewisors 

LClad 

Attachment: Response to Findings & Recolnmendations 
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MONTEREY COUNTY SHENFF'S DEPARTMENT 

FTNDING #I: The Jail is overcrowded. 

RESPONSE: Agree. The Board of Corrections rated the jail for 8 1 3 b a t e s .  The inmate count was 
1 1 42 on 2-5-04. The average daily population for the year 2003 was 1 040 inmates. Though the jail 
presently has 13 3 5 available beds the different classifications of inmates makes it very difficult to safely 
house that number. The number four finding of the Grand Jury Report states: "Despite the Jail 
overcrowding, budget conshaints, and the reduced complement of correctional officers (Deputy 
Sheriffs), the Jail is being managed adequately." 

FINDING #2: The high cost of housing in Monterey County contributes substantially to the 
Department stafGng problems. Recruiting is adversely effected. When presently employed Deparhent 
personnel have difficulty in finding adequate housing for themselves and their families in Monterey 
County, they tend to seek new employment in departments where pay is higher or in locations with 
lower housing costs. Staff turnover and shortages contribute to other Departmental management 
problems. 

RESPONSE: Agree. With the present budget constraints there is no funding available to address this 
issue.. 
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Monterev County Sheriff's Dcnartment 
RESPONSE TO RIECOMMENDATIONS by: Sheriff's Department monterev Countv Board of 
Supervisors) 
[As required by Section 933,OSIb) CaIifornia Penal Code] 

RECOMMENDATION #I: A supplementary housing allowance program, similar in concept to the 
City of Seaside's program for its law enforcement employees, should be investigated cooperatively by 
the Sheriffs Department staf f  and the County Administrative Officer's staff. The results of this joint 
investigation should be presented to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors as part of an "affordable 
housing" plan to insure recruibnent and retention of critical County employees. 

RESPONSE: The S hexiff s Office understands that this recommendation will not be implemented 
because there is no finding available. This recommendation is included in the Sl~eriff s Office ten-year 1 %- - 
Strategic Plan. This recommendation is supported but with the lack of funding in both the Sheriffs 
Office and the County Administrators Office budgets, this recommendation is not feasible at this time. 

RECOMMENTATION #2: A prisoner overcrowding relief program should be developed 
cooperatively by the Sheriffs Department st& and the County Administrative Officer's s t d F  and 
presented to the Moi~terey County Board of Supervisors for funding k the next budget. 

RESPONSE: The Sheriffs Office has not vet implemented this recommendation, but it will be 
implemented in the future. The Sheriffs Office is working colIective1 y with the Criminal Justice 
Partners Committee to put together such a program. In addition the S herif77 s Office is also developing 
an inmate release pro gram as part of their fiscal year 04/05 budget proposal to the Board of Supervisors. 
This program would involve several different release options including: 

P d  Code Section 40 1 8.6, which is a three-day early release program that can' be implemented 
by the Sheriff 
Section 4024.1 PC, wn accelerated release that allows inmates to be released as much as thirty- 
days early, but requires authorization by the Presiding Judge 
Section 853.6 PC illat authorizes the O.R. (Own Recognizance) release of most misdemeanor 
arrests 
Section 3074 PC governing the County's Sheriff Parole Program that guides and authorizes the 
supervised release of sentenced inmates. 

Other than the 0.R. option dl of these sections allow only the release of sentenced inmates. An 
additional alternative would be the O.R. release of "lightweight" felony h a t e s .  h e s t  charges that 
would qualify as "lightweight" include, but are not limited to, the following: 

Petty theft with a prior 6661484 PC 
Battery on n peace oficer 2431B) PC 
Threats of Violel~ce 422 PC 
Burglary459PC 
Cmying a conceded weapon 12025(A)(l) PC 
Several controlled substances charges 
Driving Under the Influence with up to h e  prior convictions, etc. 



Response to 2003 Grand Jury Report 
February 24,2004 

Page 4 

MONTEKEY COUNTY PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION DEPAKTMENT 

FMDING #I: Reorganization changes have been implemented and are having positive effects: 
(a) The establishment of two Management Specialist positions to oversee the implementation of the changes 

in Department process was instrumental .in the speed with which the reorganization was accomplished. 

RESPONSE: Agree. Both positions may be eliminated due to budget decrease. 

FINDING #1 Ibl: The Planning and Building Inspection Department has established specific policies in 
the customer service area, i.e., customer calls are to be returned within 24 hours, customer service goals in 
the permit center include a maximum 1 5 -minute wait and 20 minutes to process a building p a n i t  
application. An Ombudman position was established in December 2002, and most recently, a Citizen 
Complaint process that provides timely follow-up with the wmpIsint. 

RESPONSE: Agree. 

F'INDING #I Ic) : Significant improvement in data management has been realized by implementing 
department-wide access to four new software programs (Permit Plus, Advantage, Questys and Arc-IMS .) 
Another program, Velocity Hall (on-line permits), has been implemented for 20 types of Permits 
(website: http ://www. co .monterey .ca.us/pbi). 

RESPONSE: Agree. 

FINDING #1 (d): By creating a Personnel Analyst position, the approved position vacancy rate has 
dropped fiom 29% to 1 3 %. 

RESPONSE: A p e .  The position has been eliminated as part of the budget reduction since the position is 
no longer essential due to very limited hiring during the M g  freeze. 

FINDING #1 (el: Building inspectors are now providing next day inspections for 98% of inspection 
requests. They conduct inspections of 95% of all reports of building code violations by the end of the next 
day. 

RESPONSE: Agree. As Inspectors take op the burdm of plan checking to help meet decreased budget 
goals impaction turn around time may increase. 

FINDING #2: The Planning and Building Inspection Department has established a communication 
process to insure consistency of policy interpretation by both management and staff through weekly 
meetings that include training and presentatioils by specialists on teclmical issues, and updating the staf f  
website regularly with any newly adopted policies or procedures. 

RESPONSE: Agree. 



Response to 2003 Grand Jury Rcport 
February 24,2004 

Page 5 

Continued ... MONTEREY COUNTY PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION 
DEPARTMENT 

FINDING #3: The Planning and Building Inspection Department has developed a plan titled 
"Preliminary Goals / Initiatives FY 200312004" for continued improvement, yet it lacks the specific 
nliltstones and accountability to insure that improvements will be achieved and changes will be 
sustainable. 

RESPONSE: Agree. The milestones have been added and attached as a response to  the Grand Jury 
Recommendations. 

FINDING #4; A Citizen Complaint Policy was inaugurated in June 2003. Complaints regarding an 
employee's demeanor or departmental procedure can be made in writing using a complaint form or may 
be made orally by phone. Complaints received are entered and tracked using software designed for that 
purpose. 

RESPONSE: A p e .  

FINDING #5: In reviewing complaints received this year the Grand Jury found that there were acts and 
omissions made by both sides, which inhibited effective commuzication and resolution of the problems. 

RJ3SPQNSE: Agree, The Planning and Building Inspection Department is working to assist the 
appIicant to better respond to our requests and have staff more clearly explain the requirements. 

F'INDING #6 : Some high profile complaints, which are referred to the Department by. the Board of 
Supervisors or the County Administrative Officer (CAO), are assigned to ern Ombudsperson. These 
matters generally quire  interdepartmental consultation, or involve departmental policy/process 
breakdowns. 

RESPONSE: Agree. The Ombudsman position has been eliminated. The Director and Assistant 
Directors now handle the tasks. 

FINDING #7: The Zucker Interim Report recommendations for a cross-training program and creation . 
of a Combined Inspector classXication have not been implemented. 

RESPONSE: Partially agree. See response to Recommendation #4. 
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TIITLED: Monterw Countv Planning and -. . Building -- - Inspection 
Department 
WSPONSE TO RECOMMF,NDATIONS by: PIanning and Building Inspection Department 
monterev Countv Board of Sueervisors) 
[As required by Section 933.05@) California Penal Code] 

RECOMMENDATION #I: Tl~e Planning Department should add target dates witb milestones and 
accountability to the "Preliminary Goalshitiatives FY 200312004" plan to  improve service. The Board 
of Supervisors, as well as the County Adminisbative Officer, should review the progress and timeliness 
achieved under the plan. 

RESPONSE: Agree. The recommendation .has been i,mplemented. See attached document 
'Preliminary Goalsfitiatives N 200312004'' and the additional reports that monitor the productivity of 
the department. (ATTACHMENT A) 

RECOMMENDATION #2: The County Administrative Oficer, as well as the Board of Supewisors, 
should consider some budget actions, other than the across the board reduction approach currently in 
use, to insure illat continued and sustainable timely improvements are made in this department. 

RESPONSE: Partially agree. The Board of Supervisors will set priorities but public safety and health 
are likely to be a higher priority. Efforts will be made to retain improvements to the degree possible. 
The P l h g  and Building Inspection Department is being reduced to one permit center and reorganized 
to become more eficient while introducing permit process change to simplify the process to allow a 
smaller department to continue to serve the public at an acceptable service level. 

RECOMMENDATION #3: The Citizen Complaint Policy of the Planning Department (June 2,2003) 
is too new for this Grand Jury to evaluate, The CAO ' s staff should make an initial year evaluation 
report on the Citizen Complaint Policy to the BOS by July 1,2004. 

RESPQNSE: Agree, The report will be made by Jdy 1,2004. 

RECOMMENDATION #I: The Zucker Report recommended changes to the Building Inspection 
Department to address what they described as a need for a cross-training program. See discussion in 
Finding 7 above. This change package is currently with the County Administrator's OfIlce, and it 
should be implemei~ted and funded promptly. 

RESPONSE: Disagree. III January 2003, the Planning and Building Inspection Departnlent hired 
Assistant DirectorlChief Building Official Brian Washko. Based on Mr. Washko's review and 
recommendation, the P l h g  and Building Inspection Department elected not to move forward with 
the recommended "Combined Inspector" program. 
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COUNTY BUDGET DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

FINDING #I: The computer program fox budget and financial reporting in the Auditor-Controller's 
Department is inadequate for that Department's responsibilities. Colnpletion of an upgrade of software 
and hardware is not scheduled until August of 2005. 

RESPONSE: Agree. Budget development at the County is supported by two separate systems: (I) 
County' s core fmancial system (AFIN), from American Management Systems (AMS), and (2 )  County 
developed custom software. The two systems are poorly integrated, collectively do not have the features 
to support performance budgeting, and grant and capital project budgeting, and are poorly integrated 
with other County systems such as the payroll system, whose data base includes position data required 
for budget development. 

The replacement of these two systems was targeted for August 2005. The target replacement date was 
driven by two major factors: (I) support for the core financial system vendor, AMS, was scheduled to 
end due to the obsolescence of the s o h e  used by the County, and (2) the scheduled completion of a 
county-wide HR/Payrol replacement project. 

County budget issues have forced the postponement of the replacement projects for the County's payroll 
system, core financial system, and County developed custom s o h a r e  associated with budget 
development. County budget issues necessitate the following immediate actions for these mission 
critical systems: (1) coiltinued license and support of the existing payroll system, (2) continued license 
and support of the existing core fmancid system and County developed custom sofhvare, and (3) 
County evaluation of dtematives to replace, or outsource these systems. 

FINDING #2: Monthly budget reports comparing budget to revenues and expenclitures are 
cumbersome and difficult to interpret. 

RESPONSE: Partially agree. Two factors can contribute to the interpretation difficulties: ( I )  the report 
layout and (2) system features, The report layout is part of the delivered software. The report layout 
can be modified, but significant improvements are not achievable. The system features that support 
budget development and tracking budget versus actual expenditures I revenues can constrain reporting 
of budget development and budget tracking. Interpretation difficulties attributable to system features 
cannot be addressed until the systems are replaced. 

FINDING #3: Budget &ports are reviewed for accountability differences (variations from plmed 
spending) month1 y in the County Administrator's Office, and a report is prepared quarterly for review 
by the Board of Supervisors. 

RJBPONSE: Agree. 
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Continued ... County Budget Development Process 

FINDING #4: Some Departments are developing performance objectives and gods and including this 
i n f o d o n  in their budgets. This procedure develops the information necessary to determine efficiency 
and effectiveness of the operations of the Department, including cost areas. 

RESPONSE: Partially agree. Performance goals and objectives couldn't be defined within the 
Department's current systems. Therefore, performance measurements, to the degree they are calculated 
and reported by departments, are performed outside the Department's e w  systems. This implies 
that other "shadow" systems are used to define, capture actual amounts and calculate these performance 
measures. 

FINDING #5: Overall, the 2003-2004 budget was comprehensive, informative and readable. 

RESPONSE: Agree. 
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GMND JURY FIPJAL REPORT TITLED: Countv Budget Development Process 
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Auditor-ControIler lMonterw Countv Board of 
Supervisors) 
[As required by Section 933.05(b) CaIifornia Penal Code] 

RECOMMENDATION #I: Funds must be allocated to accelerate the installation of more up-to-date 
computer programs for the accounting and budget reporting programs in the Auditor-Controller' s 
Department. 

RESPONSE: Partially agree. Tlie County's core financial system and County developed, custom 
software associated with budget development need replacement. The County's core fmancid system 
vendor, American Management Systems (AMS), has announced plans to suspend support in July 2005, 
for the County's current system due to pxoduct obsolesctnct. 

The new software needs to provide the County with the features necessary for adequate f m c i d  
reporting and control. The new software forms the underlying foundation for effective and efficient 
business processes necessary to transform the cwent, manually intensive business processes. Finally, 
the new s o h e  must form the foundation to &end the County's business processes to the Internet, 
and improve citizen, vendor and employee interaction with the County, 

The County Counsel is currei~tly reviewing legal action to force continued maintenance of these 
systems. No funds have yet been allocated for replacements. 

RECOMMENDATION #2: The county's fiscal year begins July 1. The County should revisit the target 
completion date for the installation of new software and hardware witl.l the god of moving the targd date to 
May 2005 or sooner rather than August 2005. 

RESPONSE: Disagree. Due to the County's budget issues, replacement projects, rather than 
acceIexating, will be postponed. The Auditor-Controller has formed a committee of department heads to 
examine all the options associated with the replacement of the County's payroll, core financid and 
custom budget sohare .  The County's due diligence will include a cost I benefit analysis of each 
alternative and the service leveIs I risks associated with each altematlve. Each alternative will include 
any changes in required County resource levels. 
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COWNTY AUDIT OF FJNANCIIAL SYSTEMS 

FINDING #1: The County audited Financial Reports for tile year ended June 30,2002, complied with 
the new GASB-34 accounting standards. 

RESPONSE: Agree. The County of Monterey distributed GASB 34 compliant statements for the first 
tine, for the year ended June 30,2002. Proforma GASB 34 compliant statements were prepared for 
internal use, for the year ended June 30,200 1, but not distributed. The year ended June 30,2001 also 
saw the County of Monterey prepare it's fxst Coinprehensive Annual Financial Report containing a 
substantial amount of additional information beyond the f na3.1cial reports previously issued by the 
Coullty, 

FXNDING #2: While tl~e final CPA Audit Report was issued Marc11 13,2003, due to the need for 
additional information from Natividad, the corrected audited Financial Statements for the County was 
not avaiIable until April 15,2003. 

RESPONSE: Agree. Clmging conditions at the hospital required additional disclosure and revisions 
by the outside auditors to the original report issued March 13,2003. 

FINDING #3: The statistical information added by the County to the Financial Statements did not 
always agree with the audited statements. Upon request, responsible officials did provide logical 
explanations for these differences. 

RESPONSE: Agree. Several cl~anges to the original financial statements issued by the outside auditors 
were not made to the statistical information sectioi~ of the revised financial statements. 

FINDING #4: This was an unusual year with drastic reductions in revenue and other problqms that 
diverted the attention of many of those involved in administration. 

RESPONSE: Agree. The difficult situation faced by public hospitals and local government in the State 
of California has caused many complications ia preparing the mud Comprehensive Financial Report. 

FIND1 NG #5: To produce and organize the financial and budget data essential to the performance of its 
Department responsibilities, the Auditor-Controller's Department is dependent on obsolete software 
systems, which are inadequate for t h e  requirements. Tl~e upgrade of the current system's hardware and 
software is not scheduled for completion until August 2005. 

RFSPONSE: Agree. As of the t ime of the Grand Jury's review this was accurate. Currently, however, 
the belief is that the upgrade will not be completed by August 2005. 

FINDING #6: Natividad is audited as a separate entity. However, it currently is under the complete 
fiuancial supervision of the Board of Supervisors. 

RESPONSE: Agree. NMC is an enterprise fund and is thus subject to different accounting rules and 
methods than the rest of Monterey County. 
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GICAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: County Audit of Financial Systems 
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Auditor-Controller (Monterev Countv Board of 
Supervisors~ 
[As required by Section 933.050) California Penal Code] 

RECOMMENDATION #1: A definite date should be established for the audited Financial Statements 
repart to be available, no later than the middle of November for a fiscal year ending on June 30, sooner 
if possible. 

RESPONSE: Disagree. Fieldwork for the County's outside audit is done the second week of October 
(the earliest field work date of any of the counties done by the County's outside auditors). Draft 
statements are available early November and it takes about 3 0 days to review, revise and prepare the 
County's MD&A, Transmittal Letter and Statistical information. The County's current goal is to have 
final statements ready to be printed in early December and fuul statements ready for distribution 
available by December 3 1 st. The Government Finance Officers Association (the reviewer of 
Government Finance Statements) believes statements should be available by December 3 1 '' for years 
ending June 3 0 ~ .  While circumstances outside the Auditor Controller's control have prevented this 
from occurring the last two years, having statements distributed by December 3 ls' is a reasonable 
expectation, 

RECOMMENDATION #2: Authors of Monterey County Financial Reports should prepare statistical 
information needed ahead of time ahd footnote or add additional explanation as needed. While the final 
CPA audit report was issued March 18,2003, due to the need for additional needed information from 
Natividad, the corxected audited financial statements fox the County were not available until April 15, 
2003. 

RESPONSE: Agreed, this is already done every year. The only problem with doing the statistical 
information ahead of time can be found in Finding #3, that is the information changes up till the final 
statements are issued. Upon completion of the outside audit report it takes several weeks for us to 
receive, review, add the remainder of the report and have them printed by Graphics. Last year covers 
had to be reprinted because of the revision adding time to the process. 

RECOMMENDATION 413: Include Natividad' s financial report in the County's m c i d  statements. 

RJlSPONSE: Agree. Natividad is an enterprise fund apd its financial statements are included as part of 
the County's f m c i d  stateinents . 

RECOMMENDATION #4: Accelerate h e  installation schedule for the proposed new data system 
from August 2005 to April 2005, to allow for its use in the fiscal year ending June 3 0,2005. 

RIESPONSE: Agree, The Auditor-Controller believes this is desirable, however due to County 
financial i sms it appears unlikely that the new system will be implemented even by August 2005. 
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NATIVIDAD MEDICAL CENmR A CRISIS IN GOVERNANCE 

FINDING #1: A BOS appoiiltee to the Board of Trustees is not required to have any specific medical, 
legal, or f m c i a l  or administrative knowledge. 

RESPONSE: Agree. 

FINDING #2: BOS appointments to the Natividad's Board often arc driven by considmations of social 
standing, race, or political impact, rather than needed skills which the appointee could contribute to the 
Natividad govemmce. 

RESPONSE: Disagree. The Board of Supervisors has sought to represent the communiy, users and a 
public perspective on the Board of Trustees. The composition is under review by the Board of 
Supervisors. 

FTNDMG #3: The Natividad Board no longer has authority to act, nor bas it previously appeared to 
act, in a mamet consistent with a Board role. 

RIESPONSE: Partially agree. The Board of Trustees no longer has the authority it exercised 
previously, but changes in the Board's role were made to comply with state law. 

W I N G  #4: The BOS listoricdly rubber-stamped actions from Naiividad wit11 little oversight, i.e., 
items frequently were part of the Consent Agenda and not carefulI y reviewed. 

RIESPONSE: Disagree. Based on earlier legal opinions, many items did not come to the Board of 
Supervisors but were determined by the Board of Trustees. Questions regarding the legality of h t  
process several years ago resulted in conformance of the hospitals practices with state law and wid2 
standard County practice. The Board has never rubber-stamped recommendations and has carefully 
reviewed EaMC items since they began being placed on the Board of Supewisors agenda. 

FINDING #5: The BO S is not adequately informed, and cannot be due to the demands made by their 
positions as Supervisors, nor do they have the requisite knowledge to effectively run Natividad. 

RESPONSE: Disagree. The Board of Supervisors is not expert on any individual professional field in 
County government. Their jab is not to second-guess medical, engineering or legal advice provided by 
their staff. They are however charged with assuring the public is represented in the management of all 
activities funded with taxpayers' money. 

FINDING #6: The current process of review of all economic actions taken at Natividad is 
cu~~bersome, counterproductive nild intficient. 

RESPONSE: Agree. The process is required however until the financial condition of the hospital is 
s tabi la .  
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Continued ... NATIMDAD MEDICAL CENTER A CRISIS IN GOVERNANCE 

FINDING #7: The BOS expanded eligibility for free (MIA) medical care in 1988 and 1989. 

RESPONSE: Disagree. The Board of Supervisors did not expand MLA care. The hospital evolved into 
providing a level of uncompensated care not authorized by the Board. The expansion of care has bean 
reversed and the MIA program now complies with Board resolutions from the past and currently. . 

FTNDING #8: The BOS has not reimbursed Natividad for the cost of that expanded coverage. 

RESPONSE: Disagree. The Board of Supervisors has provided the resources necessary for Natividad 
to operate and at substantial General Fund cost. 

FINDING #9: Natividad has absorbed $17.5 million in cumulati& unfounded program expenses since 
1994. 

RESPONSE: Disagree. The MIA Program was not specifically W e d ,  but the lasses were made up 
by cash advances from the General Fund. The operations of Natividad were not reduced to meet these 
expenses. 

FINDING #lo: Natividad failed to collect over $1 milfion mual ly  due to ineffective or incomplete 
financial data gathering during patient intake procedures. These problems include: failure to establish 
patient identity, fdure to identify patients' insurance coverage, if any, and failure to collect appropriate 
co-pay fees from patients prior to discharge. 

RESPONSE: Agree. Steps have been taken to minimize incomplete and inaccurate financial data 
acquisition from patients and to collect co-pay fees w h m  appropriate. 

F'INDING #ll: Natividad's training and supervision of personnel responsible for collecting co- 
payments and insurance data has been ineffective. 

RESPONSE: Agree. Steps to hnprove the training and supervision have been implemented 

FINDING #la: There has been no centralized purchasing and contract authority. 

RESPONSE: Agree. This was the case, but dl purchasing and contract authority over $3 00 now, has 
been centralized. 

FINDING #13: Procedures aqd responsibility for ensuring the proper accounting coding of medical 
services provided have been ineffective. 

RESPONSE: Agree. This problem is being addressed and corrected. 
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Continued . . . NATIVIDAD MEDICAL CENTER A CNSIS IN GOVERNANCE 

FINDING #14: While the average age of accounts receivable has been reduced in the past year, a 
requirement for regular periodic reporting to Natividad's managenlent and the BOS could serve to  
as& that attenti& to &is area remains focused. 

RESPONSE: Agree. 

FINDING #15: Natividad's strategic plan is not supported by the operational components such as 
information technology, purchasing, and labor. 

WSPONSE: Disagree. The strategic plan will be regularly reviewed by the Board and supported as 
appropriate. 
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Natividad Medical Center A Crisis in Governance 
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Natividad Medical Center (Monterev Countv Board of 
Supervisors) 
!As requircd by Section 933.05(b] California Penal Code] 

RECOMMENDATION #1: Tl~e Board of Supervisors should immediately enact a form of governance 
for Natividad which provides appropriate independence from the County in order to allow Natividad to 
competitively seek out professional staff without the County restrictions. 

RESPONSE: The Board is reviewing all governance options. 

RECOMMENDATION #2: The day-to-day operations of the hospital must be left in the lmds of 
professional hospital management. The hospital must be m pursuant to sound business and financial 
practices. 

RESPONSE: This is being done at the present tinie. 

RECOMMENDATTON #3: All involved levels of governance (hospital management, Board of 
Trustees, CAO, and BOS) must agree on and support a mission for the hospital and on the specific 
means of its implementation. 

RESPONSE: There is at present an agreed upon mission statement and the budget as adopted serves as 
the specific means of its implementation. 

RECOMMENDATION #4: The Board needs to develop a system whereby key components of its 
long-range strategic planning process are carefully monitored and managed so that operational activities 
link to the strategic plan. 

RESPONSE: The Board does tie specific activities to its strategic plan and staff will review 
strengthening this activity. 

RECOMMENDATION #5: The Board must be comprised of persons with a high level of expertise in 
one or inore areas relevant to the management of the hospital; e.g., medical, busii~ess, financial, 
administrative, etc. 

RESPONSE: The Board of Supervisors is considering a restsucture of the Board of Trustees as part of 
the 60-day review of the hospital. 

RECOMMKNDATION #6: Appointments to the Board sl~ould not be based on political affiliation, 
ethnic, or deinograpl~ic consideratjoi~s. 

RESf QNSE: Board appointments may be restricted by expertise under a restmcture if that appears 
warranted at the close of the review. However, seeking diversity and the perspective of hospital 
customers is recognized to  have value. 
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Continued ... 
GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Nwtividad Medical Center A Crisis in Governance 
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Natividad Medical Center IMonterw Countv Board of 
Sunervisorsl 
[As required by Section 933.05@) California Penal Code] 

RECOMMENDATION #7: The Board should continue to implement programs to retrain personnel on 
patient intake procedures, identification of patients and their insurance coverage. The Board should 
instill an understanding that the coIlection of some contributory payment from all patients is essential to 
the continuing financial health of Natividad. 

RESPONSE: The Board is and will continue to stress collection as a means to  retain hospital services. 

RECOMMENDATION #8: The Board should designate a specific administrator who will be 
responsible far monitoring the progress of the improvement and intake procedures and establish a 
regular schedule for reportitlg progress to senior Natividd management and to the B o d .  

RESPONSE: The new CEO d l  be charged with monitoring progress on hitake and billing procedures, 

RECOMMJENDATION #: The Natividad CEO should establish a more effective system for assuring 
that all medical services are correctly coded and reported on a current basis. 

RESPONSE: A revenue optimization committee has been established which meets weekly to monitor 
the revenue cycle process. As a result of this committee's ovasight functions, coding errors as a cause 
for delayed or denied claims has been reduced significantly. 

RECOMMENDATION #lo: The Natividad CEO should establish a redar  reporting schedule for the 
Chief Financial Officer to report on: 

a) The current status of accounts receivable and efforts to reduce the age of accounts; 
b) The continuing success of using an outsource collection agency. 

RESPONSE: The CFO reports monthly to the CEO, the Board of Trustees and the Budget Committee 
of the Board of Supervisors on the status of accounts receivable and the results of the outsourced 
collection agency. 

RECOMMENDATION #11: The Natividad CEO should formalize the position of Purchasing 
Manager, and establish clear procedures ensuring the manger's control over purchases for Natividad. 

RESPONSE: Clear procedures governing purchases have been developed and hplanented. 
Pur~ha~ing remains the province of General Services except for emergency item. A strong Materials 
Manageinent system, which covers receipts, payments, distribution, and control of goods and services, 
needs to be maintained. 

RECOMMENDATION #12: The BOS should fully fund the MIA program. 

RESPONSE: With the reductions in MIA eligibility and benefits, the MIA program for 2003-2004 is 
fully funded by the BOS. 

r + 
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INTERNAL AUDITS BY AUDITOR CONTROLLER 

FINDING #I: St&ng of internal auditors is below what is needed. 

RESPONSE: Agree. This area has been cut to the bare bones due to ,budget constraints and other 
priorities. 

FI[NDING #2: The internal auditing function is a needed and important function of the Auditor- 
Controller's Office. Currently Monterey County has the lowest ratio of internal auditors for any county 
of its size. Concurrently, the County has the l&l~est ratio of hotels per capita in the entire state, with the 
exception of San Francisco. 

RESPONSE: Agree. The revenue generated from Transient Occupancy Tax audits alone offsets the 
cost of half the illtm~al audit division. 

FINDING #3: The auditing function of the TOT is needed in an ongoing basis and has been 
demonstrated to be a revenue-producer. 

RESPONSE: Agree. 

FINDING #4: The Auditor-Controller recognizes that it is essential that all departments are reviewed 
on a regular basis (for good business practices and fmsu~cial responsibility). 

RESPONSE: Agree. Staffing is currently not adequate to carry out tl'lis review process. 

FINDING #5: The Auditor-Controller acknowledges that "operational audits" can improve the 
effectiveness of aII departments wl~ei~  performance measures are developed and the internal audit 
compares the operations against these performance goals. 

RESPONSE: Agree. The Auditor-Controller would like to staff the division in a manner to provide 
resources to perform regular operational audits. 
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Internal Audits by Auditor-Controller 
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Audito~ControIler (Monterev Countv Board of 
SupervisorQ 
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Pend Code] 

RlECOMMENDATION #1: Increase staffing of internal auditors. 

RESPONSE: Agree. When funding is available this would be a wise use of Cwunv h d s .  

WCOMMENDATION #2: Develop an auditing program for review of all departments on a rotating 
basis. 

RESPONSE: A p e .  F e n  adequate resources are available, the Auditor-Controlla plans on 
implementing such a program. 

RECOMMIENJl ATION #3: Continue developing performance measures for all departments and 
combine operational audits of performance with regular h t d  audits. 

RESPONSE: Partially Agree. Performance measures should be developed by each department in 
conjunction with their analyst fiom the CAO's office. When resources allow the Auditor-Controller will 
include such performance measure review when performing operational audits. 

RECOMMENDATION #4: Continue auditing the TOT, as needed in the unir~corporated areas. 
Comider encouraging other cities to audit this Tax, and possibly some plan could be worked out with 
these cities to have the County do this for proper consideration from the cities. 

RESPONSE: Agree. This has been done with some cities and will continue to be explored whenever it 
makes economic sense. 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA: A Regional Problem Requires 
a Regional Solution 

FIBDING #1: The lack of aordable housing is among the most serious problems facing Monterey 
County and the Monterey Peninsula in particular, 

RESPONSE: Agree. As documented in detail in both the 2004 Annual Housing Report and in the 
recently adopted Housing Element, the lack of affordable housing continues to be one of the most 
critical issues facing Monterey County. Residential building activity has dropped significantly while the 
cost of housing collthues to rise. Less than 23% of the households living in the County can afford to 
purchase the median priced home. The vacancy rhte for rental housing is exbemeIy low. Very little 
rental housing is being constructed and housing for special needs populations continues to be in short 
supply relative to the demand. 

FINDING #2: Political, economic, social and environmental considerations often interfere with the 
achievement of reasonable affordable housing goals. 

RESPONSE: Agree. In pursuing affordable housing it is important tibalance housin& social, 
economic, and political considerations in a way that promotes sustakble urban communities. 

The County Board of Supervisors is responsible for establishing land use policy guiding the direction 
and timing of new growth, In pursing this objective, the new dr& Monterey County Genera1 Plan 
provides that new housing is best achieved by focusing growth in designated areas like Fort Ord and 
Casboville. This approach ensures that futwe homeowners and renters have access to a full range of 
community amenities, environmental impacts are minimized, and proj ect/commullity economics are 
maximized. Further, the current residents have an opportunity to participate in the comwFity planning 
process to ensure that new housing is achieved based on local perspectives and input. 

FINDING #3: Affordable l~owinghome ownership is critical to the economic and social health of 
Monterey County. 

RESPONSE: Agree. A recent survey of employers in Monterey County indicates that lack of safe, 
decent, and affbrdable housing is beginning to &ect the economic and social health of Monterey 
County for the following reasons: . 

a Over occupancy of housing in existing neighborhoods is placing increased pressure on available 
service delivery and infkstructure. 

a The cost of available housing provides a si@cant disincentive to new businesses looking to relocate 
to the Monterey County Area 

Existing businesses are finding it increasingly dificult to retain and attract qualified workers due to 
the lzigh cost of housing. 

Traffic coilgestion is increasing as workers relocate to more affordable areas in order to find 
affordable housing units. 
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Continued . . . AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON THE MONTEMY PENINSULA: A Refianal 
Problem Requires a Re~ional Solution 

FINDING #4: The mount of revenue cities receive k m  residential and cominercial real estate is a 
critical consideration in their decision-making process in supporting increased leveb of 
affordablelworkforce housing. Without soma formula for revenue sharing, those cities with land 
available for development (e.g., Seaside and Maritla) may be forced to choose market-rate housing and 
commercial development over increased levels of affordable housing in order to insure that there is 
sufficient continuing income to provide essential hhstmcture and ongoing public services to both old 
and new development. 

RESPONSE: Agree. The fiscal consequences of-growth and development is an issue of growing 
concern, particularly in this period of increased budgetary consequences. Staff of the Fort Ord Reuse 
Authority estimates that afTordable/wo~kforc~ housing results in a local revenue shortfall some where 
between $400 - $900 ap~ually per unit. As such, significant incentive exists for all local land use 
j yisdictions to pursue commercial, industrial, and high end housing in order to alleviate the fiscal 
burden of new growth and help balance projected budget deficits. 

FINDING #5: Affordable housing thresholds in the range 30% to 50% are achievable. 

RESPONSE: Disagree. The County Board of Supervisors h ~ s  established policy encouraging projects 
with high levels of affordable housing. It is important to note, however, &at the economic feasibility of 
affordable housing must be considered on a case-by-case basis. Economic analysis of the proposed East 
Garrison Specific Plan indicates that high levels of affordable housi~g will have a negative impact on 
the economic fwsibility of the project. Historic preservation, environmental, and seiuicdinfrastructure 
requirements of the site create siwcant project costs, not encountered in "greenfield" development 
projects. 

FINDING M; The trust f h l  mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could si@cmtly 
contribute to fostering cooperation behveen cities with different economic makeup, and help make 
affordable housing available to those increasingly priced out of the market. 

RESPONSE: Agree. Creation of a countpide Community Housing Trust (CHT) could provide an 
effective mechanism to promote regional cooperation and provide funds for housing projects. As noted 
in the FORA staff report of January 9,2004: 

"The primary purpose of the CHT will be to solicit funds and provide the expertise and 
mechanisms that will help achieve workforce housing, with ancillary benefit to affordable 
housing efforts, as well as other projects accessible to mixed income brackets. The CHT will 
primarily provide a -cia1 structure to accumulate and leverage funds, to assist individual 
home buyers by providing first and S P C O ~ I ~  deeds of trust, interest rate write downs, gap 
fmmchg, and other approaches, whether for programs, projects, or jurisdictions." 
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Affordable Housing on the Monterev Peninsula: A 
Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution 
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Housing & Redevelopment Board of Supexvisors 
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code] 

RECOMMENDATION #1: Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue 
their individual efforts to' meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current housing element plans 
to provide their "fair share" of the countywide need for additional affordable housing. 

RESPONSE: The County Board of Supervisors has initiated efforts to implement this 
recommendation. In October 2003, the Couaty Board of Supervisors approved a new Housing Element. 
The document provides a long-term strategy designed to encourage the creation of new housing. The 
2004 h u a l  Housing Report includes a detailed strategy designed to move the policies and programs of 
the Housing Element into action. The document provides the following priorities to be accomplished in ' 
2004. 

CREATE NEW HOUSING 

Facilitate the preparation of land available for new housing construction to serve the residents 
and workforce of Monterey County through the current community plaxlnitlg and specific 
p l h g  efforts. 
Work to reduce barriers to new housing production by identifying and implementing changes to 
existing regulations and processes that are redundant, unnecessary, or ineffective. 
Implement an affordable housing developer incentive program, facilitate infrastructure 
improvement efforts7 rezone property to allow the densities and housing types appropriate to 
achieve affordable housing, and implement an aBordable housing overlay program to 
specifically assist projects that meet the County's housing needs. 
Work in parherships with housing providers to help finance and build new multi-family rental 
housing to serve very low and low-income households. 
Work in partnerslip with private market developers to i m p l a n t  mixed income and mixed use 
projects in target community growth mas, including: Boronda, Castroville, Paj aro, and Fort 
Ord Redevelopment Project Areas; Rancho San Juan Community Planning Area; San Lucas, 
Chualm, and Las Lomas community areas; and City growth areas. 
Encourage the use of innovative mechanism to facilitate project implementation, achieve high 
levels of affordability, and ensure long-tern affordability, such as the efforts of the Fort Ord 
Reuse Authority (FORA) to create a countywide Community Housing Trust. 

MAXWIME HOUSING OPPORTUNITES FROM EXISTING HOUSING STOCK 

Facilitate the presuvation, rehabilitation, and access to existing housing units to maximize 
opportunities for affordable housing within the existing housing stock. 
Promote the redevelopment of existing substandard upits to address housing deficiencies. 

SPECIAL NEEDS HOUSING DEVELOPRIENT 

Promote new or renovated housing for specid needs populations inchding housing for farm 
workers, service workers, disabled, seniors and other very low income populations who require 
specialized types of housing not typically provided by the private housing marlcet. 
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Continued . . . 
GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Affordable Wousine on the Monterev Peninsula: A 
Rerional Problem Requires a liepional Solution 
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Housin~ & Redcvelo~m en t (Board of Sunervisorsl 
[As required by Section 933.051b) California Penal Code] 

RECOMMENDATION #2: Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels though increasing 
the percentage of Inclusionary Housing Requirements, by creating specialized developer incentives, and 
by developing funding sources. 

RESPONSE: The County Board of Supervisors has initiated efforts to implement this 
recommendation. The County was the first local jurisdiction in Monterey County to increase the 
requirement for inclusionary housing to 20 percent. Furthermore, in 2003, the County initiated efforts to 
prepare a program to encourage the development of l~ousing affordable to the County's workforce 
population. The primary collcept behind the program is that the level of development incentives should 
increase as the level of affordability in a project increases. In November of 2003, the Board of 
Supervisors identified two "'Pilot Projects" that are intended to "test" the program implementation 
concept and tailor specific development and funding incentives to be included in the program. 
Information provided as part of the project evaluation process will be used to fu~alize the recoinmended 
program in 2004. 

In 2003, efforts were also initiated to formalize the "Affordable Housing OverIay" program, which is 
intended to be incorporated into the General Plan Update. The program has been structured l o  be a 
voluntary option for properties determined to be physically suitable for higher density affordable 
housing that are close to employment centers. The purpose of this program will be to encourage the 
development of affordable housing in areas that have a shortage of housing relative to jobs. Projects that 
are comprised of 100 percent affordable units priced to be commensurate with the wage levels of the 
area will be allowed specific development incentives and assistance. Projects meeting the specified 
criteria may also be dlo wed to proceed in advance of providing regional and sub-regional infrastructure. 

RECOMMENDATION #3: In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism inust be 
established to spread the economic costs of developing additional affordable housing in tl-lose areas 
where land for such development is available. If cities with growth opportunity are to choose affordable 
housing over other options that would provide them with greater revenue streams, they must be 
compensated by the shifting of funds from other areas. 

RESPONSE: See response under Recommendation #4. 

RECOMMENDATION #4: Review the recommendatioils from the Fort Ord Reuse 
AffordablelWorkforce Housing Study by The Clark Groups and aggressively pursue the sources of 
funding in the recomm~el~dations. For example, a regional housing or convnunity trust fuild could 
provide a significant opportunity for such collllnunities as Carlnel, Mollterey and Pacific Grove to 
contribute meaningfidly to finding a solution to high priced 11ousing on the Peninsula. Community trusts 
would provide a mechanism whereby cities with land for development and those without would have a 
way to cooperate on an ongoing basis to achieve goals that all agree are in the interests of the entire 
Peninsula region. 
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Continued . . . 
GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Affordable Housing on the Monterev Peninsula: A 
Regional Problem Requires a R e ~ o n a l  Solution 
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Housing & Redevelopment [Board of Supervisors) 
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code] 

RESPONSE: As a member agency of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, the Cou11ty of Monterey has 
participated in the deveIoprnent and hnplementation of housing initiatives included in Recomlnendations 
No. 3 and No. 4. 

The Board of Directors of .the Fort Ord Reuse Authority recently adopted policies to encourage 
collaboration among local land use jurisdictions adopted and has also approved the establishment of a 
Community Housing Trust to help ince~ltivize the housing production process. The County Board of 
Supervisors is committed to wol-king with FORA and County-wide land use jurisdictions to move these 
activities into implementation in 2004. The following information lists the reconmendations adopted by 
the FOIL4 Board on fhis important issue area: 

"Direct the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FO'RA) Administrative Committee to recommend to the 
Board additive language to the (Fort Ord Base Reuse PladMmter Resolution Chapter 8) 
Consistency Determination evaluation process for measuring compliance with the 1997 adopted 
Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan JobsLHousing balailce provisions. l i ~  making its recommel~dation to 
tl-le Board, the Administrative Cormnittee shall include measures that provide flexible targets for 
tile percentage of below market housing, over the affordable housing commitment required, to be 
provided as a match with expected jobs. 
"Adopt the following language: It is the policy of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority that the 
redevelopment and conversion of the lands of the former Fort Ord shall be carried out so as to 
provide significant and permment aordable and workforce housing opportunities for those 
persons who live and work in the Mollterey Bay Region (the tri-county area). 
"Adopt the recommendations of ChaRG (Community Housing and Resources Group) regarding 
affordability income ranges. 
"Tlmt the FOlU Board review forms of fiscal relief to the former Fort Ord Iand use jurisdictions 
where increased affordable and workforce housing over the state mandated or city adopted 
minimum standards is encouraged, The FOIL4 Administrative Committee will recommend 
forms of fiscal relief to the FORA Board of Directors for consideration. The fiscal consequences 
to jurisdictions of individual projects proposed during the life of the Workforce Housiilg Special 
Project will be considered essential when analyzing the feasibility of that project. 
"11at the Board adopt the following policy: The Fort Ord Reuse Authority, subject to State of 
California fair housing and other statutory requirenleilts, supports the JobsiHousing balance 
requirements of the 1997 adopted Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP) by encouraging that 
residential for-sale units constructed or oflcrtd for rent on Ule lands of the former Fort Ord be 
offered some form of first priority for rental or sale to individuals who currentIy live in or work, 
or are recruited to work, in the Monterey Bay Region. Furher, if any such residential unit is 
resold or is subsequendy rented, it would be also encouraged that such residential unit again be 
offered some form of first priority to individuals who then currently live, work, or are recruited 
to work, in the Monterey Bay region." 
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HAVE WE IGNORED THE PROBATION DEPARTMENT? 

FINDING #1: No County Probation Department in the State of California has ever been decertified 
because its Juvenile Hall facility did not meet Title 24 standards. 

RESPONSE: Agree. 

FINDING #2: Decertification could result in an estimated cost of $1 0 million in the fiscal year 2003- 
2004, which includes cost for staffing, transportation, and housing, etc. 

RESPONSE: Partially agree. Decertification would result in significant additional costs, but the $1 0 
million estimate is h i ~ h  based on our current year experience. For fiscal year 2003-04 the County 
allocated approximat& $1.5 million for the additional costs of housing youth at other facilities. 

FXNDXNG #3: To retain State certification, the Motlterey County Board of Supervisors (BOS) was 
required to  provide a letter of intent to correct the Juvenile Hall building defects. 

MSPONSE: Agree. 

FXNDING #4: The Probation Department originally proposed that the County consider several offers 
by wmpanies to build s facility for the County and lease it back on a 30-year 'clease-to-p~ha~e'' plan. 

.I 
RESPONSE: Agree. 

FINDING#: In 200 1, the CPO requested pemission, by memorandum to the County Administrative 
Office, to apply for the State Department of Correctiom construction fundihg for a new Juvenile Hall. 
The funding would have provided 75% of the cost of building a new facility and required only a 25% 
match from the County. The County opted not to apply for this h d i n g  since the required 25% 
matching funds were allocated for other projects. This option is no longer available. 

RESPONSE: Agree. This was a decision mutually decided by the CAO and the Chief Probation 
Officer. 

FINDING #6: A recent survey - summer 2003 - of the Juvenile Hall structure by the County resulted 
in a report recommending that the structure was repairable. 

RJ3SPONSE: Agree. 

FINDING #7: The repair schedule for Juvenile Hall now appears to be underway. 

RESPONSE: Agee. 
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Continued . . . HAVE WE IGNORED THE PROBATION DEPARTMENT? 

FINDING #8: The current situation in which the Chief Probation Officer is appointed by the Court, yet 
is paid by the County, as are his staff, is unique, and a result of recent legislation. This unique situation 
is one of the contributing factors to recent friction between the Probation Department and the County 
Administration, which resulted in the inability of the Probation Depmel l t  to place items on the agenda 
of the Board of Supentisors. 

RESPONSE: Partially agree. The relationship of the Chief Probation Officer to the County is unique 
and the fragmented oversight by the Courts and the County does create some issues. However, the 
Probation Department has not been prohibited by the County from placing items on the Board of 
Supervisors Agenda. 
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GRAND JURY FTNAL REPQRT TITLED: Have We Imored the Probation De~artment? 
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Countv Administmtive Office (Board of Snaewieors) 
[As required by Section 933.05@) California Penal Code] 

RECOMMENDATION #1: The BBS should assure that the Probation Department has necessary 
access to the Board's agenda. 

RESPONSE: The recommendation has been implemented in that aIf County departments, including 
Probation, have access to the Board's agenda. 

RECOMMENDATION #2: A Special Joint Committee of thee or five members should be established 
to review operations of the Probation Department on a monthly basis. Members would be selected by 
the BOS and the Court. 

RESPONSE: The tecommendation will not be implemented. The Board of Supervisors currently has 
two subcommittees reviewing the activities of the Probation Department. One is specifically focused on 
the repair of Juvenile Hall, and the other reviews the Departments budget. 

RECOMMENDATION #3: Grants to or funding for the Probation Department should be reviewed at 
the highest level of the County government to determine direction and need. 

RESPONSE: The recommendation has been implemented. The Board of Supervisors reviews and 
approves all grant and other funding to the f robation Department and a11 County Departments. 
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WORKFORCE INVESTMENT BOARD 

Response to this item will be provided and filed separately, 
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PRELIMINARY GOALS I-INlflATIVES FY 200312006 
(Please update and rank wAn the group and share raeommendatlons to Staff) 



CITY MANAGER 
440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone (831 1 899-6700 
Seaside, CA 93955 FAX (831 j 899-6227 

TDD (831) 899-6207 

March 29,2004 

The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
County of Monterey 
North Wing, Room 3 1 8 
240 Church Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Subject: Response to Grand Jury Findings 

Dear Judge Duncan: 

The City of Seaside is pleased to offer the following responses to the 2003 Monterey County 
Grand Jwy Report concerning Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula. 

1. The lack of affoxdable housing is among the most serious problems facing Monterey 
County and the Monterey Peninsula in particular. 

Rmponse: The City of Seaside agrees with this Finding. 

The lack of adequate affordable housing increases the cost of living for all residents in the 
County and makes recruitment of workers essential. to the local economy very difficult, 
On the Monterey Peninsula, employees working in the hospitality industry, medical 
services and public sector (includhg teachers, police oficers and firefighters) arc: 
hquently unable to find suitable housing which is close to their workplaces. 

2. Political, economic, social and environmental considerations often interfere with the 
achievement of reasonable affordable housing goals. 

Respome: X4e City of Seaside agrees with this Finding. 

The construction of aordable housing on the Monterey Peninsula is h a m p d  by 1) a 
lack of adequate land and water supplies for new housing; 2) a property tax system which 
does not provide adequate local government wmues from affordable housing to support 
the government services demanded by such housing; 3) resistance from some 
communities to providing a fair share of affordable housing; and 4) higher development 
costs. 



CITY MANAGER 
440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone (831 ) 899-6700 
Seaside, CA 93955 FAX (831 ) 899-6227 

TDD (831 ) 899-6207 

March 29,2004 

The Honorable Tmance R Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
County of Monterey 
North Wing, Room 3 18 
240 Church Street 
Sdinas, CA 93901 

Subject: Response to Grand Jury Findings 

Dear Judge Duncan: 

The City of Seaside is pleased to offer the following responses to the 2003 Monterey County 
Grand Jwy Report concerning Affordable Housing on the Monterey P&ula. 

RESPONSES TO FINDINGS 

1. The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing Monterey 
County and the Monterey Peninsula in particular. 

Response: i%s City of Seaside agrees with this Finding. 

The lack of adequate affordable housing increases the cost of living for all residents in the 
County and makes recruitment of workers essential to the local economy very difficult. 
On the Monterey Peninsula, employees working in the hospitality industry, medical 
services and public sector (includiq teachers, police officers and firefighters) are 
frequently unable to find suitable housing which is close to their workplaces. 

2. Political, economic, social and environmental considerations often interfere with the 
achievement of reasonable affordable housing gods. 

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Finding. 

The construction of affordable housing on the Monterey Peninsula is hampered by 1) a 
lack of adequate land and water supplies for new housing; 2) a property tax system which 
does not provide adequate local government revenues from affordable housing to support 
the government sewices demanded by such housing; 3) resistance h m  some 
communities to providing a fair share of d€ordable housing; and 4) higher development 
costs. 



Judge Terrance Duncan 
March 29,2004 
Page 2 

3. Affordable housinglhome ownership is critical to the economic and social health of 
Monterey County. 

Response: lXe Ciw of Seaside agrees with this Finding. 

City employees, teachers of Seaside schools and other critical employees are unable to 
purchase homes on the Monterey Peninsula Families are being separated as grown 
children move to less costly areas so that they can purchase a home. Difficulty in 
recruiting adequate numbers of employees essential to the Monterey County economy 
hampers economic growth. 

4. The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate is a 
critical consideration in their decision-making process in supporting increased levels 
of affordablelworkforce housing. Without some formula for revenue sharing, those 
cities with land available for development (e.g., Seaside and Marina) may be forced 
to choose market-rate housing and commercial development over increased levels of 
affordable housing in order to insure that there is sufficient continuing income to 
provide essential infrastructure and ongoing public services to both old and new 
development. 

Response: i%e City of Seaside agrees with this Finding. 

Having a strong economic base is essential to providing Seaside residents with 
comparable services and amenities that are presently enjoyed by other Monterey 
Peninsula communities. Most residential development does not produce adequate 
revenues (in the form of property taxes) to support the services demanded by its residents. 
As a result, cities such as Seaside must ensure that future development occurs in a 
balanced manner, so that sufficient revenues from commercial and visitor-serving land 
uses will be available to support current and future residents. 

5. Affordable housing thresholds in the range 30% to SO% are achievable. 

Response: Khis statement is incompIete. 

While housing developments containing 30% to 50% affordable units are achievable, the 
provision of this range of housing is not economically feasible without substantial 
government subsidies. This is particularly true with respect to development on lands 
within the former Fort Ord, due to the antiquated infrastructure which must be removed 
and replaced; the removal of old buiIdings which often includes the removal of hazardous 
materials; environmental mitigation measures; the requirement to pay prevailing wages; 
and the FORA Community Facilities District fees (which pay for regional infrastructure 
improvements, hbitat preservationlconsmation, and other regional benefits). 



Judge Terrance Duncan 
March 29,2004 
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The Economic Analysis of Below Market Rate Housing Report prepared by Bay Area 
Economics (BAE) for F O M  assumed that a minimum profit of 10 percent of 
deveIopment costs is needed for a project to be feasible. The BAE Study concluded that 
for projects with high development costs, a comprehensive inclusionary program with 50 
percent of all units selling at BMR (Below Market Rate) prices would not be 
economically feasible, yielding an overall loss of one percent on total development costs; 
a 40 percent incIusionary program within a high cost project would bareIy be considered 
economically feasible, with 10 percent of development costs (or 9 percant of sales 
revenue) and may cause developers to forego the project; and a 30 percent BMR 
inclusionary program may be economically feasible, returning a profit of' approximately 
19 percent of total development costs (1 5 percent of sales revenue). In order to make 
projects in the 30 - 50% range economically feasible, government subsidies will be 
needed to provide the incentives necessary to encourage private sector development of 
affordabIe housing. 

In sum, a more appropriate finding would read "Affordable housing thresholds in the 
range 30% to 50% are achievable, with substantial government subsidies." 

6. The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could significantly 
contribute to fostering cooperation between cities with different economic makeup, 
and help make affordable housing available to those increasingly priced out of the 
market. 

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Finding. 

The trust fund mechanism is one source of revenue which could provide the necessary 
subsidies to develop affordable housing. The City of Seaside has already agreed to 
commit an initial $100,000 contribution towards this housing trust fund. 

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue their 
individual efforts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current housing 
element plans to provide their "fair share" of the countywide need for additional 
affordable housing. 

Response: The Ci@ of Seaside agrees with this Recommendation. 

The City of Seaside is committed to continue to bring new affordable units into the City's 
housing inventory. All water allocations issued by the City for the construction of single- 
family units on small lots must be dead restricted as affordable. All new housing 
developments in the former Fort Ord area must provide affordable units so that there will 



Judge Terrance Duncan 
March 29,2004 
Page 4 

be an overall provision of 20% agordable units according to the m h  prescribed by 
FORA. In addition, the City is looking to require other new development within the 
older, developed portion of Seaside to also provide afirda ble units. 

2. Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through increasing the 
percentage of Inclusfonary Housing requf rements, by creating specia1fzed developer 
incentives, and by developing funding sources. 

Response: The City of Seaside ugrees with this Recommendation. 

Although there remain very few vacant parcels within the developed area of Seaside, the 
City is working to insure that as many as possible of the new units being built are 
restricted as affordable units. See the response to Recommendation #1 for more details of 
the City's affordable housing program. 

3. In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be 
established to spread the economic costs of developing additional affordable housing 
in those areas where land for such development is available. If cities with growth 
opportunity are to choose affordable housing over other options that would provide 
them with greater revenue streams, they must be compensated by the shifting of 
funds from other areas. 

Response: The City of Seuside agrees with this Recommendation. 

This regional problem can only be resolved by a regional approach. 

4. Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse AffordablelWorkforce 
Housing Study by the Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of funding 
in the recommendations. For example, a regional housing or community trust fund 
could provide a significant opportunity for such communities as CarmeI, Monterey, 
and Pacific Grove to contribute meaningfnlIy to finding a solution to high priced 
housing on the Peninsula. Community trusts would provide a mechanism whereby 
cities with land for development and those without would have a way to cooperate 
on an ongoing basis to achieve gods that all agree are in the interests of the entire 
Peninsula region. 

Response: me City of Seaside agrem with this Recommendation. Please see the 
response to Finding #6. 
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In the event that you need additional information regarding the City of Seaside's response, please 
contact me at 83 1-899-670 1. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel E, Keen 
City Manager 



24 March 2004 

The HonorabIe Terrance R. Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
Monterey County 
North Wing, rm 3 18,240 Church St. 
Salinas, CA 93901 

SUBJECT: 2003 MONTEREY COUNTY GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT 

Dear Judge Duncan: 

Contained herein are the required responses from the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea to the 
following sections of the referenced Report: 

Affordable Housing: on the Monterey Peninsula 

Prepared by Brian Roseth, Principal Planner; and 

Police Services in Monterev Countv 

Prepared by George Rawson, Chief of Police 

Very truly yours, 

Sue McCloud, Mayor 

Members of the City Council 
Rich Guillen, City Administrator 
Brian Roseth, Principal Planner 
George Rawson, Chief of Police 



AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA 
A Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution 

FINDINGS 

I .  The lack of aflordable housing is iiaaong the most serious problems facing 
Montetdry Cou~t ty and the Monttlrey Peninsula in particular. 

2 .  Political, economic, social and environmental considerubions often intetfere with 
the nchievenaent of reusonable affordable housing goals. 

3 .  Aflordable housing/home ownership is critical #o the economic a~zd social health 
of Mo~aterey County. 

4.  The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate 
is a critical consideration in their decision-makirig process in supparditzg 
increased levels of a~o~~dabldwor~urce  housing. Without some formula for 
revenue sharing, those cities with land available for development (e.g., Seaside 
and Marina) may be forced to choose market-rate housing and commercial 
development over increased levels of aflordable housing in order to insure that 
there is suflcient continuing income to provide essentiul inlfrastructure and 
ongoing public sewices to both old and new development. 

5 .  Aflordable housing thresholds in the range 30% ro 50% are achievable. 

6.  The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Reporf could 
signllficantly contribute to fostering cooperation between cities with H~jgTerent 
economic makeup, and help make aflordable housing avaiksble to those 
increasingly priced out of the murket. 

Response: City agrees with all six findings. Due to existing land use patterns, high 
housing demand (and costs), limited vacant land, and environmental constraints, the 
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea is faced with several obstacles to providing more housing of 
any kind, including affordable housing. Opportunities for the development of 
affordable housing, including infill development, the conversion of commercial uses to 
residential, and the addition of new residential uses above existing commercial space, 
will have to be actively identified and pursued, 



RECOMMENDATIONS: 

I .  Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue their 
individual eforts 50 meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current 
housing element plans to provide their ' ffair share" of the countywide need for* 
additionaf afurdahle housing. 

Response: This recommendation has been partially impIemented already and will be 
fully implemented through 2008. The City conducts the following ongoing efforts to 
implement its current Housing Element Programs. 

Provides housing rehabilitation assistance through inspec tion services. 
Promotes housing conservation 
Promotes conversion of R-l motels to single-family housing 
Promotes mixed-use development and provides floor area bonuses for 
affordable housing 
Prohibits condominium conversion of apartments to preserve rental housing 
Promotes a variety of housing types through General Plan policies and Zoning 
Ordinance regulations 
Seeks to remove infrastructure constraints 
Prohibits short-term, transient rentals and timeshares of residential dwellings 
Supports the shared housing program for seniors 
Revises density bonus ordinance to improve the way density bonus units are 
calculated 
Provides incentives to promote construction of second units 
Enhances flexibility of parking standards to encourage affordable housing 
Reduces planning fees for affordable housing projects 
Expedites processing of affordable housing projects 
Preserves assisted housing stock 
Promotes Section 8 rental assistance 
Supports the Zoning Ordinance which identifies zones that will allow homeless 
shelters and transitional housing, group homes, community care facilities and to 
ensure compliance with ADA. 
Continues to require energy conservation techniques and implement Title 24 
standards. 

2. Con tiuue ways to increase afordabk housing levels through increasing the 
percefltage of Incl~sionaty Hbusi~g requirements, by creating specialized 
developer irzcentives, and by developing&ndng sources. 

Response: The recommendation has been partially implemented by establishing 
affordable housing incentives. The City has chosen not to establish Inclusionary 
Housing requirements. Additional incentives will be created by 2008. The following 
Housing Element Programs are being implemented to provide incentives for 
construction of affordable housing: 



Pronram 4. Mixed-Use Development. The City's General Plan and Zoning Code 
allows for the development of new residential units on the second floor of all 
development in the commercial district. As an incentive, the Code has provided floor 
area bonuses of 5% to 15% for projects that include senior housing or affordable 
housing units for moderate, low and very low-income households. The City's 
experience with these incentives has shown that deveIopers opt for market-rate senior 
housing rather than income-restricted affordable housing. This does not aid in meeting 
the City's housing allocations. Therefore, in the newly adopted Housing Element the 
City is revising the floor area bonus provisions by deleting the incentive for senior 
housing and restructuring the bonus to favor low-income and very low-income units 
more than moderate-income units. Brochures will be prepared and distributed in 2004 
following the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance update that outline the City's floor area 
incentive as well as the density bonus incentive described below. 

Pronram 14. Density Bonus. The City has adopted its own density bonus ordinance to 
encourage the development of affordable housing. Residential development is 
permitted in the CownerciaI and Multiple-Family Districts at a base density of 33 
dwelling units per acre. A density bonus of up to 33 percent (allowing 44 dwelling 
units per acre) may be granted if a proposed project meets the specific requirements of 
State density bonus law. Revisions to the ordinance also clarify that a condominium 
development reserving 20 percent of the units for moderate income also gets a 25 
percent density increase. Despite the fact that State density bonus laws require density 
bonus provisions to apply only to housing developments consisting of five dwelling 
units or more, the City will continue to extend the density bonus provisions for a11 
residential developments regardless of the number of units proposed. The Density 
Bonus Ordinance has also been improved to aIIow the rounding up of fractions above 
0.5. This will allow more units on some properties. 

Pronram 1 2. Senior Housinsr. The Camel Foundation is a major nonprofit organization 
that assists senior citizens in the City. The Foundation o m s  and operates three senior 
housing developments in the City, providing affordable housing to 45 lower-income 
senior households. Norton Court is the only senior development that receives assistance 
from the City in the form of a $1 per year lease of the property; the remaining two 
developments (Trevett Court and Hazeltine Court) are completely financed with private 
donations. 

As part of the Housing Element update, the City met with the CarmeI Foundation 
regarding providing additional opportunities for affordable housing. The General Plan 
encourages the City to identify surplus sites that may be suitable for development as 
residential housing for seniors and/or low-income househoIds. On an annual basis, the 
City will consider the potential conversion of these sites for residential uses with 
preparation and adoption of the Capital Improvement Program. 



Program 13. Shared Housinq, Many seniors who would prefer to live independently 
resort to institutionalized living arrangements because of housing costs, security 
problems, loneliness, or an inability to Iive independently. Both the Alliance on Aging 
and Monterey County Housing Authority administer shared housing programs for 
seniors in Monterey County that assist seniors in locating roommates to share existing 
housing. This program often enables seniors to live independently for a longer time 
period. The City plans to assist this program to include wider distribution of 
information and improved referral services. 

By 2008, the City will seek to expand participation in both of the available programs by 
distributing informational brochures to the Carmel Foundation and displaying brochures 
at City Hall and other public buildings. Information may also be posted on the City's 
website. 

Program 15. Subordinate Units. The City's Municipal Code allows as a permitted use 
the creation of new subordinate units on lots of 8,000 square feet or greater to provide 
additional rental housing in the R-1 District to lower-income households. Based on the 
results of a survey administered in 2002 as part of the Housing Element update process, 
there are approximately 25 sites of 8,000 square feet or larger that did not currently 
have a subordinate unit and where the owners had indicated they would be interested in 
adding a subordinate unit. Another 20 property owners with sites that fit these criteria 
indicated they would be interested in adding a guest house. This represents a 
substantial portion of the adequate sites needed for moderate, low and very low-income 
households. 

Proposed revisions to the Municipal Code provisions on subordinate units clari@ that 
Class 4 (affordable) subordinate units are allowed as permitted uses. Incentives for the 
development of subordinate units include waiverlrcduction of certain fees, priority 
processing, and reduced parking requirements. The City will prepare a brochure to 
provide technical assistance to property owners by the end of 2004. 

Program 16. Reduced Parkinn Reauirements. The City has adopted lower parking 
standards for affordable and senior housing developments, particularly in the Central 
Commercial and Service Commercial districts. However, in surveys of commercial 
and residential property owners conducted in August 2002, lack of available parking 
and the City's parking requirements were routinely identified as a constraint to the 
development of additional housing in both residential and commercial districts. 

Proposed revisions to the Municipal Code enhance the flexibility of the parking 
standards by reducing the in-lieu fee, expanding the shared parking program to include 
residences, and reduced standards for moderate income units in addition to the existing 
reduced standards for low and very low income units. The proposed revisions also 
reduce parking requirements for affoxdable housing in the R4 (multi-family) and 
ResidentiallLimited Commercial districts from 1.0 spaces per unit to 0.5 spaces per 
unit. 



Program 17. Reduced Planning Fees. Planning fees help pay for personnel time, 
materials and other costs needed to process deveIopment permits. These fees frequently 
have the unintended consequence of increasing the cost of housing. To encourage the 
development of affordable housing, proposed revisions to the Municipal Code include a 
reduction in planning fees for projects that include an affordable housing component, 
The fee system will reduce planning fees in proportion to the percentage of affordable 
units. Staff will make the reduced planning fee program apparent to applicants during 
any pre-application meeting. 

Program 18. Expedited Processing Procedures. The permit processing and approval 
process tends to increase the cost of development. To help mitigate the cost of 
development, the City offers expedited review for projects that include affordable 
housing units. This program is helpful in reducing holding costs while processing the 
approvals necessary for plan check and building permit procedures. The specific 
procedures for fast-track processing of affordable housing projects are included in the 
City's Municipal Ccde. 

3. In recugnition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanisna must be 
established to spread the economic costs of developing additional affordable 
housing in those areas where land for such development is available. Ifcities 
with growth opportunity are to choose afordable housing over other options that 
would provide thein with greater revenue streams, they must be compensated by 
the shfling of funds from other areas. 

Response. This recommendation will not be implemented because it is not reasonable. 
During the City's Housing Element update public workshops, Planning Commission 
hearings and City Council hearings, the concept of a regional approach to affordable 
housing was discussed. Throughout these discussions, the City expressed its 
willingness to contribute and support this approach. However, according to the State 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), housing must be 
provided within a City's jurisdiction in order to apply towards its identified fair share 
housing need. Without some assurance that housing units created will be credited to the 
City in the next Housing Element update cycle, the City could be penalized by its 
participation in a regional program. Therefore, the City can support the spreading of 
economic costs of affordable housing development only when HCD changes its policy 
to create a practical incentive to such shifting of funds. 



4. Review the recommendations from the Ford Ord Reuse Afordab Ie Wori$or*ce 
Housing Study by the Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of funding 
in the reconarnendations. For cxample, a regional housing or communily trust 
fund could pp-uvide a sign@cant opportunity for such communities as Camel, 
Monterey and Pacij?c Graove to contribute meart ing fully to finding a solution to 
high priced housing on the Peniplsula. Communiv trusts would provide a 
mechanism whereby cities with land for development and those without would 
have a way 60 cooperate on an ongoing basis to achieve goals that all agree are 
in the interests qf the entire Peninsula region. 

Response: The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be 
implemented in the future with a timeframe for implementation. The City agrees 
to review the Clark Group study and consider the recommendations on sources of 
funding. 

Due to the City's relatively high per capita income and lack of blighted conditions, 
the City is not generally competitive in applying and receiving state and federal 
housing funds. Because of this, the City does not usually receive any public 
funding to implement housing programs. Instead, the City uses other methods and 
sources of financing to provide housing programs and services in the community. 
In addition to the City's general fund and staff time, the City cooperates with non- 
profit organizations such as the Alliance on Aging and the Carmel Foundation to 
provide assisted housing and other services to the community. The City continues 
to work successfully with these organizations, providing assistance such as a $ 1  
yearly lease of property to the Carmel Foundation for the Norton Court 
Apartments. The City also contributes funding to the Homeshare Program 
operated by Alliance on Aging, and referrals to this program are made as part of 
routine counter assistance at City Hall. Recently, the City also contributed 
hnding to the AIA Monterey Bay CONCEPTS competition-an event sponsored 
to develop innovative design ideas for providing affordable housing within the 
region and possibly bringing some of these ideas to fruition. 

Due to developers' ability to earn a high profit margin on projects built in Carmel-by- 
theSea, City staff is also able to negotiate with private for-profit developers to provide 
affordable units as a component of andlor in addition to the primary project the 
developer is proposing. The City will offer incentives, such as reduced fees or parking 
standards, andlor a density bonus in order to facilitate development of affordable units. 

The following table summarizes affordable projects built by both private for-profit and 
non-profit developers with the assistance of the City. 
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POLICE SERVICES IN MONTEREY COUNTY 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 .  The Grand Juty recommends the various police juPisdictions throughout 
Monterey County adopt a similar stadistical chart for review ofpublic safe0 
services. 

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be 
implemented in the near future. 

2. The Grand JUT recommends that the councils of the various incoporated cities 
review the statistical data charts produced by their respective police departments 
(see Recommendation I )  in assessing the city's budged. 

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be 
implemented with the adoption of Fiscal Year 2004105 budget (approx. July 
2004). 

3. The Grand Jury recommendr to each ciy to organize a task force to establish an 
aflordable housing assistance program. This issue directly efects the recruitment 
and retention of police oflcers in eve y police jurisdiction in the Counry of 
Mon terey. 

Response: The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not reasonable to 
the individual cities. In lieu of individual cities attempting to establish an 
affordable housing program, this effort might be better achieved by 
structuring a joint city task force; i,e. the Monterey Peninsula cities 
collaborating to seek strategies on how to implement affordable housing 
assistance programs for newly hired public safety personnel. 

4. The 2003 Grand Ju y recommends that this be the jrsb of$ve annual rwiews of 
comparative police sta$iPmg levels for each of the cities in Monterey Counv. 

Response: The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented 
with the adoption of Fiscal Year 2004105 Budget (approx. July 2004). 
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1) March 3,2004 

P The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
Monterey County 
240 Church Street 
Sallnas, CA 93901 

I Dear Judge Duncan, 

I At  their meeting on March 2, 2004, the City Councll of the City of Sand City 
gave consideration to their response(s) to the following sections of the 2003 
Report by the Monterey County Grand Jury: 

Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula 
Tab 11 I Tab9 

Police Services in Monterey County 

I The response to the Housing section was prepared by our Community 
Development Director, and the Police Services section was prepared by our 
Chief of Police. 

After revlewing these two sections and considering recommendations by the 
City staff, the Sand City Council approved the attached responses to the 
Findings and Recommendations of the above two sections of the Grand Jury 
Report. The City Council concurred with the responses as prepared by the 
two department heads. 

I As requested by the Grand Jury (and required by Sections 933 of the Penal 
Code), the City of Sand City is hereby submitting the attached responses to 
the 2003 Grand Jury Report. 

Police 
(X311 394-1451 1 FAX 

I 
bav id  K. ~endergrass C/ 
Mayor 



Grand Jury 2003 Findings & Recommendations* Re: Housing Crisis 

1. The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing Monterey 
County and the Monterey Peninsula in particular. - 

Sand Citv Resnonse: We agree. In recognition of this fact, the City recently rezoned a major 
portion of its industrial and commercisll area to "Planned Mix Use" allowing much more 
housing, and in particular rental housing. We are also embarking on providing water via a 
small desalination facility, the size approved in 1995 for the City of Marina. The State of 
California is strongly in support of our desalination project because the state recognizes that 
without an adequate water supply, there will be no housing. 

2. Political, economic, social and environmental considerations often interfere with the 
achievement of reasonable, affordable housing goals, 

Sand CiW Resaonsc: We agree. Sometimes neighborhood groups insist on having the same 
type of housing (e.g. single-family, detached market rate housing) built within or adjacent 
to their neighborhood. 

3. Affordable housinglhame ownership is critical to the economic and social health of 
Monterey County. 

Sand Citv Resnonse: We agree. Ever tried to get your stopped-up toilet fixed by a computer 
nerd? Plumbers, school teachers and other essential work force employees need a place to 
live close to their client base. 

4. The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate is a 
critical consideration in their decision-making process in supporting increased levels 
of affordable /work force housing. Without some formula for revenue-sharing, those 
cities with land available for development (e.g,, Seaside and Marina) may be forced to 
choose market-rate housing and commercial development over increased levels of 
affordable housing In order to insure that there is sufficient continuing income to 
provide essential infrastructure and ongoing public services to both old and new 
development. 

Sand Citv Response: We assume this statement to be true; however, we are not privy to the 
fiscal status of cities like Marina and Seaside. The City of Sand City is one of the few cities 
in the state that currently contribute significant tax revenue to its neighboring city (Seaside) 
as part of a revenue-sharing agreement between the two redevelopment agencies. Therefore, 
we are "ahead of the curve" on this concept. 

qr Grand Jury Findings and Recommendations are in bold print. 



5 .  Affordable housing thresholds in the range of 30% to 50% are achievable. 

Sand Citv Response: We will let the debate (and studies) on this issue continue prior to 
making a final judgement. What currently occurs under inclusionary housing is that 
percentages of "affordable" housing within a development are subsidized by the market rate 
housing, causing the market rate porlion of the development to be at a higher price than 
would otherwise be the case. One of the fears of increasing the percentage of below market 
rate housing above the 15 to 20 percent range is that housing production will shift to areas 
of the state where higher percentages do not exist, thereby allowing developers a better profit 
margin - and producing significantly less housing in housing deficient areas such as the 
Monterey Peninsula. 

6. The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could significantly 
contribute to fostering cooperation between cities with different economic makeup, and 
help make affordable housing available to those increasingly priced out of the market. 

Sand Citv Res~onse: There is not enough detail in the Clark Report regarding how the fund 
would work in Monterey County to give a definitive answer to this finding. However, 
providcd the fund were equitable among all cities, and that cities would get "credit" for 
contributing to the fund in accordance with state housing element law (the law would need 
to be amended), Sand City would be amenable to considering participation. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue their individual 
efforts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current housing element plans 
to provide their "fair share" of the countywide need for additional affordable housing. 

Sand City Response: Agreed. We have a state certified housing element, but we need an 
adequate watcr supply. Therefore, we are in the process of planning and building a 
municipalIy owned desalination plant to provide the water we need. Other than Sand City's 
water supply project, there are no regional plans to provide water that would allow for any 
residential growth on the Montcrcy Peninsula where Cal-Am is the water purveyor. 

2. Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through increasing the percentage 
of Inclusionary Housing requirement, by creating specialized developer incentives, and 
by developing funding sources. 

Sand Citv Response: The City of Sand City is entirely within a redevelopment project area, 
which, under state law, is required to have at least 15% of its housing developed at 
affordable levels over time. We are currently working with a developer of a redevelopment 
project to increase that level to 30%, with additional rcdcvelopment agency contribution. 



3. In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be established 
to spread the economic costs of developing additional affordable housing in those areas 
where land for such development is available. If cities with growth opportunity are to 
choose affordable housing over other options that would provide them with greater 
revenue streams, they must be compensated by the shifting of funds from other areas. 

Sand Citv Res~onse: Provided the development of a housing trust fund contribution was 
equitable, Sand City would consider participation. However, it would first, in our opinion, 
require a change in State Iaw that recognized housing credit within each jurisdiction's 
housing element, Also, for this type of mechanism to work effectively, the State of 
California will first need to get its fmmcial house in order and not continue to take money 
away from cities in times of financial mismanagement, 

4. Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse AffordablelWorMorce Housing 
Study by the Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of funding in the 
recommendations, 

Sand City Response: See response to item 3 above. This recommendation appears to be 
another way of saying the same thing as recommendation 3. We have reviewed the 
recommendations contained in the Clark report - more specifics are needed before we make 
a judgement on participating into a regional housing trust fund; and, the state of California 
will need to be cooperative in tcms of revising state housing law and revising its current 
policy of taking money away from cities in times of financial stress. 

It is interesting to note that redevelopment funding of housing opportunity has been 
recognized as the single-most effective means available to local government to provide 
needed housing and assist the development community. Conversely, in times of state 
financial trouble, the state always takes money away from redevelopment agencies, making 
them less effective toward that goal. 



January 22,2004 

To: 

From: 
Subject: 

Mayor Pendergrass and Members of the City Council 
Kelly Morgan --- City Administrator 
Michael Klein 
Response to the 2003 Grand Jury Report 
"PoIice Services in Monterey Counw 

The Monterey County Grand Jury prepared a report for the year of 2003. In that report a 
section dealt with "Police Services in Monterey County". This was in response to 
complaints being received by the Grand Jury regarding insufficient police officer staffing, 
specifically that some responses for emergencies wme slow. 

The Grand Jury's report provides a comparative data chart, which gives population ratio 
to police officers, as well as their respective base pay. The City of SoIedad has the 
highest ratio of population to officer with 1,684 residents to 1 police officer, and Sand 
City has the lowest with 27 residents to 1 police officer. The Counties average is 657.75 
residents to every police officer. 

These statistics are however deceiving as it pertains to Sand City. Since this city is the 
shopping and business center for the entire Monterey Peninsula, it draws a lot of people 
to Sand City. Our policing responsibilities are no different for residents than they are for 
those who may be conducting business in this community. 

In 1994 a traffic count suxvey was conducted (see attached memorandum) by the city 
with vehicle counters being pIaced at every entrance into the city. This survey was done 
for a 7-day period, which gave us a weekly total of 148,530 vehicles entering Sand City. 
This equates to a daily average of 2 I ,2 19 vehicles, I f  we factor 1.5 people per vehicle 
entering our jurisdiction, than our daily avcrage service population is 3 1,828 visitors1 
shoppers plus an additional 4,000 workers in Sand City (total 35,8284). This would 
make the smvice population to oficer ratio 3,583 to 1 during peak times. The Sand City 
Police Department organizes its patrol schedule to provide overlapping shifts according 
to our workload and service population. 

We are able to maintain a safe environment for both our residential and our service 
population. If we exceed our abilities to respond, we have a contractual agreement for 
policing support from the City of Seaside and an excellent police mutual aid response 
protocol. 



' City &a/tim 
211 HILLCREST AVENUE 

MAWINA, CA 9339 
TELEPHONE (831) a-1278 

FAX (831) W 9 1 &  

March 4,2004 

THE HONOWBLE TERRANCE R. DUNCAN 
PRESIDING JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR 
COURT OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
240 CHURCH STREET, ROOM 3 18 
SALLNAS CA 93901 

RE: 2003 Grand Jury's Report Responses 
Affordable Housing & Police Services 

Dear Judge Duncan: 

Thank you for fmarding the Monterey County Grand Jury Report to me addressing AfEordable 
Housing and Police Services. 

Attached are the Marina City Council's responses to each of the items to the Grand Jury's 
recommendations. 

Sincerely, 
A 

Ila ~ e t t d e - ~ c ~ u t c h o n  
Mayor 

\ 



City OB &hiha  
211 HILLCREST AVENUE 

MARINA, CA 93933 
TELFPHONE ($31) 884-1278 
Fe (#I) 384-91# 

I, JOY P. JLTNSAY, CITY CLERK OF THE CITY OF MARINA, CALIFORNIA, do hereby 
certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of RESOLUTlOlV NO. 200439 
ACCEPT.G REWONJ%S TO 2003 FlN54.L REPORT - MONTIUWY C O W .  GRAND 
JURY FOR W E  CITY OF M 4 W A  AND DIRECTNG THAT TIYE RESPONSES BE 
FORWARDED TO THE PRESIDMG JUDGE OF KHE SUPEIUOR COURT TERRANCE 
DUIVGUV NU U T E R  TWAN APRIL 1, 2004, approved by the City Council of the City of 
Marina at a regular meeting duly held on March 3 ,  2004 and that the original appears on record in 
the Office of the City Clerk. 

WITNESS MY HAND AND THE SEAL OF THE CITY OF MARINA 

Date: March 10,2004 



RESOLUTION NO. 2004- 39 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MARINA 
ACCEPTING RESPONSES TO 2003 FINAL REPORT - MONTEFSY COUNTY 

GRAND JURY FOR THE CITY OF MARINA AND DIRECTING THAT THE 
RESPONSES BE FORWARDED TO TME PRESIDING JUDGE OF THE 

SUPERIOR COURT TERRANCE DUNCAN NO LATER THAN APRIL 1,2004 

WHEREAS, the City received a copy of the 2003 Final Report - Monterey County Grand Jury, 
and; 

WHEREAS, the Find Report contained two items requiring attention by the City of Mkina 
consisting of review and written response. These items were "Affordable Housing on the Monterey 
Peninsula" ( " m m  A") and "Police Services in Monterey County" C'EXElBLT B"), and; 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to California Penal Code Section 933(c), the City of Marina is required to 
prepare written responses to these two findings and submit these written responses to the Presiding 
Judge of the Superior Court Terrmce Duncan no later than April 1,2004. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Marina hereby: 

1. Accepts responses to the 2003 F d  Report - Monterey County Grand Jwy for the City of 
Marina ("'EXEEIBIT C' & EXHIBIT D"), and; 

2. Direct that the responses be fonvarded to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
Terrance Duncan no later than April 1,2004. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Marina at a regular meeting duIy 
held on March 3, 2004 by the following vote: 

AYES, COUNCIL MEMBERS: DeIgado, Gray, Morrison, Mayor Pro Tern McCall and Mayor 
Mettee-McCut chon 

NOES, COUNCIL MEMBERS : None 
ABSENT, COUNCIL MEMBERS: None 
ABSTAIN, COUNCIL W E R S :  None 

ATTEST: 



Exhibit A 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON TJ4E MONTEKEY PENINSULA: 
A Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution 

SUMMARY 

Lack of affordable housing has become a crisis on the Monterey Peninsula. Although 
individual cities are making efforts to increase the supply of affordable housing, local 
politics often interfere with achieving the goal. The Grand Jury conducted an inquiry 
into each of the Cities and the County's housing elementslplans to understand the issues 
and constraints in providing more affordable housing, and to evaluate the possibility of a 
more comprehensive regional approach to the dilemma facing the Monterey Peninsula. 

BACKGROUND 

The California Legislature has determined that the state has an affordable housing crisis. 
With housing prices soaring, even those in moderate-income brackets often cannot afford 
to own a home. In Monterey County, the problem is even more serious. According to 
the 2002 National Association of Home Builders survey, Monterey County has the least 
affordable housing in the United States. Only 40% of residents own a home, and fewer 
than 23% could afford to buy a median priced home at today's prices. Not only is home 
ownership beyond the sights of most families, 40% cannot even afford the median 
monthly rent. The housing affordability gap is even more acute on the Monterey 
Peninsula than the rest of the County. On the Monkrey Peninsula, housing costs are 
much higher due to such factors as lack of land, limited water supply, and the high 
percentage of second and vacation homes. 

Each city on the Monterey Peninsula has a plan to address its housing needs and, in 
particular, to provide its fair share of affordable housing, as determined by the State with 
the help of the Association of Monterey Bay Area Govenimcnts (AMBAG).' Despite the 
honest efforts of most of the cities to meet their individual objectives, a wide range of 
factors: political, economic, environmental and social-have hampered progress. For 
example, Cannel, Pacific Grove, and Monterey have little or no land on which to build 
and lack adequate water, while Seaside and Marina, long the most affordable of the 
Peninsula cities, understandably want to maximize their tax base by encouraging higher 
priced properties that generate more revenue. These cities are fearful that excessive 

' p h e  Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) in accordance with State requirements 
establishes regional housing needs determination (RHND) for each jurisdiction in Monterey and Santa Cruz 
Caunlies. The future housing needs/goals (RNHD "fair share") are used by each jurisdiction (Cities and 
County) in updating thcb 5 year housing element plans. Membership in  AMBAG is voluntary and 
AMBAG has no enforcement power to insure agreed upon "fair share" levels are met.] 
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emphasis on affordable housing at the expense of market rate housing and commercial 
deveIopment will lead to a property tax base that is insufficient to support the cost of 
services a city must provide to the average household. For these reasons, aII the cities' 
programs combined have barely made a dent in the regional affordable housing deficit. 

The most significant opportunity for the Peninsula to address its affordable housing needs 
rests with the reuse plans for the former Fort Ord. The Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
(FORA) commissioned the Clark Group to examine workforcelaffordable housing issues. 
The Clark Group Report, March 2003, concluded that many communities outside 
Montcrey County have increased the percentage of low and moderate-income 
(affordable) housing to 30% or even 50% by establishing community trusts and other 
forms of funding. The housing uust~cornmunity trust fund2 is an important mechanism 
available for administering a regional solution in providing affordable housing. These 
trust funds are funded and supported by a variety of public and private enterprises and 
interests that transcend local politicaI boundaries. For example, with the support of the 
Housing Trust Fund of Santa Clara, the well planned efforts in the Los Asoyos housing 
project in Gilroy, developed by South County Housing, resulted in 60% affordable to 
very low to moderate-income households, 244 of the 373 housing units. One factor that 
helped make this project feasible was the establishment of market rate valuations for 
property tax purposes, i,e., property taxes based on assessment at full market value, 
despite subsidy and resale restrictions to retain the affordable housing classification. 

PROCEDURE 

The Grand Jury conducted the following interviews: 

1. Housing and Redevelopment Department; 

2. Monterey County General Plan Update Analyst Group; 

3. Planning Staff for City of Sdinas and other Peninsula Cities; 

4. Members of Landwatch; 

5 .  Member of CHISPA; 

6. Representative of Woodman Development Company; and a 

7. Representative of Fort Ord Reuse Authority. 

2 Housing Trust Funds are distinct funds established by legislation, ordinances or resoIution to receive 
public reserves, which can only be used for housing. Community Land Trust funds are typically private, 
non-profit corporations set up to acquire and hold land for the knefit of the community and provide access 
to land and housing. 
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The Grand Jury reviewed the following documents: 

1. lnclusionary Housing Plans for Monterey County, City of Salinas, and City of 
Monterey; 

2. Mayor's Ad Hoc Committee recommendations; 

3. South County Housing "Los Arroyos" affordable housing approach; 

4. 2 I Century Mon terey County General. Plan and revisions; 

5 .  Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) documents; 

6. Landwatch Land Use and General Plan; 

7. Fort Ord Authority AffordabldWorkforce Housing Study performed by The 
Clark Group Report; 

8. Salinas hclusionary Housing Feasibility Study performed by Bay Area 
Economics (BAE); and 

9. Analyzed Housing Element for 12 of the major cities in the Monterey County. 

The Grand Jury attended meetings and made field visits as follows: 

1. Board of Supervisors meetings; 

2. Monterey County General Plan Update Sessions; 

3. FORA Board meetings; 

4. Site visit Monterey County Inclusionary Housing; and made a 

5 .  Site visit to the Los Arroyos Housing development, Gilroy. 

FINDINGS 

1. The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious pmblems facing 
Manterey County and the Monterey Peninsula in particular. 

2. Political, economic, social and environmental considerations often interfere 
with the achievement of reasonable affordable housing goals. 

3. Affordable housinghome ownership is critical to the economic and social health 
of Monterey County. 



4. The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate 
is a critical consideration in their decision-making process in supporting increased 
levels of affordable/workforce housing. Without some formula for revenue 
sharing, those cities with land available for development (e-g., Seaside and 
Marina) may be forced to choose market-rate housing and commercial 
development over increased levels of affordable housing in order to insure that 
there is sufficient continuing income to provide essential infrastructure and 
ongoing public services to both old and new development. 

5 .  Affordable housing thresholds in the m g e  30% to 50% are achievable, 

6. The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could 
significantly contribute ta fostering cooperation between cities with different 
economic makeup, and help make affordable housing available to those 
increasingly priced out of the market. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. While the individual cities must continue their efforts to achieve affordable 
housing goals, lasting and meaningful accomplishments arc best achieved through 
regional approaches. A regional approach, when endorsed and supported by 
important political constituencies, is better abIe to transcend the more narrow 
points of view inherent in local politics. The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (or other 
regional board structure) is a jurisdictional structure that could administer this 
regional approach. 

2. Much of the population most affected by the housing affordability gap resides in 
the County's less affluent areas while constituting the workforce that services the 
citizens and business throughout the County. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue their 
individual efforts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current 
housing element plans to provide their "fair share" of the countywide need for 
additional affordable housing. 

2. Continue ways to increase affordabIe housing leveIs through increasing the 
percentage of Inclusionay Housing requirements, by creating specialized 
developer incentives, and by developing funding sources. 

3. In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be 
established to spread the economic costs of developing additional affordable 
housing in those areas where land for such development is available. If cities 
with growth opportunity are to choose affordable housing over other options that 



would provide them with greater revenue streams, they must be compensated by 
the shifting of funds from other areas. 

4, Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse AffordablelWorkforce 
Housing Study by The Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of 
funding in the recommendations, For exarnple, a regional housing or community 
trust fund could provide a significant opportunity for such communities as 
C m e l ,  Monterey and Pacific Grove to contribute meaningfully to finding a 
solution to high priced housing on the Peninsula. Community trusts would 
provide a mechanism whereby cities with land for development and those without 
would have a way to cooperate on an ongoing basis to achieve goals that all agree 
are in the interests of the entire Peninsula region. 

RESPONSES REQUImD 

Monterey County Board uf Supervisors 

Findings 1 through 6 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Carmel 

Findings 1 through 6 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Del Rey Oaks 

Findings 1 through 6 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Marina 

Findings I through 6 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 



City of Monterey 

Findings 1 through 6 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April; 1,2004 

City of Pacific Grove 

Findings 1 through 6 

~ccmnrnendations 1 thrdugh 4 

Date due: April 1, 2004 

City of Sand City 

Findings 1 through 6 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Seaside 

Findings 1 through 6 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1, 2004 

Responses to the Findings and Recommendations shall be addressed to the Presiding 
Judge of the S u ~ e r i ~ r  Court of Monterev County as noted an Page iv of this report. 



Exhibit B 

POLICE SERVICES IN MONTEREY COUNTY 

SUMMARY 

The 2003 Grand Jury recognizes the importance of essential statistical data to assist in 
identifying the proportion of police services available by jurisdiction within Monterey 
County. This informational report is designed to provide statistical data regarding 
number of sworn officers, officer per capita, base pay, and Federal Bureau of 
Investigation criminal offense statistics in order to assist Monterey County's various City 
Councils in developing their plans to provide fat public safety. 

BACKGROUND 

The Grand Jury began this investigation following receipt of complaints regarding 
insufficient police officer staffing. Specifically, some local law enforcement jurisdictions 
were not responding quickly to emergency police calls due to insufficient staffing of 
police officers. Historically the police departments have been understaffed due to city 
budget restraints, difficult recruitment processes, and poor long term retention. Lack of . 

affordable housing has a direct impact on police officer retention. 

PROCEDURE 

The Grand Jury conducted the following investigation: 

Interviewed several local police chiefs 

Reviewed documents from 1 1 police jurisdictions 

Federal Bureau of Investigation Statistics 

Citizen Complaints 

California Crime Index Statistics 



The comparative data is recorded in the chart below: 

Jurisdiction 

Carmd 
Del Rey Oaks 
Gonzales 
Greenfield 
King City 
Miuina 
Monkmy 
Pacific Grove 
Salinas 
Sand City 
Seaside 
S o I e d ~  

Population FBI Reports Officers Citizens Base Pay 
Per Officer 

Understaffing of police departments adversely effects poIice services throughout 
Monterey County. The statisticd chart above, which reviews the staffing and base pay 
within the various jurisdictions illustrates the need far increased officer staffing in  several 
jurisdictions to ensure public safety. It is evident from the data that some jurisdictions 
may be increasing the risk to public safety by failing to fund adequate police forces. The 
citizens of Monterey County place public safety at the highest priority level. It is 
therefore necessary that all jurisdictions review their police service needs in light of the 
above data prior to establishing their budgets. 

1. The Grand Jury recommends the various police jurisdictions throughout Monterey 
County adopt a similar statistical chart for review of public safety services. 

2. The Grand Jury recommends that the councils of the v ~ o u s  incorporated cities 
review the statistical data charts~produced by their respective police departments 
(see Recommendation 1) in assessing the city's budget. 

3. The Grand Jury recommends to each city to organize a task force to establish an 
affordable housing assistance program. This issue directly effects the recruitment 
and retention of police officers in every police jurisdiction in the County of 
Montere y. 

4. The 2003 GrandJury recommends that this be the first of five annual reviews of 
comparative police staffing levels for each of the cities in Monterey County. 

RESPONSES REQUIRED 

City of Carmel 

Recommendations 1 through 4 



Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Del Rey Oaks 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Gonzales 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Greenfield 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 

City of King City 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Marina 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Monterey 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Pacific Grove 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1,2004. 

City of Salinas 

Recommendations 1 through 4 



Date due: April 1,2004 

City of Sand City 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April I ,  2004 

City of Seaside 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April I ,  2004 

City of Soledad 

Recommendations 1 through 4 

Date due: April 1, 2004 

Response to the Findings and Recommendations shall be addressed to the Presiding 
Judqe of the Superior Court of Monterev County as noted on paEe iv of this report. 



EXHIBIT C 

Response to Recommendations - 2003 Grand Jury Report on 
Affordable Housing in Monterev County 

FINDINGS: 

The lack of aforkble howsing is among the most serious prohkms facing 
Mo~lterey County an$ the Monberey Peninsula in pnrticulcrr. 

Yes, aordable housing is among the most serious problems facing Monterey 
County as well as all of metropolitan Northern California and the Central Coast 
Region. In particular, the lack of affordabIe housing in areas with high 
concentrations of jobs has contributed to serious socioeconomic imbalances and 
environmental problems on a regional scale. It is a regional, if not statewide 
issue. 

Lack of affordable housing has long been an issue in the more affluent areas of 
the Monterey Peninsula and County. It has only become an issue for the City of 
Marina in recent years. Prior to the late 19901s, the City of Marinq along with its 
neighbor to the south, the City of Seaside, provided the majority of the housing 
affordable to workers on the Peninsula and on the former military base. In fact, 
it was known as the bedroom community to former Fort Ord. With the sharp 
inflation of housing values in Silicon Valley in the late 199OYs, housing prices in 
Monterey County also increased in parallel although to a lesser degree. 

Despite the significant increase in residential propew values over the last five to 
six years, the City of Marina still continues to provide a substantial portion of the 
affordable housing on the Peninsula in the form of rental multi-family housing 
and mobile homes. 

The 2000 Census indicates that Marina has 7,100 housing units (that are 
inhabitable at present time). Since 1999-2000, an additional 230 units have been 
developed or renovated in Marina, for a current total of about 7,330 units. Of 
this totd housing supply, approximately 3,400 units, or 46 percent of the total 
supply, are duplex and multi-family housing. Another 493 units-approximately 
7 percent of totd housing-are manufactured homes located in one of Marina's 
several mobile home parks. In all, approximately 53 percent of the city's housing 
inventory is relatively affordable rental or owner-occupied housing at the present 
time. Additionally, of its 3,400 units of duplex and muiti-family housing 
approximately 19 1 are income-restricted units affordable to lower income persons 
and families in existing Central Marina, while another 109 units in Marina's 
former Fort Ord are income-restricted and &ordable to lower-income 
households, for a total of 300 affordable, income-restricted units. Another 435 
units in Marina's former Fort Ord, although not income-restricted, are still largely 
affordable to low and moderate-income households. 



Having said this, the City does acknowledge that a substantial proportion of its 
residents are experiencing difEcuIty in finding affordable housing. The recently 
adopted Housing Element indicates that 42 percent of Marina's 3,640 renters and 
32 percent of its 2,578 home owners pay 30 percent or more for rent or mortgage. 
This situation may be typical of what has become a problem in many areas of the 
State, 

The solution to the housing crisis, however, is complex and multi-faceted, and no 
one jurisdiction can solve it alone. The long-tern solution will entail a 
combination of state and regional involvement and funding, revenue sharing, and, 
ultimately, a substantial increase in housing production in those areas that have 
the resources to accommodate such housing. 

Political, economic, social and environmental comiderariom often inlevere with 
the achievement of reasomble afordable hhoersing goalsS 

It is not unreasonable to balance affordable housing gods with other identified 
gods such as local fiscal hedth or protection of sensitive biological resources. 
State laws and regulations such as the Coastal Act and CEQA require such 
baIancing in California. 

3. A$f~ordable housinghome ownership is critical d o  the economic ,mmd social health 
of Monterey Cam@. 

Yes, affordable housing is certainly critical to the economic and social well being 
of this County. Agriculture and tourism are and, historically, have been the 
engines driving Monterey County's economy. Both sectors rely upon 
predominantly lower paid workers. These workers should be able to fmd 
affordable housing in this County, ideally in those jurisdictions providing the 
jobs. If, because of resource constraints such as lack of water, those jurisdictions 
cannot provide the needed housing, then these job-rich jurisdictions should share 
in the ongoing public costs of providing the needed housing according to some 
agreed-upon andlor stipulated cast-sharing formula that has yet ta be determined 
and implemented. 

The City of Marina is currently providing a substantial portion of the housing for 
the workers employed dsewhere on the Monterey Peninsula (See Response to 
Finding #I). AIong with the S a l i w  Valley communities and County of 
Monterey, it will also be accommodating much of the projected new housing 
development over the next 1 5 yesus. One of Marina's 2000 General PIan goah is 
to have a more diverse and bdmced housing supply by, in part, increasing the 
amount of upper-end housing in the City. At the same time, the City is striving to 
increase the amount of housing affordable to its own workforce through the 
ioclusionary housing requirement of its General Plan, as refined and expanded by 
the Housing Element adopted in January 2004. This requirement of Marina's 
newly adopted Housing Element stipulates that 20 percent of new housing be 
affordable to households with incomes ranging from less than 80 percent of the 
current County median income to 150 percent of the County median income, 



The other side of this housing affordability issue is, of course, how to increase the 
number of higher quality or higher paying jobs in this County. Diversification of 
the County's economy is essential to this, but achieving this goal will 
undoubtedly be a long-term process. One concept that is being promoted by the 
University of Califoniirt h4BEST Center, located in Marina, is the Education- 
Research Crescent extending  om U.C. Santa C m  to Moss Landing to C S W  
to the Hapkins Marina Station. In the last three years, Marina has also developed 
its own jobs incubator facility in the vicinity of the MBEST Center. So in the 
area of jobs as we11 as housing, Marina has been and will continue to be proactive. 

f i e  amaunt of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate 
is a critical com'&rfioon in their decision-making process in supporting 
imremed levels of ~ordablehorKfurce housing. Withuut some f o m h  for 
revenue shuring, those ci fie8 with lami avdlable for development (e.g., Searide 
&Marina) may be forced to c h m e  mdet-rate huusing in order to insure h i  
there is suficient continuing income to provide essential infastwcture cnod 
~ngoingpubiic services do both old an8 new development. 

The City of Marina certainIy concurs with this finding, particularly in these 
fiscally constrained times. A recent FORA staff report (for the January 9, 2004 
FORA meeting) addresses the fiscal: burden that affordable housing places upon 
those jurisdictions responsible for providing the public services. It notes that the 
amount of annual, property tax revenue that a jurisdiction actually receives for 
new housing ranges from $400 - $900 per unit while the annual cost of providing 
necessary services is estimated at $1,200 to $2,000 per unit. Thus, although there 
is a public cost to the recipient jurisdiction of at least $300 per unit for new 
housing, that cost is significantly higher for affordable housing e.g., in the range 
of $600 to $800 per unit annually, due to the lower amount of property tax for 
such housing that is received by the jurisdiction. 

Afordabk housing thresholdr in the range of 30 to 50percenb are achievabk. 

Whether or not such thresholds are achievable depends on at feast three important 
factors: first, the definition of affordable i.e., what household income category or 
categories the jurisdiction is attempting to serve; second, land and development 
costs; third, the type of developer, whether for profit or non-profit, involved in 
developing the housing. With respect to the first factor, because the public or 
private subsidy for providing housing affordable to lower income households and 
families is greater than that needed for higher income households, a developw 
may be able to provide a greater propdon of housing fiordable to moderate 
income households than to lower income households i-e., households with 
incomes 80 percent or less ofthe current County Median Income. 

Land and development costs are also obvious factors in determining the 
feasibility of providing affordable housing. For instance, new housing 
development in former Fort Ord entails a $36,000 per unit FORA impact fee 
along with the additional impact fees charged by the jurisdiction. 



Finally, the type of developer involved also greatly influences whether or not a 
higher affordable housing threshold is achievable. As noted by the Clark Group 
report (March 20031, "a for-profit developer may require a 15 percent annual 
return on the investment, whereas a nonprofit developer may only require a 5 
percent return." As a result, the report finds that development of mixed income 
housing developments, involving "cross-subsidization" is more likeIy to occur 
with nonprofit developers who use the rents or sales from high-income units to 
help subsidize lower income units. 

A more recent economic study of the feasibility of providins moderate and below- 
market-rate housing, the latter defined by this study as housins affordable to 
households with incomes of 120 to 170 percant of Area Median Income, on 
former Fort Ord (Bay Area Economics, November 2203) found that below- 
market-rate inclusionary housing on farmer Fort Ord could be expanded to meet a 
40 percent inclusionary objective "if it focuses on providing housing for-sale to 
households at 80 to 170 percent AMT levels within otherwise market rate 
developments." This recent analysis accounted for the developer's desired rate of 
return or profit. It susgests that housing affordable to those earning less than 80 
percent A M  could be provided through other mechanisms than inclusionary. 

Because a portion of Marina's housing on former Fort Ord is likeIy to remain in 
public ownership indefinitely, Marina will be able to approach a 30 percent: 
affordable threshoId even though the developers of its new housing on the former 
base will be primarily for-profit entities subject to a 20 percent inclusionary 
requirement. With full implementation of the City's inclusionary program in 
combination with existing affordable multi-family housing in Marina's portion of 
former Fort Ord, Marina will achieve anywhere from a 29 - 32 percent affordable 
threshold for housing affordable to very low to below-market-rate households 
("below-market-rate" in Marina is defined rts housing affordable to huusehalds 
with incomes ranging between 120 percent and 150 percent of the current County 
Median Income). With inclusion of the approximately 145 existing and pIanned 
transitional units in Marina's former Fort Ord, this percentage increases to 34 - 37 
percent. What other jurisdiction on the Monterey Peninsula even begins to 
approach this benchmark? 

The tru3t fund mechinism described in the Clark Group Report could 
signzficm@ contribute to fostering cooperation between cities with different 
economic makeup, und help make a#or&bIe housing mailnbk to those 
imremingly priced oar1 ofthe market. 

The trust fund mechanism dong with establishment of a community land trust are 
two potentially viable mechanisms that have been effective elsewhere in 
providing housing afFordabie to workforce and lower income households. The 
FOIL4 Board has been working with its member jurisdictions to establish a 
Housing Trust Fund. However, unless some revenue-sharing mechanism is 
involved that adequately compensates the recipient jurisdiction for the reduced 
property tax revenue stream and increased public service costs, this trust fund 



may experience difficulty in achieving poIitica1 support from the citizens of 
Marina. 

The City of Marina is currently investigating the feasibility of different 
mechanisms for providing affordable housing, including rent to own, sweat equity 
and employee housing programs and the establishment of its own housing trust 
fund and community land trust in Marina's portion of former Fort Ord. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Ecich of the Monteivy Peninswdn cities and h e  county shulrld continue bheir 
indivi&aI eflorts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current 
housing edemenr plans to provide their 'ynir s h e  " of the counpwide need for 
Irdbrtional cfforhble housing. 

In the absence of this Grand Jury recommendation, individual jurisdictions would 
still be obligated, pursuant to State Housing Law, to implement the housing 
policies and programs as set forth in their respective adopted Housing Elements in 
order to meet their Regional Housing Needs Determination allocation. 

Contime ways to increase afford~ble homing levels through increasing the 
percentage of Inclzlsionnry Housing repiremenis, by creating specia~ized 
&ye loper incentives, and By u'e veioping&nding suurces. 

Through its recently adopted Housing Element, Marina increased its aEordabIe 
Inclusionay Housing requirement from 15 percent to 20 percent with respect to 
housing affordable to lower and moderate income households. The 2000 General 
Plan also contained a 20 percent inclusioaary requirement but this applied to 
Iowex to below-market-rate income households. The Marina Housing Element's 
Indusionary Program requirement also provides for an additional 10 percent, 
voluntarylincentive-based provision for below-market-rate housing. The City is 
thus already obligated to create developer incentives. 

It should also be noted that State law already provides a significant incentive to 
developers that preempts local regulations. The Density Bonus Law (Section 
65925 of the Government Code) provides for an automatic 25 percent density 
bonus (or concessions of equivalent value) if a developer proposes to construct: a 
minimum of 20 percent of the total units for affordability to lower income 
households; or 10 percent of the total units for very low income households, or 50 
percent of the total development for qualifying residents i.e., a person at least 62 
years old or 55 years of age or older and residing in a senior citizen housing 
development, or 20 percent of a condominium project for persons and families of 
moderate income. However, no developer in Marina has availed himself of the 
Density Bonus law since the mid-1980's. 



In recognition of the re@omZ mfarre of the problem, a mechanism must be 
established to spread the economic costs of developr'ng afordabb homing in 
those arem where I d  for mch development is mailable. #cities with growth 
apportuni@ are to choose nfsardnble h s i n g  over other options fhal would 
provide them with greater revenate mems, they m s t  be compenmted by the 
shifiing o f f d f i o r n  other meas. 

The City of Marina agrees with this Grand Jury recommendation. The 
mechanism must be based on some revenue-sharing formula that adequately 
accounts for the true costs associated with housing production, especially the 
development of affordable housing. Job-richlhousing poor jurisdictions must 
begin to assume responsibility for sharing the costs of providing affordable 
housing that supports all or a portion of their workforce. Getting these affluent 
jurisdictions to agree to such revenue sharing will be a difficult challenge, 
however, one that may ultimately be determined by the State if the current 
housing crisis persists andlor worsens. 

Rmewew the recornmenddiom from rhe Fort Ord Rease Aflr$crbIe/Wor~orce 
Hmsing $hi@ by the CZmk Group mzd uggressive~pwsue the sources offirming 
in the recommencdatio~t~. 

The City of Marina has reviewed the Clark Group's report and nates that the 
majority of the Clark Group's recommendations (March 2003) directly pertain to 
FORA. The Clark Group recommendation that directly affects FORA 
jurisdictions is Recommendation 2, which recommends that FORA jurisdictions 
"act to create a tax increment pool as one of the most significant funding 
mechanisms" (for the recommended Housing and Community Land Trust). This 
recommendation could entail allocating a portion of Marina's Redevelopment 
Agency 20 percent Housing Set-aside Fund for this purpose andlor increasing the 
Housing Set-aside Fund to enable adequate funding if this FORA and countyvide 
organization is established and if Marina ultimately agrees t o  participate in this 
organiation, Marina is also studying the feasibility of establishing its own 
Housing Trust Fund and Community Land Trust in accordance with its adopted 
Housing Element, and may need to rely on a portion of its tax increments to find 
the establishment of its own local housing trust fund and housinglland trust. 



Res~onse to Recommendations - 2003 Grand Jurv Reoort on 
Police Services in Monterev Countv 

Grand Jurv Recommendation: 

1. 1 .  The Grand Jury recommends the various police jurisdictions throughout Monterey 
County adopt a similar statistical chart for review of public safety services. 

Citv of Marina Resnanse: 

The City of Marina Department of Public Safety has utilized a similar criminal statistics chart for 
several years ("EXHXBIT A"). Based upon the Grand Jury's recommendation, our Director of 
Public Safety has placed this as an agenda item at their next regularly scheduled meeting for 
discussionlconsideration by the Monterey County Chief Law Enforcement Mlcers Association 
(MCCLEOA). 

Grand Juw Recommendation: 

2. 2. The Grand Jury recommends that the councils of the various incorporated cities 
review the statistical data charts produced by their respective police departments in 
assessing the city's budget. 

City o f  Marina Resaonse: 

The Marina City Council will, as we have in years past, review statistical data provided by our 
Department of Public Safety staff during the process of budget preparation for fiscal year 2004- 
2005 as a means of assessing and addressing police and fire needs of our community. 

Grand Jurv Recommendation: 

3. 3.  The Grand Jury recommends to each city to organize a task force to establish and 
affordable housing assistance program. This issue directly effects the recruitment and 
retention of police officers in every police jurisdiction in the County of Monterey. 

Citv of Marina Response: 

The Marina City Council has for some time been involved in discussions on numerous options for 
affordable housing within our community for dl of our employees who serve our citizens. We 
have an appreciation for the complexities involved in this process and will continue to work 
collectively toward resolution. 



Grand Juw Recommendation: 

4. 4. The 2003 Grand Jury recommends that this be the first of five annual reviews of 
comparative police stx15ng levels for each of the cities in Monterey County. 

Citv of Marina Response: 

The Marina City Council supports this recommendation. We will endeavor to provide the 
Monterey County Grand Jury with comparative data on police stafEng levels annually for review 
using an as yet to be created statistical chart format common to all of the reportin3 jurisdictions in 
the County of Monterey. 



Marivra Dqmlment of Publlc %fety 
Calendar Year 2003 

Part I Crlme Statistics 
Exhibit 

rev t msm IRPEW 



Marina Department of Public Safety 
Calendar Year 2003 

Part I Crime Statistics 

Exhibit A 

rev 1 msm 1/29/04 



CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
rnFOAESTPQIENUE 

~m~~ 
TO+PHONE(Bn)-~ 

FAXrn IW~ 

March 20,2004 

The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
Monterey County 
North Wing, Room 3 18 
240 Church S m  
Salinas, CA 93901 

k Judge Duncan: 

Please accept the following information as the response to the 2003 Grand Jury Report 
from the City of Pacific Grove. The responses were approved by the City Council at 
their meeting of March 17,2004. 

AFM)RDABLE HOUSE ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA 

The following are the grand jury's fmdiags and the city's responses. 

1, The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing Montemy 
County and the Manterey Peninsula in particular. 
RESPONSE - The respondent agrees with the finding. 

2. Political, economic, social, and environmental considerations often interfere with the 
achievement of reasonable affordable housing goals. 
RESPONSE - The respodent agrees with themireg. 

3. Affordable housinj$home ownership is critical to the economic and social health of 
Monterey County. 
RESPONSE - The respodeni agrees with the finding. 

4. The amount of revenue cities d v e  from residential and commercial real estate is a 
critical consideration in their decision-making m e s s  in supporting increased levels of 
affordabldworkforce housing. Without some formula for revenue sharing, those cities 
with land available for development (e.g., Seaside and Marina) may be forced to choose 
market-rate housing and commercial development over increased levels of affordable 
housing in order to insure that there is sufficient continuing income to provide essential 



The Horrorable Terrance R Duncan 
Presiding Jidge of the Superior Court 
March 20,2004 
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hfmsmcturt and ongoing public sewices to both old and new development. 
RESPONSE - Z%e respo& disagrees with & w i n g  in part. The Cities of Marina 
and &as& may be forced to choose murkt-rate housing a d  commercial helopment 
over a$ordabk homing oppomnities. However, revenue sharing should mf be l m h d  
to as the only incentive orfunding source for the cr& ofa$o&k busing. Other 
opportunities f o r w i n g  and ewoumging @o&k busing, such as huging  trust 
funds, mgulory ittcm'ws, csnd employer confributwm, should be givert w@l 
consiikratw~a 

5. Affordable housing thmhIds in the range 30% to 50% are achievable* 
RESPONSE - Respondent agrees with thefinding, 

6, The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could signif~mtly 
contribute to fostering -ration between cities with diffaent economic makeup, and 
help make affordable housing available to those increasingly priced out of the market. 
RESPONSE - Respodrrt agrees with the finding. 

RECOMMENDATIONS WlTH RESPONSE 

1. Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue their individual 
efforts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their c m n t  housing element plans to 
provide their "fair share" of the countpi& need for additional affordable housing. 
RESPONSE - The reco?nme&on iaas been implemented. Pacific Grove's "air shrew 
of regional W i n g  needs was calculated to be 246 units, Between the years 2aWI and 
2002 there were 55 units approved kaving a b a h c e  qf I91 "fair share" mits.  E h m t s  
of the Pac@c Grove General Plan com'nue to be implemented so that the remaining 
"fair share" units ccsn be realized. 

2. Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through increasing the percentage 
of Inclusionrtry Housing requhments, by creating spcializsd developer incentives, and 
by developing funding sources. 
RESPONSE - The recommendation has been implemented Pm@c Grove has provi&d 
artd made possible a$ordabh busing oppottunities. Deruity b o w e s  and exceptions to 
land use rcghtiom w e  inc&'ves that huve resulted in the cration of a$or&bb 
busing units. Emmples of projects that have been recently approved and received 
&mity b o w  approval and emaptions to zoning requireneerats include the Pm@c Grove 
Senior Housing project (with 49 @or&bk h) c d  approval of a tm-unit multifamily 
project (with 2 afordable autits). Recent changes to the municipal cude d b w  for the 
&ninisamQhve approval of secondary housing units and a new program adopted by the 
City Council will a b w  for the recognition of certru'n illegal housing units. E a h  of these 
is expectd to increase afordable housing levels 

3. In mognition of the regional 118- of the prob- a mechanism must be established 
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to spread the eoonomic costs of developing additional affordable housing in those areas 
where land for such development is available. If cities with pwth opportunity are to 
choose affordable housing over other options that would provide them with grater 
revenue stream, they must be compensated by the shifting of funds from other mas. 
RESPONSE - The r e c o ~ t z ~ w n  will nut be ~ l ~ ~ d ,  Shtfting limited revenues 
from the City of Pacific Grove to other areas will h p c t  the ability ofthe civ to provide 
cmeratly provided esssntid services to irs c i t k m  aad its ability to attract and wmin the 
btuinesses that provide a sustainable tax base, A limited supply of &vebpable land in 
the cotmereial zones restricts o p p u ~ * t i e s f o r  new revenue generating saurces. Lmd 
for a$ordaE,k huiising opportunities is e q d y  limited Due to this, other ways of 
providing howing, such ar incentives in the fom of exceptions to zoning 
requirements, density bonuses, and recogrnt-tion of ilkgal huus i~g  W ~ S ,  b e  been 
heloped All potential solutions for the creuti'on of busing need to be explored 

4. Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse A f f ~ l d W o r k f o e  
Housing Study by The Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of f d h g  in the 
recommendations. For example, a regional housing or community trust h d  could 
provide a significant opportunity for such communities as CarmeI, Monterey, and Pacif~c 
Grove to contribute memhgFully to finding a solution to high priced housing on the 
Peninsula Community trusts would provide a mechanism whereby cities with Iand for 
develop~ent and &ow without wodd have a way to moperate on an ongohg basis to 
achieve gods that all agree are in the interests of the entire Peninsula region. 
RESPONSE - The rec-n has been implemented and the r e c o ~ o m  
from the Fort Ord R a e  Aflordnbld Woryorce Housing Stulty by the Ckrrk Group have 
been reviewed and considered ?h City is a member ofthe Fort Ord Reuse Authom 
and cmn'butes to the ongoing discussions on a$ordabk housing. Given the ecommtmtc 
realities of the current budget of Pacific Grove, revenue sharing would be probkmutic. 
The Ciiy will conthe to be supportive of regional solubio~ts for the pr&tion of 
&ur&bb housing so long as these do not create a financial inpact or burden on the 
Cia. 

POLICE SERVICES IN MONTEREY COUNTY 

The following am the p d  jury's findings and the city's respomcs, 

1. The Grand Jury recommends the various police juridictiions tlmmgbout Monterey 
County adopt a sindm statistical chart for review of pubIic safety services. 

2. The Grand Jury recommends that the councirs of the various incorporated cities 
review the statistical data charts pmduced by their mpective police dqm&mmts 
(see Recommendation 1) in assessing the city's budget. 

3. ?'he Grand Jury recammends to each city to organize a task f m  to establish an 
affordable housing assistance program. This issue directly effects the recruitment 
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and retention of police offiers in every police jurisdiction in the County of 
Montexey. 

4. The 2003 Grand Jury rwommends that this be the first of five annual reviews of 
comparative police staffing levels for e d  of the cities in Monterey County. 

In rt$erence to recominen&twn #I and #2 of the 2#3 Grand Jury wprt the position of 
the Pac$c Grove Police D e p a m  is thaf we agree with the r e c m m e ~ n s  in 
principle. However, we clo believe t k t  this h a simplistic approach thut cioesn 't take into 
account all c M  and their dynaplaics, and all police activity. It &s a further 
c~ssumption that only increase police s#@ng will lower c k  rates. C k  is  much more 
complex The Pacijic G r m  Police Department has historically provided the Pacific 
Grove City Cowcii with such comparative &a and r e c o ~ ~ m  for police s w n g .  

The state and f d r a l  gove- rypicdly tmck crime rates by comparing what is 
called the "part-one crimes." Part-one crimes am: mrders, rapes, mbben'es, assaults, 
burglaries* car thefts, all other the&, arsons artd attempts of these crimes. Part-one 
crimes are k more wriow victim crimes, bur are only part of tk &ties of police 
c l e p u ~ n t s .  Uther u s  include tm$ic safety md ertforcement, other lninor victim 
crimes smh as vmddSm and trespussing, domestic d other disputes, drug and alcohol 
we by adults and c h i h n ,  jarst to nume a few. 

In 2002 Pacific Gmw experienced 387part-one crimes; in 2003 the n~mber  had 
dropped just over 3% to 375. Deceases marred in dl categods, a e p t  robbehs and 
other h$s, which saw slight increwes, see babb I below. This do- occurred even 
though the City @Pacap Grow reduced s&@ng levekfiom 30 to 28 sworn oficers in 
2003. Due to bdget  restria%s the police kprtffcent is c u ~ @  operating at 25 sworn 
positions and at no time during 2003 did we m e e d  26 sworn oficers. 

7%e table 2 below illustrates our totalprt-une crimes, as well as other police active to 
i l s c lh ;  tm& accidents, fr& written warnings, tt& citatwm issued, driving while 
under the i@uence (DUI) arrests, und all allother arrests during the past 5 years, As you 
can see, the c h  rates have f&n; br@ accidents have decreased, while citations, 
DUl arrests anii ail other arrests are on an upward trend, following a sharp downttim in 
2001 due to personnel changes. 
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TABLE 2 

As mentioned earlier, police &prtments rneNurn their e$ectiveness by comparing their 
part-one crimes ttot only to p t  years, but also to surrounding corns per 1,W 
population (PopuMon +l,W = x. Part-one c M  +by x = part-one crime rate per 
1,000 population). Tuble 3 below illustrates Pa$c Gme's  crime rate cmpmed to the 
other cities on the Montemy peinsu2a, but does not tab into aec& such f i r s  hos 
high tourism, transient populations or large retail complexes. As illustreted, Pacific 
Grove has the lowest crime rate per 1,0CKlpupdahahon, even when compared to citihs with 
better "citizen per oflcer" mtios. 

TABLE 3 

l k r e  are problem in a s s m i d n g  some W n g  levels because that dbes nos dways take 
into account frozen open psitiom, long-term disability injuries, leave time a d  transient 
popddun based on &her retail c o r r s p ~ s  or hwbm The average ha California i s  one 
omer per 500 popuhion. 
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IN regarh to Recommerhtion #3, the City of Pacific Grove has an established Housing 
Committee that has workd on @&le busing for many years. Recent results is tk 
creation of senior hoarsing, appmvable of g&Eines for second units in residential areas, 
recognition of illegal units throargk corrverswn to afurhble busing,  and housing 
mabilitaiion program. A separate mk force would k red&. 

Further, the salary $echoon ofhe Grund Report was not a totd c o ~ a t i o n  review. 
Pm* Gmve had t k  highest salary, but our reported salary w&r mtal cornpenwti'on to 
k I u &  mtiremnt a d  health insurance. Other cities were nut. Pacific Grow Police 
Depat?mnt will coniiraue to provi& the Cidy C o m i l  and the general pllblic the above 
statisf~~cal &a, but will try b inclde comparative s&@g levels und sdaty for the 
surmacnding cities in a m o r b e  with recom&on #4. 

Thank you for the opportwity to provide this infomation to the Graad Jury, 

Morris G. fisher 
Mayor 
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T~*XI=-SA CANEPA The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
[:I I1'CK [>ELLA S A L t  
a,vr>F.: HOH~-:KSI)N Presiding Judae of the Su~erior Court 

City Mtl;lg[?r! 
I ~ H I ~ I   MI^ : I~ I :~~  240 Church Street 

Salinas, CA 93901 

Re: City of Monterey Responses to the Grand Jury 2003 Final Report 

Dear Judge Duncan: 

Attached are the responses of the City Council of the City of Monterey, as required 
by Sections 933 (c ) and 933.05 (a) and (b) of the California Penal Code, to the 
Findings and Recommendations in the 2003 Monterev County Grand Juy 
ReDort. 

The City Council, Monterey's governing body, approved the responses at the 
following meeting dates: 

1. Police Services in Monterey County approved on March 2, 2004. 
2. Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula approved on March 16, 

2004. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Albert 
Mayor 

Attachments: I. Response to Police Services in Monterey County 
2. Response to Affordable Housing on the Monterey 

Peninsula 



ATTACHMENT 1 

CITY OF MONTEREY RESPONSE TO 2003 GRAND JURY REPORT: 
POLICE SERVICES IN MONTEREY COUNTY 

Recommendation #I: The Grand Jury recommends the various police jurisdictions 
throughout Monterey County adopt a similar statistical chart (see attachment) for review 
of public safety services. 

Recommendation #2: The Grand Jury recommends that the Councils of the various 
incorporated cities review the statistical data charts produced by their respective 
departments (see Recommendation 1) in assessing the city's budget. 

Recommendation #4: The 2003 Grand Jury recommends that this be the first of five 
annual reviews of comparative police staffing levels for each of the cities in Monterey 
County. 

Res~onse: The Citv of Monterev disaarees with these recommendations. These 
recommendaf/ons will not be implemented because they are not warranted. 

Public safety continues to be the very highest priority for the City of Monterey. For 
fiscal year 2003-2004, 36% of the City's operating budget is dedicated to public 
safety, including over $9.5 million for the Police Department. We recognize the 
importance of providing prompt police response fo emergency calls from the 
community and we are proud of the performance of our police officers in that regard. 
Dumg 2003, fhe average response time of Monferey police officers to emergency 
calls was 4.33 minutes. 

The City of Monterey uses a variety of data in determining the appropiate level of 
staffing for the Police Department, including crimes, response time and population to 
officer ratios. To a degree, such statistics for neighboring communities may be 
informative, however it is felt thaf each city has unique needs and financial limitations 
and must make its police staffing decisions based on what's best for its community. 

Recommendation #3: The Grand Jury recommends to each city to organize a task 
force to establish an affordable housing assistance program, This issue directly effects 
the recruitment and retention of police officers in every police jurisdiction in the County 
of Monterey. 

Response: The Cifv of ~Wonterev disarrrees with this recommendation. The 
recommendation will not be implemented because if is not warranfed. 

The City of Monterey is committed to making affordable housing available, not only to 
the City's employees, but to the larger community. The City has analyzed a model 
thaf utilizes considerable subsidies from the general fund to write down the cost of 



2003 Grand Jury Report 
City of Monterey Response 
Police Services 

housing to the essential employee, and to provide a substantial down payment. The 
City has investigated both shared equity and limited equity cooperatives. The Cify 

believes that each jurisdiction must work with the factors that affect housing within 
that jurisdiction. The City has extensively investigated the Sanfa Barbara model of 
homeo wnership for employees, which is one of the most innovative in the State. 

As with other jurisdicfions in the County and State, the City is impacted by the 
economic conditions, and the fiscal impacts of the state's budget crises. The City is 
facing a fiscal downsizing, which precludes such a program at this fime. The City 
does not have the staff resources to devote to a task force to study affordable housing 
specifically to police officers. The City is cornmiffed to develop affordable housing on 
City owned land, which will include police officer or essential employee housing. The 
recent downturn in the economy, and other impacts to the general fund has resulted 
in a delay in implementing a housing program fatgefed specifically towad police office 
recruitment or retention. 



CITY OF MONTEREY RESPONSE TO 2003 GRAND JURY REPORT: 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA 

It is not clear to us from the "Procedure" Section, Item 3, of the Grand Jury Report exactly 
which cities other than Saiinas were interviewed. The City would have preferred to have had 
the opportunity for our professional housing staff to be interviewed on this very complex topic 
during the initial procedure. We would appreciate the ability to do so in the future if the 
opportunity presents itself. 

In response to the Background Section of the report, the City of Monterey wishes to clarify that 
we are not "fearful of putting an excessive emphasis on affordable housing at the expense of 
market rate housing." Nor, do we wish to be characterized as one of the cities that has been 
"barely making a dent with efforts towards affordable housing." 

The City of Monterey has been very successful in developing affordable housing programs and 
projects during the past 30 years. In the early 1980's the City developed the first lnclusionary 
Housing Ordinance in the County that required 15% of all units in projects of ten or more units 
to be affordable to low or moderate-Income households. That lnclusionary Housing 
requirement was recently increased to 20%. Additionally, we would point out that the City of 
Monterey was the first Peninsula City to adapt a definition of affordable workforce housing. 
We recently approved the concept for a privately-financed housing project with a minimum of 
(40%) permanently-affordable workforce housing. We recently approved a private-sector built I 
pu blic-sector financed I 00% permanently-afforda ble apartment complex for workforce houslng . 
The City of Monterey recently adopted a policy that any City-owned land used to develop 
housing will contain 100% ~ermanentlv affordable housing. The City of Monterey would hold 
our long-term track record on producing numerous affordable housing programs and projects 
up for comparison with other similar jurisdictions. 

Attached to this letter as Exhibit 1, is a copy of the "City of Monterey's Inventory of Current and 
Proposed Affordable Housing Units". As you can see, we have 440 affordable homes now, 57 
approved and pending construction at this time, and 323 being processed for consideration. 
We believe this to be a clear demonstration of the City of Monterey's long-standing and ongoing 
commitment, investment, persistence and progress in the realm of affordable housing. 

The City would also like to point out that the "Clark Studyw developed for the Fort Ord Reuse 
Authority (FORA), which is referenced in the Grand Jury Report, interchanged the words and 
concepts "Housing Trust" and "Housing Land Trusthhich caused some confusion. A 
Community Land Trust (or land lease model) and a Communrty Housing Trust Fund are very 
different functions, but are both valuable tools to assist to produce affordable housing. Thanks 
to funding from the Fort Ord Reuse Authority and the efforts of numerous other agencies and 
organizations, including the City of Monterey, this Countywide Housing Trust may be the single 
most important tool we will have to address the challenges related to the provision of adequate 
and affordable housing. The vision for a Countwide Housing Tnrst and Land Trust is planned 
to be implemented by June 30,2004, 



With reference to the specific findings noted in the report, the City of Monterey offers the 
fol towing comments: 

Fi ndina N m e r  2- The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing 
Monterey County and the Monferey Peninsula in padicular. 

Findina N urn ber 2- Political economic, social and environmental considerations offen interfere 
with the achievement of reasonable affordable housing goals. 

Resaonse: Aaree with Findinas i & 2 - However, while the challenge is great and obstacles 
may seem too many some of the time, the City of Monterey has always been and still is 
committed to providing its share of affordable housing for its residents, and we make every 
effort to do so. The escalation of housing prices, especially since 1998, in this very desirable 
coastal area, is not a new phenomenon; unfortunately, this is also common throughout much 
California and especially along the coast. The complexities associated with a rapidly escalating 
real estate market coupled with a dissimilar increase in average annual household incomes 
cannot be over-simplified to be solely a revenue issue, nor solely a supply-side solution. 

The City of Monterey contains 73,382 total housing units, more than any other community in the 
County, except Salinas. Over 62% of the housing stock is comprised of rental properties. This 
City has clear plans and priorities to 
achieve more ownership housing for our workforce. The City of Monterey aggressively supports 
and proactively enters into partnerships to produce much-needed affordable workforce housing. 
The City has provided financial support and many creative incentives to produce a number of 

workforce housing projects, as well as tow and extremely low-income housing, in conjunction 
with the Housing Authority of the County of Monterey, Interim, Inc., CHISPA, and private 
developers. 

The City's collaborative effort with a private developer for the Osio Plaza Mixed-Use Project is a 
fairly recent example of a model project developed for the workforce of downtown. In 1999, we 
developed 33,000 square feet of multi-level mixed-use space that contains theaters, retail 
off ice, and 29 units of permanently-affordable workforce housing. The total cost of the 
development was $5,650,000, with the Clty lending the developer a $2,700,000 low-interest 
deferred loan, 

The City of Monterey's recently adopted Housing Element (2003) provides numerous specific 
incentives for workforce housing, to be comprised of highdensity housing in mixed-use areas, 
near existing goods and services. In Monterey, the political, economic, social and 
environmental considerations do not interfere with the achievement of reasonable affordable 
housing goals, as depicted in the report. The City of Monterey has always exceeded its 
Regional Allocation of housing for low and very-low-income households. The community and 
City Council are supportive of more workforce rental and ownership housing in mixed-use areas 
that can accommodate high density. 

Besides the limited availability and high cost of land, one of the most significant impediments to 
any housing construction or redevelopment in Monterey is the lack of a reliable water sour=. 
We share this challenge with other jurisdictions in the Monterey Peninsula Water Management 
District area. Our draft General Plan contains goals and policies to find a water source with or 
without the Water District. However, this is a substantial undertaking for a community of 
approximately 30,000 people. It is important to note we have actually lost or delayed 



development of hundreds of affordable housing units due to a lack of an adequate water 
supply. 

Affordable housinghorneowne~~hIp is critical to the economic and social 
health of Monterey County. 

Rss~onse: Auree with the Findlnu- The City believes that homeownership is a desirable 
option for the City, but recognizes that some households may never have the means or the 
desire to purchase a home affordable to them in the Clty of Monterey. However, the Housing 
Element is encouraging new homeownership opportunities in the City's commercial and mixed- 
use areas. A package of incentives is being prepared to encourage mixed-use houslng 
development at 30 dwelling units per acre. 

The City has, over the long-range, goals for the Ryan Ranch area that could contaln a 
substantial number of affordable housing types for all income groups. We have a lot of 
experience in that area. For example, in the mid -19901s, the City developed the Laguna 
Grande homeownership project, by contributing .the land to a private developer to bulld nineteen 
(1 9) - 3 bedroom, 2 l/z bath homes, affordable to low to moderate-income first-time 
Romebuyers. The units are deed restrfcted andmare 100% permanently affordable, We have a 
track record of devetoping ownership homes and we plan to do more within our City limits, and 
elsewhere when collaborations are viable. 

Sometimes it seems easy to forget that the City of Monterey is a mature City that once 
struggled with poverty and economic development when the sardlne canneries closed, and 
there was little work available for the workforce. At that time, the City contained many 
substandard houslng units that housed the ulow-income" working-poor families. The demise of 
the canneries called for serious redevelopment and investment which has been accomplished 
by the Monterey City Coundl over decades. Many of the older, substandard homes have been 
restored, and are now worth many times their previous value. While these hlgher home values 
are "problematic" now, this effort has already economically empowred several generations of 
Monterey families. Even with this long-term track record, the City of Monterey persists to 
provide more affordable housing; however, it is completely unreasonable to think that Monterey, 
after all its past redevelopment and investment in houslng and jobs, should be approached to 
sham its revenue streams It worked so hard to develop for its residents. 

er 4- The amount of revenue cfiies receh from residentid and comrnercia/ real 
estate Is a critical considerafion in their decision-making process in suppotting increased levels 
of a ~ o r d ~ b I e / w o M ~ m  housing. Wifhout some~formula for revenue sharing, those cMes with 
land available for developmenf (e.g., Seaside and Maha) may be forced to choose market-rate 
housing and commercial development over increased levels of affordable housing in order to 
insure that there is suficienf continuhg Income to provide essential lnfrasfructure and ongoing 
public services to both old and new development 

C l n d i n a -  The City of Monterey is not supportive of a 
revenue-sharing process. Nor do we believe that revenue gained or lost from real estate is the 
primary factor for peninsula comrnunitles deciding whether or not to develop more affordable 
housing. The issue is more complex than that, and we often see that social goals play a higher 
role than financial matters in this issue. The finding seems to Imply that the City of Monterey 
should support infrastructure and sewice costs for affordable housing in adjacent communities. 
We would reiterate that the City of Monterey faced the same challenges in the past that 
Seaslde and Marina do now. Wlth the use of redevelopment tools and good planning, the 



community was able to emerge into a world-class visitor destination. We should not be 
penalized for our progress. 

The City of Monterey has become fairly self-sufficient, with healthy programs in support of 
homeownership. The City of Monterey has effectively utilized the land lease program for its 
Osio Plaza Project, and utilizes opportunity-buying to assist the City to develop on City owned 
land and to reduce the costs to produce affordable housing and homeownership programs. 
The City of Monterey has ownership units in its inventory that sell for as little as approximately 
$93,000. The Clty provides a down payment assistance program to provide a deferred low- 
interest loan of up to $45,000 to help households become first time homebuyers. We believe 
that the City of Monterey has a greater and more diverse portfolio of programs and projects, as 
well as more staff dedicated to affordable housing than other Peninsula cities. 

The City acknowledges that workforce housing is a regional problem and it is willing to work 
through collaborative programs to assist with the regional issue. The City is willing to continue 
our efforts to form a Cauntywlde Community Housing Trust Fund and a Community Land Trust, 
but we are not willing to support any form of mandatory revenue sharing formula or process. 

Elndina Number 5- Affordable housing thresholds in the range of 30% to 50% are achlevable, 

Res~onse; Disaaree Partiallv The report notes that affordable housing 
thresholds in the range of 30% to 50% are achievable. This is misleading. When the cost of 
land is taken out of the financial proforma, housing can be developed at those ranges to be 
affordable to lower-income households. As noted above, the City of Monterey has produced 
several permanently affordable ownership units this way on City owned land. However, also, 
please remember in our case, we simply did not pass along the land cost to the new owners or 
renters. In the case of Fort Ord lands, there are very high costs of remediation and 
infrastructure redevelopment, which cannot be ignored. Land is very rarely "free" when all wsts 
related to its use are considered. 

Fi ndina Number 6- The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could 
significantly contribute to fostering cooperation between cifies with different economic makeup 
and help make affordable housing available to those increasingly priced out of the market. 

Resaonse: Dlsaaree Partiallv with the Findina- A Housing Trust Fund can be comprised of 
redevelopment funds under the mandatory 20% housing set-aside, which will be generated by 
the substantial hotel, commercial, airport, industrial, golf-courses 
and other tourism-based uses planned in both the Marina and Seaside portion of the former 
base. However, this may place a disproportionately high burden on these two cities. State and 
Federal funding can augment the funds, as well as housing bands, and tax credit programs. 
Fannie Mae and CalHFA have developed many creative programs to fund both ownership and 
rental projects. Private industry employers can also apply a great deal of resources to be part of 
this solution too. As noted before, the City of Monterey is supportlve of a County-wide Housing 
Trust, or a land lease model as powerfu! tools to address affordable housing needs. But again, 
the City of Monterey is supportive of a revenue sharing system. 

Resnonse to Recommendations: 

Recommendation Number 1 - Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should 
continue their individual effotfs to meef or exceed the objectives set forth in their current 



housing element plans to provide their "fair share " of the countywide need for additional 
affordable housing, 

o m  Resa nse. The Recomendatlon Has B een lmr, iemented- The City of Monterey has the 
necessary policies in-place and is committed to producing affordable housing. The City has 
developed a Housing Element that identifies a fair share of approximately 1,200 units to be 
developed in the City of Monterey over the planning period. The City will utilize all of its 
resources to meet or exceed the regional allocation. The City exceeded the 1992-2002 fair- 
share goals for low and moderate-income housing, although the private market did not meet its 
goal for market-rate housing. The City exceeded its goal for housing rehabilitation for 229 
units, and exceeded the goals for low-Income homeownership. Since the adoption of Its 
lnclusionary Housing Ordinance in 1982,440 affordable units have been produced. Of the 440 
units produced, non-profits and the Housing Authority developed 231 units. We stand on our 
track record, commitment and demonstrated abilities. 

on Numer 2- Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through 
increasing the percentage of lnclusionary Housing requirements by creating specialized 
developer incenfives, and by developing funding sources. 

Pes~onse: The Recommendation Has Been Im~lernente+TRe City of Monterey has recently 
developed policies to increase the percentage of lnclusionary Houslng requirements. The City 
has already created specialized developer incentives, and has engaged in an aggressive grant 
writing wmpaign to fund lower income housing. At this time, the Housing Element contains a 
recently increased policy for 20% lnclusionary Housing for all new development, to be restricted 
as affordable for the life of the ~roiect. The City has also adopted a policy that all new housing 
developed on City owned land shall be 100% The 
Housing Element also indicates that the City will investigate a housing impact fee for new 
residential units, condominium conversions, and non-residential projects based on the City's 
need for affordable and workforce housing. That matter will be reviewed again by the City 
Council this summer. Additionally, the Housing Element identifies the following as incentives to 
developers for additional affordable units: 

Density bonuses in commercial districts 
+ Fast track processing 
4 Zoning flexibility 
+ Water allocation priority 
4 Funding 
+ Parking adjustments 
4 Cooperative agreements with developers an,dlor non-profit agencies 

The City very recently provided a private developer a $2,300,000 low-interest loan; that, when 
coupled with additional incentives such as parking reductions, density bonuses, and a water 
allocation, produced a 1 00% ~ennanentlv affordable 21 -unit workforce housing project. The 
project is currently being developed in the Cannery Row area on the site of five former "cannery 
worker cottages". 

Most recently, the City was able to negotiate for additional affordable units (33%) for the 
recently completed mixed-use Sloat and Del Monterey Project. Also, at the site of the old 
Dream Theater on Lighthouse Avenue, the City was able to negotiate more mixed-use, 
affordable housing than under the lnclusionary Housing Ordinance. Lastly, the City is 



negotiating to finance a mixed-use project in our downtown area, to upgrade it from 20% to 
100% permanently affordable apartments. 

Pecommendat [on Number 3- In recognition of the regional nafure of the problem, a 
mechanism must be established to spread the economic costs of developing additional 
affordable housing in those areas where land for such development Is available. If cities with 
growth oppodunify are to choose affordable housing over other options, that would provide 
them wift~ greater revenue streams, they must be compensated by the shifting of funds from 
other areas. 

Res~onse: Tho Recomrnendatlon Wlll Not Be Im~krnonted Because it Is Not Reasonable 
for the Reasons Previouslv Stated- Over the years, the City of Monterey has invested a 
great deal in staff and resources to provide programs, monitor programs, and develop projects 
that facilitate homeownership and affordab~elworkforce housing development. The City is 
aggressively pursuing new development projects and new sources of funds. We will continue 
to do so, within our City limits and without revenue sharing. 

Recommendat ion Number 4- Review the recommendations fmm the Fort Ord Reuse 
Affordable/Workforce Housing Sfudy by the Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources 
of funding in the recommendations, For example, a regional housing or community trust fund 
could provide a significant opportunity for such communit~es as Carmel, Monterey, and Pacific 
Grove to contribute meaningfully to finding a solution to high priced housing on the Peninsula. 
Communify trusts would provide a mechanism whereby cities with land for development and 
those wjthouf would have a way to cooperate on an ongoing basis to achleve goals fhat ail 
agree are in fhe interesfs of fhe entire Peninsula region. 

Res~onse: The Recommendation Requires Further Analysis Over the Next Six 16) 
Months- The City has contributed the expertise,of staff to work with other jurisdictions and 
FORA to plan funding, financing, and innovative design for new workforce housing projects. 
The City has embraced the concept of workforce housing. As noted in the foregoing analysis, 
the City has over the years, and still is, aggressively pursuing opportunities to develop 
affordable housing models for its workforce. The City actively participates in regional affordable 
housing efforts and with FORA to establish a Countyvllde Community Housing Trust and also a 
possible Land Trust this year. We do not feel that these Trusts rely on revenue sharing 
between cities to be successful. But, we do feel that formation of these Trusts and use of 
appropriate programs and tools available to these Trusts could be the best solution at this time 
to address the regional issue of affordable housing now and in the future. 
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C I T Y  OF DEL R E Y  O A K S  
660 C A N Y O N  D E L  R E Y  RD. DEL R E Y  O A K S ,  C A L I F O R N I A  9 3 9 4 0  

PHONE ( 8 3 1 )  3 9 4 - 8 6 1  1 F A X  ( 8 3 1 )  3 9 4 - 6 4 2 1  

OFFICE OF The Mayor 

March 24,2004 

The Honorable Judge Terrance Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
County of Mon terey 
P.O. Box 414 
Salinas, CA 93902 

Re: Responses to the Finding and Recommendations of the 2003 
Monterey County Grand Jury Report 

Dear Honorable Judge Terrance: 

The Del Rey Oaks City Council at the their meeting of March 23,2004 
reviewed and accepted the city's prepared responses to the finding and 
recommendations of the 2003 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Report 
on Police Services in Montere y County & Affordable Housing on the 
Monferey Peninsula: 

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS 
Police Services In Monterev County 

RECOMMENDATION #1: 
The Grand Jury recommends the various police jurisdictions throughout 
Monterey County adopt a similar statistical chart for review of publlc 
safety services. 

RESPONSE #1: 
The City of Del Rey Oaks uses similar statistical charts to review the public 
safety services provided to the citizens of Del Rey Oaks. Each month the 
City Council is provided with statistical data on police and fire responses in 
the City for the previous month, Additionally, the City Council receives 
similar comparison charts each year during the review and adoption of 
the budget that compares salaries, service levels, and crime statistics. 

The citizens of Del Rey Oaks passed a Public Safety Parcel Tax on March 2, 
2004 by 71 % so that their public safety serviced will not be decreased by 
the massive deficits faced at the State and County levels. 

City of Del Rey Oms Response fo the 2003 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Report 



RECOMMENDATION #z 
The Grand Jury recommends that the councils of the various incorporated 
cifies revlew the statistical data charts produced by thet respective 
police departments (see Recommendation I )  in assessing the elfy's 
budget. 

RESPONSE #2: 
The Del Rey Oaks City Council has and does review statistical data charts 
produced by the Del Rey Oaks Police Department. 

A suggestion would be to create a mechanism through the Monterey 
County Chief's Association to create a standardized format / charting of 
this information that would provide a data set that would represent the 
needs of all of the cities in Monterey County that could be presented to 
the City Councils of the incorporated cities on an annual basis. Currently, 
each city has to capture the data individually, which is redundant and 
time consuming. 

RECOMMENDATION #3: 
The Grand Jury recommends to each cify to organize a task force to 
establish an affordable housing assistance program, This issue directly 
effects the recruitment and retention of police officers in every police 
jurisdiction In the County of Monterey. 

RESPONSE #3: 
The City of Del Rey Oaks does not have land available for housing. The 
land that has been annexed into the city from the former Fort Ord is deed 
restricted as a result of unexploded ordinance (UXO) which will not allow 
housing to be built on the site. Housing stock in the City of Del Rey Oaks is 
extremely limited. AMBAG, after lengthy discussions and study has 
forecasted that 23 new housing units were needed in the City of Del Rey 
Oaks over the next several years to accommodate the states projected 
requirements for affordable housing. 

The City staff and elected officials already participate in AMBAG, and 
have representatives on both the FORA administrative committee and 
FORA board who are participating in discussions on the need for 
affordable housing on the Monterey Peninsula. 

RECOMMENDATION #4: 
The 2003 Grand Jury recommends that thts be the first of five annual 
reviews of comparative pollce staffing levels for each of the cities in 
Monterey County. 
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RESPONSE #4; 
The City of Del Rey Oaks is receptive to this idea, and would commit to 
participating in an annual review of law enforcement staffing levels. 

RESPONSE TO FINDINGS 
Affordable Housing On The Monterev Peninsula 

FINDING #l  : 
The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing 
Monterey County and the Monterey Peninsula In particular. 

RESPONSE # 1 ~  
The City agrees that the lack of affordable housing is one of the most 
serious problems on the Peninsula. The lack of water is as serious a 
problem as it prevents development of new housing to correct this 
shortage of housing problem. High fees and cost of construction also 
contribute to the high cost of housing development. 

FINDING #2: 
Political, economic, social and environmental consideration often 
interfere wfh the achievement of reasonable affordable housing goals. 

RESPONSE #2: 
While these considerations at times may interfere with the production of 
affordable housing, the same considerations are in play in achieving any 
and all types and categories of housing. 

FINDING #3: 
Affordable housing/home ownership is critical to the economic and social 
health of Monterey County. 

RESPONSE #3: 
The City can concur with this finding; equally critical is the lack of water, 
high fees and lack of land, 

FINDING #4; 
The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial 
real estate is a crlticaI consideration in their decision-maklng process in 
supporting Increased levels of afforda ble/workforce housing. Without 
some formula for revenue sharing, those citles with land available for 
development) e.g., Seaside and Marlna) may be forced to choose 
market-rate housing and commercial development over increased levels 
of affordable houslng In order to insure that there b sufficient continuing 
income to provide essential infrastructure and ongoing public services to 
both old and new development. 
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RESPONSE #4: 
This finding mentions only Seaside and Marina has having land avaitabIe 
for the  production of affordable housing (presumably referring to former 
Fort Ord) and does not mention the County or the City of Salinasj. Any 
program to produce affordable housing in the county should not look to 
just Seaside andlor Marina (both long time historical producers of the vast 
majority of lower cost housing for the Peninsula). The cost of providing 
basic city services requires revenue that considers all ranges of housing, 
commercial and other revenue generating land uses. Establishing o 
Peninsula wide program for the sharing of revenue to produce affordable 
housing is a noble idea, but currently lacks the needed legal authority to 
implement. 

FINDING #5: 
Affordable housing thresholds in the range 30% to 50% are achievable. 

RESPONSE #5: 
The assumption that Fort Ord housing coutd achieve a goal of 50% 
affordable housing as mentioned in the Clark Report, left out a number of 
important factors that would be key in developing a true affordable 
housing program within Fort Ord (The Report centered on single family for 
sale housing and had little or no information on rental, row or 
condominium housing as a affordable housing resource. Neither did the 
report explain how FORA and its land use jurisdictions coutd reduce their 
land sale and fee revenue and still meet their legal and fiscal obligations 
as required by the FORA adopted Reuse Plan and the Plan's 
accompanying Environmental Impact Report). 

FINDING #6: 
The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could 
significantly contribute to fostering cooperation between cities with 
different economic makeup and help make affordable housing clvallable 
to those increasingly priced out of the marker. 

RESPONSE #6: 
The City generally agrees that a housing trust fund would be useful 
program to the future production of affordable sales and rental housing. 
Such a fund should be financially supported by all the Cities that will apply 
to the fund for assistance. 

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECOMMENDATION #I: 
Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should confinue 
thelr individual efforts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in fhsir 
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current housing element plans to provide their "fair share" of the 
countywlde need for additional affordable housing. 

RESPONSE #I : 
The City continues to support programs that will help the City meet its fair 
share of additional affordable housing. The City however has a lack of 
adequate water, land and revenue. The City has no available water 
altotment and only three vacant lots available to meet the State goal of 
providing some 20 units of new housing. While the City will soon take title 
to some 340 acres of former Fort Ord land the State of California has 
determined that no residential housing will be allowed to be constructed 
on the property due to the site's history of containing unexploded 
ordinance. 

RECOMMENDATION #2: 
Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through increasing 
the percentage of ExctusIonary Housing requirements, by creating 
specialized developer incentives, and by developing funding sources. 

RESPONSE #2: 
The City has adopted an "auxiliary unit" program aimed at producing 
below market rental housing. The program is currently at standstilt due to 
lack of water. Additional programs are described in the Draft Housing 
Elements outlined in the  City's Housing Element of its General Plan and in 
the Redevelopment Program adopted by the City last year. Under the 
Redevelopment Program [adopted to implement the 340 acres of former 
Fort Ord), the Redevelopment Agency will set aside 20% of its tax 
increment revenue for the production and preservation of very low, low 
and moderate housing programs. The Agency may (as examples) 
partnership with other land use jurisdictions to produce below market 
housing, donate to a responsible housing trust program, provide shelter 
grants for needy persons, provide first time homebuyer assistance and 
loans to preserve existing housing. 

Copies of the City's Housing Element and the Redevelopment Agency 
Housing Programs are available upon request. 

In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must 
be established to spread the economic costs of developing additional 
affordable housing in those areas where land for such development is  
available. If cities with growth opportunity are to choose affordable 
housing over other options fhat would provide them with greafer revenue 
streams, they must be compensated by the shifting of funds from other 
areas. 
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RESPONSE #3; 
The City supports this recommendation. 

RECOMMENDATION #4: 
Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable 
Workforce Houdng Study by The Clark Group and aggressively pursue the 
sources of funding in the recommendations. For example, a regional 
housing or community trust fund could provide a significant opportunity for 
such communifies as Carmel, Monterey and Pacific Grove to contribute 
meaningfully to finding a solution to high prlced housing on the Peninsula. 
Community trusts would provide a mechanism where by cities with land 
for development and those without would have a way to cooperate on an 
ongoing basis to achieve goals that all agree are in the interest of the 
entire Peninsula region, 

RESPONSE #4: 
The City supports the comment that a community trust fund would be a 
beneficial tool to have available. While the Clark Report was useful in 
explaining the benefits of a trust fund to the general public, the program 
was proposed by local communities and FORA prior to the Clark Report. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor 

City of Del Rey Oab Response to the 2003 Monterey County Cwil Grand Jury Report 



KING CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT 
Jim Copsey, Chief of Pnlice 

King City Police 
415 Basmt St. 
King City, CA 93930 

Jw 
County of Monscrey 
P.O. Box 414 
Wnm, CA 93902 

Montemy County 2003 Grand Jnrg: 

On March 23,2004, the City Cowil approved the .fob* responses to rtxommt?ndafions of 
the Morrtesey County 2003 Gramd Jury investigation 

1. R@Yrise to Findings: Respondent a- with the finding. 
l % a t w c m m m d h  karskn hpkme~daonohd  

T b  King City Police Departma has agt& to adopt the FBI s t a W d  i n f o d o n  as one of the 
tools fbr revkwhg daBg needs. In addition, each year the King City Police bprtmxrt looks a all 
Seatesmdtocalcrime~~~inordertomakethe~~p~'bbto~theCities~ 
needsarem~~ The~CityPo~~realiaesthatp~.ceoffi~~direct~effects 
hiring and retention, however, due to currerrt &caI constmints the City will not be taking any action at 
t h i s t i m e ~ W i U c m s i d m f i r t u r e ~ ~ w h ~ ~ i . e m d i f ~ p r k t e .  

2. Response to Findhp: Respondent a p e s  with the finding. 
The mmmdation ltas hem bpkmei&d as m o k d  

The City Council of King City will make every e&rt possible to review the statistical data preserrted 
to~~thePolioe~itlordeTtoassess~Police~sneedsduringthebudget 
process. T h e C ~ o f K i n g ~ ~ a r e W o o n s t x a i n t s b e ~ p ~ o n t h e C a y a n d b a v e r n a d e  
a90 ~ t o e x l f l l r e t h a t d ~ n s a r e m a d e i n a ~ y ~ f l s ' b l e ~ w h e n d e t ~  
thePol ioeDeqammt~needs .  

3. Response bo Findings: R w n d e n t  agma with the finding, 
Tkewcmmm&h ntill~utbe hqdem&d & duej 'kdcon6ts .  

The City of Kiug agrees with wrad recognizes the importame of mtabhhing an affordable housing 
assistam program for employees. The City also agrees that an afkrdable housing program may help 
w i t h t h ~ a n d ~ n o f p o l i c e o ~  Ho~withttBe~constraintsastZleyare 
toctay,~CCitywiUnotbetakinganyactfonatthistimebutwill~~llsi~~hataskforce~~ 
pottnxial~dablt housing progmms ifany furads become adable. 



4. Reaponse to Findings: Repondent agms with the bdbg .  
T k e ~ d a f i o n k a s ~ ~ M a s W d  

T B e C i t y o f K i n g ~ ~ i s i m p o ~ t o ~ l o o k ~ t b e p o l i c e ~ h ] s a r s d t o ~  
~ ~ a n d a s ~ f o r o l r r ~ f l b b d s .  ThePoliaeDepastmentaho 
agrees~Book~~~aSitkbhspw:~issues~ing~Cityadllotjustasa 
ampmtiw sta&M ambr with o h  citk in M o m  County, 'Ihc Police feels 
t h a t d c i t y h ~ ~ d ~ r p r o ~ t b a t m y j ~ m r e o r k s E a g t o m e e t t h o ~ ~  
afmdaoomparative~d~beOheo~hr~toMdeteffnineourneeds. 



CITY MANAGER 
440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone (831 ) 899-6700 
Seaside, CA 93955 FAX (83 1 ) 899-6227 

TDD (831) 899-6207 

March 29,2004 

The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
County of Monterey 
North Wing, Room 3 18 
240 Church Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Subject : Response to Grand Jury Findings 

Dear Judge Duncan: 

The City of Seaside is pleased to provide the following responses to the 2003 Monterey County 
Grand Juxy Report concerning Police Services in Monterey County. 

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Police jurisdictions throughout Monterey County should adopt a similar statistical 
chart for review of public safety services. 

Rqponse: The recommendcation has been implemented in part. 

While the City of Seaside generally agrees with the recommendation that statistical data 
charts are an important element for assessing policing needs, and produces them on an 
annual basis, they are not all-inclusive. Every community is different and each must 
determine their public safety needs based on a combination of criteria, which would include 
statistical data charts. 

2. City Councils throughont Monterey County should review the statistical data charts 
produced by their respective police departments in assessing the city budget. 

Response: The recornmendubion has been irnpIemented. 

The City of Seaside currently reviews statistical data charts as part of its budget 
developmmt pracess. However, as stated above, statistical data charts are an important 
element for assessing policing need but they are not all-inclusive. Every community is 
different and each must determine their public safety needs based on a combination of 
criteria, which would include statistical data. 



The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
M m h  29,2004 
Page 2 

3. Each city organize a task force to establish i n  affordabIe housing assistance program 
to improve police officer recruitment and retention. 

Respome: Z4s recommendation has been implemented in part. 

The City of Seaside recognizes that affordable housing is a serious issue facing law 
enforcement personnel and as such is one of few cities in the State of California, and 
currently the only city in the County of Monterey, to offer housing assistance to public 
safety personnel. 

4. Each city conduct a review each year for the next five y e w  of comparative police 
stflmg leveIs. 

Response: The recomaamdation has been implemented to the degree that it is under the 
control of the City of Seaside. 

The City of Seaside regularly reviews the data available from other agencies to evaluate 
comparative police staffing levels. 

If you have any questions regarding the City's response or would like additional information, 
please contact me at 831-899-6701. 

Sincerely, 
A 

DanieI E. Keen 
City Manager 



' I City of Salinas 
OFFICE OF THE MAVDR 200 L h w h  Avenue SalW, Calhnia $3Wl (031) 76B-72M Fax (831 ) 758-7388 
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March 30,2004 

The Honorable T m c e  R. Duncan 
Presiding Judge, Superior Court 
County of Monterey 
240 Church Street 
Salinas, California 9390 1 

Dear Judge Duncan, 

This letter is the City of Salinas' response to the findings of the Monterey County Civil Grand 
Jury Final Report 2003-Police Services in Monterey County. I would first like to thank each 
member of the Civil Grand Jury for taking their time to assist us in improving our community's 
quality of life. The Grand Jury made four recommendations regarding police senices that I wiI1 
address in the foIlowing letter, 

Nolence, and gang violence in particular, continues to plague our City. The Grand Jury 
accurately reports that "(u)nderstaffmg of police departments adversely effects the police services 
throughout Monterey County." Gang violence is a constant drain on City and Police Department 
resources. "Spikes" in gang violence, however, create problems beyond the actual crimes 
themselves. On September 10, 2003, we experienced five shootings, two resulting in deaths, in 
the span of seven hours. With only twelve swing shift patrol officers on duty, the entire day shift 
patrol unit was held over for several hours, as was the entire Investigations Division and Vica 
Narcotics Unit, Because of the vast resources committed to the shooting scenes, forty-eight 91 1 
calls went unanswered. Of those we were able to respond to, some callers waited up to five and a 
half hours for an officer to respond. This is but one example of the serious s a g  challenges 
faced by the City of Salinas 

Recommendation I :  me  Grand Jury recornmen& the various police depcarfmends adopt a 
(compambive) statistical chart for review of public safety services. 

On September 16, 2003, Chief of Police Daniel M. Ortega made a presentation to the Sdinas 
City Council. h that presentation, he reviewed the ongoing issues of gang violence and overall 
impact of the high volume of calls for service being handled by a shift of officers who are 
relatively few in number. Chief Ortega addressed the staffing levels of our Police Department 
relative to several others, as did the Grand Jury Report. Below is a graphical representation of 
the Grand Jury's comparative data chart. Graph 1 has been reformatted to demonstrate the 
number of officers per 1,000 population, which is the law-enforcement standard basis for 
comparison (Sand City has been eliminated h r n  the comparison because their population 
relative to the size of their police department creates a statistical anomaly), 
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Chart 1 : Officers11 000 Population 

lmb7 1.37 1.34 1.28 1.11 

FBI Reports11 000 Population 

The City of Sdiw has the second lowest officers-per-thousand population ratio of the cities in 
Monterey County. Salinas also has the highest rate of FBI Uniform Crime Report offenses' 
(Graph 2) in the county. 

Recommenhtion 2: The Grand Jury recommends that the councils of the various incorporated 
cities review the statistical data charts produced by their respective police departments .. .in 
assessing the cily S budget. 

In response to the need to provide greater police presence in our community, Council has 
rescinded recent reductions in the swom staffing levels and has in fact authorized an additional 
tm police officer positions effective July 1, 2004, bringing our swom staffing ratio to 1.21 
officers per thousand. Furthermore, Council recognizes the need for even more offrcers and is 
committed to attempting to locate the resources to fund Chief Ortega's request for ten additional 
officers per year for the next three years. 

The Uniform C&ne Report (UCR) is complied annually by the FBI. The FBI collects data from mare than 17,000 law 
tnforcement agencies regarding the occurmces of u&t major crimes: murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, heft, motor vehicle theft and arson. Reports of increasing or decreasing crime rates are typically in 
reference to changes in UCR reportable crimes. 



Recommendation 3: The Grand Jury recommends to each cidy to olganize a task force to 
establish an a f o h b l e  housing assistance program. 

The high cost of living is an oft-cited reason that potential officers choose to work elsewhere, and 
why veteran officers move away to more affordable jurisdictions. In 2001, Council authorized a 
first-time homebuyer's program for police officers as a recruitment and retention tool. In short, 
the program provides a $50,000 loan for a down payment on a home in Salinas to first-time 
Monterey County homebuyers. The officer who receives the loan would commit to paying 
interest only on the principal and, after ten years of service to the City, the principal would be 
forgiven. 

Unfortunately, this program was cut as part of necessary citywide budget reductions. Council 
intends to re-establish the home loan program for officers as soon as it becomes aconomicalIy 
viable. 

Recommenhrion 4: The 2003 Grand Juv  recommends that this be the first of five annual 
reviews of comparative police staflng levels for each of the cities in Monterey County. 

Chief Ortega's staff conducts periodic and ongoing reviews of relative staffing levels as well as 
staffing levels in relation to population, resource allocation, budgetary concerns and other issues 
that affect the quality, timeliness and effectiveness of law enforcement service delivery to our 
community. This information is agendized and shared with the Salinas City Council on a regular 
basis. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Civil Grand Jury's report. 

RespecfiIIy submitted, 

Anna M. Caballero 
Mayor 
City of Salinas 



May 4,2004 

Honorable Tmance Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Supmior Court of Monterey County 
1200 Aguajito b a d  
Monterey, CA. 93940 

Dear Judge Duncan, 

In accordance with Scctions 933 (c) and 933.05 of tho California Penal Code, the City of Solodad is 
responding to the relevant findings and rewmmcndations #1 through #4 offered by the Monterey 
County Civil Grand Jury. The responses are outlined below: 

Like most municipalities, the City of Solodad places a priority on public safety and would 
cmperatc with any g o v ~ e n t a l  sort to develop gcncraf guidelines recommending 
staEing levels for law enforcement. Howvcr, the information provided in the recent 
Grand Jury report did not appear completely accurate with regards to the number of 
officers authorid and the population of Ihc City of Soledad. Thc chart rcprcscmtod tbat 
the Soledad Police Depuimcnt maintains W e n  sworn positions when in actuality, 
seventeen police officers, plus one investigator position funded by grant monies has been 
authori;l~d. And it appcarcd that the population of the imam at Salinas Vallcy Prison 
and Solodad's CaliforHia Training Facility (11,000) was included in the population 
estimates. even though these individuals arc policed by more than 2,000 Correctional 
Ofliccrs. 

Over the past s e v d  yams the Solodad City Council has consistently approved requests 
for improvements and additions to police staffing. Recommendations for these additions 
are almost always made by the Police Chief and based on the review and evaluation of 
statistical information related to criminal activity, crime trends and population growth. It 
is assumed that the Police Chief will evaluate, as part of his strategic plan, the resources 
available to the police departrncnt and to make mmmmendations to the City Managcr for 
the proper incrcnses. 

Recruitment and rclontion of qualified pmonncl is vital to the success of dl law 
enforcement orgrlnimtions, and certainly aordable housing is an important factor when 
candidates make their decision whether to apply in a particular community. The City of 
Solcdad has provided city employees, to include police officers, with mcans by which to 
obtain affordable housing through two home loan assistance programs. The first is the 
City of Solcdad Community Development Block Grant First-Time Home Buyor Down- 
Payment Assistance Program (CDBG). This program offers discounted loan ratcs on 
down-payments for fmt-time home buyers. To date, aithough police officers employed 
by the City of Soledad qualified for this program, none took advantage of it. 1n addition, 
the City of Soledad coordinated thc Community Housing Improvement Systcms and 
Planning Association, hc. (CHTSPA) to sct aside five newly constnrcted homes 

Poa Office Box 156 + Soledad. California 93960 Phone (831) 678-3963 Fax (83 1 ) 678-3965 



for city employees who were qualified for discounted loan rates and fees. Again, 
of the officers qualified to take advantage of the program, none applied. 

4. The City of Soledad would welcome atlnual reviews of police staffing level. 

If you have my questions or need additional information, please contact Chief of Police Richard 
A. Cox at (83 11678- 1 332 extension 1 42. 

Mayor 



MONTEREY COUNTY 

March 30,2004 

The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
Monterey County 
North Wing, Room 3 18,240 Church Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Dear Judge Duncan: 

Attached is the response of our governing body, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors, to the 
findings and recommendations in the Monterey County Civil Grand Jury's 2003 Final Report dated 
January 2,2004 as required by Sections 933 and 933.05 of the California Penal Code. 

This response pertains ta the findings and re~mmendations in Section 12, Workforce Investment Board. 
All other items that required response were addressed in the response dated February 24,2004. 

The Monterey County Board of Supervisors approved the attached response on March 3 0,2004. 

Louis Calcagno Y 
Chair, Monterey County Board of Supervisors 

Attachment: Response to Findings & Recommendations 



MONTEREY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

MEETING: March30,2004 AGENDA NO.: 

SUBJECT: Approve the proposed response to the 2003 Monterey County Grand Jury Final Report 
(filed January 2,2004) related to the Workforce Invesbnent Board and authorize staff of 
the County Administrative Ofice to file approved final response with the presiding 
judge of the Superior Court of California on or before April 1,2004. 

DEPARTMENT: Department of Social and Employment Services 

RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors approve the proposed response to the 2003 Monterey 
County Grand Jury Final Report related to the Workforce Investment Board (WIB) and authorize staff of the 
County Administrative Office to file the approved final response with the Presiding Judge of the Superior 
Court of California, County of Monterey, on or before April 1,2004. 

SUMMARY 

The 2003 Grand Jury filed its annual report on January 2,2004. By law, h e  Board of Supervisors has 90 
days to file a response to findings and recommendations contained in the report. 

DISCUSSION 

The proposed response addresses each specific finding and recommendation related to the WIB. Due to the bi- 
monthly schedule of WIB meetings, it was not possible for this response to be agendized at a regular meeting. 
However, at its February 3, 2004 meeting the full W B  authorized its Executive Committee, which meets 
monthly, to review and comment on the County's proposed response. The WIB Executive Committee reviewed 
and endorsed this proposed response at its March 22,2004 meeting, with one exception as described below. 

At the March 2zd Executive Committee consideration of bylaw amendments was continued so to allow to 
review recent County Counsel comments on the draft bylaws. As a result of this continuation, the response to 
the Grand Jury recommendation for byIaw modifications (recommendation #5 )  had to be edited to recognize the 
continuation and change the anticipated timeframe for bylaw amendments &om April 2004 to June 2004. 

While his proposed response is intended to reflect the policy of your Board, the report will not reflect actual 
Board policy until it has been reviewcd, modified, and adopted during public session. The final response of 
your Board will be deemed and accepted by the Grand Jury as the response of the Monerey County 
Administrative Office and the Department of Social and Employment Services. 

OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

The Department of Social and Employment Services prepared the proposed response to the 2003 Grand Jury 
Report and presented it the WIB Executive Committee at their March 22,2004 meeting. The W18 Executive 
Committee unanimously cndorsed the proposed response. 

recommended Board response will have no direct fmncial impact on the General Fund. 

~lliottkobin&n, Director of Social and Employment Services 
March 23, 2004 

Attachments 
Report Prepared by: Elliott Robinson, Director of Social and Employment Services 



Before the Board of Supervisors in and for the 
County of Monterey, State of California 

Approve the proposed response to the 2003 
Monterey County Grand Jury Final Report 
(filed January 2,2004) related to the 

) 

Worldom Investment Board and authorize 1 
staff of the County Administrative Office to ) 
file approved final response with the presiding 
judge of the Superior Court of California on or 
before April 1, 2004. ..................................... .. 

Upon motion of Supervisor , seconded by Supervisor , and 
carried by those members present, the B o d  hereby approves the proposed response to the 2003 
Montmy County Grand Jury Final Report related to the Workforce Investment Board and authorizes 
staff of the County Administrative Office to file the approved response with the Presiding Judge of the 
Supaior Court of California on or before April 1,2004. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 30th day of March 2004, by the following vote, to-wit: 

AYES : 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

I, Sally R. Reed, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey, State of California, hereby certify that the 
foregoing is a h e  copy of an original order of said Board Supervisors duly made and entered in the minutes thereof at page 
- of Minute Book , on 

SALLY R. REED, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
County of Monterey, State of California. 

Dated: 



ATTACHMENT 
RESPONSE 

MONTEREY COUNTY CIVIL G M N D  JURY 2003 FINAL REPORT 
WORKFORCE INVESTMENT BOARD 

RESPONSES TO FINDINGS 

FINDING #I: Thc present Grand Jury confmed the previous (2002 Grand Jury) fmdings that w 
conact existed as a mult of common management (the same person was concurrently Executive 
Director of both the WIB and OET, and this prevented effectrve independence between the two 
organizations). 

RESPONSE: P a r t i a I l y di s a g  r e e . As stated in the response to the 2002 Grand Jury Report, the 
County and the WIB acknowledge that the Executive Director was responsible for staffing the WIB, 
managing the Office for Employment Training (OET) and supervising fiscal and management 
information systems for OET. Under the Act and its regulations, this is an allowable construct of job 
duties for the Executive Director position. To this end, Section 1 17 (f) 2 of the Workforce Investment 
Act (WIA) states: 

C o r e  servieer; intensive services; designation or certification as one-stop 
operators.--A l o c a l  board may provide core services described in section 134Id) ( 2 )  
or intensive services described in section 134Id)(3) t h rough  a one-stop delivery 
system described in section 1 3 4 ( c )  or  be designated or cer t i f ied  as a onestop 
opera tor  o n l y  w i t h  the agreement of the chief  e lec ted official and t h e  Governor. 

Consistent with this section of the WIA, the Board of Supervisors in their role as chief elected &cia1 
and the Governor approved Monterey County's Five Year Strategic plan, which outlined the 
organization of the Monterey County WIB and OET. The Executive Director had an approved job 
description detailing the job responsibilities that were consistent with the Five Year Plan. However, in 
reviewing the concerns of the Grand Jury, the County divided the responsibilities of WIB staffing from 
program operations. In March 2003, the County Administrator's Ofice issued a management letter 
defining the two new divisions and the responsibilities of the WIB Executive Director and the Deputy 
Director for OET. Additional work needs to be completed to formalize the job duties and positions 
associated with this reorganization. 

FINDING #2: Competitive bidding for the RFPs, as specified in the WIA regulations, is discouraged 
by the awarding of job trdnin9,educatiod OJT contracts to favored private organizations. 

RESPONSE: W h o I l y d i s a g r e e . The finding that competitive bidding is discouraged is not 
consistent with the facts. The Monterey County program year 2003 RFP process was both thorough and 
inclusive. The Youth and Adult RFPs werc reconstructed from the prior funding cycle to more clearly 
identify the employment and training needs of Monterey County businesses and job seekers. In 
developing the new RFP format WIB Analyst Staff consulted with multiple Local Workforce 
Investment Areas (LWIA) and reviewed many different RFP models to build on best practices from 
around the State. Members of the WIB Planning Committee and Youth Council convened to review 
proposals and recommend elements prior to adoption by the WIB. County Counsel and the General 
Services Department were directly involved in all RFP solicitations to assure proper form and legality. 



A notice of fund availability was sent to 161 local, statewide, and national vendors. I l e  RFP was 
available on the WIB website and in electronic and paper form at the front desk of the Salinas One Stop. 
Public notice was placed in El Sol, the Californian, the Monterey Herald, the Register Pajaronian, the 
Santa C w  Sentinel, and the Hollister Freelance newspapers. Public hearings and two bidder's 
conferences were held explaining the RFPs. The terms and conditions for funding successful proposals 
were discussed openly and are recorded in the minutes of thirteen of the twenty WIB and subcommittee 
meetings held between January and June 2003. The schedule of RFP activities and final funding 
decisions were discussed in public WIE meetings. WIB staff was responsive to members of the public 
by amending the timeline for thc submission of proposals and presentations to the WIB and the BOS. 
'fie process was very open and competition was encouraged. 

It should be noted that the RFP included criteria to weight providers with greater experience more 
heavily. This may have led to the finding, however the weighting criteria was based on a review of best 
practices from other jurisdictions and was included so as to allow broader participation in the RFP while 
stilI recognizing the value of demonstrated ability. Weighting criteria provided for 20% of the available 
points based on demonstrated ability. Providers with 10 or more years of documented successful 
experience could receive the maximum of the 20% of points allocated for ability; those with Iess 
experience would receive less than the 20% maximum, This was a change made to encourage more 
competition, prior RFPs simply excluded providers with less than 2 years of documented successful 
experience in workforce development service to disadvantaged adults. By opening the field to 
potential provider who has had experience with managing government grantslcontracts of $250,000 or 
more within the prior 4 years it was the intent of the WIB to promote better competition. 

FINDING #3: WIB Board members are reluctant to remain because they are not provided with 
information essential to carry out their responsibilities. For example, funding information necessary to 
make objective decisions has not been provided to Directors in a timely or effective fashion, and Board 
members have not been encouraged effectively to participate in the creation of WIB agendas. 

RESPONSE: FVh o 11 y d i s a gr  e e . Although the WIB staff agrees that there has been a turnover of 
private sector members on the WIB, it must be noted that this is a common dilemma throughout the 
State of California. The Act requires top leaders from businesses, Iabor, education, and employment 
services to be nominated and participate as WIB members. WXB members dedicate themselves to a 
significant time commitment. WIB members must become versed in a breadth of issues encompassed 
by workforce development policy and local Iabor market conditions, The challenging state of our 
economy and public sector funding along with the high level of commitment demanded from 
community leaders who are members of the WIB are the key issues that drive membership and 
participation. In reviewing letters of resignation, and comments made to the full WIB, there has never 
been a circumstance where a WIB member resigned as a result of lack of information. In most cases, 
resignations occurred as a result of reassignment, change in position, business closure, or difficulty with 
the time commitment especially for private sector representatives. 

FINDING #4: In the final quarter of calendar 2002, expenditures reported by the OET reflect 
the following allocations: 60-65% of the expended funds went to staff and overhead, while only 35- 
40% of the funds went to program participants. 



RESPONSE: A g  r e e . This constitutes a very high rate of return for the customers of the Monterey 
County One Stop Career Center system. The 40% of funds that went directly to benefit participants 
include tuition reimbursement for approved vocational classes of up to $5,000 per person, as well as 
$2,000 for supportive services such as transportation, childcare, tools, etc. It also includes payments of 
wages to participants enrolled in work experience. During the quarter examined by the Grand Jury, 
enrollment levels into training were quite high. This would cause the accelerated amount of expenditures 
in the area of participant casts examined by the Grand Jury. 

II-I addition to tke 35%-40% participant expenditures, staff salaries are also core components of the 
training program. Staff is responsible for outreach and recruitment efforts. They determine eligibility 
and conduct workshops so that participants (youth and adults) feel confident during the job search and 
interview process. They assess participants to support referral to vocational programs or other substance 
abuse treatment or mental health services when necessary. Additionally, staff works with the business 
community to develop jobs. 

Funds used for staffing the One Stop Career Centers should not be confused with administrative costs. 
OET keeps administrative costs, which are a subset of costs for staff and overhead, to less than 10% as 
required under WIA. 

FINDING #5: The most recent revision of the WIB bylaws continues to allow the Executive 
Director to control the WIB agenda and committee assignments. 

]RESPONSE: W h o 1 I y d i s a g r  e e . The WIB bylaws were developed in strategic planning sessions 
with a majority of the WIB members, approved by the full WIB, reviewed by County Counsel and 
approved by the Board of Supervisors (BOS). The WIB bylaws have never allowed the Executive 
Director to unilaterally control the WIB agenda and committee assignments. The current bylaws 
reference the development of agendas by stating "Chairs of the LWIB Committees in consultation with 
the Executive Director shall have the responsibility of preparing the agenda for committee meetings." 

Revisions to the bylaws currently being drafted more clearly define the staff responsibilities associated 
with agenda preparation. They state: 

A r t i c 1 e V.  4 - The Executive Director shall hme the responsikiliiy of preparing the WIB agenda,for 
review and approval by the Chairperson prior to WIB meetings. 

Ariicle V. 6 - The Executive Director shall have the responsibiliiy of preparing the agenda for Commit fee 
waeebing,~ for approval by the Chairperson prior to Committee meetings. 

Article VI 1 - Regular meetings of the WIB will Be held on the$rst Tuesday of every oother month. The 
WIB meeting agenda must he approved by the WIB Chair, in writing, and the agenda must note such 
endorsement. A WIB Chair approved agenda inusl be delivered to each WIB member no later than 72 
hours prior lo the regular meeting. 

The role of Committee Chairs in establishing agendas has been clear. Standard operating policy between 
WIB staff and the Chairs is to have a joint discussion to review all pertinent items. The Chairs determine if 
an item submitted by members of the WIB or the public should be agendized. The draft agenda is modified 
by the Chairs when they deem appropriate. Staff completes the agenda as directed by the Chairs, forward it 
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to the Chairs for final review and the Chairs initial the agenda or forward an email signaling concurrence 
with the agenda and directing distribution. This has been a long-standing policy of the WIB; it precedes 
this Grand Jury report. Copies of the agendas with signatures and emails are available. 

FINDING #6: The OET budget requests and program direction continue to be controlled by the 
Executive Director of the WIB. 

RESPONSE: W h o I l y  d i s a gr  s e . In a management letter authored by County Administrative 
Office (CAO) staff in March of 2003, it was clarified that there is no direct reporting relationship between 
the managers of OET and the WIB. Both positions report to the Director of the Department of Social and 
Employment Services (DSES) as managers of two separate, but related divisions within DSES . As an 
independent division of DSES, OET prepares budget requests and seeks program direction from the Director 
of DSES. 

However, the relationship between OET and WIB is complex. It is imporbnt to note both divisions' roles. 

OET serves as a preferred provider of program services for adults and youth in the One Stop Career 
Center System md prepares management information systems and fiscal reports for local, State and 
Federal oversight. 

The WIB is responsible for broad strategic policy development and oversight of the One Stop 
Career Center System. Under WIA, it is required that the WIB reviews and approves the local 
area's WIA Title I annual plans, budget and performance objectives. These actions are 
subsequently forwarded to the BOS for consideration and approval before being sent to the State of 
California. As part of this role the WI3 develops MOWS with all One Stop partners and monitors 
the performance of WIA Title I funded sub-recipients, including OET. 

As can be seen, compliance with WIA necessitates a relationship where the WIB, as an appointed 
advisory board, has oversight of OET activities. This is also an important function of the separation that 
was implemented in response to the 2002 Grand Jury report to prevent conflict. 

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECQMMENTlATION #I: The Board of Superviso~ should require the CAO to evaluate for the 
BOS and report promptly on the current effectiveness of implementation of corrective actions reported 
in response to the 2002 Grand Jury f~ndings and recommendations relating to WlB and OET. 

RESPONSE: T h e  ~ . e c o m m e n d a f i o n  w i l l  be  p n r t i a l l y  i m p l e m e n t e d  b y  
S e p  t e pn b e r* 3 0, 2 0 0 4.  DSES, in partnership with the CAO, will prepare a report to the BOS 
formalizing the DSES organizational chart as well as the job titles, descriptions and classifications for 
leadership positions (Director of DSES, the Deputy Director of OET and the WIB Executive Director) 
by May 3 1,2004. Classification reviews are currently being completed. 

Bylaws are still being considered and are being redrafted with ingut from County Counsel. It is expected 
that new Bylaws will lx adopted by the WI3 in June for presentation to the BOS in the same timeframe. 
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An evaluation of corrective actions will be prepared for presentation to the BOS by September 30,2004. 
This assessment will evaluate the effectiveness of changes made in response to the 2002 Grand Jury 
findings and recommendations and the reorganization of W B  and OET into DSES that occurred late in 
July 2003. This timeframe will give the Director of DSES and the WIB Board an opportunity to review 
one year of operations after reorganization into DSES. 

RECOMMENDATION #2: The Director of Social and Employmeat Services should review and 
follow the WIA regulations on the bidding process for vendors. 

RESPONSE: T h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  h a s  b e e n  i m p l e m e n f e d .  TheDirectorofDSES 
is responsible for ensuring WIB RFPs meet County, State and Federal requirements and has reviewed 
WIA regulations with regard to bidding. Future RFP policy will continue to be established by the W B  
in coordination with County policy and implemented by WIB staff in consultation with Couxlty Counsel 
and General Services. 

RECOMMENDATION #3: Given the ratio of spending on resources and staff to the number of 
clients served, the Director of Social and Employment Sewkes should review the necessity for 
outsourcing services to private organizations. 

RESPONSE: T h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  w i l l  be  i m p l e m e n t e d  n o  l a t e r  t h a n  
S e p  f e m b e r 3 0, 2 0 0 4 .  Through the development and implementation of strategic policies the 
WIB is responsible for evaluating and determining if a solicitation for sewices is in the best interest of 
the business and job seeker communities. This is a required public process and not at the sole discretion 
of the Director of DSES. However, the Director of DSES is engaged in this ongoing analysis with the 
WIB and regularly reviews levels of service and performance of both OET and subcontractors. It is 
anticipated that a decision regarding the expenditure of WIA funds for subcontracted services will be 
completed no later than September 30,2004. 

RECOMMENDATION #4: The Board of Supervisors and the Director of Social and 
Employment Sewices should review and monitor spending ratios to conform with the standards 
established in the WIA regulations. 

RESPONSE: T h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  h a s  b e e n  i m p l e m e n t e d .  OETandWIB 
spending ratios conform to WIA regulatory requirements. The regulations identify a percentage of 
spending for administrative costs and out-of-school youth services. 

Administration is limited to a maximum of 10% for categorically formula funded programs. 

At least 30% of the categorical youth funds must be spent on out-of-school youth. Reports are 
submitted to the W18 in these areas on a bi-monthly basis. 

The Director of DSES regularly reviews financial reports related to program expenditures, deviations 
from WIA standards that cannot be addressed through existing WIB policy will be brought to the 
attention of the WIB and B0S for policy changes. The BOS has and will continue to approve yearly 
planned expenditure rates and performance outcomes. 



RECOMMENDATION #5: The Monterey County WIB bylaws should be reviewed and 
modified by the Director of Social and Employment Services with a view to empowering the WIB 
Chair to independently nominate new members to the Board. 

RJ?SPONSE: T h e  r e c o m m e n d a d i o n  w i l l  Be i m p l e m e n t e d  b y  June  3 0 ,  2 0 0 4 .  
Bylaw revisions are proposed and developed by the WIB through a public process. Revisions adopted 
by the WIB are considered by the BOS prior to final approval. These revisions are not at the sole 
discretion of the Director of DSES* However, the Director of DSES participates in both the WIB and the 
BOS processes and concurs with the perspective of empowering a public nominatmg process independent of 
staff control. Proposed Bylaws as currently drafted empower the Executive Committee (chaired by the WIB 
Chair) to bring forward and consider nominations for presentation to the full WTB and BOS. However, 
recent opinions brought f o d  by County Counsel necessitate delaying consideration until the June 
WIB meeting at the earliest. 

RECOMMENDATION #6: The WIB Chair should create a nominating committee for the 
purpose of propasing new candidates for membership and new committee chairs for approval by 
the WIB Board. 

RESPONSE: T h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  r e q u i r e s  further analysis. C m t l y i t i s t h e  
desire of the WIB to establish the Executive Committee in the role of a nominating body; however, it is the 
desire of the Executive Committee and the WIB Chair to g e t  the WIB Chair to appoint committee Chairs. 
The full WIB votes on the appointment of its Chair, First Chair and Second Chair. These m y  or may not be 
the Chairs of subcommittees. 

RF,COMMF,NDATION #7: WIB meeting agenda should not be issued until final written 
approval by the WIB Chair is endowed on the agenda, and each agenda should be presented to 
the WIB Chair for additions, corrections, deletions and approval not later than 48 hours before 
publishing the agenda and not Iater than 72 hours before the commencement of the meeting to 
which the agenda applies. WIB bylaws should provide that WIB meetings shall be governed by a 
WIE Chair-approved agenda to be delivered to each WIIB member no later than 72 hours before 
the meeting to which the agenda applies, 

RESPONSE: T h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  has b e e n  i m p l e m e n t e d .  Thisrecommendationis 
the current procedure adopted by the WIB and staff The procedure will be continued, as it is a key part of 
assuring public input and oversight. 

RF,COMMENDATION #8: The Director of OET should submit the agenq's budget requests 
and progress reports directly to the Director of Social and Employment Services. 

RESPONSE: No r e s p  o n s e r e q u i r e  d .  This recommendation reflects current DSES policy 
and will be continued. 
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The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
~onterey county 
North Wing, Room 3 1 8,420 Church Street 
Salhas, CA 93901 

Re: Chetalar Union Elernenimy School District Board of Education '.r 
Reyome to the 2003 Grand Jury Repor?, "School Board Training - 
Case Sha) of a Training Opportunify in the Chualar Union School 
Diwict. " 

Dear Judge Duncan: 

This letter is in response to the 2003 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury 
Final Rqort dated January 2, 2004. The District appreciates the 2003 Civil 
Grand Juy's ('Grand Jury") hard work and is pleased to have an opportunity to 
respond to its findings and recommendations regarding the District. We believe 
that public support and community confidence in the District is advantageous to 
our operations and recognize that the Grand Jury's efforts and recommendations 
help to contribute to such goals. Thus, without admitting any wrongdoing or 
fault, the District respects the findings of the Grand Jury and is undertaking to 
implement all three of its recommendations for the District, 

While we are very proud of our school district and our staff, we 
acknowlcdge the Report's findings that thc District can benefit from further 
training on the issue of governance and conflicts of interest. We note that, after 
investigating the matter, the G m d  Jury found an appearance of conflict rather 
than an actual conflict of interest. However, we are always mindfuI of the 
importance of avoiding conflicts or even the appearance of conflict, and embrace 
the recommendation of the Grand Jury to provide further training in this important 
area of governance. In fact, the Chualar Union School District School Board 
("Board") and I have already attcnded one such training which focused on 
eliminating conflicts of interests in contracting - both real and apparent. Attached 
is a copy of the training materids which were provided at that training. 

Furthermore, the Board is in the process of reviewing the efficacy of 
Board Policy Number 1222(a), as recommended. Additionally, we are instituting 
a program to encourage attendance of the fine courses offered by the Monterey 
County Office of Education in School District Management and Finance. Thc 
Board will be attending a conference on the subject later this year as well. 

Lastly, we do note a factud inaccuracy or ambiguity contained within the 
report which warrants clarification. On page 60, paragraph 3, the Report states 



The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
March 30,2004 
Page 2 

"When the report from that company resulted in a conclusion by the School Board 
that no acceptable candidate had been found by the company, the School 
Board offered employment, as interim administrator, to an officer of the company 
which had conducted the search." [emphasis added] The Report thus 
implies that the company determined there were no qualified candidates, and the 
Board simply adopted this finding. 

In fact, the Board, a* csrefully considering data gathered from other 
sources in addition to that provided by the consulting company, came to this 
conclusion independently and without any recommendation from that company. 
The Board created an Advisory Committee to make recommendations regarding 
the candidates. This Committee consisted of parents from the community, 
teachers, and other district staff. The Committee independently met with 
candidates and made independent recommendations to the Board. The 
Committee then presented to the Board its unanimous findings that no candidates 
were qualified for the position. 

Thank you for the opportunity to engage in this dialogue. I hope this 
response rcsolves this matter, allowing the District to effectively move forward 
with the business of teaching our student body in 2004. Should you require any 
follow up, please do not hesitate to contact Dr. Robert Aguilar, Superintendent, or 
District counsel Damara Moore of Ruiz & Sperow, LLP, at 5 10-594-7980. 

Very truly yours, 

~hualak Union Elementary School District 

cc: Roger Hatch, President, Board of Trustees 
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The California Government Code controls c o a c t  of interest law. These three rnin  
sections of the Government Code are 1090 et seq., 87 100 ei xq., and 1 125 st q. 

Sections 1090 st ssq. was the original codification of common law conflict of interest 
doctrine and only applies to contracts made in an oEcial capacity. Later, the Political Reform 
Act, Sections 87 1 00 et seq., was codsed t o  eliminate conflicts by requiring extensive disclosure 
and disqudification. Section 871 00 is broader than Section 1090; it applies to any decision made . . .  
in an official capacity. Sections 1 1 25 et seq. govern imm~atible offices and mvmes, cod- 
common law and expanding the doctrine to indude further conflicts. 

These areas of California Iaw inter& in complex ways, often requiring fact-specific 
mIysis, Therefore, we recommended that a school board member or a board with a conflict of 
interest question seek the advice of counsel. 

This manual will explain t h e  three areas of law and discuss how to avoid creating a 
conflict of interest. The discussion is divided into three d o n s :  Section I addresses confiicts of 
interest under Government Code Sections 1090- 1097; Section U discusses conflicts of interest 
under the Political Worm Act; and Section lII explains incompatible activities and offices under 
Sections J 125-1129. 



L 
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Conflicts of Interest Under Government Code Sections 1090-1098 

' California Government Code Section 1090 provides that public officials "shdl not be 
financiatly interested in my contract made by them in their official capacity, or by any body or 
board of which they are members."' The California Education Code expressly extends this 
provision to school board  member^.^ If a school board member's personal interest may 
compromise his or her loyalty to the public, then a conflict of interest exists. In order to protect 
individual board members and the board as a whole from consequences, conflicts o f  interest must 
be well understood, identified, and handled properly from the onset. 

California Government Code sections 1090-98 are designed to protect the public at large 
k ~ m  corruption, inappropriate financial gain, and the improper use of public money. The purpose 
of these laws is to remove ar limit the possibility of any personal influence, either directly or 
indirectly, which might bear on an official's decision regarding any c o n ~ a c t . ~  The god is to 
prevent a situation where a public official would stand to gain or lose something with respect to 
the making of a contract over which he could exercise some influence in his official cap~city.~ 

The legislature sought through this statute to prevent any situation which would interfere 
with a public official's ability to exercise absolute loyalty and undivided allegiance to  the public 
entity he or she serves, as well as void any contracts actually obtained though fiaud or 
di~honesty.~ The scope of the statutes is wide, aimed at eliminating temptation, avoiding the 
appearance of impropriety, and assuring the government of the offi>er7s undivided and un- 
compromised a~legiance.~ The focus is on avoiding even the appearance of irnpr~priety.~ 

The general policy behind these goals is that no person can faithfully serve two masters 
whose interests are or may be in The law prevents anyone who acts in a fiduciary 
capacity to deal with himself or herself in his or her individual capacity.' 

Determining the Presence of a Conflict Under Section 1090 

A conflict of interest exists under Section 1090 where any elected public official has a 
personal interest in any contract made in his or her official capacity.'' If a board member has a 
material interest in a contract, the board cannot make the contract with g without the interested 
member's participation. l' The abstention of the interested member will not save the contract.I2 
Rather, a contract made by a board with an interested member is void as a matter of law, even if it 
is made without the member's pa~tici~ation.'~ lf, however, a member has only a remote interest, 
the contract may not be void if the board folowed proper procedures in the making of the 
wntract .(see discussion below)14 

Material, Interests 

An interest is material if it is a personal financial interest in the contract, whether 
direct or indirect. The d&nition of the proscribed interest cannot be interpreted in a restricted 
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and technical A Board Member's interest need not shm in the anticipated profits to 
violate the Iaw." Rather, any interest, other than a m o t e  or non-interest, that might prevent an 
oficial from being absolutdy loyal to the public he or she serves is prohibited. " h is immaterial 
that the interest is small or indirect, if it interferes with the loyal@ the public is owed by a public 
officid.18 

In People v. Honig, State Superintendent Louis (%R") Honig was convicted of making 
contracts in his official capacity in which. he had a financial interest.'' He contracted with school 
districts for the state to  pay the wages of district employees on leave so that they may work at a 
nw-profit corporation. This non-profit corporation paid rent to the defendant and a substantial 
salary to his wii%.20 The court determined that the h c i a l  interest did not need to be direct in 
order to be rnateriaLz1 It was m u &  that he made a conbat  in his official capaciv that affected 
his kancial interests." Superintendent Honig was convicted and served probation, 

2. Remote Interwts 

Section 1091 enumerates in complicated detail when an interest is When 
analyzing whether an interest is remote, a member or board should consult the statute in its 
entirety or seek the advice ofan attorney. 

Government Code Section 1 0 9 I  defines a remote interest as; 

1. that of an officer or employee of  a nonprofit entity exempt fiom t d o n  
pursuant to Section 50 1 (c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code (26 U. S .C . 
Sec. 5 1 0(c)(3)) or a nonprofit corporation, except as provided in paragraph 
8 of subdivision (a) of Section 109 1 -5 .% 

2, that of an employee or agent of the maracting party, if the c6ntradng 
party has 10 or more other employees and if the officer was an employee or 
agent of that contracting party for at Ieast three yean prior to the officer 
initially accepting his or her office and the officer owns less than three 
percent of the shares of stock of the contractmg party; and the employee or 
agent is not an o~~ or director ofthe contracting party and did not 
directly participate in formulathg the bid of the contracting party. 

For the purposes of this pamgraph, time of employment with the 
contracting party by the officer shall be muntgd in computing the three- 
year period specified in this paragraph even though the contracting party 
has been converted from one form of business organization to a d B r e n t  
form of business organization within three years of the iaiti J taking of 
office by the officer. Time of employment in that case shall be counted 
only ic dk the trm& or change in organization, the red or ultimate 
ownership of the contracting party is the same or substantidy similar to 
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that which existed before the t m s k  or change in orpnkation. For 
purposes of this paragraph, stockholders, bondholders, partners, or other 
persons hoIding an interest in the contracting party are regarded as having 
the "real or ultimak ownership" of the contracting party: 

that of an employee or agent of the contracting pw, if d of the foHowing 
conditions are met: 

(A) the agency of which the person is an officer is a local public agency 
located in a county with a population of less than 4,000,000. 

(B) the contract is competitively bid and is not for personal services. 

(C) the employee or agent is not in a primary managanent capacity 
with the contracting party, is not an officer or director of the 
contraXing party, and holds no om&p h e s t  in the 
contracting par~y. 

@) the contracting pw has 10 or more other employees. 

@) the employee or agent did not directly participate in formulatmg the 
bid of the contracting party. 

) the contracting party is the lowest possjble bidder. 

that of a parent in the earnings of his or her minor child fbr personal 
services. 

that of a landlord or tenant of the contracting party, 

that of an attorney of the contracting party or that of an owner, oficer, 
employee, or agent of a firm which renders, ox has rendwed, m i c e  to the 
contracting party in the capacity of stockbroker, insurance agent, insurance 
broker, red estate agent, or real estate broker, ifthese individuals have not 
received and will not &ve remuneration, considmtion, or a commission 
as a result of the contract md if these individuals have an ownership 
interest of 10 pacent or more in the law practice or firm, stock brokerage 
firm, insurmce firm, or real estate firm. 

that of a member of a nonprofit corporation .formed under the Food and 
AgricuhraI Code or a nonprofit corporation formed under the 
Corporations Code for the sole purpose of engaging in the merchandising 
of agricultud products or the supplying of water. 
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8. that of a supplier of goods or services when those goods or swices  have 
ken supplied to the contracting party by the oEcer for at least five years 
prior to his or her election or appointment to office. 

9. that of a person subjczt to the provisions of Section 1090 in any contract or 
agreement entered into pursuant & the California Lands Conservation Act 
of 1965. 

1 0. except as provided in subdivision (b) of Section 109 1.5, that of a director 
of or a person having an ownership interest of 10 percent or more in a 
bank, b d c  holding company, or savings and loan association with which a 
party to the contract hw a relationship of borrower or depositor, debtor or 
creditor. 

1 1. that of an engineer, geologist, or architect employed by a consulting 
engineering or architectural k n .  This paragraph applies only to an 
employee of a consulting firm who does not serve in a primary 
management capacity, and does not apply to an aEcer or director of a 
consulting firm. 

that of an elected officer otherwise subject to Section 1090, in any housing 
assistance payment contract entered into pursuant to Section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. Set. 14370 as amended, 
provided that the housing assistance payment contract was in existence 
before Section 1090 be~ame appIicabIe to the officer and will be renewed 
or extended only as t~ the existing tenant, or, in a jurisdiction in which the 
rental vacancy rate is less than 5 percent, as to new tenants in a unit 
previously under a Section 8 contract. This Section applies to my person 
who b a m e  a public oBcia1 on or aRw November 1, 1 986. 

13. that of a person receiving salary, per diem, or reimbursement fbr expenses 
Erom a government entity. 

Once an interest is determined to be remote, it must be disclosed to the board and noted in 
the official rninute~.~ Board action may then be taken on the contra  but onIy without the 
participation of the remotely interested member; this requires complete disqualification and total 
absence of influence on other members.26 Many Boards adopt policies requiting the interested 
party to leave the mom fbr the duration of the discussion and vote, if action is taken. 

However, if a board member infIuences or attempts to influence another member of the 
board regarding a contract in which he is remotely in-td, the interest will no longer be 
deemed remote. Additionally, the willful  lure of a member to disclosc an interest has serious 
consequences, including a h e  of up to one thousand dollars, criminal prosecution and 



incarceration, and a lifetime ban from holding ofice in the state of Caljfomh. 

Consequences and Effects of a Section 1090 Violation 

Government Code Section 1092 provides that every contraa made in violation of Section 
1 090 may be avoided by any party except the oecial with the conflict of However, 
despite the sgecific language "may be avoided," case law has made it clezlr that these violative 
contracts are not merely voidable, but are void as a rn- of law.28 

A void contract, from a legal standpoint, does not exist. It is unenforceabIs, as illustrated 
by FImgan v. Schr~ukr:~' 

West Bay Sanitary District (WBSD) was w local sanitary district with a five-member 
board. Upon the resignation of the district manager, the board appointed its Dirmtor, Carl 
Schrader, interim district manager. Schrader accephd the appointment dktive with his 
resiption. 

Shortly thereafter, a I o d  rate-payer filed a camplaint in c o w  alleging mnflict of interest 
because Schrader' s employment contract was negotiated while he was still on the Board. The 
Board responded by holding a special m e w  w h m  it voted to release S c W  and then rehire 
him immediatdy with all the same conditions of employment. 

The Court of Appeals upheld the trial court's finding that S M e r  was liable to the 
District for all compensation between the.date of his original hire and the date the Board released 
and rehired Schrader. The Court Eound Government Code 1090 prevented state officers from 
financial interests "in any contract made by them in their offi~ial capacity, or any body or board of 
which they are members." The fact that this was an empioymmt contract was of no cansequence 
to the Court. 

However, if a board member holds only a aremote interest, the contract is not necessarily 
void. Rather, further analysis is needed. The contract is void if the private contracting party 
knew of the remote interest at the time the contract was farmed.30 

If a member intentionally fails to disclose a remote interest, he violates Government Code 
Section 1090 and is subject to criminal prosecution. Courts ~ s r n  and do impose fines of up to 
$1,000 for wilful violation of Section f 090. Violators may also be sent to state prison.3' Wilful 
violation requires knowledge of the remote interest and a purpose to violate. 

In concIusion, if a board member has a material interest in a contract made by the board, 
with or without his participation, the contract is void as a matter of law. If a board member has a 
remote interest, he must disclose the interest, have it noted in the official record, and refrain from 
any participation or influence regarding the contract. Tf he wilfully fails to disclose his interest, or 
attempts to participate or influence other votes, the interested member may be individually subject 



to prosecution. If there was knowledge by the contracting parties of the undisclosed interest, the 
'contract i s  void. 

For example, In Tho~son v. Cdll, the Supreme Court of California decided that a city 
council member had violated Govecnment Code Section 1 0 9 0 . ~ ~  The council member had 
participated in a plan to have the city purchase a p a d  of Iand he owned.33 As a remedy for the 
harm, the council member was forced to pay the city back the purchase price of the land with 
interest .34 In addition, the city was allowed to keep the So, for paticipating in making a 
contract in which he had a material financial interest, the council member ended up without the 
land or the money, and was fbrcd to pay 

Exceptions to the Provisions of Section 1090 

hord ing  to California Government M e  Section 1 09 1.5, a member will not be 
considered interested in a contract whm certain interests exist." These include: 

the ownership of less than three percent of a for profit corporation, ifthe 
total income to the member dots not exceed five percent of his or her total 
annual income. 

an officer being reimbursed for actual and necessary arpenses incurred in 
the performance of offi4d duty. 

receiving public services gemrally provided by the public body or board of 
which he or she is a member, on the same tern and conditions as if he or 
she were not a member of the board. 

a member's spouse's employment or officeholding where the employment 
or officeholding existed for at Least one year before he election of the 
member put see discussion of Thorpe below).= 

compensation 6.m a govmentd  agmcy other than the school district, 
provided the interest is disclosed to the body or board at the time of 
consideration of the contract and it is noted in the oBcia1 recard. 

Further situations where members are deemed not interested are enumerated in the statute. 
A member or bard should consult an attorney to &ermine whether a nun-interest exists. 
Additionally, it is important to remember that what may be a non-interest under Section 1091.5 
may still create a conflict of interest under the Political R&rm Act, discussed below. 

In 7hmp v. Long Beach Copflmmit~ College Disbrici, the court held that a board member 
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had an interest in a proposed change of employment for his While hh wife's continued 
employment was a non-interest, any decisions made by the b o d  to aEect her future employment 
were deemed to affect his financial interests, based on his community propmy interest in her 
aamings.1° 

Most recently, on February 26,2004, the Attorney GenwaJ of California issued an opinion 
stating that "[tJhe governing board of a school district may employ a teacher as a pamwem 
employee if she has been a probationary teacher for more than a year before her spouse b e m e  a 
member of the governing The Amrney General's Opinion explained that "a 
probationary teacher's transition to p m m e n t  status" fds within the scope of section 109 1.5's 
ddnition of a non- interest." The Attorney General emphasized that "d@cantly, the initial 
hiring was made by a disinterested governing board with the, presumed expechtion that the 
employee would attain tenure after two years of satidactory service. . . . Under these unique . 
circumstances, requiring the termination of the employment relationship would not swve the 
purposm of section 1091.5,'* 

Doctrine of Necessity: Legally R e q u i d  Dabions 

The common law doctrine of necessity allows public officials to participate in 
governmental decisions they would otherwise be disqualsed from by conflicts of interest if their 
disquaKcation would make it impossible for the agency to accomplish one o f  its vital duties. " 
However, this requires the action to be impossible without the participation of the interested 
member and the action to be vital to the duties ofthe board. This burden is high. 

En one Attorney G e n d  opinion, a city council acted as the redevelopment agency. Three 
of the five members were interested in a governmental decision before the city council.45 In order 
to establish a quorum one interested m d e r  had to be presmt with the two uninterested 
members at the meeting. How- athe interested member was still prevented from voting.46 The 
two non-intmstcd members established a majority of a quorum, and therefore their two votes 
were sufficient.47 

IL Conflicts of Interest Undv Governneat Code Section 87100 et seq., The Political 
Reform Act 

California Government Code Sections 87 100-873 50 expressly address conflicts of 
interests by barring public oEcids of state and local government from making, participating in 
making, or in any way attempting to use his or her official capacity to iduenca a governmental 
decision in which he has a h a n d  interest4* Statute also requires public officials to disclose 
assets and income that may be mate- affected by their official actions and that materially 
interested members be disclosed and precluded from acting, in order to avoid all conflicts of 
interest.49 

The Political Reform Act also canies a. burden to disclose all interests that MAY be 



affected by any action within the member's public responsibility. Necessary disclosures include, 
but are not limited to, investments in business entities, interests in real estate, sources of persod 
income including gifts, loans and travel payments, and positions of management or employment 
with business entities." All of this is designed to avoid conflicts of interest which are created 
when it is  reasonably foreseeable that a governmental decision made in the member's official 
=pacity, wiU have a merial financial &kt on the member's intmwts." 

Determining the Presence of a Conflict Under Section 87100 

Government Code Section 87 100 applies to public officials. Public oEcials include 
members, oEcerq employees or consultants of a state or local School b o d  mambas 
'are public oEciaIs within that demon.  Therefbre, when a school board member will be making, 
participating in making, or using or attempting to use hk or her official position to influence a 
government decision, a conflict of interest analysis is necessary. 

First, it must be detemked whether a board member has a financial interest in a 
governmental decision. Government Code Section 87103 outlines the circumstances in which a 
public official has a btancial interest: 

A pubIic official has a financial interest where it is reasonably foreseeable that a decision 
will have a material financial effect on the public oficid or a member of his or her 
immediate M y ,  distinguishable fiom its effect on the public gcnaally. .Y Additionally, a 
financial interest exists where there is a reasonably foreseeable material financial effect on: 

Any business entity in which the public official has a direct or indirect investment 
worth two-thousand dollars or more. 

h y  real property in which the public o f f i d  has a direct or i n d i c t  interest worth 
two-thousand do1leus or more. 

Any source of income, other than giRs and other than loans by a commercial 
lending institution in the reguhr course of business on terms available to the public 
without regard to official s#us, aggregating h e  hundred dollars or more in due,  
provided to, received by, or promised to the public ofEcial within 12 months prior 
to the time when the decision is made. 

Any business entity in which the public official is a director, officer, partner, 
trustee, employee, or holds any position of management. 

Any donor of, or any intermediary or agent for a donor of, a giR or gifts 
aggregating two hundred My dollars or more in value provided to, received by, or 
promised to the public official within 12 months prior to the time when the 
decision is made. 

Rurz & SPEROW, LLP 



For purposes of this Section, indirect investment or interest means any investment 
or interest owned by the spouse or dependent child of a public oEcial, or by a 
business entity or trust in which the oEcial, the officiaI' s agents, spouse, and 
dependent children own directly, indirectly, or benddally a 10-percent interest or 
grater.55 

Next, for each economic interest, a determination must be made as ta whether the interest 
is directly or Indirectly involved in the government decision that the member will be making, 
participating in making, or using or attempting to use his or her official position to influence.56 

It is important to note that while gifb ~f ~o hundred and dollars or more in a twelve 
month period mate an interest that must be disclosed, gifts of more than three hundred and forty 
dollars from my single source in a calendar yew are absolutely prohibited. The Ethics Section of 
the Political R&rm Act prohibits gifts above the set threshold, which is  increased in odd 
numbered years fbr inflation." For local public oficidrr, the gift limitation applies only to donors 
who wouId otherwise be disclosable on a member's annual 6ling regarding personal financial 
interests. 

1. Direct and Indirect Interests 

A public o f id ' s ,  includi any board member's, interest is directly involved in any 
decision which has any e f k t  on his or her person J finances or the fmances of his or her 
immediate fb~ i l y .~* -  In addition, the administrative regulations address when interests are directly 
involved in the areas of business entities, sources of income, sources of gifts, real property, 
personal expenses, income, assets and 

2. Material FhandaI Effect 

The "hancial e M  of a governmmtd decision is m a t e d  if the decision will have a 
significant efict on the official or a member of the official's immediate M y ,  or on the source of 
income, the source of gifts, the business entity, or the real property which is ecbnomic interest 
of the ~fficial ."~ 

However, when the governmental decision will dFecd businas entities, real property, 
sour- of income, sources of gifts, or personal expenses, income, aasets or liabilities of the public 
official or his immediate fhily, a more thorough analysis is When questions arise 
regarding mataterial effect on these interests, a member or board &odd consult an attorney fbr 
advice. 

Zfl &er completing the material interest and direct involvement analysis, it is not 
reasonably fireseeable that there will be a material financial &ect to  the board member, then no 
conflict exists under the Political Reform Act." 2 it is reasonably foresmbfe that the 
governmental decision will have a mateti J -cia1 effect on the Board member, it must be 



determined whether that effect can be distinguished from the effect the decision would have on 
the public generally.63 If the effects cannot be distinguished, there is no conflict under the Politid 
Reform Act.6Q 

Additionally, the Political Reform Act provides a conflict of interest exception for legally 
necessaiy participation.G5 This exception does not apply unless there is no other way for the 
board to accomplish the necessary task.& 

It is also important to note that the Political Reform Act requires local agencies, like 
school districts, to adopt conflict of interest cades. These codes set forth which designated 
employees and member must annually report their hancid interests, where that reporting is 
handled, and what interests are disclosable. The Political Refom Act gives these locd cades the 
authority of statute and punishes a violation of a local code with the sme consequences as a 
violation of the Act itself. 

, Consequenm for Violating the Poligical Reform Act 

If a conflict of interest exists under Section 87100 the official should disclose the conflict, 
refrain from participating in the decision and discussion of the issue, and be sure the conflict 
disclosure is included in the board's official minutes. If the official follows these procedures, the 
board's action without his involvement remains IawfUl, 

A board member or other public official who fails to follow this procedure may be subject 
to fines and criminal penalties. The Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC), responsible for 
enforcing the Act, may impose administrative fines of up to $5,000 per violation. Civil lawsuits 
may bring additional fines. A board member may also be barred from running for office for four 
years for violating the Politid Rdom Act. The FPPC does not have the authority to  bring 
criminal charges, but can rder cases to other law enforcement agencies, such as district attorneys. 
A willful violation is a misdemeanor. 

LTI. Incompatible Activities and Offices Under CaIifornia Government Code Sections 
1125-1 129 

California Government Code Section 1 1 %(a) provides: 

a "local agency oBcer or employee shall not engage in any employment, activity, or 
enterprise for compensation which is inconsistent, inwmpatible, in conflict with, or 
inimical to his or her duties as a local agency officer or with the duties, functions, or 
resgonsib'dities of his or her appointing power or the agency by which he or she is 
employed. The officer or employee shall not pe&m any work, service, or counsel for 
compensation outside of his or her locd agency employment where any part of hs or her 
efforts will be subject to approval by any other officer, employee, board, or  omm mission of 
his employing body, unless othenvise approved in the manner specified in subdivision 



If the duties or loyalties of two offices are at odds, or iffor reasons, guch as public policy, 
holding both offices would be improper, the ofices are inmmpatible. 6g Additionally, if either 
position supervises or has authority or removal power over the other, a conflict exists and the 
positions are in~ornpatible.~~ 

An incompatible activity, even if not an office, can create ~onfli~ts which trigger Section 
1 090 and Political Reform Act concerns. For example, employment can trigger split loyalty and 
therefbre create a codict under the g e n d  conflict codes. 

By statute, being employed by a district and on the school board is in~mpatibIe .~  "An 
employee of a school district may not be sworn into office as an elected or appointed member of 
that school district's governing board unless and until he or she resigns as an employee. Ifthe 
employee does not resign, thssmploym#lt will rutommtiwlly tea~&atc upon b&gngswom into 
O A E ~ C ~ . ~ ' ~ ~  

It is important to remember that the appearance of impropriety is enough to triggar 
conflict of interest laws. Accord'iy, it is wise to en- on the side of caution. There is no penalty 
for disclosing an interest that is not required to be disciosed, though the consequences fbr 
neglecting to disclose a c o d c t  are severe. When there is a question, the potential conflict should 
be disclbsed, the potentially interested member disquaed, m d  the advice of counsel sought. 
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The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 
Monterey County 
P. 0. Box 1819 
Salinas, CA 93902 

SUBJECT: Response to the 2003 Monterey County Grand Jury Report 

Dear Judge Duncan: 

As required by P e d  Code Section 933@), the following is the response by the Monterey County 
Superintendent of Schools and the Monterey County Board of Education to the "Findings" and 
"Recommendations" of the 2003 Monterey County Grand Jury Report. 

The Grand Jury has required the County Superintendent of Schools and the County Board of 
Education to respond to the same Findings and Recommendations. The County Superintendent is 
the ex officio Secretary to the County Board of Education (E.C. 1010), and the Responses of the 
County Superintendent of Schools and the County Board of Education have been combined into 
a single document. 

This document was reviewed by the Monterey County Board of Education and the Monterey 
County Superintendent of Schools, in a public session on March 3,2004, where action was taken 
to adopt it as the formal response to the Grand Jury 2003 Report. 

Included as Appendix A are copies of the survey results showing the recent participation in 
various bainings by members of the school boards of Monterey County. Included as Appendix B 
are copies of flyers of various kainings offered to the school boards of Montmy County. 

Should the Grand Jury have other questions or points in need of clarification, I remain available 
to provide information and assistance, 

Sincerely, 

William D. Ban, Ed.D. 
Monterey County Superintendent of Schools 
and Secretary to the Monterey County Board of Education 



FINDINGS & RESPONSES TO FINDINGS 
(Sections which appear in italics are direct quotes 
as taken from the County of Monterey 's web site) 

FINDING # ONE: School Board Training: 

a. May not be made rnandatoty. It must remain a volunta y option for the School Board 
member. 

b. May not be provided for individuals who are considering standing for School Boards. 

c. May be oflered to candidates for election to School Boards who have already registered 
as candidates. 

RESPONSE: 

The Monterey County Superintendent of Schools AGREES with Elements a. and c. of this 
Finding. 

The Monterey County Superintendent of Schools HAS RESERVATIONS with Element b. of 
this Finding. The reasons: 

1 .  Informal training is readily available to my declared candidate or person considering 
filing for candidacy. 

2. District superintendents, currently sitting school board members, individuals who have 
previously served on school boards, the County Superintendent of Schools and Members 
of the County Board of Education are frequently contacted by persons who are 
considering filing papers to seek seats on public school boards. 

3. The staff of the Monterey County Office of Education frequently provide information and 
assistance to those considering seeking a school board seat, or have declared their 
candidacy. 



FINDIN% # TWO: Subject Matter is at a Professional Level: 

The "Masters in Governance "program consists of nine modules. The subjects are: 

a. Foundations of Efictive Governance; 

b. Setting Direction; 

c. Human re sou^-ces; 

d. Policy; 

e. Student Learning and Achievement; 

f: Finance; 

g. Collective Bargaining; 

k. Community Relations and Advocacy; 

i. and Governance Integration. 

RESPONSE: 

The Monterey County Superintendent of Schools AGREES with this Finding. The above listed 
nine items are the modules of the "Masters in Governance" Program and the program is at the 
professional level. 

FINDING # THREE: Scheduling and Modules Lack F1exibilil)l: 

Module #I must be taken firs6 then the other modules may be taken ... in any order. All modules 
may be taken at the MCOE offices. Sessions are scheduled from 8: 30 AM to 4:30 PM on 
Saturdays. Module #I was ofered at the MCOE in November 2002. Module #9 will be offered 
in May 2004. That will complete one cycle. 

No modules will be repeated rat the MCOEprior to completion of the present cycle. The same 
program is ogered in the fohwing venues: Sacramento, Eureka, El Centm, Novato, San Jose, 
Costa Mesa, rand San Diego. In some of these venues, one may take two modules on successive 
days, Saturday and Sunday. After October 2003, module #I will not be offered again anywhere 
until April 2004. Any module may be taken at any venue. The present fee for the "Masters In 
Govern~nce"program is $1,3SOperperson. This charge covers the entire course and 
materials, regardless of where the modules are taken; it do& plot cover travel, lodging, or meals. 



RESf ONSE; 

The Monterey County Superintendent of Schools AGREES with this Finding. 

The Monterey County Offlce of Education is sponsoring the "Masters In Gove.mmce" Program 
for sitting school board members, superintendents and others. This is a nine session program is 
conducted by the California School Boards Association. This program has been offered in the 
past in other areas of California, and has been brought to Monterey County to make it more 
accessible for local residents. The successful and positive response to the c m t  session 
anticipates that it will continue to be made locally available. 

F ' . I N G  #FOUR: Current Level of School Board Participation is Comparatively Low: 

For the first four modules oflered at the MCOE oflces, School Board members numbered 28 
(counting some more than once for attending more than one session), superintenderto numbered 
seven (dz@rermt person$, and there were seven others. %ere are at present 1 1 7 Dism'ct School 
Board members in Monterq Court@. 

RESPONSE: 

The Monterey County Superintendent of Schools DISAGREES with the perception of this 
Finding. 

The Masters In Governance Program is in its first year in Monterey County, and a 23 per cent 
participation rate in any first time education offering should be viewed as a success rather than 
"comparatively low" participation. 

The 2003 Grand Jury failed to consider, measure or survey individuals who participated in the 
Masters In Governance Program prior to its being offered in Monterey County. Persuading the 
California School Boards Association to offer the Program in Monterey County should be 
considered a coup rather than an opportunity which has been disregarded by those eligible to 
participate. 

FINDING #FIVE: School Boa& utilize many other sources for training, Besides the MCOE 
and CSBA. Among these are: 

Monterey Coun jr Leadership institute; 

National School Boards Association; 

Small School District Association; 

The California Latino School Boards Association; and 

Coalition For Adequate School Housing, coprsultants, and legcll counse~s. 

Many School Boards hold Training rekeats for their members, rand many rely heavily on their 
own superi~rteplrdents fopperiodic instruction. Some use other professionals. 



RESPONSE: 

The Monterey County Superintendent of Schools AGREES with this Finding. 

Although some School Boar& have not sent members to any "Masters in Govmance " modules, 
this doesn't imply that the members have not received training. Some of the smaller School 
Districts, with modest budgets, provide their own Dain ing Program, albeit infrequently. mere 
appears to Be no standard criteria for evaluating Training Programs. Some School Distntnc& 
open ofer their own School Board Twining programs, and others sometime purchase expensive 
professional outside training. 

RESPONSE: 

The Montcrey County Superintendent of Schools AGREES with this Finding. 

- End of Response to Findings Section - 



RECOMMENDATIONS & RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS 
(Sections which appear in italics are direct quotes 
as taken from the County of Monterey's web site) 

The 2003 Monberq County Civil Grand Jury recommends that: 

RECOMMENDA TION # ONE: 

The MCOE should provide an intensive one-session annual school board candidate orientation 
class which should be conducted for all school board candidates at some time afdep all the 
candidates have registered as candidates and before Election Day. Upon completion of this 
course, each candidate should be awarded a Completion CertHcate and the candidate's listing 
on the ballot should be permitted to reflect award of this cem$cate. 

RESPONSE: 

The Monterey County Superintendent of Schools is available to offer a general workshop for 
candidates at the close of the declaration period in order to acquaint the candidates with the roles 
of school board members. This would be a newly structured workshop that focuses on the 
responsibilities of school board members, and how to demonstrate good boardsmanship. 

A certificate could easily be granted for attendance, however, the Grand Jury should inquire of 
the Monterey County Election Department and the California Secretary of State as to "the 
candidate's listing on the ballot should be permitted to reflect award of this certificate." 

RECOMMENDATION # lW0: 

The MCOE should provide an intensive skord basic training course for newly elected school 
board members which would be required of them, and provided to them, within the first 100 dcays 
after their assumption of ofice. This course should include an emphasis on the Brown Act. 

RESPONSE: 

New Board Member workshops, including an emphasis on the "Brown Act." have been offered 
for several years. As to the matter of requiring attendance at these workshops, the Grand Jury 
should check with its legal advisor as the statutory authority for such a requirement. 



RECOMMENDATION # THREE: 

The MCOE should provide co~ltinuing education refieslier training courses for experienced 
school board members. These continuing education courses should be ofired at numerous and 
convenient times and places and should be made available to all school board members, afber 
their first year in ofice, to facilitate the member 's Jir filling the Minimum Continuing Education 
Requirements (MCER). 

RESPONSE: 

The Recommendation for "efkesher training courses for experienced school board members" has 
long been offered to the school board members of Monterey County. 

Rather than requiring school trustees to attend a preset schedule of classes, these trainings are 
offered by the County Superintendent and his staff to each district at the time and place of the 
school board's choosing. 

It is suggested that the Monterey County Grand Jury check with its legal advisor as to authority 
to establish and mandate Minimum Continuing Education Requirements (MCER) for 
democratically elected school board members. 

RECOMMENDATION # FOUR: 

The MCOE should establish and widely publish Monderey Coun fy Minimum Continuing 
Education Requirements (MCER) for all school board mena bers. These requirements should 
include an emphasis on the Bmwn Act. 

RESPONSE: 

At the completion of the "Masters in Govemance" program, each graduate will be publicly 
recognized and every effort will be made to encourage the local media to acknowledge the 
dedication and sacrifice of these graduates. 

In regards to the Recommendation that MCOE should "establish . . . Minimum Continuing 
Education Requirements (MCER)" for democratically elected school board members. It is 
suggested that the Monterey County Grand Jury check with its legal advisor as the authority to 
establish and mandate such requirements. 



RECOMMENDATION # FIVE: 

The MCOE should establish a fee per module for each "Masters in Governance" module and 
market each module in a way that will allow school board members to register for more modules 
over time. 

RESPONSE: 

The Office of the Monterey County Superintendent of Schools has exerted great effort in 
bringing the Masters In Goverxlaxlce Program to Monterey County. After long negotiations, 
assurances of attendance, and the contribution of staff time, meeting space and in-kind resources, 
the California School Boards Association agreed to hold a cycle of the Program in Salinas. 

The California School Boards Association designed the nine modules and assess one fee to cover 
their costs for a 1  nine, and to encourage registrants to attend all nine sessions. To allow single 
module fee would lose the comprehensiveness of the complete, articulated training. The 
Monterey County Office has no authority or control over how the Program is marketed nor the 
costs associated with it. 

RECOMMENDATION # SH: 

The MCOE shou M assign spec$c staff mem bers to meet frequently with individual school 
boards at the school board site. These meetings should appropriately alternate between regular 
school board meeting dates and orhm school board meeting dates such as retreat dates and 
locadions. n e  subjects for these meetings should include evalu~tion of current local counby, 
and statewide problems and trends, and MCOE staflshould seek to create a shared seme of goal 
achievement partnership land willing aid availability between the MCOE and each school board 
member. 

RESPONSE: 

The staff of the Monterey County Office of Education has always made it a practice to provide 
information and assistance to school board members. 

Public education requires specialties and expertise in a spectrum of professional areas, including: 
finance, business, construction, maintenance and operations, public relations, intergovernmental 
affairs, transportation, curriculum and instruction, special education, disaster preparedness, 
information technology, psychology, pupil services, personnel law and a host of other topics. 

When school board members or districts' staff seek assistance and/or information in the wide 
range of possible areas inquiry, they are directed to the MCOE staff person(s) most able to assist 
them. 

The key is that the school board or school district staff originates the contact, since MCOE is 
here to provide assistance and services. 

This Recommendation, as it is presented, overlooks the authority and roles of the districts' 
contracted superintendent and employed professional staff. 



RECOMMENDATION # SEVEN: 

The MCOE should review the "Masters in Governance" program 60 achieve the goal of creating 
shorter and more easily understood modules. 

RESPONSE: 

The "Masters In Governance" Program is a serious and academically sound sequence of 
curriculum designed to provide a graduate level education to sitting board members and others. 
It would be detrimental to tke effectiveness of the California School Boards Association's 
Program to reduce its depth or content. 

Further, should someone be interested in "shorter and more easily understood modules," these 
are offered by various organizations at a variety of times and places (see Appendix A for 
a roster of individuals who have attended these abbreviated courses and workshops. 

RECOMMENDATION EIGHT: 

The MCOE should consider appoinhnent of one of its specialist profasioaaEs to serve as a 
liaison between the MCOE and all 24 District School Boards. ?his specialist profissional would 
be availa bke us a spec$c initial point of coatact to ofer the assistance of the MCOE in dealing 
with the varie fy of critical time-sensitive issues of importance to School Boards. 

RESPONSE: 

The Office of the Monterey County Superintendent of Schools already serves as the "specific 
initial point of contact" for school districts' board members and professional staff. 

My personal staff and cabinet members routinely provide assistance and information as 
requested by school board members and school districts' professional staff. When appropriate 
and necessary, other MCOE staff members are consulted, using their specific areas of knowledge 
and skill as required. 

- End of Response to Recommendations Section - 



CHUALAR UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DTSTRlCT 

2002 WorkshopdtrainingdConfermccs Board Members Attended 

BOARD RETREAT 
Ch ualar Union Elementary School District 
March 14,2002 
Roger Hatch, John Cruerque, Elida Gonzales, Elizabeth Ochoa, and Rosa Manriquez 

2-YEAR MASTER GOVERNANCE PROGRAM 
Starting October 2002 
Roger Hatch 

CALIFORNIA LATlNO SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER ASSOCIATION 
San dose, California 
October 4 & 5 2002 
Roger Hatch, John Gucreque, and Eli& Gonzales 

CALIPORNLA SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION A m A L  CONFERENCE 
December 5-7,2002 
Roger Hatch, John G u q u c ,  Elizabeth F. Ochoa, and Rosa Manriquez 

BOARD RETREAT 
October 2,2002 
Chualar Union ElementaJy Schor~l District 
Roger Hatch, John Cmmque, Elizabeth F. Ochoh and Rosa lvianriquez 

2003 WorkshopsltminingslConferences Board Members Attdod 

CABE ANN UAI, CONPERENCE 
February 1 2-1 5,2003 
Roger Hatch 

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION Celebrating Educational Opportunities 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 
Maarch 2 1-23,2003 
Rogcr Hatch, John Guereque, and Elida Gonzales 

CALIFORNIA LATINO SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER ASSOCLATlON 
October 2 & 3,2003 
Mr. Roger F. Hatch, John Gucreque 

NATIONAL, SCHOOL BOARD ASSOClATTON 
April 5-8,2003 
Roger Hatch, John Guereque, Elida Gonzales, El id& F. Ochoa, and Rosa 

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION Adnud Conference 
December 1 1-13,2003 
Roger Hatch, John Guewue and Elida Gonzales 



2 0 4  WorkshopdtrainmgYIC~~~f~ccs Board M m h  Attended or will Attend 

BOARD RETREAT 
Chualar Union Elernentaq School Disfrict 
Fcbnlary 24,2004 
Roger F. Hatch, Elizabeth F. Ochoa, and Rosa Manriqua 

CABE San Jose, California 
March, 4 - 7,2004 
Eli& Gonzalcs 

BOARD RETREAT 
Chu* Union Elcmcnhy School District 
March 13,2004 
Roger F. Hatch, Elida Qonraleu, Elizabeth F. Ochoa, Rosa Manriqutz and John Gumquo 

NATlONAL SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCLATION ANNUAL CONFERENCE 
Mmh 27-30,2004 
Roger Hatch, John Cwreque and Eli& Gonzales, Am) Elizabeth Ochoa 



GONZALES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

2002 Worlrshops/Trainings/Conferences Board Members Attended 

CSBA 2002 Institute for New and First-Term Board Members 
March 8-9,2002 
Eva Rios 

CSBA 2002 Masters in Governance Program - Foundations of Effective Governance 
Aprii 19,2002 
Tim Handley 

CSBA 2002 Masters in Governance f rogram - Policy and Judicial Review 
April 20,2002 
Tim Handley 

2-year Masters in Governance Regional Training Program 
started November 2002 
Wendy Dodson, Tim Handley, Eva Rios 

CSBA Annual Education Conference 
December 5-7,2002 
Wendy Dodson, Tim Handley, Eva Rios, Barbara Robinson 

2003 Worhhops/Trainings/Con ferences Board Members Attended 

Monterey County School Boards Association and Organizational Meeting 
April 29,2003 
Alonzo Gonzalez, Eva Rios, Wendy Dodson, Barbara Robinson 

CSBA Orientation for New Trustees 
December 10,2003 
Sonia Jaramillo 

CSBA Annual Education Conference 
December 11-13,2003 
Sonia Jaramillo 

Gonzales Unified School District, New Board Member Training 
2003 
Sonia Jaramillo, Barbara Robinson 



2004 Workshops/Trainings/Con ferences Board Members Attended or will Attend 

2-year Masters in Governance Regional Training Program 
start March 2004 
Barbara Robinson 

Monterey County School Boards Association and Organizational Meeting 
March 24,2004 
Sonia Jarmillo, Barbara Robinson 

CSBA Annual Education Conference 
December 2-4,2004 
Wendy Franscioni, Barbara Robinson, Tim Handley, Sonia Jammillo, Eva Rios 



Tammi Tognetti, W20104 11:55 AM -0800, Board Member Trainings for Grand Jury 1 
Frm: "Tamni Tognetti" <ttogngtt@montBrey.k12.ca.u~> 
To: "Ron Eastwowl" ~astwood@mnterey.kl2.ca.u~> 
Cc : <lwbrown@monterey. k12 .ca.us> 
Subject: Board Member Trainings for Grand Jury 

Ron, 

I am sending the information about the board member trainings offered to the members of both the KCUSD and KCJUHSD. 
Although not all members attended each training, there was representation by members of both boards at each 
workshop/conference. 

00-0 3 
CSBA Annual Educational Conference 
SSDA Annual Conference 
Board Retreat (1 for each district) 
CSBA Curricuium lnstltute 

01-02 
CSBA Annual Educational Conference 
SSDA Annual Conference 
Board Retreat (1 for each district) 
CSBA Curriculum Institute 

0243 
CSBA Annual Educational Conference 
SSDA Annual Conference 
Joint Board Retreats (2 were held with both bards participating to discuss K-12 visionslgoals) 
CSBA Curriculum Institute 

03-04 
CSBA Annual Educational Conference 
SSDA Annual Confer~nce (next month) 
Joint Board Retreats (2 have been held so far with both boards participating) 
CSBA Curriculum Institute 
In addition, we are currently working with CSBA to schedule a Single District Governance Workshop to be held in April or 
May 

I hope this gives you the information you need. If not please let me know. 

Printed for Ron Eastwood <eastwood@mail.monterey.k12.ca.u~> 1 



Tammi Tognetti, 2/20/04 12:02 PM -0800, More Grand Jury Info 1 
Frm: " T d  Tognetti" <ttognett@monterey.klZ.ca.usz 
Tor "Ron Eastwood" <eastwood@monterey.k12.ea.us> 
Cc: <lwbrawn@moaterey.kl2.ca.us> 
Subject: Mbre Grand Jury Info 

Ron, 

In addition to the information I send In my previous e-mail, the board president of the KCUSD also completed the full 
Masters in Governance Program last year. 

Sow I forgot to include this! 

Printed for Ron Eastwood a t w a a d  @ mail.monterey.kl2.cmus> 1 



NORTH MONTEREY COUNTY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

2001 Worshops/Trainings/Corsferenes Board Metn bers Attended 

TweYear Masters Ina Governance Program (2000-2002) 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 

Negotiations Training 
March 2001 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 

Board Managers Communication Workshop 
April 2001 
RachelIe Morgan-Lewis, Larry Cahoun, Diana Jimenez, Samuel Laage 

MCOE Annual School Boards Organizational Meeting 
April 2001 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 

Special Institu tes-Board Meeting Training 
July 2001 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 

CSBA Spokesperson Training 
December 2001 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 

CSBA Annual Conference 
December, 2001 
Samuel Laage, Larry Calhoun, Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 

2002 Wors h ops/Train ings/Con feren 8s Board Mew bers Attended 

Two-Year Masters in Governance Program (2002-2004) 
Robert Taniguchi, Samuel Laage 

California Association for BWngud Education (CABE) Conference 
January 2002 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 

School Board Retreat 
February 2002 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Larry Calhoun, Samuel Laage, Diana Jimenez, Robert Taniguchi 

Boardmanagement Communication Workshop 
March 2002 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Larry Calhoun, Samuel Laage, Robert Taniguchi 



MCOE Annual School Boards Organizational Meeting 
ApriI 2002 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 

CSBA Annual Conference 
December, 2002 
Diana Jimmez, Larry Calhoun, Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Samuel Laage, Robert Tatliguchi 

Regional Occupational Program Executive Board Meetings 
Throughout 2002 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 

Selecting, Hiring, Firing Superintendents 
2002 
Diana Jimenez 

2003 WorsP60ps/Truini~ags/Conferenes Board Members Attended 

BoardlSenior Management Retreat 
February 2003 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Diana Jimenez, Larry Calhoun, Samuel Laage, Robert Taniguchi 

BoardlGeneral Management Workshop 
April 2003 
RacheUe Morgan-Lewis, Diana Jimenez, Larry Cahom, Samuel Laage, Robert Tatliguchi 

MCOE Annual School Boards Organizational Meeting 
April 2003 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 

2004 Worshops/Trainings/Con ferenes Board Members Attended 

Board/Superintendent Retreat (Facilitated by CSBA) 
February 7,2004 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Larry Calhoun, Samuel Laage, Robert Taniguchi 

MCOE Expulsion, Suspension, Truancy Training 
February 2004 
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 



Other Worslaops/TPainlaings/Confirenes Board Members Attended 

Rachelle Morgan-Lewis 
Beginning Teacher Suppo~t & Assessment Training (BTSA) 2001-2003 
Peer Assishnce & Review (PAR) Training 
Masters in Educational Administration 200 1-2003 
Student Study Team (SST) Training 200 1 -2002 
CRLP Training 200 1 -2003 

Diana Jimenez 
P a c M  Foundation Reading Lions (2000) 
K-3 Phonemic Awareness Direct Instruction 2000 (24 hours) 
CABE Conference 1998,1999,2000 (2 days each year) 
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Printed for Ron Eastwood <eastwood @mail.mon~rey.kl2.ca,us> 



S i b a s  Union Xigh School District 
Workshops, Trainings and Conferences attended by Board Members 

2002-2004 

California School Boards Association - Masters in Governance Program (eight 
interactive courses - all sessions completed) 
Phillip Tabera 
Anne Brown 
Art Gilbert 

2002 - 
Chamber of Commerce Annual Awards, February 20,2002 
Art Gilbert 
h e  Brown 

CaIifornia School Boards Association - Institute for New and First Term Board 
Members, February 22-23,2002 
Jeff Muiioz 

Cakifornia School Boards Association - Crisis Communications and the Media and 
Board PresidentsT Workshop, February 22-23,2002 
Art Gilbert 

California School Boards Association - Essential EIements of Meeting Effectiveness, 
March 15,2002 
Jeff Muiioz 
Art Gilbert 
Anne Brown 

California School Boards Association - Celebrating Educational Opportunities for 
Hispanic Students: Bridging the Gaps, April 26-28,2002 
Phillip Tabera 
Art Gilbert 

Monterey County OEce of Education School Boards Organizational Meeting, 
April 30,2002 
Art Gilbert 
Anne Brown 
Rich Foster 

California School Boards Association - LeglsLtfve Action Conference, May 4-6, 
2002 
Anne Brown 
Art Gilbert 



California School Boards Association - Delegate Assembly Meeting, May 4-5,2002 
Art Gilbert 

National Association of Elected Latino and Appointed Officials (NALEO) Annual 
Conference, June 27-29,2002 
PhilIip Tabera 

California School Boards Association - Curriculum Institute, July 12-13,2002 
h e  Brown 

California School Boards Association - Back to School Conference, 
September 27,2002 
Anne Brown 
Art Gilbert 

California Latino School Board Members Association Unity 2002 Conference, 
October 3-4,2002 
Phillip Tabera 

Partners for Peace Annual Summit, November 20,2002 
Anne Brown 

Californian School Boards Association Annual Education Conference, 
December 5-7,2002 
Anne Brown 
Phillip Tabera 
Art Gilbert 

California School Boards Association CSBA Delegate Assembly, December 6 5 ,  
2002 
Art Gilbert 

Govexnor9s 2003 Budget Workshop, January 14,2003 
Art GiIbbrt 

Chamber of Commerce Annual Awards, February 20,2003 
,Anne Brown 

California School Boards Association - The Brown Act and Board Presidents' 
Workshops, February 74,2003 
Art Gilbert 



California School Boards Association Celebrating Educational Opportunities for 
Hispanic Students: Bridging the Gaps, March 21 - 23,2003 
Phillip Tabera 

California School Boards Association - Taming For Success: Superintendent 
Evaluation Workshop, April 30,2003 
h Gilbert 

California School Boards Association - Legislative Action Meeting, May 19,2003 
Phillip Tabera 
Art Gilbert 

California School Boards Association - Delegate Assembly Meeting, May 3 7-18, 
2003 
Art Gilbert 

Caiifornia School Boards Association - Curriculum Institute, July 11-12,2003 
Anne Brown 

National Association of Elected Latino and Appointed Officials (NALEO) PlnnuaI 
Conference, June 2628,2003 
Phillip Tabera 

California Latino School Board Members Association Unity 2003 Conference, 
October 34,2003 
Phillip Tabera 

Association of Mexican American Educators State Conference, November 13-1 4, 
2003 
h e  Brown 

Californian Scbool Boards Association Annual Education Conference, 
December 11-13,2003 
Anne Brown 
Kathryn Ramirez 
Phillip Tabera 
Art Gilbert 

CSBA Delegate Assembly, December 10-1 1,2003 
Art Gilbert 

CSBA - New Trustee Orienhtion - December 10,2003 
Kathryn Ramirez 



Chamber of Commerce Annual Awards, February 19,2004 
Anne Brown 

National School Boards Association Annual Conference, March 25-30,2004 
Rich Foster 
Anne Brown 
Art Gilbert 

California School Boards Association Celebrating Educational Opportunities for 
Hispanic Students: Bridging the Gaps, March 19 - 21,2004 
Phillip Tabera 

National Association of Elected Latino and Appointed Officials (NALEO) Annual 
Conference, June 24-26,2004 
Phillip Tabera 



$AN ANTONIO UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICrT 

Workshop~~gdConfercnces  for Board M e m b  

2002-2004 School Years 

Two Ycar Master G o v m m  Program (CSBA) 
Beginning October 2002-Ending May 2004 

Board Members attending: J a n d  Welbum 
Casey Bowler 

Superintcndtnt attending: Susan L. Gerard 

8 Modules: (one day training) 

Foundations of Effective Governance 
Setting Direction 
Human Resources 
Policy & Judicial Review 
Studcnt L e h g  & Achievement 
C o M v e  Bargaining 
Finmce 
Community Relations & Advocacy 
Govmance Integration 



Santa Rita Elementary School District 
Workshops/Traiaings/Conforences Board Members Attended 

2002 - 2004 

Professional Educators Who are Board Members: 
Elva Arrellano, Teacher 
Pat Alexander, Director of Fiscal  Services 
Jon Sanborn, Retired Teacher 
N i t a  McMurry, Teacher 

2-year Ma~ter Governance Program 
October, 2002 through 2004 

Elva Arrelano 

SSDA Annual Conference 
Summer, 2002 

Perry Vargas, Tom Spencer 
Summer, 2003 

Tom Spencer 

f B B  Training 
3 day workshop, Sept., 2002 

Tom Spencer, Perry Vargas, 

Strategic Planning 
2 day session, June, 2002 

Tom Spencer, Perry Vargas 
2 day management retreat, June, 2003 

Perry Vargas 

Montereg County School Boards Association and Organizational Meeting 
April, 2002 

Elva Arrelano, Mike Roebuck, Perry Vargas 
April 29 ,  2003 

Elva Arrelano 
March, 2004 

CSBA New Trustee Orientation 
December, 2002 

Elva Arrellano, Jon Sanborn 
December 10, 2003 

Pat Alexander 

SSDA Regional Workishop 
July, 2002 

Elva Arrelano 
July, 2003 



Elva Arrelano 
July, 2004 

SRTA D i s t r i c t  Curriculum Council 
Monthly Meetings in 2001-02 

Elva Arrelano, Jon Sanborn 
Monthly Meetings in 2002-03 

Elva Arrelano, Jon Sanborn 
Monthly Meetings in 2003-04 

Elva Arrelano, Perry Vargas 



SOLEDAD UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BOARD ICIPIEMBER TRAZNXNG 

2004 - Workshop Training with CSBA 
New Board Members Training - February 27,28 
Board member: Lucio Rios 

District Training - December 12,2003 

2003 Workshop/TrainindConference 
February 7-8,2003 - Tnstitute for New and First-Term Board Members, Millbrae, CA 
Board Member: Marie Berlanga 

2002 - Workshotl/Traini~~s/Conferences with CSBA 
July 2002 CSBA Summer Institute 
Board Member: Marcelene Franscioni 

Trustee Orientation 
October 14,2002 

5 .  December 5-7.2002 CSBA Conference in San Francisc~ 
Board Member: Marcelene Franscioni 

6. 200 1 Workshop/Training/Conferences 
July 2001 CSBA Summer Institute 
Board Member: Marcelene Franscioni, Ira Katz 

7. 2001 CSBA Conference - San Diego 
Board Member: Marcelene Franscioni 
Marie Berlanga - New Board Members Training 

8. Masters in Governance Program - Certified: 
Marcelme Franscioni 

*Please note that recent year's participation to conferences and trainings have been Iimited due 
to budget constraints. 



f iro ld  Kahn, 2/19/04 10:15 AM -0800, S U ~ D  Trustees Board Trainings 1 
From: "Harold K&hn" chkahn@mnterey.kl2.ca.us~ 
To: "Ron Eastwood" <eastwood@monterey.klZ.ca.us> 
Cr!: "Harold Kahn" &kahn@monterey.k12. ca.us> 
Subject: SUSD Trustees Board Traininge 
Date: Thu, 19 Feb 2004 10:15:59 -0800 
X-Priority: 3 (Normal) 
Drprtanee: Normal 

SPRECKELS UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT 

2001 Workshops/Conferences Boad Members A f f  ended 

Monterey County School Boards Assoclafion and Organizdlonal Meeting 
April, 2001 
Dan Romero 

CSBA Annual Conference- December, 2001 
Dianne Byrd 

2002 Workshops/Conferences Board Members Attended 

Monterey County Schwl Boards Assoclatlon and Organlratlonal Meeting 
AprH 30, 2002 
Dianne Byrd 

CSBA Annual Conference- December 57,2002 
Dianne Byrd 
Llsd Belton 

I. 2003 WorkshopdConferences Board Members Attended 

Montemy County School Boards AssociatSon and OrganIzatronal Meeting 
Aprll 29, 2003 
Lise Belton, 
Katie Andrus 

CSBA Annual Conference- Decemkr 11 -1 3,2003 
ti& Belton 

2004 Workshupa/Cunferen~8s Board Members Wll Attend 

Monterey County SchooI Boards AssoclatIon and Organtzatlonal Meeting 
April, 2004 
Representatives to Be Determined 

CSBA Annual Confemnce -December, 2004 
Representative(s) to Be Debtmined 
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Fiscal Implications of 

School District Reorganization 
presented by Michele Harnboorr, CPA, and Jerry Twomey, CPA 

About the Workshop 

SSC, in conjunction with the State's 
Fiscal Crisis and Management 
Assistance Team (FCMAT), is p l e d  
to armourtceehisunique workshop on 
a very specific topic. Thanks to legis- 
htion enacted in 1998 (Chapter 906/ 
1 998), unification and consolida,tion 
mmuchmoreathcthe~d-md 
medium-sized school districts, and 
more districts are now considering 
reorganization due in part to budget 
woes, 

This year's workshop has been 
updated to include new case studies, 
as well as the considemtion of multi- 
year planning for the years after the 
rmgarhtion is eEkctive. This work- 
shop will enable school agencies to 
identify and understand the fiscal 
rrnpact o r f ~ c a E i . o n d ~ t h e ~ -  
zation process. Using actual case 
studies, Michele Huntoon, CPA, and 
Jerry Womey, CPA, will lead discus- 
sions on fiscal issue associated with 

Workshop Content 

Highlighh of the workshop include: 

P Evaluating whether the State Board orEducation's 1 0 criteria fbr reorgmi- 
d o n  would be substantially met 

Understanding the petition process, timelines, and the role of key players - 

P An overview of local vote issues and subsequent gov-ce issues 

9 C o m ~ g ~ e n m ~ m e 3 1 u e l i m i t f m t h e n e w ~ r e ~ s c h o o l  
district-including the all-important salary and bendt add+ns 

P Projectmg future revenue limit COLAS, d w h y  the paatage inmase 
in future base revenue limits will typically be less than the stahhy C O U  

k Negoti- new salary schedules and benefits for the r e o r g a u d  district 

P Negotiating and writing an equitable division of assets md liabilities - 
Assessing the potential impact ofthe reorgaddim proposal on outstat- 
ing or pending bonded ;bnrdeMess 

9 Mapping out ammition plan for the period following the election 

P Leaning k m  others' successes and mistakes Bring w few of your own 
experiencest0 dm+mistakes will be kept anonymous,] 

 tio on through ~ l i c l a t i ~ n ,  
aswellas-andtrngW 
thebdwp ofexisting d m 1  Ma, 

Who Should Attend 

County Committee on School 
District Organization Members 
Governing Board Members 
Superintendents 
Business Officials Dates and Locations 
Employee Group Representatives 
Interested Members of the March 23, P ~ c r a m e n t o  COE 

March J 1 , 2 ~ n c h o  Cucfarnonga C m d t y  



Cdifornia School Boards Association 

November 24, 2003 

Dear SuperintendentlBoard Member, 

California is facing a budge* shortfall that's expected to exceed $14 
billion. Economic uncertainties, a new administration, a special session of the 
Legislature - what can we expect? CSBA's 2004 Forecast Conference brings 
together California's political and fiscal Ieaders, as well as private sector 
economic experts, to provide information and insight into the hcaI realities of 
the new year. The conference provides the perfect opportunity to gather all the 
critical and up-b-&te information you'll need as you strive to meet the 
challenges of governing your schools in this W~cult time. 

Atbnd the 2004 Forecast Cottfmm and Iearn... 

How will the governor's economic recoverg package f mpact schools? 

What will the governw's Januarg budget proposal man for schools? 

What will happen to categorical programs? WiII there be block grants? 

What policy changes for education are on the horizon for 20042 

Be prepared to Imd Hour schools in the right dimdon bu attending 
CSBA's 2004 Forecast Coplfmmce - o f f d  at two locations! 

January 1 5,2004 
Sacramento Convention Center 
8:00 a.m. Registration opens 
9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. Conference 

January 16,2004 
San Diego COE 
Joe Rindone Regional Tech. Center 
8:00 a m ,  Registration opens 
9:00 a.m. - 2:30 p.m, Conference 

Register today by faxing the enclosed registration form, c d h g  (800) 266- 
3382, ext. 3275, or online at www.csba.org. The registration fee of $165 
includes materiaIs, refreshments and lunch, 

Sincerely, 

Jeannine Martineau 
President 

Enclosure 
3100 Beacon Boulev~rd 
P.O. Box 1660 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 
(916) 371-4691 
FAX (918) 371-3407 



Reglster online: Reglster by mall: Reglster by phone: Register by FAX: 
www.csba.org CSRA, c/o Wwtamerica with purchase order with purchase order 

Bank, ROO Box 1450 or VisalMastercardl or VisalMastercardl 
Suisun City, CA American Express American Express 
9458544 50 (800) 26b3382, 3314 (916) 3 71-3407 

Regstrant Information: 

NAME TITLE 

DIStRICT/COUNTY OFFICE 

ADDRESS CITY ZIP 

PHONE E-MAIL 

Please Indicate the workshop you11 be attending: 

0 Janurry 25,2004 
Sacramento Convention Center 
1400 J Street, Sacramento 

Schedule 
Registration opens 
8:30 AM 

Workshop session 
9:M) AM - 4:OO PM 

O January 16,2004 
San Diego COE 
Joe Rindone Regional Techonology Center 
6401 Linda Vista Road, San Diego 

Schedule 
Registration opens 
8:30 AM 

Workshop sesslon 
9:OO AM - 2:30 PM 

Re@stration Fee: $165 CSBA Members*. (Indudes materinls, refreshments and lunch) 

I I 

AMOUNT ENCLOSED P.O./VISA/MASTERCARD/AMERICAN EXPRI%/CHECK # U P .  DATE 

PURCHASE ORDER PAYMENT TERMS ARE NET 30 DAYS 

No refunds for neshows. 

* Individual board members and district/county offlce 
employees are considered members of CSBA If their 
dlstrlc~county offlce Is a member of CSBA, 

NPIE: Mere will be a $10 fee for all onslte registrations. 
The pn4egistretlon fee Is effective 10 days prlor to the confer- 
ence. Due to our accounting p r d u r e s ,  It will be necessary 
to process any reglstratlon received after that time as an on- 
site registration. Cancelfations must be received in writlng one 
week prior to the date of the conference. There wlll be a $40 
cancellation fee after the oneweek deadllne. 



-- -Board Members 
Faculty 

Del J. Alberki, Ph.D. 
Executive Sea& and Governance 
Consultant, CSBA 

Ron Bennett, Preslderrt 
School Servkes of California, Inc. 

Car01 Berg, Ph.D., Executive Wce President 
Schml Services of Calhrnia, Inc. 

Lyrm BogarC, M.D.. Director of Curricufum 
and Instruction Huntington Beach Clty 
Elementary School District 

Davis Campbell, President 
Governance Institute, CSBA 

Ken Hall, Chairman of the Board 
School Services of California, Inc, 

A joint project of the Califomla School 
Boards Foundation, the CSBA Continuing 
Education Department and Kelling, 
Northmoss & Nobriga 
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Annual Spring Conference 

CalCfornla State 
1 w 

every child onevoice. CCSESA 

March 12-14,2004 
~ ~ a - t t  Regency Monterey 

One Golf Course Drive Monterey, California 

Presented by: 

California County Boards of Education 
California State Parent Teachers Association 

California County Superintendents Educational Services Association 



2 Welcome 

Dear Friends and Colleagues, 

As members of the 2004 A n n d  Spring Conference Planning Committee, we 
invite you to attend the "Partnerships for Success" Annual Spring Conference 
presented by the Calitbrnia County Boards of Education (CCBEJ, the California 

L 
Stare Parent Teachers Association (IT., and the California County Superinten- 
dents E d u t i o d  Serviccs Asmcia~on (CCSESA) . These dzree associations, whose 

t h members provide a viral link between &arozs, parents and children, and the 
broader local community, have o r g a n i d  this confkrence for  anendea to become 

more informed of current ksw in education, and to share new ideas with one another, We promise you thought-pmok- 
ing discussions, guidance and direction through the changes and challenger facing public education. 

"Parvlerships for Sumss" represenrs the parmaships generated baween the County Boards, parents, teachers and 
Couny Superintendents. This annual conference focuses on bringing dl aspen, of public education together for an 
informative array of presenbtions and discussions. 

We are honored to feature several outstanding speakers throughout the weekend including Stare Superintendent of 
Public Instruction Jd Q'Conndl, speaker and author John M ~ Q W  and humorist and education activist Angie 
Pap&. County Oace Showcase Sessioas are designed as an opportunity for county offices to highlight mmplary 
model programs a d  share strategies. The Critical hues Sasiom address some ofthe major issues in California educa- 
tion policy that affect county offices. You will find details about these great sessions in this packet. 

Once again, h e  bau& Hyan Regency Monterey will be the site ofthis went. During the canference, you will be 
davled by performances horn studen. amund the state, and you won't want to miss our Friday evening South of chc 
B a r k  dinner at the Hyatt Regency complete with a mariachi band! 

We look forward to seeing you in Monterey on March 12-14,2004 for our Annual Spring Conference. 

Sincerely, 

Pat McManus 
Exmdw Assistat~t, CaI$%mia Counp Board of 
Ehat ion  (CCBE) 

Cab N%o 
Presgent, Cd$maia State Parent Telachcrs Associ~don 
PTA) 

Brenda D w t  
Pmdmt-Elm, CuizfimPls State Pdmt  Tacks  
Association (PT9 

Jan Harp Dameoe 
Secretmy- Twmrevi Nationd Parent Zdshers Association 
OTA) 

John D. Anderson 
President, Calz$mia Coung Sskpen'ntm&nar 
Educutdonal Services Assochtion (CCSESA) 

Glen W. Thomas 
Executive Director, Ctl$w%ia County Su~tPintesah& 
Educational Services Assuc~tion (CCSESA) 

Hwther Edwards 
Assistant Fzemtiue Director, Calf;lmia Coscnp 
Superinta&~ n Educational Smites Association 
(CCSESA) 

Kate Osborn 
Executive Assistant, Cak$maka COU nty Superintta&nts 
Educat~baad Senices A.rso&ation (CCSESA) 



Schedule of Events 
California State 

I I I I  

every child. onevoice. CCSESA 

C C  BE PVA J CCSESA 

"Partnerships for Success" 

March 12-1 4,2004 

Thursday; March 11,1004 [Pre-Conference A d  I 
CCSESA Executive Committee Meeting 

Timber Coalition Meeting 

FCMAT Board of Directors Meeting 

CCSESA Legislative Committee Meeting 

CCSESA Board of Directors Meeting 

CCBE Legislative Committee Meeting 

CCBE Executive Committee Meeting 

CCSESA Presidentis Reception 

REGISTRATION beglns at 9:00 a.m. In the Regency Foyer 

CCSESA General Membership Meeting 

CCBE Board of Directors Meeting 

Opening General Sessionlluncheon 
Keynote Speaker Jack O'Connell, Sfate Superintendent of 
Public Instruction 



Friday, March 12, 2004 (Continued) 

County Office Showcase I (Concurrent Sessions) 

B r W  

County Off ice Showcase I I (Concurrent Sessions) 

South of the Border reception and dinner at the Hyatt 

General sess~onlContinental Breakfast 
Keynote Speaker: Angje Papadakis 
Presentation of "Mock" County Board Meeting Featuring 
County Board Members and County Superintendents 

Critical Issues Session I (Concurrent Sessions) 

General Session1 Luncheon 
Keynote Speaker: John Merro w 
CCBE Exemplary A wards P mgram 

Critical Issues Session II (Concurrent Sessions) 

Break 

PTA Business Meeting 

CCBE General Membership Meeting 

"Dining Togethet' 
Groups of attendees are encouraged to make reservations at local 
restaurants in advance. 

Closing General SessionlBreak-fast 
The Right to Dream, Performance by Living Voices 

% 



Keynote Speakers and hesentattam 

I 

State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction 
Friday, March 15 2004 
12:OO p.m. to 150 p.m. 

Jack O'Connd was elected to scrve as Caiifbrnia's 26th State 
Superinttndent of Public Insuuerion on November 5,2002, 
gamering more votes than any other contested candidate in 
the country. Previously, he served for two decades in h e  
California State Legislam representing the Central Coast. 

Throughout his career, Superintendent O'ConneIl has 
stressed education improvement. As the author d numer- 
ous landmark education bills in both the Assembly and the 
State Senare, he made quality education in Wornia  his 
number one priority This commitment to the children of 
California earned Superintendent O'Connell h e  praise and 
the respect of colleagues and educators. 

Ar the helm of the Califbrnia Deparrment of Education, 
iuperintcndent O'ConnelI will hcus on accountability, ac- 
cess, and opportunity. h a p m n  team builder with the 
ability to forge consensus on thorny issues, especially where 

writer, sp&, businesswoman, activ- 
ist, and volunteer, hgic ' s  main focus 

in life has been to help rhe community and improve educa- 
tion. 

From I983 to 1988, Angie served on h e  California Sate Bawd 
of Education. She was then appointed to the Little Homer 
Commission where her main focus was education and chil- 
dm. Presently Angie is in her rhird term as a member of the 
TAS Angles County Board of Educion. 

challenges are stronpr, Supcrinrendent O'Connell will con- 
tinue efforts ta fortifjr Calihrnia's world-dnss amdmic stan- 
dards, strengthen California's assessment sys tern, and bol- 
ster support for h e  state's classraoms. He is a long-time 
advocate for smaller class sizes, improved teacher recruit- 
ment and retention, comprehensive diagnostic testing, and 
up-to-date school facilities. 

Jack O'Connell was born in 195 1 in Glen h e ,  Nm Yark 
In 1958, his EamiIy m m d  to Southern California, where he 
attended l o 4  public schools. He received hlr; Bachelor of 
Arts dcgree in history from California State Univtrsicy, Fd- 
lerton and earned his Secondary Teaching Credential from 
CSU, Long Beach in 1975. He returned to his high school 
a h a  mater to tcach for several years and later served on the 
Smra Barbara County School Board. 

He was elected to the 35th State Assembly District in 1 982 
and was reelected by wide margins thereafter, once gxtner- 
ing both the Republican and the Democratic nominations. 
In 1394, O ' C o d l  was elected TO the 18th State Senate 
District and easily won reelection in 1998. 

Superinrendent O'Comell and his wife, Doree, have been 
married fbr more than 25 y w s  and have a daughter, Jenni- 
fer, attending public high school. Doree O'Connd recently 
earned her reaching credentid at Cal. Poly San Luis Obispo. 

Angie has heen an activisr for children's education for many 
years. Having served on h e  Los Angeles A m  Council Boy 
Scours ofAmerim, U n i d  Way, Harbor RoundTable Agamst 
Youth Violence, and the Gang Alternative: Program in Los 
Angela, h g i e  has been successful in improving the lives of 
children. As a founder of the Gang Alternative Program, 
her work is credited with the d u c t i o n  of gang activity by 
reaching children in the fourth grade to stay out of gangs. 

As a gag-writer, Angie's work has appeared in 39 national 
publications and she is currendy a special freelance writer 
for Reader's 

In her "spare time," Angie shares her specid gift of wit and 
wisdom, experiences and expertise, with htr audiences by 
giving them not only something to laugh about, but same- 
thing ta think about. 



6 Keynote Speakers and Presentations (continued) 

Meeting Conduct - Mock Board Meeting 

Conducting a Board meeting of any kind can be chdeng- Issues will include the Brawn Aa, addressing public corn- 
ing and may include complicated legal issues. Attendees ments, dealing with the media, and how in general, to con- 
have an opportunity to observe the conduct of a "mock" duct an effective, civil meeting. Content will bc useful apd 
County Board of Education mecring. During chis session, insightful to anyone involved in Board meetings. 
raxing issues and situations will arise and be analyzed by 
panel Board members, superintendents and legal counsel. 

ecutivc Producer of The Memw Report ' a devision documentary series on PBS 
and National Public Radio (NPR) that 

discusses critical issues for education including: Are we pw 
paring our young people far the future?; Are schools and 
t d u s  working to recognbt the ability and develop the 
potential of each &Id?; and What does the future hold for 
education in America? 

Living Voices: The Right to Dream 
S u n d a ~  March 14,2004 
8:00 am. to 10:30 am. 

Living Voices is a non-~rofir educational thatre am orpiza- 
tion dedicated to presenting programs using a combination of 
theatre and media to bring critical moments in history to lifk. 

'I%e Right rn toearn is the story of Raymond Hollis, a Missis- 
sippi child of a World War I1 African American soldier. His 
mother is a domwic worker who is respected in their small 
Mississippi mwn. As a child, Raymond befriends a white child 
and h e  two became good fiends, only to learn that their 
friendhip was forbidden in a segregated sodety. 

Merrow began his career as an English teacher in 1964. He 
has since produced and hosted numerous talk shows focused 
on education including, "Options in Education" andUYour 
Children, our Children" on NPR,""Learning in America)) 
on PBS, andSuLearning Matters" on The Learning Chan- 
nel. Merrow is also the author of a a o s i n e  Excellence: 
(I ood Enouahn Schools Are Not Good F,&. 

Dr. John Merrow is a popular public sp&r on education 
and family issues. He is aTrustee of Teachers Collcgc, Co- 
lumbia University and former Chair of the Alumni CouncL 
of the Harvard Graduate School of Education. 

In The Rkbt to D w m ,  Raymond faces the &es of segrega- 
tion and inequality as hc bccomcs involved in the Student 
Nonviolent Chordhating Committee (SNCC) and takes pact 
in sit-ins and prorescr during At: early 1960's. The violent 
consequences of the civil rights movement test Kaymond's 
dedication to creating a cobr blind society. 

The Egbt to Dream is inspired by Martin Luther J h g ,  Jr.'s 
fight to rake our community out of the world of intnlerance. 



Counh affice Showcase I 
Frklay, March 12,2004 

SAlT for Success 
Dee Alarcon, Solano County Superintendent 
Robert Phillips, Director, Educational Services, Solano COE 
Berbara Nemko, Napa County Superintendent 
Jan Sabo, Director of Curriculum & Instruction, Napa COE 

Promoting equlty and student achievement for all students is a top prlority. This session will showcase the efforts of the 
Solano and Napa County Offices of Education in helping schools improve student achievement. Experiences will be 
shared regarding two different ways that the School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT) process was used. One 
process involves a state monitored school that was required to participate in the SAlT process. The other is with a school 
that volunteered to invite the Solano and Napa County Offices of Education SAIT teams Into their school. 

Leadership for Continuous Quality in Education 
Joe Ovlck, Contra Costa County Superintendent 
Susan Magnone. Associate Superintendent, Educational 
Services, Contra Costa COE 

To be a lsader in an organization based on quality management 
principles requires a different set of skills and knowledge than leaders 
in traditional organizations. The Contra Costa County Office of 
Education provides training for all managers that focuses on the 
:oncepts, attitudes and tools that leaders need to create a culture of 
continuous improvement. This session will teach participants about a 
leadership-trainlng model and tools t h y  can use to foster quality in their 
organizations. 

Cup of Joe? Creating Vocational Training 
Opportunities Through Community Partnerships 

Pam Sanders, Division Administrator, Special Education Services, Kern County Superintendent of Schools 

The division of special education services, Kern County Superintendent of Schools, and Starbuck's Coffee Company in 
Bakersfield have developed a community partnership to assist students in preparlng for the working world. This session 
will discuss how four classes of junior high special education students operate "STAWs Gourmet Coffee Service" and are 
provided with an opportunity to integrate core curriculum skills and business acumen. 

A Countywide After School Program - New Ideas and New Collaboratlves 
Cyndy Dolph, Division Administrator, Educational Services, Madera COE 

Lorle Werner, Coordinator, After School Programs, Madera COE 
Gail Beyer, Coordinator, Local Child Care Council, Madera COE 

''Thinking out of the box" and developing new collaborative relationships has resulted In a successful after school 
program in Madera County. In its fourth year of operation, Club Y.E.S. (Youth Education and Enrichment at School) 
provides an after school program at nine sites in four districts throughout the county. Learn how the Madera County 
7oard of Educatlon has been supportive of the program from its inception and continues to support efforts to expand and 
maden the capacity of the program. 
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PTAs and' Education Foundations - Natural Partners, Not Competttors 
Brenda Davis, President-Elect, CA State PTA 
Jan Domene, Secretary-Tr~asurer, National PTA 
Californler Consortium of Education Foundations 

Due to budget cub to educational programs, more school communities are looking to education foundations to sponsor 
fundraising events, apply for grants, and provide funding for school programs. A perception exists that education 
foundatlons compete with PTAs as the maln fundraisers and sponsors of programs. Thls workshop will explore the ways 
in which PTAs and education foundations may work cooperatively to benefit students most. 

County Off' - -! Showcase II 
Friday, March 12,2004 3:15 p.m. - 4115 p.m. 

I 
Kings County High Speed Wireless Network 

Jerry Waymire, Jr,, Assistant Superintendent, Kings COE 

The Kings County Office of Education, in collaboration with county school districts, has developed a wireless network 
offering hlgh speed last mite connectivity to many schools In the county. This has given students high bandwidth access 
to the connection provided by the Digital California Project as well as to the Internet. Thls session wlll outline the 
technology used in Kings County and how the project was funded. 

Exploring Ways to Enhance Parent Involvement 
b y  Trottar, Vice President for Parent Involvement, CA State PTA 

Thlrty years of research have proven the positive connections between parent Involwment and student success. When 
parents are involved students achieve more, have higher grades, higher test scores, Improved attendance, and fewer 
behavioral problems. This session will explore ways to enhance parent involvement through utilizing the National 
Standards for Understanding Parent Involvement, Parents Empowering Parents, Building Successful Partnerships, and 
understanding the par~nt involvement component of No Child Left Behlnd. 



County Office Showcase II 
rttvating Character in Our Classrooms and Communities 

Daria Waetjen, Director, lnstructlonal Services, Orange County Department of Education 
Flussell Williams, President, Passkeys FoundatiodJefferson Center for Character Education 
Ken Williams, President, OCDE Board of Trustees (Workshop Facilitator) 

Imagine schools where integrity, academic honesty, respect, and c~rnpassion flourish. Envision the resulting rich 
learning environment which fosters student and staff efficacy, and supports parent expectations for civil and safe learning 
communities. The Orange County Department of Education has made a dramatic commitment to help build such 
learning snvironments through the development of a premier Character Education Institute. This initiative promotes the 
development of schools where effective standards-based instruction is integrated with core character education 
principles. It is unique in its strategy to seed character educators countywide through the awarding of fellowships. These 
lead educators bring this initiative alive at their respective schwl sites and in the community. An advisory board 
comprised of county leaders guides the initiative as It partners wlth parents and the community. In addition, an 
Institutional Review Board ensures parents and students are safeguarded in accordance with NCLB. 

Kern County: A Model of Successful Community Collab 

Promotion Via Standards Mastery 
Jeff S.Tllton Sr., Director, Charter Schools, Stanislaus COE 

Judis Pircitello, Division Coordinator, Stanislaus COE 

Valley Business High School, founded by business and industry and Stanislaus County Superintendent Martin Petersen, 
is a unique School-to-Career, Integrated, thematic approach county off ice of education-sponsored charter high schwl for 
motivated students. The school, a member of the Coalition of Essential Schools, blends academic projects with "real 
world" internships. Students graduate with a culminating celebration (Graduation By Exhibition) after demonstrating their 
mastery of the California academlc content standards before a committee of school and business personnel. This 
sesslon will show how project-based methodologies and assessment and accountabtllty interrelate. 

District and COE Partnerships far Success 
Judy Maurice, Associate Superintendent, Imperial COE 
Pat Salcldo, Principal, Calipatria High School 
Davld Schoneman, Superintendent, San Pasqual Valley USD 
Mlchael Fong, Board Member, Calipatria USD 

Calipatria and San Pasqual Valley Unified School Districts are partnering wlth the Imperial County Office of Education to 
1 around their low performing schools. A four year commitment by the Calipatrla USD Superintendent and Board has 
to increased student achievement, parent involvement, and community pride. This session will outline this successful 

partnership by discussing the Involvement of each participant and how the county office provides support for these local 
districts, 



Cr"' - - 1 1  Issues Session I 

The Numeracy Project: A Mathematlcs Curriculum for the Court and Community 
Schools 

Victor Gee, Former Secondary Math Coordinator, Alameda COE 
Paul Pechln, Program Manager, Secondary Mathematics, Sacramento COE 
Garry Potten, Director of Mathematics, San Joaquln COE 

This session will outline how California High School Exit Exam standards, along with a highly engaging lesson design, 
will be shaped into a unique curriculum which will address many of the issues faced by students in the court and 
community school system. Partlclpants will be shown how a monthly math strand (theme) approach will allow more sites 
to follow a common path. 

A RegIonal Support System for Work with L o w  Performing Schools 
Joyce Wright, Assistant Superintendent, Sacramento COE 
8111 Palmw, Director of Regional System of DEstfi & School Support, Sacramento COE 
Vlcki Alterwitr, Director, K-12 FEeadingLangusge Arts, Sacramento COE 

Pat Duckhorn, Director, K-12 Mathematics, Sacramento COE 

The Sacramento County Office of Education in collaboration wlth nine other counties (Alpine, Colusa, tl D o d o ,  
Nevada, Placer, Sierra, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba) have established a consortium which uses the School A s s i s m  and 
Ifltefventi~h Toam (SAIT) p m s s  as a model to prevent program improvement schools under No Child Left Behind f rm .  
moving into corrective action status.ThiS presenktkn will highlight how the Regional System of Dlstrict Schwb@upp 
K-12 Readingkanguage Arts, K-12 Mathematic$, AB 466 and AB 75 providers work together to provide key s m  to 
the regional consortium to attain its,wal. ,, 

'l P' 
Expulsion Appeals: Critical lseues Related to W r C y  Board 

te, D i m ,  @dent Support S os Angales GQE 
Jacobun, €&$Mnsultant, Stu port Services, Lus Angek COE 

1 I '  

review of identified crfW issues related to t&t bs 
nce standards; other means of wrrectlon stan f ,, 

d falrness issues. Case scenarios wilt be used to 
ue addressed by the presenters. tt. 



Crtttcuf Issues Sesston II 
Saturday, March 1% 2004 - 2:OO p.m. - 3:45 p.m. 

The County mole as a Partner In Education 
Davls Campbell, President, Governance Institute, CA School Boards Association (CSBA) 
Manny Scrdani, Director of Research and Development, CSBA 

Marjotle Peterson, CAO, Governance Institute, CSBA 

Explore the challenges of governance in county offices of sducation.This session addresses the foundations of effective 
governance; bullding a unlty of purpose with the board and county superlntendent; discussing ways to define the county 
board's governance role; building a positive board culture and identifying the formal structure and process useful to 
county governance. The session will explore strategies for providing leadership to local districts and reaching out to 
parents and the community, 

Brldging the Achlevernent Gap 
Susan Magnone, Assmiate Superintendent, Contra Costa COE 
Joe Ovick, Contra Costa County Superintendent 
Abe Doctolero, Director, Curriculum & Instruction, Contra Costa COE 

Bridging the Achievement Gap is a partnership of districts and the Contra Costa County Office of Education focused on 
closing the achievement gap for minority students. The core of the project is an intense professional development 
institute for school and district teams, The project also Includes recommendations for school boards, districts, school 
sites, and parents far actions they can take to close the gap. This session will showcase the professional development 

the recommended actions for boards and districts. 

CCSESA Expulsion Appeal Manual for County Offices of Education 
Loretta Mlddleton, Director, Student Services, San Diego COE 

Sherman Garnett, Child Welfare and Attendance Coordinator, San Bernardino COE 
Robert Jacobmn, Esq., Consultant, Student Support Services, Los Angeles COE 

Co-presented by the Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and San Diego County Offices of Education, this session will provide 
a comprehensive overview of the newly revised CCSESA Expulsion Appeal Manual. Special features will include a focus 
on the best practices along with legal issues related to the County Board Scope of Review. 

Travel Scvth of the Border on 
hiday* March l2,2W4 f m  6:W pm. - 900 pm. 

as the W y a t t  Regency Momterey is 
transfotrned into a fiesta! 

Complete with traditional Nexican cuisine and mariachis, 
it will be an event you won't want to miss! 



12 Conference Registration 
Partnerships for Success 

SAVE MONEI! 
--EllSTER BY FEBRUARY 27,90Ukl 

CcBvpTmcSEsA 
Annual Spring Confarancs 
H y a l  ~egency Monterey 

March 12-14,2004 
P 
To t~gistar additional attendees, please copy thb form and submit a separate form for each registrant. If you are a prwenter ~t the 
conference, and you plan on attendinn a other sesslonlev~nl besldes your wm, you am requtmd to raglster. 
Please type or print clearly. 

Name: 
(k you want It to npgear on your badge) 

Title: 

County O f  c8lPTA District: -- 

Address: 

City: State: Zlp: 

Phone: Fax: 

E-mail: 

REOLSTRATION FEE& 
(Includes all meals, except Saturday dinner. Vegetarian meals 
are available on request.) 

YES, I wlll be brlnglng a Quest 

Guest Name: 

I would like to purchase the fallowing guest (additional) 
meals: 

Frida~ March 12,2004 
Lunch: $25 
Dinner: $35 

Saturday, March t19,20M 
Breakfast: $15 
Lunch: $25 

Sunday, March 14,2008 
Breakfast: $20 

Mail mr Fax bntetmce Reg-on Form To: 

FAX: (91 6) 448m7801 

For addltlonal tnformatloa plume contact 
the mESA office at (MB) 448.S95. 

Vegetarian Meal Please 

CAMCELLATION POLICY: 
Requests for cancellation must be recrived In writing by 
February 27, 2004 In order to receive a full nfund. No 
ralunds will be given after February 27,2004. 

PAWEHE 
Please make checks payable to "CCSESA." Cndlt cards cannot be aceaptad. 

Check #: POI:  Amount: $ 



Hotel Re: - -*vations 
- artnershids for L lrccess 

Maks your hotol resarvatiom 
tGBE/PTrnCsESA 

bv Fshruanr 10.2004 in mter Annual Spring Conference 
10 receive the discounted tiyatt Regency Monterey 

March 12-14,2004 

HOTEL RESERVAllON FORM 
Pleaw type or print clearly. 

Name: 

County OfficeEPTA Dlstrlct: .. . . - 

Address: 

City: State: Zlg: 

Phone: Fax: 

E-mail: GUM M ~ B :  

Arrival Date;' - - - - . Departure Date: .. --  .. - .. . 

TYPE OF ACCOMMODATIONS: 
Reservations made by February 10,2004 wlll ncalva the 
following conference rates: I Mail at fax Hatel M s e W i o n  F m  To: 

Hyatt Regency Mentwey 
One BEalf Course Drive 
Mfisntwey* CA 82940 
FW: (831) 375139~ 

a Slngla - 1 bed, 1 person ($155) 

Doubls - 1 bad, 2 people ($155) 

Double - 2 beds, 2 people {$155) Or y ~ u  may call th hob! directly to 
make re#rwatiarss at (831) 372-1 234. 

Triple - 2 beds, 3 people ($100) 

For additional I n f u M o n  pl- 
contact the -A offlee at 

[luad - 2 beds, 4 people ($205) 

Smokhq Non-smoking 

a Require special facilities in accordance with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act. CAMCEUAnON PbLICk 

A cancellation must be recelv~d by the Hyatt 
Special Requests: - Regency Montar8y at lead 72 hours prior to fha 

arrival to a v ~ i d  a  anc cell at ion fee. 

PAYMEIIT: 
Rasanratl~ns wlll nol be pmcesred wlth~ut sl tom of guarantee. Pumhaslr orders will not be acseptod. 

Type of Credlt Card: Aecount #: 

Expiration Date: Name on Card: 



A Special Thanks to our Sponsors 

ACADEMIC BOOK SERVICES i* 
--W=n-WAhnq 

HOUGHTON MIFFLIN 

!&CS education services 



MONTEREY BAY 

Return to the Hyatt Regency Monbey 
Follow Ocean Avenue to Hl~hway 1 -North. Take the Mark Thomas 
Drive/Aquaj'io Rood exit. The second trofftc light turn rwt to Old 
Go# Course Road to the Hyatt Regency Monterey, 

P o b b b m h G o t e f  

The WAVE shume 

Fo Monterey Bay Aquadurn, continue t 

leilie &ov 
LWE Bew 
HWY 68 

Solsdad Dr. 
Murwar -. 



California Learning Resource Network (CLRN) 
Demonstration 

Friday and Saturday (March 12 & 13,2004) 

CLRN provides educators with a "one-stop" source for critical 
information needed for the selection of supplemental electronic 
learning resources aligned to the State Board of Education academic 
content standards. CLRN is administered by the Stanislaus County 
Office of Education as LEA, in partnership with the Humboldt, Kern, 
Kings, Sacramento, San Bernardina, and San Diego county offices of 
education. There will be an interactive demonstration of CLRN in the 
foyer near the registration table throlag hout the conference. Be sure to 
stop by and check it out! 

Partnerships for Success 
CCBE / PTA / CCSESA 
Annual Sprlng Conference 

1 121 L Street, Suite 510 
Sacramento, CA 9581 4 




